Comment Register

Proposed Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation
November 11-14, 2013

Form of

Date Acknowledgeme
No. Source Date Received Form Acknowledged nt
241 Gordon Gladden 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
242 Rich Stover 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
243 Bill Cropper 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
244 Terrance Greenwood 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
245 Kurt Schuster 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
246 L Wayne Reichard 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
247 Ray ? 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
248 David R. Oress 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
249 R? 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
250 Richard S Barr, Sr 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
251 David A MacLeod 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
252 John Broyhill 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
253 Woodrow E Vicky 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
254 John Daugherty 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
255 Charles Brenner 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
256 Joseph Ivers 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
257 FM? 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
258 Stu Leer 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
259 Don Ewalt 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
260 Jock McNair 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
261 Chris Pelk 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
262 Ruth Beauchamp 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
263 Fred Wierman 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
264 Mike Bloxham 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
265 C H Whitmore 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
266 W H Parker 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
267 Ann S Parker 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
268 Susan Satterfield 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
269 Donald E Ewalt, Jr 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
270 Richard Duncan 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
271 Marvin Blye 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
272 Ruth P Jones 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
273 Andrew Jones 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
274 Hunter Johnston 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
275 Don Cooper 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
276 Gerald Truitt 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
277 John Aukard 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
278 Joe Stefursky 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
279 Andrey Orr 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
280 Vic Tindall 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
281 Arthur Cooley 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender




282 George Vickers 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
283 Lewis Young 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
284 Daniel Williams 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
285 ? 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
286 M' Jernigan 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
287 Henry Engster 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
288 Sharon Engster 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
289 John Nicholson 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
290 Kathleen McLain 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
291 Robert F. Brown 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
292 Gail Anderson 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
293 Stephen L Capelli 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
294 Allen Brown 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
295 George Whitehead 11/11/13 Petition 11/12/13 email to sender
296 William R Brown 111 11/11/13 Email Letter 11/12/13 email
297 Katrin Tolson 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
298 Clifton G Taylor IlI 11/11/13 Email Letter 11/12/13 email
299 Anne Thompson 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
300 Jay Jones 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
301 Liz Jones 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
302 Deborah Ford 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
303 Chrissy Watkinson 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
304 Anne Thompson 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
305 Dana Yates 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
306 Christi Pruitt-Knierim 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
307 Marilou Gordy 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
308 Christal Marshall 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
309 John Cullen 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
310 Hannah Barber 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
311 Nancy Pali 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
312 Rick Lowe 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
313 Paul Morris 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
314 Angela Matthews 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
315 Blair Shockley 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
316 John Savage 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
317 Drew Miller 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
318 Daniel Nelson 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
319 Kristen Wheatley 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
320 Kay Bruch 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
321 Bonnie Hatcher 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
322 Peggy Kimes 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
323 Kelly Bunting 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
324 Heather Meyers 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
325 Keith Hornberger 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
326 Donna Mauro 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
327 Laura Colonna 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
328 Heather Campbell 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email




329 Rich Schmader 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
330 Frank J Cruice 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
331 Roger Smith 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
332 Jack Strickland 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
333 Teresa Adams 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
334 Dave Roberts 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/12/13 email
335 Kimberly McAllister 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
336 Sharon Clark 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
337 Val Garrison 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
338 Denise Abbott 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
339 Don Twilley 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
340 Shirley Finley 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
341 W. Dale Littleton 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
342 Bob Boyd 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
343 Johnathan Tarr 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
344 Alyssa Cramer 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
345 Paul P Jacko, Jr 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
346 Joan Adrion 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
347 Bill Lee 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
348 Dave Brittingham 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
349 Richard Wilhelmi 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
350 Marty Fabac 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
351 Jothivel Sundaram 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
352 Teresa Reed 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
353 Dave Stone 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
354 Bruce Callaway 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
355 Gus Lebois 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
356 Carl Johnson 11/11/13 Email 11/13/13 email
357 Mark Hardison 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
358 Phil Briggs 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
359 Steve Sibert 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
360 John R Alexander 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
361 Brian Edelmann 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
362 Scot Palmateer 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
363 Mike Meehan 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
364 Heidi M Frey 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
365 Carlos Ayala 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
366 Jakob Walter, Jr 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
367 Darrell J Oliphant 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
368 Kristie Dunn 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
369 Lisa Doyle 11/11/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
370 Matthew Hearn 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
371 David Bailey 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
372 Alex Walter 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
373 Scott L Kephart 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
374 Tim Henninger 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
375 Bonnie Hudson 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email




376 Tim and Theresa Wright 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
377 Mike, Dee, Thomas and Lea| 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
378 Susan J Timmons 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
379 Christy Baker 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
380 Teresa L Ruark 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
381 Lindsey Hamill 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
382 Trish Solomon 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
383 Bill See 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
384 Tracie Davis 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
385 Dean Minton 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
386 Henry R James, Jr 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
387 Brenda James 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
388 Kevin J llardi 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
389 Howard Long 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
390 Donovan Kruchko 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
391 Bob Peters 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
392 Mark Passen 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
393 Curtis Wooten 11/12/13 Email Note 11/13/13 email
394 Marc Sperry 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
395 Mitzi Perdue 11/12/13 Email Note 11/13/13 email
396 Jennifer Bowling 11/12/13 Email Note 11/13/13 email
397 Kent Dennis 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
398 Brittany Swiger 11/12/13 |note, frm Itr 11 11/13/13 email
399 Bill Wallace 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
400 Chris Brasher 11/12/13 E Note, Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
401 Wendy MacKinnis 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
402 Gary Gordy 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
403 Kelly Ewell 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
404 Greg Ingraham 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
405 Ken Janek 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
406 John D Walston, Sr 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
407 Gea Ayala 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
408 Michael Adamson 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
409 Carol Phillips 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
410 George Betton 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
411 Mark Garth 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
412 Mike Knauer 11/12/13 Email Letter 11/13/13 email
413 Ron Airey 11/12/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
414 Howard A "Mick" MacDona 11/12/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
415 Robert Schoonover 11/12/13 |Form Ltr w/Note 11/13/13 mail
416 Kimber and Kim Ward 11/12/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
417 Somerset County Commion 11/12/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
418 John Taylor, Jr 11/12/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
419 Andrew L McLean 11/12/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
420 Patricia Wheedleton 11/12/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
421 T Harry Wheedleton 11/12/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
422 Danny Saathoff 11/12/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail




423 H Spencer Waller 11/12/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
424 Robert Worm 11/12/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
425 Barb Saathoff 11/12/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
426 Robert P Saathoff, Sr 11/12/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
427 George Windsor 11/12/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
428 Linda Candy 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
429 Lynda Bromley 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
430 Michael Diniar 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
431 Joe Burns 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
432 Gerard Graham 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
433 Denise Ewing 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
434 Bel Holden 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
435 M Jean Walter 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
436 Vic Hensley 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
437 Tam Pham 11/13/13 Email Note 11/13/13 email
438 Tina Rites 11/13/13 Email Form Ltr 11/13/13 email
439 Patricia A Langenfelder 11/13/13 Letter 11/13/13 email
440 Kristin Hudson 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
441 Ethan Hudson 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
442 Roger Hudson 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
443 Alan Hudson 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
444 Charles J Otto 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
445 Candace Anderson 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
446 Roy J Ring IlI 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
447 Roy J Ring IV 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
448 James Payne, Jr 11/13/13 Postcard 11/13/13 mail
449 Charlin Casiano 11/13/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
450 Kathryn Danko-Lord-Worcesy 11/13/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
451 Hyung Choi 11/13/13 Form Letter 11/13/13 mail
452 Dean Stewart 11/13/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
453 Seon Choi 11/13/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
454 Patricia A Rhodes 11/13/13 Form Letter 11/13/13 mail
455 C Temple Rhodes, Jr 11/13/13 Form Letter 11/13/13 mail
456 Chris R Rhodes 11/13/13 Form Letter 11/13/13 mail
457 Jenny Rhodes 11/13/13 Form Letter 11/13/13 mail
458 Ryan S. Rhodes 11/13/13 Form Letter 11/13/13 mail
459 Marcella DiGregorio 11/13/13 Letter 11/13/13 mail
460 Ellen L Van Culin 11/13/13 Form Letter 11/13/13 mail
461 Joseph Kulley 11/13/13 |Form ltr w/note 11/13/13 mail
462 David Herbst-Washington C|  11/13/13 Email Note 11/13/13 email
463 Lawrence and Donna Thom 11/13/13 Fax Letter 11/13/13 mail
464 Herb Frerichs 11/13/13 Email Letter 11/13/13 email
465 JamesChurch-WorcesterCol 11/13/13 Fax & Email Ltr 11/13/13 mail
466 Maryann Jones 11/13/13 Form Letter 11/13/13 email
467 Joni Smith-Spinella 11/13/13 Email Letter 11/13/13 email
468 David Patey 11/13/13 Email Letter 11/13/13 email
469 Harold Davis 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email




470 Bill Massey 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email
471 Carol Oliphant 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email
472 William Small 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email
473 Allen Davis 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email
474 Amy Bowers 11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email
475 Paul and Mary Jo Towers 11/14/13 UPS O/N Ltr 11/14/13 mail
476 Sarah Miller 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email
477 Isaac Harford 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email
478 Richard E Blevins 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email
479 Karen Penney 11/14/13 Form Letter 11/14/13 email
480 William C Benson 11/14/13 Letter 11/14/13 email
481 David Hancock 11/14/13 Letter 11/14/13 email
482 Ronald W Van Culin 11/12/13 Form Letter 11/15/13 mail
483 Howard Spencer Waller 11/12/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
484 Susan Marshall 11/12/13 Form Letter 11/15/13 mail
485 Sharon J Welsh 11/12/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
486 Minh Vinh 11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email
487 Michelle Protani-Chesnik 11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email
488 Greg Griffith 11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email
489 Jason E Scott 11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email
490 The Honorable Andy Harris,| 11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email
491 Scott Warner-Mid-Shore Re|  11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email
492 Paul Chesnik 11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email
493 Mary Beth Carozza 11/14/13 Email Letter 11/14/13 email




1111213 Maryland.gov Mail - Fwd: Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation Public Comments

24295

Fwd: Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation Public Comments

Jo Mercer -MDA- <jo.mercer@maryland.gov> ‘ Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 10:53 AM
To: Gloria Chambers -MDA- <Gloria.Chambers @maryland.gov>

Forwarded message
From: <sabs55@comcast.net>

Date: Sun, Nov 10, 2013 at 2:07 PM

Subject: Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation Public Comments
To: jo.mercer@maryland.gov, earl.hance@maryland.gov

Please accept these more than 50 petition signatures from non-agricuitural persons in the
Salisbury area who are troubled by the MDA's proposed Phosphorus Management Tool
regulation.

Like many other persons throughout the state, they believe the tool as written by the University
of Maryland is not based on complete science, will cause huge economic disrupticn to the
agricultural community and thus the entire state of Maryland, and is not good public policy.

They urge MDA to slow down the adoption of the proposed regulation and make significant
changes to what has been proposed.

Thank you.
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Petition Against Maryland Department of Agricu.fture Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation

We, the undersigned business owners/operators or citizens of Maryland, who are not farmers, chicken growers, or directly involved in the agricultural
community, urge the Maryland Department of Agriculture to slow down impiementation of the Phosphorus Management Tool regulation.

We believe it is premature to implement a far sweeping regulation of this sort based upon the incomplete science on which it is based. We are concerned that
the state is moving forward without fully understanding the economic implications to the farming community and our region of the state. We believe there is
not enough time to aliow an orderly transition for the farming community. We believe the Department of Agriculture should be more concerned with

supporting the famers and chicken growers of this state than appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as it appears is occurring with this proposed
regulation. :

There is no valid environmental reason to move ahead so rapidly. Phosphorus accumulated on farm fields over decades and a multi-year phase-in to allow a
more orderly transition is important. :

We urge the Department of Agricuiture to reconsider the breakneck pace at which this proposed regulation is being implemented.

Printed Name Town Business Name | - | Signature - Date
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Petition Against Maryland Department of Agriculture Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation

We, the undersigned business owners/aoperators or citizens of Maryland, who are not farmers, chicken growers, or directly involved in the agricultural
community, urge the Maryland Department of Agriculture to slow down implementation of the Phosphorus Management Too! regulation.

- We believe it is premature to implement a far sweeping regulation of this sort based upon the incomplete science on which it is based. We are concerned that

the state is moving forward without fully understanding the economic implications to the farming community and our region of the state. We believe there is
not enough time to allow an orderly transition for the farming community. We believe the Department of Agriculture should be more concerned with
supporting the famers and chicken growers of this state than appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as it appears is occurring with this proposed
regulation.

There is no valid environmental reason to move ahead so rapidly. Phosphorus accumulated on farm fields over decades and a multi-year phase-in to allow a
more orderly transition is important.

We urge the Department of Agriculture to reconsider the breakneck pace at which this proposed regulation ié being implemented.

Ry

Printed Name - Town Business Name Signature Date
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Petition Against Maryland Departmenf of Agriculture Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation

We, the undersigned business owners/operators or citizens of Maryland, who are not farmers, chicken growers, or directly involved in the agricultural
community, urge the Maryland Department of Agriculture to slow down implementation of the Phosphorus Management Tool regulation,

We believe it is premature to Implement a far sweeping regulation of this sort based upon the incomplete science on which it is based. We are concerned that
the state is moving forward without fully understanding the economic implications to the farming community and our region of the state. We believe there is -
not enough time to allow an orderly transition for the farming community. We believe the Department of Agriculture should be more concerned with
supporting the famers and chicken growers of this state than appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as it appears is occurring with this proposed
regufation, :

There is no valid environmental reason to move ahead so rapidly. Phosphorus accumulated on farm fields over decades and a multi-year phase -in to allow a
more orderly transition is important.

We urge the Department of Agriculture to reconsider the breakneck pace at which this proposed regulation is being implemented.

Printed Name Town Business Name Signature Date
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Petition Against Maryland Department of Agriculture Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation

We, the undersigned business owners/operators or citizens of Maryland, who are not fa
urge the Maryland Department of Agriculture to siow down implementatio

community,

regulation.

There is no valid environmental reason to move ahead so rapid|

more orderly transition is important.

y. Phosphorus accumulated on farm fields over decades and a multi

rmers, chicken growers, or directly involved in the agricuitural
n of the Phosphorus Management Tool regulation.

-year phase-in to allow a

We urge the Department of Agriculture to reconsider the breakneck pace at which this proposed regulation is being implemented.

Printed Name e

Town

Business Name

Signapure/

Date /
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Petition Against Maryland Department of Agriculture Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation

We, the undersigned business owners/operators or citizens of Maryland, who are not farmers, chicken growers, or directly involved in the agricultural
community, urge the Maryland Department of Agriculture to slow down implementation of the Phosphorus Management Tool regulation.

We believe it is premature to implement a far sweeping regulation of this sort based upon the incomplete science on which it is based. We are concerned that
the state is moving forward without fully understanding the economic implications to the farming community and our region of the state. We believe there is

not enough time to aflow an orderly transition for the farming community. We believe the Department of Agriculture should be more concerned with

supporting the famers and chicken growers of this state than appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as it appéars is occurring with this proposed

regulation.

There is no valid environmental reason to move ahead so rapidly. Phosphorus accumulated on farm fields over decades and a multi-year phase-n to allow a

more orderly transition is important.

We urge the Department of Agriculture to reconsider the breakneck pace at which this proposed regulation is being implemented.
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Petition Against Maryland Department of Agriculture Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation

We, the undersigned business owners/operators or citizens of Maryland, who are not farmers, chicken growers, or directly involved in the agricultural
community, urge the Maryland Department of Agriculture to slow down implementation of the Phosphorus Management Tool regulation.

We believe it is premature to implement a far sweeping regulation of this sort based upon the incomplete science on which it is based. We are concerned that
the state Is moving forward without fully understanding the economic implications to the farming community and our region of the state. We believe there is
not enough time to allow an orderly transition for the farming community. We believe the Department of Agriculture should be more concerned with
supporting the famers and chicken growers of this state than appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as it appears is occurring with this proposed
regulation.

There is no valid environmental reason to move ahead so rapidly. Phosphorus accumuiated on farm fields over decades and a multi-year phase-in to allow a
more orderly transition is important.

We urge the Department of Agriculture to reconsider the breakneck pace at which this proposed regulation is being implemented.

| Printed Name Town Business.Name Signatyre Date
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Mr. Earl Hance
Maryland Secretary of Agriculture November 11, 2013
Secretary Hance,

Thank you for the meeting you sponsored in Easton on October 157 | attended this meeting to
learn as much as possible about the newly proposed changes to phosphorous management in the state.
There were dozens of well thought out, compelling and logical reasons articulated why these proposed
changes need to be delayed and revised including

1. Lackof Completed Science- the MPT is not a completed tool for P risk assessment. In
addition a regional group of soil scientists is working on this topic through a CIG. If
Maryland formulates poiicy decisions on this research preemptively it may put the Maryland
farming community at an significant economic disadvantage

2. No Economic Study has been completed to evaluate this policy impact to agriculture and the
shore’s economy as a whole.

3. No viable aiternative options exist for farmers to market their manure. Perdue Agri Recycle
is the exception

4. The Ag Sector is well ahead of its WIP goals

5. Poultry Production Data in the Model is inaccurate and grossly over states the contribution
of N and P from poultry litter in the TMDL Bay Model . The Bay Program is working to get
this corrected.

As | poultry farmer, | maintain a CNMP and the supporting records to stay in compiiance of my
CAFO permit. | also submit annual implementation reports to the MDE / MDA, In addition our operation
has worked with the Soil Conservation Service and FSA to install and maintain several BMPs. Voluntarily;
at the suggestion of our local conservationist we installed a 450 foot berm to retain 100% of all runoff
from our production area. | work closely with 6-7 grain farmers that currently purchase and handle our
manure. Compensation | receive for the value of this manure offsets my cake out and cleanout costs. |
work hard to properly compost my farm mortality as to provide soit amendments that are suitable for
land application. All of the grain farmers | cooperate with follow state approved nutrient management
plans. In addition, { insist on proper coverings on all trucks hauling manure on public roads. | bring all
this to your attention to make you aware of the efforts and changes our operation has made. | am not
alone. Maryland poultry farms collectively have made similar changes.

Frankly, Mr. Secretary, | have become frustrated and discouraged about farming in our State
due to these ever changing requirements. As a whole | am proud of the changes the poultry industry and
our farm have made to improve water quality. This regulation I’'m afraid will become a “defacto
moratorium” on the land application of poultry manure. This we cannot live with.

| am not a grain farmer but many of my friends are. Using all chemical fertilizer will have major
impact to their cost of production. I'm told as much as $100-$200 per acre. A strong competitive local
grain market is vital to our economy here on the shore



One of the obvious short term affects is that my farm’s cash flow will be reduced at a minimum
of 14%. if local grain farmers can’t use my manure as a fertilizer resource ! will now have to hire and pay
3" party contractors to clean out and recondition litter. In addition | will need to hire contractors to
transport our manure to “state sites” that will receive this manure.

The increase in production costs will have a significant effect on New House cash flows. New
house construction in the State has been negatively impacted by storm water and permitting
requirements. Decreased cash flows will be a deterrent to new housing and its financing. New House
construction is vital to the long term success of a regional poultry industry

This issue has already had an impact on our family’s future. About a year ago we discovered one
of our older chicken houses had significant structural damage. {Probably due to the 2010 blizzard). We
decided to settle with the insurance company and not rebuild this house. The regulatory environment
that Maryland has placed on broiler production and my operation played a role in this decision. | realize
that one house makes little difference but over time the cumulative effect if others making similar
decisions will. '

| ask that the State study this issue carefully before making policy decisions that will affect so
many

William R. Brown Il
Maple Breeze Farm

6659 ENM Ellwood Rd

Hurlock Md 21643
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Tolson, Katrin <Katrin. Tolson@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:59 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> '
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Stewe. Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). ltis

“my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry

- growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in

' Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. I, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its

Hitps:/imail.googte.cor/mail/b/300/W0/ Pui=2.ik=ee 147Tidccdnview=ptlsearch=inbox&ih= 142487cS200a2 1aa 13
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

- {3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. lts impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state. '

Thank you for your consideration!

Katrin Tolson

Salisbury, MD

hitps:/mail g 0og le.comymail/b/309//0/2ui=2&ik= ee 147idcciyview=plBsear ch=inboxdth=14248fc9209a21aa
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Manure Regulation

cgts12@aol.com <cgt512@acl.com> ' Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 10:56 AM
To: earl.hance@maryland.gov

Dear Mr. Hance

I own Three poultry faims and raise broilers and have no crop land to apply my manure to. So [ give it to my local
farmer to help with his crop production. | feel it is supporting the local economy and saving the farmer a added
expense for growing his crops. If this practice is reduced or eliminated it will cause an adverse affect on the
farmer,grower,community and surrounding community.

Iwas at the meeting in Salisbury and listened to the comments that were given. It seams like this bill is going fo
... be implemented weather the farm community wants it or not. | felt somry for you and your colleagues. | know you
were just doing what the law and other people are trying to impose to clean up the Chesapeake bay.

The govemment is suppose to be good at goveming but is seams that this plan is almost as bad as the federal
government trying to implement the law. It sometimes sounds like it is a good idea to do something but the
people in the offices in government often are not in the trenches like we are daily.

.. So they don't really see or know how it will affect the people that the law is being applied to. | would hope that our
goveming body would take a long hard look at what their doing and the impact that this would have on other
people that try to make a living off the land.

._' Thls is not a form letter this is a concerned citizen trying to express his wice and hawe it heard. | also
understand from what you expiained that every two years there is other implementations that are supposed to be
done and evaluated . | would like to know what other things or programs are in store for the poultry farmer.

I will ask you, what do | do with my litter when my local farmer can no longer use my manure? Who do | contact
and where does the state want the manure disposed to. | know you informed us of shipping cost and other
expense that will be incurred . But no one has any idea what to do because there is no leadership to help with
implementing this program.

The added expenses will reduce our ability to stay in business and be profitable. 1 don't know what our
govemment has in store for the poultry industry and farm industry but it doesn't look good.

I soon see in the future that the chicken industry will no longer be wanted on the eastern shore or the western
shore. But it is a vital part of our economy.

Please respond to my e-mail and forward this to your colleagues .
Thanks for taking time to listen to my concemns .

Cliton G. Taylor Il

27571 Hoiland Crossing Rd.

Marion Station ,MD. 21838

Cell Phone 443-614-9566

Work Phone 410-623-3911
Fax 1-800-968-2269

https://mail.g cogle.com/mail/b/300/W0/Pui=2&iksee147idcc&view=ptacat=PMT Letters&search=catéth=14247¢134de69%ea3 1M
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

annethompson12 . <annethompson12@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:50 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation

- recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely pian proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the

- PMT. _
Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will.change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. [, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation-be put on ho!d until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publlCIzed dlscussed and its
results incorporated into the regulat:on ' | |

| (2) Tested and proven pians are in p-Iace to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; |

hitps://mail.google.com/mai 1/b/302/WD/7ui=28ik=es14Tdcc dview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th= 14248ee5e4b71fcb ' _ 112
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are dlrectly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

{(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects mcorporated |nto any
nutrlent management/ PMT regulatfon proposed.” '

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We rec.ognizé that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agricuiture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the |ndustrles behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state. o

Thank you for your consideration!

Anne Thompson
Newark, MD

https:l/mail.googIe.com’n‘nail.’b/?;OQ/ufOf?Ui:'Z&ik=ee‘!4?ffdcc&vi ew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14248ee5e4b71fcb
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Jones, Jay <Jay.Jones@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:46 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). [t is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their byusinesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The. modifications belng
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change: the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland firmly request that the fmplementatlon of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

hitps:fiail google.cormail Y3090 2ui= 28ike 0a 147 fidocRvaw=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Erails&search=catdth=14246110a16e0017 13
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal W|th the excess
organic fertilizer; -

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modlflcat|ons to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agrlculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state. -

Thank you for your consideration!

Jay Jones
East New Market, MD

https. /il goog le.comimail/b/309/W 0/ ui=2&ik=ee 147 idccgview=pt&cat=PM T Opposition.Emails&search=cataih= 14248/ 0a16e0017
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Jones, Liz <liz Jones@perdue com> .' - Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:46 PM

To: "earl. hance@maryland goV' <earl. hance@maryiand gov>

Dear Secretary Hance; -

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. ‘

Additionally, in my view,'there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. | o |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output refating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed "and its

hitps://imail.g oogle.commail/b/309/w/0/?ui=2&i k=ee147fidcc&view=ptBcat=PMT Oppositicn Emails&searchcataihe 1424811072e62866
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results incorporated into the regulat|on,

(2) Tested and proven plans are.in place to deal with_ the excess ofganic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled deifications to the Chesapeake Bay Modei are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastlcally aiter thelr economic livelihood and the
economy of the state. | ‘

Thank you for your consideration!

Elizabeth Jones

Delmar, MD

https:/mail g cogle.com/mail/b/30%/W0/ui=28ik=ee 147dcc&view=pta&cat=PMT Oppasilion Emails&sedrch=cat&th="14248f10f2e628c6
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION '

Conway, Deborah <Deborah.Conway@perdue.com>. . Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:46 PM
To: "Earl. Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> o :

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of

- Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

| Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/308/Ww0/ 7ui=2&ik=ee 147fidcc &view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails &search=cat&th=14248f11b06d8ae7 13
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and its results incorporated into the reguiation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deai with the exeess
organic fertilizer; | |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected te fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through muitiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued coliective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Debbie Conway
Salisbury, MD

https://mail g oogle.com/mail/b/309/u/0/?ui=28il=ee147ffdccdvew=ptécat=PMT Oppositicn Emails&search=cat&th=14248f1 1b06d6as7
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Watkinson, Chrissy <Chrissy.Watkinson@perdue.com>
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT,

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’'s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the |mplementat|on of this.
regulation be put on hold untit: "

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https://maif.google.cormymail/b/308/u/0/ 2ui=28&ik= ee 14 7fidcc &vew=pt&cat=PMT Oppasition Emaiis &search=cat&th=14248f1304560024

Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:47 PM
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; | | |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

* (4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed. |

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically aiter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Chrissy Watkinson
Princess Anne, Maryland

https //mail g oogle.commail/b/308/Ww0/ ui=28ik= ee 147fdccBview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14248f1304560b24
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Thompson, Anne <Anne.Thompson@perdue.com:>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not aliowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until; | | |

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

hitps://mail.g oog le.com/mail//309//0/7ui=28ik=ee147ffdcc&view=ptécat=PMT Oppaosition Emails&search=cat&th=14248f134a9fcaf1
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; 4 '

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeaké Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined.

- These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and
the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

https://rnail.g oogle.com/mail/A/309/wWo/ 7ui=2&ik=ee147fdcc&vew=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14248f134a%fcaf
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Anne Thompson
Newark, MD

Anne Thompson

Cost Accountant
Refined Oil & Meal Trading -
Perdue Agribusiness

410-543-3167

This communicat'lon.. including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protecled information. if you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in eror, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Yates, Dana <Dana.Yates@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:47 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> :

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3} Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what aiternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state. '

Thank you for your consideration!

Dana Yates

Mardela Springs, MD

https:/mail g oog le.comvimail /309w ?ui=28ik=ee14Tidecdview=ptécat=PM T Opposition Emailsdsearch=catdth=14248f13c84{2edS
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Pruitt-Knierim, Christi <Christi.Pruitt-Knierim@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:47 PM
* To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gow>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers

- with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT

“regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

{2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

{3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully =
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Christi Pruitt-Knierim
https.//rmail g cog le.cormymail/b/309/W0/ui= 28 k=ee14Tfidcc&view=pticat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth=14248f136462be35
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Gordy, Marilou <Marilou.Gordy@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:47 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). ltis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

{4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Marilou Gordy
‘Salisbury, Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Marshall, Christal <Christal. Marshall@perdue.com> . Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:48 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance:

_ My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland. | would like fo go on
record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently
proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with
families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan proposed with this
regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing fammers directly impacted by this regulation enough time to evaluate its
effect on their businesses and dewvelop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for the
Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output
relating to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request
that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results incorporated into the
regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

{3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of the Nutrient
Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

{4} Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Mod_el are made, the resultant effects determined, and those
effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. This land and
the bay are our homes. In many cases this has been through multipie generations. We recognize that this will
take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that agriculture has already made
significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. its impact on
Maryiand's farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined. - These same
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wters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood
and the economy of the state.’

Thank you for your consideration!

Christal Marshall

Salisbury, MD

Christal Marshal!
410-543-3497 Office
410-341-5029 Fax

christal. marshall@perdue.oom

This communication, including attachments, may contain corfidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not tha intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distibution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the criginal message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Cullen, John <John.Cullen@perdue.com> Mbn, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:48 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https //mail g oog le.com/mail/b/309/w/0rui=2&ik=ee 147fldcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Qpposition Emails&search=cat&th=14248{3a7cfechi0 1/3
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

~ Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
lts impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

John C_ullen
Millsboro, DE
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Barber, Hannah <Hannah.Barber@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:48 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact étudy is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Hannah Barber

Salisbury, MD

https:/imail .goog le.commail/b/309/W0/Li=28&ik=ee 147ffdcc&view=pt&cat=PMT OQppositicn Emails&search=cat&th=14248f3c2a7452a2 3
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TOOL REGULATION

Pali, Nancy <Nancy.Pali@perdue.com> ' Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:49 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the lmplementatlon of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
[ts impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Nancy Pali
Salisbury, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Lowe, Rick <Rick.Lowe@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:49 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to

* the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. I, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal W|th the excess
~ organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the.impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Rick Lowe
Mardela Springs, MD 21837
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Morris, Paul <Paul.Mormris@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:49 PM
. To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl. Hance@mary!and gow>

Dear Secretary Hance,

My family and [ are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/ PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating
to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like
voters across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that

-this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

L. Paul Morris, Jr.
Salisbury, Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Matthews, Angela <Angela.Matthews@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:49 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance,

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management/Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Deparfment of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in m‘y view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relatihg to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully‘
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
‘nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multipie generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.
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Thank you for your consideration!

Angela Matthews

Onancock, VA

Thanks

Angela M. Taylor-Matthews

Employment Process Administrator
Perdue Foods, LLC

22520 Lankford Hwy

Accomac, VA 23301

Phone: 757-787-5257

Fax: 757-787-5341

email: angelfa.matthews@perdue.com

Laugh when you can, apologize when you should, and let go of what you can't change. Life's too short to
be anything... but happy.

A fumidy Commirmemd 1o Quality Fimoe 1em™

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
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34



Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families iike mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being -
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating
to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and
its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are availabie,
and;



(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on the
Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its
impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them has
not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded the
time to adjust to regulations that could drastically aiter their economic
livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Blair Shockley
Laurel, Delaware
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

john.savage@mchsi.com <john.savage@mchsi.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:57 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

" My family and | are dependent upon the pouitry industry and agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record
in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed
by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). it is my position that the economic impact of this regulation
on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine
and the many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan proposed with this regulation for
dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT,
Furthermore, MDA is not altowing farmers directly impacted by this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect
on their businesses and develop any workable altematives. The modifications being developed for the
Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output
relating to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request
that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results incorporated into the
reguiation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of the Nutrient
Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects determined, and those
effects incorperated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we suppert the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay
are our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that agriculture has already made significant
progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland's farm
families and the industries behind them has not been determined. These same woters have not been afforded the
time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

John Savage
Bishopvilte, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Miller, Drew <Drew.Miller@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agricuiture in
Maryland. I would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient
Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently
proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture {MDA). It is my
position that the economic impact of this reguiation on the poultry growers,
poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with
families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely
plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess
organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

https://mail.goegle.com/marl/309/u/0/ ui=28ik=eel47fdccdview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14245f1afd554321
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. in many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by ail of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

hitps:/imail.google.cor/mail/b/308/w/0/ 7ui=28ik=ee147fidccBview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emaifs &search=cat&th=14248f4afd5643e1
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Drew Miller

Salisbury, Maryland

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. if you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in gror, piease immediately re-send
this communicaticn te the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your cemputer

system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Daniel Nelson <daniel.nelson.01@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:58 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and ! are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agricuiture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Too! {PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). ltis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that thé implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; - | |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

{4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
 has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
- These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Daniel Nelson

Whaleyville, MD
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TOOL REGULATION

Wheatley, Kristen <Kristen.Wheatley@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:51 PM
To: "Ean.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. [, along with like voters across Maryland, firmiy
request that the implementation of this reguiation be put on hold until;

{1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its

https:/fmail.g oogle.comvimail/b/308/w 0/ tui=2&ik=ee14Tiidoc Svew=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails &search=cat&th=14248f61d2e38c¢08
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agricuiture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. lts impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state. '

Thank you for your consideration!

Kristen Wheatley
Quantico, MD |
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Bruch, Kay <Kay.Bruch@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:52 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
- agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to

‘the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’'s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A fult economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation:;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fer’ullzer

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.

Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastlcally alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Kay E Bruch
Salisbury, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Hatcher, Bonnie <Bonnie.Hatcher@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:53 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "steve.schwalb@perdue.com.” <steve.schwalb@perdue.com.>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT reguiation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state. |

Thank you for your consideration!

Bonnie Hatcher

Eden Md.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Kimes, Peggy <Peggy.Kimes@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:53 PM
To: "earl.hance@maryland.goV' <earl.hance@maryland.gov> :

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. ! would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supportlng agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, dlscussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

~ (2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; '

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and,;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. lts impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state. o

Thank you for your consideration!
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Peggy Kimes

Salisbury, MD

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidenftiai, privilege'd, copyrighted or other |egally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in eror, please immediately re-send
this communicaticn to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, inéludfng all attachments, from your computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Bunting, Kelly <Kelly.Bunting@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:54 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, p'ublﬂicized, discussed and its

https-//mail g oog le.com/mailA/309/w0/ui=28ik=ee 147fdcc&visw=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th="14248f759¢3d1084 . 13
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Kelly Bunting
Berlin, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
- TOOL REGULATION

Mevers, Heather <Heather. Meyers@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:55 PM
To: "Ean.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
“the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

| Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until; |

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https:/imail g 0og le.com/mail Y309/ U= 28ik=ee 147 TTdcc Bview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14248/9338451115 113
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

‘Heather Meyers

Laurel, Delaware
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Hornberger, Keith <Keith. Homberger@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:56 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gow>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https://fmail.g oog le.comVmail /3080 ui=28ik=ee147dcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14248a2d49731ef 113
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Keith Hornberger
Pocomoke City, MD 21851
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION ‘

Maure, Donna <Donna.Mauro@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:57 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland. gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) Afull economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

hitps://mail g cogle.com/mail//309/w0/7ui=2&ik=ee 147fdcc8&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14248fa3929908c1 13
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

- (4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
lts impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Donna Mauro
Berlin, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Colonna, Laura <Laura.Colonna@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:58 PM
To: "Earn.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland.  would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their

“employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating
to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like
voters across Maryland, firmly request that the |mplementat|on of this
regulation be put on hold until;
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; '

(4) Scheduled maodifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are madef
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many .
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its
impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Laura Nelson Colonna
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Campbell, Heather <Heather.Campbell@perdue.com=> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:58 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> :

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and [ are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland.
would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous
Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). Itis my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with families
like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan
proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will
result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this regulation enough
time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop any workable alternatives. The
modifications being developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. I, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request that the
implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1} A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results
incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

(3} Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of
the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on the1r specific farm, and understand what
alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects
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determined, and those effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation
proposed. '

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay.
This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple
generations. We recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us.
Importantly to consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on the
Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s farm
families and the industries behind them has not been determined. These same
voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Delmar, MD,

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential. privileged, copyrighted or other legatiy protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in emor, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.

https=//mail.google.com/mail/b/309/w/0/ui=2&k=ee147fidcc&view=pticat=PMT Oppositior Emails&search=cat&th=14248fbf8874c95b

22



Marviand.gov Mail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT TOCL REGULATION

OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Schmader, Rich <Rich.Schmader@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 3:59 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryiand.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters:
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
‘afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Richard Schmader
‘Salisbury, Maryland
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‘Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA)’s Proposed Nutrient Management-
Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation |

Frank J Cruice <ficruice@mchsi.com=> ' Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:06 PM
Reply-To: Frank J Cruice <fijcruice@mchsi.com>

To: "." <Eafd.Hance@maryland.gov>

Cc: james mathias <james.mathias@senate.state.md.us>, norman conway <norman.conway@house.state.md.us>,
"McDemott, Mike" <mike.mcdemmott@house.state. md.us>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland for our livelihood. 1 would like
to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact
of this regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean fanrmers with
families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan proposed with this regulation for
dealihg with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT,

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing fammers directly impacted by this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect
on their businesses and dewelop any workable altematives. The modifications being developed for the
Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output
relating to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request
that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

{1} A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results incorporated into the
regulation;

{2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

{3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of the Nutrient
Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects determined, and those
effects incorporated into any nutrent management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders or those who work in Maryland, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple
generations. We recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is
that agriculture has already made- significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works
in progress. Its impact on Maryland's famm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters hawe not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically aiter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Frank J Cruice
MAJ,MSC,USA (Retired)
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Phosphorous Regulation

Smith, Roger <Roger.Smith@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:.00 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in
Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management /
Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed by the Maryland
Department of Agriculture (MDA}. It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and
soybean farmers with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryiand is huge. o

| Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan
- proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that
will result from the implementation of the PMT,

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this regulation
enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop any workable
alternatives. The modifications being developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis
for the nutrient management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland,
firmly request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

{1} A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results
incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the
impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and
understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Ches'apeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects
determined, and those effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT
regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay.
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This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple
generations. We recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us.
Importantly to consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on the
Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined. These
same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could
drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state

Roger R. Smith

Salisbury, MD 21875

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privilegad, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, qisiribution, or copying of this
communicaiioﬁ. orany of its contents, Is grictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in eror, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer

system,
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‘MDA Regulations

Strickland, Jack <Jack.Strickland@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:00 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance,

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). 1t is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
-estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Jack Strickland
Rogers, AR
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL

Adams, Teresa <Teresa.Adams@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:02 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Eart.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers,; pouliry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is- huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

. Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Teresa Adams
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Phosphorus Management Tool regulation proposed.

Roberts, Dave <Dawe.Roberts @perdue.com=> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:03 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

- My family and | are dependent upon the pouitry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result fromthe
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully -
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!
Dave Roberts

Salisbury, Maryland
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Phosphorous Management

McAllister, Kimberly <Kimberly.McAllister@perdue.com= Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:03 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;-

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
~agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
“employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practlcal realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to

“the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. [, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;
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(2) Tested and prbven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
‘this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
- afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Kimberly McAllister
Bishopville, Md
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHORUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Clark, Sharon <Sharon.Clark@perdue.com> ) Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:05 PM
To: "Earl. Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland. gov> '

Dear Secretary Hance;

I would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management
/ Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed by the
Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the
economic impact of this regulation on the poultry growers, poultry
integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers and the many
businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is extremely significant.
Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely
plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess
organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer.

I, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request that the
implementation of this regulation be put on hold until:

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; -

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, | support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay is my home. It is important to
consider that agriculture has already made significant progress on the
Chesapeake Bay Model and that the PMT remains a work in progress. Its
impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them has not
been determined. These same voters have not been afforded the time to
adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood
and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Sharon Clark
Salisbury, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Val Garrison <wenee25@yahoo.com> ' - Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:11 PM
Reply-To: Val Garrison <wenee25@yahoo.com> . : ‘
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and

agriculture in Maryland. I would like to go on record in opposition to the

~ Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. | '

Furthermore, MDA is not aliowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
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fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, my family and | support the continued
restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes and
the homes of my grandparents who were poultry growers and farmers. In
many cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider
is that agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake
Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been
determined. These same voters have not been afforded the timeto adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihcod and the
economy of the state. '

Thank you for your consideration!

Valerie R. Garrison
Salisbury, Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION \

Abbott, Denise <Denise.Abbott@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:08 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and I are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland. I
would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous
Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like
mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan
proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will
result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this regulation enough
time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop any workable alternatives. The
modifications being developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and impact
of organic fertilizer. I, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request that the
implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results
incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of
the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what
alternatives are available, and;
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(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects
determined, and those effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation
proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay.
This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple generations.
We recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model
and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the
industries behind them has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood
and the economy of the state. |

Thank you for your consideration!

Demnise R. Abbott
Princess Anne, MD 21853

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is sirict!y prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication fo the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, inciuding all attachments, from your computer
system.

hitps://mail.google.comimail/by309/w 0/ ?ui=28ik=ee147fdccview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14243044977e134a



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Don Twilley <dontwilley@comcast.net> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:15 PM
To: Earl. Hance@maryland.gov '

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryiand. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supportlng agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT reguiation proposed.

. Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state. |

Thank you for your consideration!

Don Twilley
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Finley, Shirley <Shir1ey.Finley@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:11 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov> :
Cc: "Schwalb, Steve" <Steve. Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) Afull economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what aiternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated |nto
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Shirley Finley
Salisbury, MD
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(no subject)

Littleton, William <William.Littleton@perdue.com> _ Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:13 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation; |
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

~——

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland's farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Dale Littleton
Pittsville, Maryland. 21850
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Boyd, Bob <Bob.Boyd@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:19 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryiand.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’'s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the |mplementat|on of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are direCtly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland's farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Robert J. Boyd, Jr.

Bethany Beach, Delaware
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Tarr, Johnathan <Johnathan.Tarr@perdue.com> Mbn, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:19 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

Please see the below email, which | fully support.

| would aiso be very interested in seeing the same scrutiny that we
apply to agriculture being applied to other areas, such as waste water
treatment facilities. My understanding is that Salisbury’s own waste
water treatment plant has had various spills directly into the Wicomico
River. Our government, at all levels, should embody the changes we
wish to see in the Chesapeake Bay.

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agricutture (MDA). It is-my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.
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Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by

this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. . |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
~ the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
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has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Johnathan Tarr
Salisbury, MD

Johnathan Tarr
Project Lead
Perdue Farms Inc.

410.341.2150 (desk) | 410.251.7015 (cell)

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, priviteged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. if you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, dislibution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. I you have received this communication in emer, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Cramer, Alyssa <Alyssa.Cramer@perdue.com> : Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:20 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary HanCe;

My family and | are dependent upon the poulitry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the |mplementat|on of this

~ regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Alyssa Cramer
Salisbury, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Jacko, Paul <Paul.Jacko@perdue.com> Maon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:24 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. 1 would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will resuit from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. I, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this |
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modificatiens to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Paul P. Jacko Jr.
Delmar, MD

hitps://mail g cog le.com/mail/b/309/w0/?ui=28ik=ee147fldcc8view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catath="1424912aebe36f31



1113 Maryland.govMail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPORQUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Adrion, Joan <Joan.Adrion@perdue.com> | Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:25 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean
farmers with families like mine and the many businesses supporting
agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

hitps://mail.google.convmail/b/30%/u0/ui=2&i k= ee 147idcc &view=ptieat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424914e9a7at4b1 13



1111313 Maryand.gov Mail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION
(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation; | |

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; | |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Schedull'ed modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state. |

Thank you for your consideration!

Joan M. Adrion
Salisbury, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Lee, Bill <Bill.Lee@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:25 PM
To: "Earn.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter thelr
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

William Lee
Salisbury, MD
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OPPOSTION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPORUS MANAGEMENT TOOL
REGULATION

davebrittingham@yahoo.com <dawbrittingham@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:38 PM
Reply-To: dawebrittingham@yahoo.com
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the impiementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
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fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
- understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

{4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake 'Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects mcorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that -
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been
determined. These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust
to regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Dave Brittingham
Salisbury, MD
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Opposition to proposed Maryland phosphorous management too! regulation

Wilhelmi, Richard <Richard. Wilhelmi@perdue.com> : Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:35 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the |mplementat10n of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the 'Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Richard L. Wilhelmi

Princess Anne, MD
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TOOL REGULATION

Fabac, Marty <Marty.Fabac@perdue.com=> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:36 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and t are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland. I would like to go on
record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed
by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis my position thatthe econamic impact of this regulation on the
poultry growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan propased with this
regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this regulation enough time to evaluate its
effect on their businesses and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for the
Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output refating
to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request that the
implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results incorporated into the regulation;
(2) Tested and proven plans arein place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

{3} Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of the Nutrient Management
/ PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

{4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects determined, and those effects
incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are
our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take continued
coliective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on the
Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the
industries behind them has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.
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Thank you for your consideration!

Marty Fabac

Berlin, MD

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. if you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distibution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in eror, piease immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.
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TOOL REGULATION

Sundaram, Jothivel <Jothivel. Sundaram@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:51 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earn.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. I, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1)_ A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

{3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Jothivel Sundaram
Salisbury, Maryland.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Reed, Teresa <Teresa.Reed@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:52 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the |
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled maodifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Joncia Reed
Mardela Springs, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Stone, Dave <Dawe.Stone@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 4:55 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance @maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

David Stone
Preston, MD.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION |

Callaway, Bruce <Bruce.Callaway@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 5:00 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@marytand.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.govw>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Stewe. Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of

the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many

- cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
lts impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Bruce and Cindy Callaway
Salisbury, MD
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.OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Lebois, Gus <Gus.Lebois@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 5:02 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov>
. Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Steve. Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this

" regulation on the pouitry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their busmesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’'s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until; | .

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
‘their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Gus Lebois
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL -

Johnsen, Carl <Carl.Johnson@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 5:06 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and I, my community, my farm, the company that | work for, the poultry industry, and agriculture as a
whole depend upon the efficient use of resources. The use of organic fertilizer, specifically poultry manure, in the
production of crops is a vital component in the success of agriculture in this region. ! oppose the implementation
of the phosphorous tool management tool until such time as additional scientific and economic studies are
completed and published.

Respectfully submitted,
Carl Johnson
Qwner of a family farm in Parsonsburg, MD

And an employee of a poultry integrator

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legatly protecied information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication fo the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Mark Hardison <mhardisoncpm@gmai|.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 5:15 PM
To: Eard.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). ltis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybeah farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation; o : g

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affécted to I,fulll‘yfli
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;. .

(4) Scheduled modifications to the'Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most IVIaryIa‘nders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through mulitiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by ali of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Mark Hardison
Parsonsburg, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Philip Briggs <-pbn'ggs@mchsi.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 5:25 PM
" Reply-To; Philip Briggs <pbriggs@mchsi.com> :
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool {(PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!
Phil Briggs
Willards, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Sibert, Steve <Stewe.Sibet@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 5:34 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agrlculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

‘Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly

request that the implementation of this reguiation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; -

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT reguiation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on the
Chesapeake Bay Mode! and the PMT remain works in progress. its impact on
Maryland'’s farm families and the industries behind them has not been
determined. | |

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Stephen Sibert
Salisbury, Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Alexander, Jack <Jack.Alexander@perdue.com> _ Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 5:34 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture
in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient
Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently
proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is my position
that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry growers, poultry
integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like
mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess
organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop
any workable altermnatives. The modifications being developed for the
Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’'s output relating to the amounts and impact
of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request
that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on their
specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any nutrient
management/ PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. lts impact on Maryland’s farm
families and the industries behind them has not been determined. These
same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that
could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Sincerely,

John R. Alexander
Salisbury, MD 21804

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in eror, please immediately re-send
this communication 1o the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from yeur computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Edelmann, Brian <Brian.Edelmann@colemannatural. com> - Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 5:55 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the

- many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Brian Edelmann
Berlin, MD
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- OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Palmateer, Scot <Scot.Palmateer@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 6:21 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ean.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agricutture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the

many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of -
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.

Its impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Scot Palmateer

Hebron Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Meehan, Mike <Mike.Meehan@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 6:28 PM
To: "Ean.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the pouitry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; | |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state,

Thank you for your consideration!

Michael Meehan
Salisbury, Md
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Heidi <hpetsit@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 6:44 PM
Reply-To: Heidi <hpetsit@yahoo,.com>
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and I are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. I would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the |
implementation of the PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating
to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like
voters across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation; |

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its
impact on Maryland'’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Heidi M Frey
Worton, MD
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Please block the Nutrient Management/PMT regulations!

Carlos Ayala <carlos.ayala@comcast.net> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 6:57 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov '

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). 1t is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Modeli, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until:

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation; |

{2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on -
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Important to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remains a work in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been
determined. These same voters - and I'm one of them - have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

* Carlos Ayala
Salisbury, MD 21801
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Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool

Jakob Walter Jr <jakobwalterjr@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 7:54 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov
Cc: steve.schwalb@perdue.com

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this reguiation be put on hold until;

{1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us, Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Jakob Walter Ir.
Marion, Maryland
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TOOL REGULATION

Oliphant, Darrel! <Darrell.Oliphant@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 8:13 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.govw>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry' industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, flrmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
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fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Darrell J. Oliphant
Gumboro,Delaware

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distibution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in eror, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including ali atiachments, from your computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Dunn, Kristie <Kristie.Dunn@perdue.com> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 8:30 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. '

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

{2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; .

{3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Kristie Dunn

Salisbury, Maryland
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PMT regulation

ctroydoyle@comcast.net <ctroydoyle@comcast.net> Mon, Nov 11, 2013 at 8:08 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland. | would like
to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool
(PMT) regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is my
position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators
and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the many
businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, réaﬁstic, sufficient and timely plan proposed with
this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this regulation enough time to
evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop any workable alternatives. The
modifications being developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request that the
implementation of this regulation be put on hold until:

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, dlscussed and its results
incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of
the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what
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alternatives are available, and:

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects
determined, and those effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation
proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. This land
and the bay are our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple generations. We
recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is
that agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model and the
PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries
behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could
drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Lisa Doyle

Quantico, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Hearn, Matthew <Matthew.Heam@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 5:563 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> ‘

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation; |

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated info
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. - These same voters have not been

. afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Matthew Hearn

https://meail .goog le.com/mail/b/30%w0/ i=28ik=ee 14 Tfidoc dview=ptacat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th= 1424bf54f31bb04a



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Bailey, David <Da\ﬁd.BaiIey@perdUe.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 6:46 AM
To: "Ear.hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.hance@maryland.gov> ,

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

hitps /fmail.g oagle.comimall/bi308/W0/ui=28ik= ee 147 fidcc&view=pt&cat=PM T Oppesition Emails&search=cat8th=1424¢27604b6861D 13
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This fand and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

David Bailey
Parsonsburg, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Walter, Alex <alex.walter@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Eari.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’'s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until; | o

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

htips://mait.g oog le.com/maitib/308/u0ui=2&i k= ee147fidcc &view= pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424¢c28dd678¢462

Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 6:50 AM
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the-excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Alex Walter
Fruitland, MD.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Kephart, Scott <Scott.Kephart@perdue.com> :
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Cc: "Schwalb, Steve” <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It s
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean
farmers with families like mine and the many businesses supporting
agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and

'timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated

excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT..

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

https://mail.g cogie.comymail/b/309/w0/ui=2&ik=ee14T7fdcc8view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424c377f4ed3301
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation; |

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; '

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed. |

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that

‘agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of
the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Scott L. Kephart

Parsonsburg, Maryland

https :;’frnail.goog le.commail//309/W0/ui=28il=ee 14TTdcc 8view=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th= 1424c377f4ed3301 213
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(no subject)

Henninger, Tim <Tim.Henninger@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 7:09 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <kEarl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "steve.schwalb@perdue.com.”" <steve.schwalb@perdue.com.>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer:

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Tim Henninger

Felton De

https://mail g cogle.com/mail/b/a09/w0/ui= 28ik= ee f47Hdoc&view=ptlcat=PMT Opposition Email s&search=catth=1424c3a05h5aec7
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~ OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Hudsen, Bonnie <Bonnie.Hudson@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 7:23 AM
To: "Ean.Hance@Maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> '
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https:/frmail g oogle.comimail /3090 ui=28ik=ee147fidccdview=pt&cat=PMT Cpposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424c4772af1fif9 113
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Bonnie Hudson

Bishopville, Maryland

https://mail.g cog le.com/mail//309/0/?ui= 28k ee 147 Tdec8view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Enﬁils&search=cat&th= 1424cAT722f1fff9
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Wright, Theresa <Theresa.Wright@perdue,com>
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com> -

Dear Secretary Hance,

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. I, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

https:/fmail g oogle.com/mail/b/30%/wi/ ui=28ik=ce 147fdcc&view=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat8ih=1424c551fe565124
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

https:/#mail g cog le.comvmail/b/309/uui=28ile ee 147dccdview=ptacat=PM T Opposition Emalls&search=cat&th=1424¢5511e569124
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Tim and Theresa Wright
Mardela Springs, MD 21837

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, digtriibution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is grictly prohibited. If you have received this commuriication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including al! attachments, from your computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION. |

Phillips, Mike <Mike.Phillips@perdue.com> . Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 7:45 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> _

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and

- agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will resuit from the
implementation of the PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the |mp|ementat|on of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are fnade,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. - These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter

- their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Mike, Dee, Thomas, and Leah Phillips

24668 Nanticoke Rd.
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Oppostion to Proposed Maryland Phosphorous Management Tool Regulation

Timmons, Susan <Susan.Timmons@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 7:58 AM
To: "earl.hance@maryland.gov' <earl.hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until; | "

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;

hitps://mail g cogle.com/mail /3090 Pui=2&ik=ee]47fidcciview=pt&eat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1424¢6a53487¢8ab 113



111313 Maryland.gov Mail - Oppastion to Proposed Maryand Phosphorous Management Tool Regulation

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and,

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resuitant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into.
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
lts impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration! |

Susan J Timmons

Berlin, Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Baker, Christy <Christy.Baker@perdue.com> ' Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:03 AM
To: "earl.hance@maryland.goV' <earl. hance@maryland gov> '

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results inco_rporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully

- understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Christy K Baker
Salisbury, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Ruark, Terri <Tem.Ruark@perdue.com> A Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:07 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) re'gulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. ' |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation .be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its |
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter the'i{ economic livelihood and the
economy of the state. ’

Thank you for your consideration!

Teresa L. Ruark,

Sharptown, MD

https:/#mail google.com/mail/b/308/u/0/?ui=28&ik=ee147fidecdnview=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emaits&search=cat&th=1424ctce0ad08272
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Hamill, Lindsey <lindsey.hamill@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:12 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Too!l (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. :

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impéct study is completed, publicized, discussed and its

https:/imail.g oog le.comimail /309/Wd 7ui=2&ik=ee 14 Tfdccview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Ermails&search=catéth="1424c¢7437786adbd 13
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results incorporated into the regulation;

{2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

{4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state. |

Thank you for your consideration!

Lindsey Hamill
Salisbury,MD

https://mail.g cog le.comymail/b/309/w0/ui=28ik=ee147fidcc&viow=pt&cal=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424c7437786adbd 213



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Solomon, Triéh <Trish.Solomon@perdue.com>
To: "Earn.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
- many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold untii;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

hittps://mait.google.comvmail AV30X/W0/ Pui=28ik= ee 147fidccivew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th= 1424¢ 744242760
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through muitiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Trish Solomon

Delmar, De

hitps:/fmail.g cogle.com/mail/b/300/w0i2ui= 2&ik=ee147fidoc&dew=ptcat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catdth="1424c7442f4278b



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

See, Bill <Bill. See@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:22 AM

To: "earl.hance@maryliand.goVv' <earl.hance@maryland.gov>

To Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in
Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient
Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently
proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is my
position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry growers,
poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with
families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely
ptan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess
organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop
any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for the
Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation; o

htips:/mail.g oogle.convmail/b/309/w/ 0/ Pui=2&ik=ea147fidec&view=pt&eat=PMT Oppaositicn Emails&search=cat&th=1424c7b5df969e04
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this has
been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s farm
families and the industries behind them has not been determined. These
same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that
could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Bill See

Delmar, DE

https:/imail.g oogle.comymail/b/309/w0/?ui=2&ik-ea147fidec&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424c7b5df969e04



Mardand.govMail - opposition to PMT

opposition to PMT

Davis, Tracie <Tracie.Davis@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:23 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;

hitps://mail .g cogle.convmail/b/309/u/0/ ?ui= 2&ik=ee147ffdcc&view=ptisearch=inboxdth= 1424c7eBd010b5b1 13
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully

~ understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; | -

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
‘consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland's farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Tracie Davis

Salisbury, Maryland
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Opposition to the proposed MDA regulatio_ns

Minton, Dean <Dean.Minton@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:34 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until; |

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;

https://mail.goog le.cormymail /b/309/W0/ui=28ik= co147 idccBview=ptésearch=inboxith= 1424c876¢ 76762f2 13
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed. |

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

[Dean Minton
310 Fast 4th St.

[ aurel, DF 19956
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November 12,2013

Jo A, Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Hairy S, Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr, Mercer,

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed
regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool,

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck
speed for what appears to be political reasons. Rather than being focused on how to support and
improve the agricultural community, the departiment seems more concerned with appeasing the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in
achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal.
That’s an accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland
Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the
Phosphorous Management Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific
and regulatory community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus 1o the soil
because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed
and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus
levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and wilf not be conrected for decades, even
if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015, Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment, An orderly phase-
in will allow the agricultural comumunity to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we
saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFQ farmers to obtain a
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the conservation districts, the University
of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site
Index/Phosphorus Management Tool compatisons in 2014 to provide valid results does not seem
feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near- -immediate nnp}ementatmn of this regulation.
First and foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a '
regulatmn that could cause such financial hardships on farm fanuhes when no meanmgful
economlc impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms



e Denied the ability to use manure, a locally. produced organic fertilizer, on their own
crops, some chicken fanmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken
manure they already own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken
growers,

e Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to othet falmels may no longer
have customers, thus a loss of income.

» Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from
the farm without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and
transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the
manure to make a profit and cover the costs of cleaning/transporting,

s Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’
responsibility fo transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken

_ BIOWEIS.

» If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies mlght start charging a fce fo
accept manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use
companies start operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon,
they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free,

Crop Farmers _

o Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop favmers will have to buy
commercial fettilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

» Crop fanners who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or
rent commercial fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing
business,

» Crop fanners wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer
applications. Increased demand in services will allow thcse applicators 1o raise their fees,
thus higher costs for crop farmers.

e While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients aud organic
material in animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the
loss of organic material and micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

o Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans
in ways that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets
—requiring new expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially
reducing their potential yields.

» Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing
poultry litter’s organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining
capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of
many in the agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming
comuunity, individuals like me, and the entire state of Maryland without noticeable
improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific rescarch to be completed and then ailow an
orderly phase-in much as the game—changmg Water Quallty Imp1 -ovement Act of 1998 allowed a



phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this
soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without
improving the environment.

- Respectfully yours,

Brenda B James
Salisbury Md



November 12,2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D,

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture '
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr, Mercer;

Tam extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed
regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research, The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck
speed for what appears to be political reasons, Rather than being focused on how to support and
improve the agricultural cormmunity, the departiment seems more concerned with appeasing the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in
achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal,
That’s an accomplishinent that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland
Department of Agriculture, and the EPA,

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the
Phosphorous Management Tool will cause no environmental harm, For decades, the scientific
and regulatory community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil
because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed
and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus
levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even
if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-
in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we
saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the conservation districts, the University
of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site
Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid results does not seem
feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation,
First and foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a
regulation that could cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful
economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms



Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own
crops, some chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken
manure they already own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken
growers.

Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer
have customers, thus a loss of income. ‘

Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from
the farm without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and
transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the
manure to make a profit and cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’
responsibility to transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken
Browers.

1If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to

accept manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use
companies start operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon,
they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy
commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop faniners who have used manure and not comunercial fertilizers may have to buy or
rent cornercial fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing
business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enoogh
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer
applications, Increased demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees,
thus higher costs for crop farmers,

While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic
material in animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the
loss of organic material and micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans
in ways that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets
~ requiring new expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially
reducing their potential yields. . ‘

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing
pouliry litter’s organic imaterial that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining
capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of

many in the agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming
community, individuals like me, and the entire state of Maryland without noticeable
improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down, - Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an

orderly phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a



phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replaceiments for this
soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without
improving the environment, : ‘ '

Respectfully youys, |
//aw:]j [2AcSHmea dL
Harry R Fmes ' _

Salisbury Md



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

llardi, Kevin <Kevin.llardi@perdue.com>
To: "Earl. Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance:

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). 1t is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their .
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient

Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:37 AM

management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to

the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) Afull economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https://mail g oog e.com/mail/b/308/w/0/?ui = 28ilk= ee147fidocvienw= ptésearch=inboxgth= 1424c8a5df444ff0
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal W|th the exXcess
organic fertilizer; | '

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
lts impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them-
has not been determined. - These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Kevin J. llardi

Berlih, Maryland

https:/imeail.g cogle.commailfb/309/uf?ui=2&il-ee1 47dcc&view=ptlsear ch=inbox&th=1424c8a5df444 10 : ‘ 23
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

howard long <howlong@mstar.net> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:56 AM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov : '

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). it is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supportmg agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

| Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businessesand -~ -
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
“regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amountsand
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impéct study is ;ompleted,, bubliciz_ed, discusse(;l?_a'n_d its

hitps://mail.g oogle.com/mail/it/309/w/0/7ui=28ik=ee147iidecaviews pt&sear ch=inbox&th= 1424991 15804710 ' ) 3
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results mcorporated into the regulatlon

(2) Tested and proven plans are in pIace to deal W|th the excess organlc
fertlllzer |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are dlrectly affected to fully |
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management/ PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration cf the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastlcally alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state '

Thank you for your consideration!

Howard Long_

Salisbury, MD

hitps://mail.g oogle.comVmail/bi300/L/0/7Li=28ik= ee14Tfidccaview=ptasearch=inboxdth= 14240981 15604710



1112 ) Maryland.gov Mail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Kruchko, Donovan <Dohovan.Kruchko@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:59 AM
To:."Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

| My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly |mpacted by
this regulatlon enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

hitps://mail.g oog le.comymail/b/308/w0i7ui=2&ik=ee147idco&views pté&search=inbox8th= 14240857 9683518 3
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~ and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
lts impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Thanks,

Donovan

https:/imail g cog le.com/mail/b/309/Ww0/ 2ui=28ik= ee147fidccdview=pt&search=inbox&th= 1424c8f579b83bf8
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Monroe, NC

Donovan Kruchko

Director of Sales

Perdue Foods _
Offc: 704.225.8001 ||Mbi: 704.667.4342

donovan.kruchko@perdue.com

_ﬁerdu'e _Foads

HIY o

- Nn.'rllft.,\u

This communication, including attachments, may centain confidential, privileged, copwiighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disciosure, dissemination, distibution. or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. i you have received this communicaticon in eror, please immediately re-send

this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system. .
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Opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool

Peters, Robert <Robert.Peters @perdue.com> o Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 8:59 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Stewe. Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of |
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agricuiture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized,
discussed and its results incorporated into the regulation;

https://mail.g oog te.comVmail/b/309//0/ ?ui=2&i k=ee147fidccé&vew=pté&search=inbaxith= 1424ca163c0714b6 13
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the
excess organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to
fully understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT
regulation on their specific farm, and understand what
alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modificatipns to the Chesapeake Bay Model are
made, the resultant effects determined, and those effects
incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT
regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined.These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Bob Peters, Salisbury MD, 21801

https://imail.gcogle.commail/b/309/u/0/?ui=2&ik=ee 147fidcc&view=pt&search=inboxath= 1424¢a163c0714b6 23
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Opposition to proposed Maryland phosphorus management tool

mark.passen.mp@gmail.com <mark.passen.mp@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 9:24 AM
To: earl.hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland. | would like to
go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is my position
that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators. and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the many businesses supporting
agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan proposed with this
regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organlc fertlllzer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this regulation enough time to
evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications
being developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |,
along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this regulation be
put on hold until;

(1) A full economic |mpact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results incorporated into
the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

{3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of the
Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are
available, and; :

(4} Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects
determined, and those effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation
proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. This
land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple generations. We
recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT

_remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

https:/fmail.g oog le.cormmail i/309/A0/Pui=28ik=ee147fidcc &view= pt&search=inbox&th= 1424cb327a3b0853 112
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Thank you for your consideration!

Mark Passen
Parsonsburg, MD 21849

https:/imail.g oogle.com/mail/by309/w/0r?ui=28ik=eel4 7fidcc&view= ptésearch=inboxith= 14240cb327a3b0853
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FW: CALL TO ACTION: SUBMIT A MESSAGE IN OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED
MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

Wootten, Curtis <Curtis. Wootten@perdue.com> ' Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 9:25 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@marytand.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryiand.gov>

This is Curtis Wootten at Perdue-| am very concerned about the negative effect this will have on myjob
and many others!!!

From: Perdue Corporate Communications

Sent: Monday, November 11, 2013 3:43 PM

Subject: CALL TO ACTION: SUBMIT A MESSAGE IN OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS
MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

Importance: High

Perdue Associate;

The Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA)'s proposed Nutrient
Management-Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation will allow
the State of Maryland to determine how and when farmers — including
poultry growers — can apply phosphorous to their fields.

The proposed regulation will have a significant impact on all poultry
growers and their families, and all those who are supported by agrlculture
across Delmarva.

At Perdue, we believe that there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed by this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT.
Nor do we believe that MDA is providing those who will be impacted by the
regulation sufficient time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop workable alternatives.

hitps:/fmail.google.carvimai l/bl309.’w’0/’?ui=2&ik=ee1#7ﬁdcc&\dew=pt&search=inbomth= 1424cb72d2cfcace 14
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PMT Regulation being proposed

Sperry, Marc <Marc.Speny@perdue.cbm> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 9:35 AM
To: "Eand.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Mr. Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland, and |
would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous
Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my opinion that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like
mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge and potentially
devastating.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan
proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will
result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this regulation enough
time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop any workable alternatives. The
modifications being developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. I, along with like-minded voters across Maryland, firmly request that
the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until:

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results
incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer:

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of
the Nutrient Management/ PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what
alternatives are available, and;

(4} Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects
determined, and those effects incorporated into any nutrient management/ PMT regulation
proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. This
land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this has been through multiple generations. We
recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is
that agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model and the
PMT remain works in progress. lts impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries
behind them has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded the time to

https/fmail g oog le.com/mail/b/302/W0i 2ui=24i k= ee147fidcc&vew= ptésearch=inbox&th=1424chfdeadfch3s 112
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adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of
the state.

Thank you for your consideration

Marc Sperry

Business Development Manager
Perdue Farms, Inc.

31149 Old Ocean City Rd.
Salisbury, MD. 21804

 (410)-543-3542 - Direct
(410)-341-5109 - Fax
(443)-523-0080 - Cell

This communication, inciuding attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. i you.
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer

system.
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3%

PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION --Need to find a win-win
solution

Mitzi Perdue <mitzi@bhealthy.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 9:42 AM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Sirs:
Everyone wants a clean Bay, but surely there are ways of accomplishing this that cause less pain to the farmers.
Could we come up with legislation that is effective but less damaging? | talk with many farmers, and | worry that

the legislators may not fully realize the harm that they are causing and the importance of finding win-win
solutions.

Sincerely,

Mitzi Perdue
Former President, American Agri-Women

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail /309wl Pui=28ik=ee 147 dcc&view=pt&search=inbox&th= 1424cc42abe7ecs5
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PMT Regulations

bowlingtrucking@aol.com <bowlingtrucking@aol.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 9:51 AM

To: earl.hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance,

| am a crop farmer who lives in Charles County and | am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of -

Agriculture's proposed regulation to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My primary concern in that the proposed regutfation is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their research is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for
what appears to be political reasons. Please slow this down! Allow the scientific research to be completed and
then allow an orderly phase-in, Without altemative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-
to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the State of Maryland and you still will not have
improved the environment.

Jennifer Bowling
Charlotte Hall, Maryland

https ://mail .goog le.com/mail/b/309/u/0/ ui=2&il=ee14Tfidcc&view=ptlsearch=inbox&th= 1424ccc3a551bde1
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION '

Kent Dennis <kentdennisQ1@aol.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 10:04 AM
To: Eart.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. .

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and -
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. ,

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to-evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

https://mail.goog Ie.corn’rnaillbeOéMO/?ui=2&ik=ee147ffdcc&view= pt&search=inbox&th=1424cd76d93f813d ' 12
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(3} Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Mode! are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts-by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on IVIaryIand S
farm families and the industries behind them has not'been
determined. These same voters have not been afforded: the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastlcally alter thelr economic Ilvehhood and the
economy of the state. : : :

Thank you for your consideration! -

Kent Dennis
- Willards, MD

https://mail g cogle.comimail b/308/w0/ ui=28i k= ee 147 fidccluiew= ptésearch=inboxith=1424cd76d93f513d



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Swiger, Brittany <Brittany.Swiger@perdue.com>
To: "jo.mercer@maryland.gov' <jo.mercer@maryland.gov>, "earl.hance@maryland.gov' <earl.hance@maryland.gov>

Good Morning,

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland. 1would like
to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation recently proposed
by the MDA. |support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay, and |am familiar with
the issues that arise due to spreading litter in the watershed; however, the agriculture industry
has made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model. |also recognize that restoring
the bay will take continued collective efforts by all of us. The PMT is a work in progress and its
impact on Maryland's farm families and the industries behind them has not been fully
determined. Without time to adjust, the economic livelihood as well as the economy of the state
could be negatively impacted.

Please find attached my letter conceming the possible PMT regulations that may occur in the
. near future. Thank you for your consideration and have a nice Tuesday!

Brittany Nicholle Sﬂ-viger.
Perdue Farms

Heritage Breeders
Pocomoke Complex

Cell (443)735-5285

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissamination, distribution, or copying of this
communicalion, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in eror, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer

. system.

@] PMT Letter 2013.docx
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November 12, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr. Mercer;

I am a farm manager for Perdue’s breeder department who lives in Worcester County and
I am extremely concerned about the MDA’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus
Management Tool (PMT).

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck
speed. Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community,
the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U,S. EPA, If the farming sector in
Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then
perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but we are at 130% of the goal. That’s a huge
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the MDA and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the PMT will
cause little environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told
farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus (P) to the soil because unless the soil
moved, the P would not move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying
manures based upon their P content. The P levels in soils and waters were achieved over
decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will
cause little harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community
to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time
consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management
Plan and to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private
consuitants can do enough side-by-side PSI/PMT compansons in 2014 to provide valid results,
does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this r_egulaﬁon.
First and foremost, how can the MDA think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningfu! economic impact analysis has been
done?

Chicken Farms .
* Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own
crops, some chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken



manure they already own. That will have a negative cconomic impact on the chicken
growers. '

e Chicken growers who have been selling the1r manure to other farmers may no longer
have customers, thus a loss of income.

o Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from
the farm without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and
transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the
manure to'make a profit and cover the costs of cleaning/transporting. :

o Evenif the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ -
responsibility to transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken
growers,

s If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to
accept manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use
companies start operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon,
they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

e Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy
commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

e Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or
rent commercial fertilizer application equlpment thus raising their costs of domg
business. -

e  Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertlhzer applicator mlght find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer
applications. Increased demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees,
thus higher costs for crop farmers. '

* While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the mlcronutrlents and organic
material in animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the
loss of organic material and micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

o Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans
in ways that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets
— requiring new expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially
reducing their potential yields.

e Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing
‘poultry litter’s organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining
capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of
many in the agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming’
community, individuals like me, and the entire state of Maryland without noticeable
improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow-an
orderly phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacement° for
this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm w111 come to the state of Maryland.



Thank you so much for your consideration and time, Dr. Mercer.
‘Sincerely,

Brittany Nicholle Swiger

Farm Manager, Heritage Breeders
* Perdue Farms o

Ppcomokg'City, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Wallace, Bill <Bill. Wallace@perdue.com> ' Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 10:11 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear. Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and -
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full économi_c impact study is combleted, pub,lic'ized, discussed'and its

https ://mail.google.cbm’rrai Hb/309/uf/?ui=28ik= ee14Tidcc8view= ptlsearch=inbox&th=1424ce05a6790d49 13
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal Wlth the excess orgamc
fertlhzer | '

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects mcorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. in many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

William E. Wallace

Salisbury MD 21801

hitps:/imail.goog le.cormmail b/309/W0/ui=28&i ke se 4TTidcc Sview=pt&search=inboxdth= 1424ce0526790d49
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Opposition to proposed Maryland phospherous Management Tool

Brasher, Chris <Chris.Brasher@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 10:25 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance:

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)

~ regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation;

https://mail g cogle.comymailfb/309/w0r?ui=2&ik=ee 147fdcc&view=pt&search= inbox&th= 1424ceeald98bc o0 13
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(2) Tested and pFOVen plans are in place ’f’d"aéal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected tofully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chésapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Chris Brasher

Woodstock, Georgia

https:/fmait.g oogle.comymail/b/309/w/0/ui=2&ik=ee 147 dcclview=ptdsearch=inbox&th=1424ceea1d98bc90 23
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION |

Wendy MacKinnis <wendypeach@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 10:31 AM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and I are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. I would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) reguiation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until; |

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation; | |

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

https:/mail g oog le.comvimail/b/308/W/0 ui= 2&ik=ee147decclvienw=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424¢f0c5a021cd3 112
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nhutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Wendy MacKinnis
Seaford, DE

Hitps:/imail.g oogle.comimail /308 ui= 28k ee147Tdcclview=pitdcat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&tn=1424cf0c5a021cdd
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(no subject) .

Gordy, Gary <Gary.Gordy @perdue.com> ' Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 10:56 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland. gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally,' in my‘view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. . !

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. -1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completéd, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

hitps://mait g oogle canvmailb/309/uW/0/ = 28ik= ce 14 THidec&vaw= pt&search=inboxdth= 1424d0627d5a8 10 113
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(2) Tested and proven plans'are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is givén to farmers that are directly affected to fuIIyl
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed. |

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Gary Gordy
Salisbury Maryland

hitps:/mail g oog le.comvmail/b/309/uW07ui= 28ik=ea147dcclview=ptisearch=inboxth=1424d0h27d5a81e0
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Fwd: CALL TO ACTION: SUBMIT A MESSAGE IN OPPOSITION TO PRGPOSED
MARYLAND PHOSPHORO_US MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

Kelly Ewell <cabanagalG7@aol com>. . ' L Tue, Novi2, 2013 at 11:01 AM
To: "earl.hance@maryland.gov' <earl. hance@maryland gov> o ' :

Dear Secretary Han"c‘e;“"

- My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition
to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous. Management Tool .
(PMT) regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department
of Agriculture (MDA) It is my position that the economic impact
of this regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and
their employees, grain and soybean farmers with-families fike mine
and the many busmesses supportlng agrlculture in Maryland is
huge -

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic,
sufficient and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing
with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that W|Il result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted
by this regulation enough time to evaluate'its effect on their -
businesses and develop any workable alternatives. The
modifications being developed for the Chesapeake Bay Mode!, the
basis for the nutrient management/PMT regulation, will change -
the model’s output relating to the amounts and impact of organic
fertilizer. I, along withlike voters across Maryland, firmly request

htips:/imaii.g cogle.comimail ol209/w/0 = 28ik= ea 14 7iidecBview=ptlsear ch=inboxdin=1424d0¢2581b60de 73
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that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economrc |mpact study is completed publluzed
dlscussed and its results lncorporated mto the regu!atlon

(2) Tested and proven pIans are m place to deal W|th the excess
organic fertilizer; - |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to
fully understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT
regulation on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives
are available, and; |

(4) Scheduled modlflcatlons to the Chesapeake Bay Model are
made, the resultant effects determined, and those effects |
Incorporated into any nutrient management/ PMT regulatlon
proposed. -

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration
of the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In
many cases this has been through multiple generations. We
recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us.
Importantly to consider is that agriculture has already made
significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Mode! and the PMT
remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryiand’s farm families
and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter thelr economic livelihood
and the economy of the state.

https:/imail g oogle.comvmail/b/309/uw/d/ 7ui=28ik=ee147fdccvew=pt&sear ch=inbox&th=1424d0c2581b60de 23
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Thank you for your consideration!

Kelly Ewell ‘
Berin, Maryland ' ' )

.

This communucatlon including attachments, may contain confidential, pnwleged copynghted orotherlegaily protected
information. If you ara not the intended recipient, you are hereby notifled that. any ‘use, disclosure, dlmemmatmn
diglibution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received thls-
communication in eror, please lmmedlately re-send this communication to the sender and delete the original mesmge
and any copy of it, inéluding all attachments, from your-computer system. *

hitps #mail .goog|e.con‘\fﬁﬁihblwé.fwm?d::!&ik:em 47fidce Soview=pilisearch=inboxith=142440c2581b60de
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

/

Ingraham, Greg <Greg.Ingraham@perdue.com>
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Eart.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. [ would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact ofthls
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating
to the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like
voters across Maryland, firmly request that the !mplementat!on of this
regulation be put on hold until; '

https://mail.g cogle.comVmail/b/309/ W0/ 2Li=28ik=2e147fidcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1424deaabf1bdb7e

Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 2:58 PM
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its results incorporated into the regulation; |

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer; |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directiy affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT reguiation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. in many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its

impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them

has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Greg Ingraham

Cell: 443-366-5015

https://mail g cogle.comvmaii/b/309/u/0/ Pui=2& k= ee147tdcc&view= pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1424deasbf1bdh7e
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f MARYLAND |

OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION |

Janek, Ken <Ken.Janek@perdue..com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 12:01 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is 'huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical,‘realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

hitps:/frmeil.g oog te.cormail /30X WO =28k ee 14 7TdccBvew=pt&cati=PMT Opposition Emalis&search=catddh=142404509a45714f 143
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Ken Janek

Berlin, Maryland

hitps://imail.g 0ogle.com/mail/bi309/w0/7ui=28ik=ee 14 7fidccBview=ptieat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catth=14240d45d0e45f14f
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Walston, John <John.Walston@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 12:09 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put'on hold until;

hitps://mail google.com/mail/b/309 W0/ M= 28ik=eet4 THidccvevw=ptéocatl=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catiih=1424d4e5067408(3 13
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(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer,

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

hitps:#rmail.g cogle.cormmail /3000 ui=28ik-eel4Tfidccvanw=pl&ca=PMT Opposition Emaiisdsearch=catddh=1424d4e5d6740873 2/3
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Thank you for your consideration!

John D Walston Sr.

Salisbury MD.

This cermmmunication, including attachments, may centain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected infermation. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclasure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.

https:/mail gcogle com/imail 080 ui= 2&ile ea 14THdoclview=pt&eat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424d4e5d67408f3

U3



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION |

Gea Ayala <gea@fripsite.com> | Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 12:51 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold untii;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully _
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Gea Ayala
Salisbury, MD
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Opposition to Proposed Maryland Phosphorous Management Tool Regulation

Adamson, Michael <Michael. Adamscn@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 1:35 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

. Like most of my friends and neighbors, my family and | are
dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland. |
would like to go on record in opposition to the Nutrient Management /
Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed
by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is my position
that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry growers,
poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture
in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
-management/PMT regulation, will change the model’'s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. [, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until:

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mike Adamson

Ocean City, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Phillips, Carol <Carol.Phillips@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 1:58 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and i are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. '

‘Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Carol Phillips
Salisbury, Maryland
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(no subject)

Betton, George <George.Betton@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 4:09 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov> :

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
and its resuits incorporated into the regulation;

https/mail g cogle.cormail/b/309//i?ui=28ik=ee 147tidec&view=ptcat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1424e2a1d8a05dd4 13



11313 Maryland.govMail - {no subject)

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
‘any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

George Betton
Salisbury, MD
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Opposition To Proposed Maryland Phosphorous Management Tool Regulation

Garth, Mark <Mark.Garth@perdue.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 7:.03 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov> ‘

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland and | would like to go on
record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently
proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture. It is my view that it is premature to issue such guidelines
before the science that is used as the basis for such regulation is validated, the economic impact of the
regulation on all impacted parties is fully understood and a viable, practical solution for dealing with the resulting
excess fertilizer is identified and put into place. To implement the regulation without those matters properly
resolved would be reckless and cause ireparable harm to the Maryland economy and many of its citizens that
we depend upon to provide jobs and economic growth. .

Accordingly, |, along with like woters across Maryland respectfully request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hoid until;

(1) A fuli economic impact study is completed publicized, discussed and its results incorporated into the
regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of the Nutrient
Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what altematives are available, and;

{4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects determined, and those
effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

| care deeply about the emvironment and fully support efforts to protect our natural resources, including the
continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. However, we must do this responsibly and we must do it together.
Making sure that the full impact of any decisions are understood before they are implemented is the obligation of
prudent governance. Please make sure that the future of our state is not sacrificed on the altar of expediency.

Thank you for your consideration!
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Mark Garth

Salisbury, Maryland

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified thal any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, pleaée immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system,
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New Phosphorus PMT test

Mike Knauer <christian4804@yahoo.com> Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 10:18 PM
Reply-To: Mike Knauer <christian4804@yahoo.com>
To: "Earl.Hance@MARYLAND.GOV" <Earf.Hance@maryland.gov>

| have grown up on the farm that lam now operating. We are three years from being able to
apply for a Maryland Century Farm. | hope that we are still in business then, as | would like to
pass on the farm to my son to operate someday. Not just a sign reminding him what his father,
grandfather and great grandfather that he never met did for the past 100 yrs. 'm not totally
against what the state of Maryland is doing but hows its going about it. To my understanding the
implementtation on the new PMT test is a year behind of when it was to go into effect. The new
Cheaspeake Bay model isn't due for a change til 2017. What | don't understand is why hasn't
there been as rush study on the bay model done to backup the the new PMT test
implementation. 'm not sure when the Bay model was last updated but to me it would make
sense to not base new test on old data. When we do soil test our test are no more than two
years old to the date we consult our Agronomist about nutrient application for the year. How
close is the Bay model date to the current date. It is impossible to implement new rules on out
dated data. As the population grows we are
suppose to increase supply to feed the country. How can we do this if our soils are depleated
and not producing yeild due. The business losses profit and goes out of business and the
state is out income tax. If the chicken farmer can"t get rid of the manure then he is out of
business. If he goes out of business then they don"t need the farmer to supply grain for chicken
feed. _

We have been a no-till farm for the past ten years and we don't plan on changing anytime soon.
We recently have started using manure on our farm per recomendation from nutrient
managment plan. We have seen great respones in yeilds this past year and are currently doing
soil samples for the new plan being done. My father asked why our fertlizer bill was haif of years
past and I told him because we only used commercial fertlizer on the wheat crop. We used
manure on the remainder acres at a third of the cost of man made fertlizer. We do what ever we
can to save money on the farm but what we don't do is depleat our soil that supports our family
business. That means over fertilizing when the plants or soil can't hold it.

You come from a farming family back ground and would think you would understand what all
the fuss is about. | also know that people change. Money and power can change people and
not always for the better. In the meeting | attended you got tired of hearing Maryland compared
to Delaware. Why don't the states in the Chesapeake Bay water shed work together instead of
‘apart like a chess match. Last time Ilooked shit ran down hill. It's the goverments normal deal.
"Qver do it now and worry about the impact when its to late to repair the damage.”

Weli you to can't make a mark in history "The Farming History in Maryland” just as Obama is
making his mark in history as being " The Preisdent that BROKE the Country”
Thank you for your time.

LONG FUTURE FARMER
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Proposed PMT regulations

Airey, Ronald <Ronald.Airey@perdue.com> - Tue, Nov 12, 2013 at 3:12 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and _
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). ltis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agruculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluateits effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the impleme-ntation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed pubhazed dlscussed and ItS
results mcorporated into the regulation;
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(2) Tested and proven plans arein place to deal with the excess organlc
fertilizer; | ' ‘ ' |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on’
their specific farm; and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are madeg; the
resultant effects determ‘ined,"and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic hvellhood and the
economy of the state. '

Thank you for your consideration!

Ron Airey |
Salisbury, MD

This communication, including attachments, may centain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
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Secretary Hance, e

My family operates a small poultry and grain
operation near Federalsburg, Maryland. | attended the informational
meeting in Easton. | did not speak, but listened intently to both sides. |

 have to say, the Department of Agriculture answered many of the
inquires with “we are aware of that and are working on it” or......“that
something we are considering”. | was surprised that your department
was not better prepared to implement this regulation.

Much was discussed about the cost share for
manure transport, especially for the lower shore counties. You were
adamant this program would have increased funding to handle the
increased need. However, the “need” will increase greatly with this
new index, to the point that existing haulers will be overwhelmed. Add
to this the cumbersome payment procedures and you have the
beginnings of a nightmare scenario.

You also discussed the alternative uses for poultry
manure. Right now on the shore, Perdue Farms offers the only large
scale alternative use for manure. You mentioned a startup program in
one of the lower shore countries that will extract nutrients from
manure. But this facility is not online and once it is, it will have very
limited capacity. |

Today | read an article about the Delaware Department
of Agriculture taking a slower, more calculated approach to the
phosphorus issue. They are looking at the possible alternative
processes, but more importantly, maintaining a balance with the



viability and profitability of the agricultural community. | would suggest
this direction for our Department of Agriculture.

Our farm has been recognized by the State of Maryland
as a Cooperator of the Year for Caroline County (...in fact, you
presented us with the award). We have spent a great deal of money to
design our poultry production area to comply with state/federal
guidelines for storm water management and proper manure
management. We have utilized cost share monies for heavy use pads,
PLT usage and a manure structure. We have installed buffers around
our poultry houses and fields. We have always been a responsible
farming operation. |

Secretary Hance, we feel this new regulation needs a
longer implementation period. An economic impact study should be
completed to look at the extensive financial impact on the farming
community. Additionally, real and viable alternatives for manure have
to be in place prior to the implementation of the regulation. In short,
you are moving forward on a plan that the true cause and effect is not
widely known. |

I hope you consider all of our concerns. We would like to
pass our operation on to our son, but only if the future of agriculture in
Maryland is allowed to be profitable.

Thank you for your time.

4 \
& {tw
oward A. “Mick” MacDonald

S;Mf/ﬁw{kwm Mﬂt | Smithville View Farm LLC
158 Tedd R |
fadowkting, Md. 21632
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Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a poultry and grain crop farmer who lives in Caroline County, MD and I am extremely concerned
about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management
Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to
be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide
valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

e Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

o Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

s Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the
cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.



Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down, work closely with other surrounding states. Allow the scientific research to

be completed and then allow an orderly phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality
Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective

replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland
without improving the environment.

obert Schoonover
DBA 2 Cool Farm
Greensboro, MD

Bobby & Katie Schoonover
26543 Whiteleysburg Roat
Greensboro. MD 21639
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Dear Mr. Hance, Ty
The new Phosphorus management tool is going to have a négative impact on my poultry farm. iam
what is referred to as a “no land generator”, meaning | produce manure but do not land-apply to my
farm. Therefore, my family and ] are dependent upon someone to clean out and transfer manure to my
storage shed or haul away to use as organic fertilizer. 1 have an agreement with a local grain and truck
crop farmer. Chances are good if you traveled to the beach you stopped at his modern fruit stand with
an amazing selection of delicious Maryland grown fruits and vegetables. There is no cash exchanged
with my current arrangement. He cleans and or crusts out the houses for the value of the organic
fertilizer.

if the land he applies my manure to is not allowed to have organic fertilizer applied because of “P”
greater than 150, then he will not be allowed to take it and therefore | am left to search for ancther
suitor. The U of MD brief study states that 80% of the lower shore land will not be available. if this
happens, the value of my organic fertilizer will become worthless and in fact cost me a significant
amount of money to have my houses crusted.

My farm is fairly typical of most, especially those that opt to grow in a large bird program and produce
five flocks on average per year. The terms of my loan necessitate that | make four quarterly payments.
The significance of the fifth flock is that flock allows me to reinvest in the farm or other options with my
grower pay. If | must now pay for the crusting out of all five flocks | will lose 30-40% of my cash flow
that will now go towards clean outs. Another scenario would be if | had to wait to clean out, my down
time between flocks will increase resulting in losing the important fifth flock. The results to my cash flow
would be the same, disastrous.

'm in the process of obtaining permits for two additional houses. However, with this new “P” tool in the
works and its potential negative impact on poultry and crop farming I’'m putting that on hold
indefinitely. No intelligent grower would move forward with this much uncertainty about poultry and
crop farming in Maryland.

i ask you to please reconsider your position on the “P” tool standard. Thank you for your time and
consideration.

Kimber & Kim Ward

New Direction Farm

27839 Rockawalkinridge Road
Salisbury, Md, 21850
803-580-9787
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November 1, 2013

Secretary Earl F. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway MUY
Annapolis, MD 21401
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Re:  Opposition to new Phosphorous Management Tool
For Nutrient Management

Dear Secretary Hance:

Recently the Somerset County Commissioners were made aware of the proposed
Phosphorus Management Tool plan for nutrient management, as proposed by the Maryland
Department of Agriculture. It is with great concern that we write to you today. This regulation
will have a severe negative impact on Somerset County and serve a devastating blow to the
already fragile agricultural community. With agriculture being the number one leading industry
in Somerset County, you should understand our concerns. Therefore, we strongly oppose the
adoption of this (PMT) policy.

We certainly understand the importance of being good stewards of the land, and also
understand the importance of balanced regulations. We urge you to reconsider this proposal and
look into the impact this regulation will impair on Somerset and its surrounding counties.

Sincerely,

ex Simpkins
President
Somerset County Commissioners



Please use the space below to send comments regarding tha PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture, Comments shpuld be
received before November 158th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl Hance@maryland.gov.
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e RECEIVED
November 6, 2013
NOV 1 2 2013
Secretary Hance
Maryland Department of Agriculture - :
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway CFFICE OF THE SEC RETARY
Annapolis, MD 21401
Dear Secretary Hance,

I am writing to express my thoughts on the Phosphorous Management Tool regulation.
The regulation is based on incomplete, inconclusive and contradictory science. It was
promulgated to satisfy the WIP, which was based on the TMDL which was derived from
the Chesapeake Bay Model. The Bay Model uses many, now proven incorrect,
assumptions, notably the amount and nutrient content of chicken litter.

Agriculture has improved the use of nutrients over the past 30 years and more can be
done. But it has to be in a scientifically proven, economically viable way — this regulation
is neither. There needs to be flexibility in the tool for naturally high P soils, for potatoes
and vegetable crops which require higher available and starter P, for dairy farms which
cannot transport liquid organic fertilizer long distances, and for organic farms which by
definition have to use organic fertilizer. There also needs to be operating alternative uses
for organic fertilizer which, very importantly, also maintains the value — in other words
which pays enough to replace the current value not just someplace to take it. An
economic impact study needs to be completed to show the costs of this regulation in
relation to proven benefits in water quality which at this time I believe are either.
uncertain or unknown entirely.

The PMT regulation needs to be withdrawn and reworked with these items in mind:
A. Bay model is re run in 2017 with more accurate assumptions to show what needs to be.
accomplished ;

B. Better, more accurate and replicated science has been completed to quantify the
benefits of the PMT and that operating under it will not affect crop yields

C. Operating alternative uses for organic'fertilizer that maintain the value

D. Flexibility is built into the regulation for instances where it is not economically or
agronomically feasible to adhere to the PMT

E. Economic impact study/ cost benefit analysis

F. Allow the farm community time to adjust their business plans to accommodate new
requirements

This is the most contentious issue I have seen in 27 years working with farmers. The
regulation has to be withdrawn.

Sincegely

Andrew L. McLean 2815 Ruthsburg Rd, Centreville, MD 21617 410-310-4232
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agricutture. Comments should be
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be

received before November 18th, Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl. Hance@ma rvlaﬁd.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agricukure. Comments should be

received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regard'ing the PMT regulations to the Department of Agricufture. Comments should be
received before Novemiber 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl. Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be ematled to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland. gOV.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments shouid be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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November 12, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D,

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr. Mercer:

lam e:étremely concerned about the Malyland Departinent of Agriculture’s proposed
regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research, The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck .
speed for what.appears to be political reasons, Rather than being focused on how to support and
improve the agrictiltural comniunity, the departirient seems more concerned with appeasing the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in
achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal,
That’s an accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland
Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the unplementation date of the
Phosphorous Management Tool will cause no environmental harm, For decades, the scientific
and regulatory community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil
because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not move, Recently, that thinking changed
and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus
levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even
if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015, Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-
in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionaily, we
saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the conservation districts, the University
of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site
Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid results does not seem

feasible.

Here are some of niy concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation.
First and foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a
regulation that could cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful
gconomic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms



Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic festilizer, on their own
crops, some chicken farmers will have to buy comunercial fertilizer to replace chicken
manure they already own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken
growers.

Chicken growers who have been selling their mamue to other farmers may no longer
have customers, thus a loss of income.

Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from
the farm without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and
transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the
manuie to make a profit and cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’
responsibility to transport the manure fo the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken

growers.

- If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to

accept manure, much like a fandfill charges for disposal. If any altemative use
companies start operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon,
they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy
commeicial fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop faniners who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or
rent commercial fertitizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing
business. '

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer
applications, Increased demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees,
thus higher costs for crop farmers, '

While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronuirients and organic
material in animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the
loss of organic material and micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmeys and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans
in ways that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets
— requiring new expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially
reducing their potential yields,

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drouglit on their crops as a result of losing
pouliry litter’s organic matexial that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining

capabilities.

Onece this regulation is in effect, as if appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of

many in the agricultural comniunity, there will be many negative effects to the farming
cornmunity, individuals like me, and the entire state of Maryland without noticeable

improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an

orderly phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a



phase-in period, Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this
soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, fremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without
improving the environment,

Respectfully yours,

&QW/UA S Qa,qb ﬁ R
J)‘”"Oé" A‘jy
Ostlon Ol MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Bromley, Lynda <Lynda.Bromley@perdue.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 7:01 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland. gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
-~ and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT. | |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https://mail g cogle.commail/b/309/w/0/ Tui=28&ik=ee147fidcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=142515c070c5a504 13
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; | -

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In.many
cases this has been through muiltiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
lts impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. - These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Lynda Bromley
Salisbury Md

hitps/imail g oogle.corm/mail/b/200/ul/ =28k ee 14 Tdecdvienw=pl&cal=PMT Opposition Emgils&search=catdth=142515c070c5a504 23
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Nutrient Management

Diniar, Michael <Michael.Diniar@perdu'e.com> s Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 7:09 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry

_growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers

~with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

B Additionally, in my view, there is no practi'cal, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated

~ excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for

“the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT |
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation; |

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

https://mail google.comimail/ca/b/309/wl/ Pui=2&ik=ee147fdccéview=pté&cat=PMT Opposition Ernails&search=cat&th=1425162515662306 : ) 12
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the CheSapeake Bay Model are madé, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed. |

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take

" continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Michael Diniar

Rehoboth Beach, DE

Thant you,
MWicthael Dinian
410-543-3430

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legaliy protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.

https-/mail goog le.com/mail/caby303/u//i=28ik= ee 147 fidccBvewspt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14251625156e230e
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Burns, Joe <Joe.Burns@perdue.com> ‘ | Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 7:52 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryiand.gov> o '

Dear Secre’tary Hance;.

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
~agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
‘regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
- regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
-employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.,

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed -

https://mail.g oog le.com/mail/ca/b/308/W0/ ui=28ik=ee147idcc&vew=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425183a88363949 -3
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are availabie,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Joe Burns

Salisbury, Maryland

https://mail .goog le.com/mail/caty309/W0/7ui=28ik=e¢ 147 MTdcc&view=pt&catl=PMT Opposition, Emails&search=cat&th= 1425182a88363949



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Graham, Gerard <Gerard.Graham@perdue.com> - ' Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 7:58 AM

To: "Ear. Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture in Maryland. |
would like to go onrecord in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous
Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently proposed by ihe Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). Itis my position that the economic consequences of this regulation to
poultry growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain farmers, and the many
businesses supporting Maryland agriculture, is detrimental.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient, and timely pian
proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will
result from the implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers, who are directly affected by this regulation,
enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and develop any workable alternatives.

‘The modifications being developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient

management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer.

l, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold untlt

(1) A full economic impact study is comp!etéd, publicized, discussed, and its results
incorporated into the regulation; :

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand the impact of
the Nutrient Management / PMT reguiation on their specific farm, and understand what
alternatives are available, and;

https:/imail g oegle.cormymail /ca/b/309/w/0/?ui=28ik=ee147ffdcclview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition EmailsGsearch=cat8ith=1425181622483b45 -

112



111313 Maryland.gov Mail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the effects determined,
and those effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay.
This land and the bay are our homes. In my case, through multiple generations. We recognize
that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Please consider that Maryland -
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model; the PMT
remain a work in progress. The program s effect on Maryland s farm famllres and the industries
behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could
drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Gerard Graham

Salisbury, MD

b% Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected infermation. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is stricily prohibited. If you have received this communication in emor, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system, :
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Ewing, Denise <Denise.Ewing@perdue.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 8:04 AM
To: "Ean.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gow>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
~and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the |mplementat|on of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact 'study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress..
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Denise 34«6@,0,

https://mail.g ocg le.comvmail/ca/b/309/u/0f 2ui=28ik=ee147ifdcc8view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14251930fa527dad 23
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(no subject)

Holden, Bel <Bel.Holden@perdue.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 9:00 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in

“Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. -

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect-on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. [, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

hitps:/rmail.goog Ie.conﬂrnaillcalbfsﬂéfu’o.f?ui=2&ik=eeT 47fidccé&vew=pi&cat=PMT Opposition Emailsé&search=cat&th=14251c540e5db215 12
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake‘Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed..

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state. ' |

Thank you for your consideration!
THARKS,

BELAVEATE H OLDEN
POCOMOKE CITY, MD

This communication, including attachments, may coniain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. i you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, digtribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have raceived this communication in eror, please imrnediateiy re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from yaur computer
system.

https://mail.goog le.corr#milicafbeOQ!w’O/?ui=2&iFeem'z'ﬁdcc&\ia}v:pt&cat: PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14251c540e5db215



Maryand.govMail - Nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed

Nutrient management/ PMT regulation proposed

M. Jean Walter <mjeanwalter@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 9:25 AM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov
Cc: steve.schwalb@perdue.com

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation -
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). Itis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agrlculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT. '

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by th|s
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, pubI|c12ed discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

ht!ps.!lmall.googIe.com'n'\alIlca/b/309!uf0/?w-—2&|k=ee147ffdcc&uew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14251dabeb948dc8 12
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progreSs. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

- M. Jean Walter
Marion, Maryland

https:/fmail g oogle.commail/ca/b/309/u0/?ui=2&ik= ee147fidcc&view=ptcat=PMT Oppasition Emails&search=cat&th=14251date6946dc8 272
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(no subject)

Hensley, Vi¢ <Vic.Hensley@perdue.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 8:27 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> : )

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent'upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation
recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). It is
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, thereis no practical', realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated
excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail /ca/b/308/u/0/?ui=28ik=ee147fidecdrew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catath=14251ded04d27638 143
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(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer; ' ‘

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many cases this
has been through muitiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.
These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations
that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Victor Hensley

Newark, Md.

https://mail g oog le.comvmail/caty309/w/0/?ui= 28ik=ee 14TTdcciMew=ptécal=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14251ded04d27638



Maryland.gov Mail - The PMT regulatiens

The PMT regulations

Tam Pham <tphammutual@gmail.com> ' Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 9:55 AM
To: "earl.hance@maryland.goV' <ear.hance@maryland.gov> :

Dear secretary Hance:

My name is Tam Pham. | reside on 8830 Calloway rd Willards Md. I'm a chicken grower who live in Wicomico
County, MD. | sincerely request you please slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and
then allow an orderly phase in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a
phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacement for this soon-to-be lost
organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment .

Respectfully yours,
Tam Pham

https:/fmail.google.com/mail/carb/309/u/0/ 7ui=28i k=ee147TdccAvew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14251f57ccaabsha
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Rites, Tina <Tina.Rites@perdue.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 9:50 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model’s output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until; |

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

hitps://mail.g ocg le.comymail/ca/b/308/u/0y Pui=2&ik=ee147ffdcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th="14251f6ddc1cdé42 173
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; |

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been afforded
the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter their
economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Tina Rites

Berlin, Maryland
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MFB Comments on PMT proposed regulation

Valerie Connelly <valeriec.mdb@werizon.net> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 10:10 AM
To: Buddy Hance - MDA <earl.hance@maryland.gov>

éMaryland Farm Bureau, Inc.

8930 Liberty Road * Randallstown, MD 21133 » (410) 922-3426

November 12, 2013

The Honorable Earl F. Hance
Secretary of Agriculture

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry Truman Parkwéy
Annapolis, MD 21401

Re: Proposed Regu]aﬁon to Adopt the Phosphorus Management Tool

By unanimous vote of the Board of Directors of the Maryland Farm Bureau, I am writing to oppose the
adoption of the new Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT) at this time. If implemented, the PMT
restrictions will dramatically limit the use of locally produced organic fertilizer to nuch of the land on the
lower Eastern Shore and i many other areas ofthe State. This limitation will have far reaching negative
economic impacts on individual poultry growers, dairymen, grain operators, support businesses and local
communities. '
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Our members strongly believe that it makes no sense to impose this burden on farmers when at 130% we
are the only sector to reach our Bay cleanup goals in the most recent analysis and are, in fact, doing more
than our fair share.

The Clean Water Act, under which the TMDL WIP and state proposed pollution restrictions are imposed,
intended to protect Agricultural businesses from unreasonable economic harm in any effort to achieve clean
water status, This intent is evidenced by the agricultural stormwater exemption in the Act. While the PMT is
not related to the stormwater exemption, it is an example of unreasonable economic harm that will arise if
implemented as proposed.

We would like to pomnt out that other state agencies have backed off when proposed water quality
regulations are expected to have an unreasonable economic impact on businesses. The most recent example
is the Accounting for Growth negotiation at the Maryland Department of the Environment. When the
development commmmity balked at paying $30,000 per credit to offSet Phosphorus in new development, the
agency agreed that they would only have to address Nitrogen. In fact, they reasoned that as long at Nitrogen
was addressed (at around $3000 per credit) Phosphorus would be contained. Shouldn’t the farm
comnumity, one of the largest economic drivers in the state, get the same consideration?

Additionally, we are concerned that replacing organic slow-release fertilizer with water-soluble chemical
Nitrogen will have a much greater impact on the Bay. Chesapeake Bay Foundation agrees with this concern
in their October 2013 Pennsylvania Fact Sheet entitled, ‘Manure: Not the Leading Cause of Nitrogen
Pollution to the Chesapeake Bay.” In it they emphasize that “in the case of mitrogen pollution, manure is not
the leading source; rather, chemical fertilizers applied onto agricultural lands are the leading source of
nitrogen pollution...” And since no study has been conducted to analyze the potential impact of switching
from organic to chemical fertilizer, # is possible that the effort to address a perceived Phosphorous problem
on farms will cause a new Nitrogen concern.

And we say “perceived Phosphorus” problem because we know that the Chesapeake Bay Model does not
currently give credit for most of the phosphorus control measures we have already taken on Maryland
farms. It is possible that once the model is corrected and the new numbers are run, Maryland farmers will
have already met their Phosphorus reduction goals, without the need to implement the onerous PMT.

On behalf of more than 36,000 Farm Bureau families n Maryland, we request the withdrawal of this
proposed regulation, The science is simply not ready. The cost-benefit analysis has not been conducted.
And the argument that agriculture is at 130% now but needs to do more to stay on track is not acceptable to
us, : _

If, after all the problems with the Bay Model are fixed and a true and accurate assessment shows there is still
https:/irmail.g oogle.com/mail/ea/bf308/u0/ ui=2&ik=ee147fdcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Oppositicn Emails&search=cat&th=142520380060395b 23
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an agricultural phosphorous issue, we will work cooperatively with the state to address it in a way that does
not threaten to destroy the business model of the largest economic sector on the Eastern Shore.

Sincerely,

PATRICIA A. LANGENFELDER

President

@ MFB Board Comments to MDA on PMT Nov 2013.doc
41K '
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments shoutfd be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emaited to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be

received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
Dear Secretary Hance:
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments shouid be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emaiied to; Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments shouid be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments shoutd be.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Commenis should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Eari.Hance@marytand.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Aéricultu re. Comments should be
* received before November 18th, Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments shouid be
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November 7, 2013 b i et ¥ 3
Secretary Earl D. Hance NO\’ . 5 20\3

Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Parkway TR A

Annapolis, Maryland 21841 -r'gfﬂ: “s}‘; LT ’if\:i\:—ﬁlu\l\
Of ?1\:9 vl

Ve

Dear Secretary Hance:

1 am a poultry company employee who has worked in Wicomico County for more than 6 years. |
am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation that will
regulate the Phosphorous Management Tool.

The University of Maryland has not been able to complete their research. | understand wanting
the best for our environment; however we cannot make decisions based on incomplete research. Many
hard working families, including my own will be negatively impacted by the decision of putting into
effect this regulation. Why would the state move forward without the proper information to back them
up? If the University of Maryland is working on research related to Phosphorous Management and we
don’t allow them to finish — isn’t this a waste of resources? We all need to be patient and work together
to continue improving the agricultural community. Remember, without agriculture there is no food. And
without food, there is no life.

There are many other ways we can work together to improve the quality of our environment.
Agricultural companies and independent farmers are working together to achieve the Chesapeake Bay
Watershed Implementation Plan; and as you are well aware, we are at 130% of the goal. Such a huge
accomplishment seems to have been forgotten by Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of
Agriculture, and the EPA, Something needs to be done to remind them of such efforts.

For any change or new plan to become successful, we need time: time to educate, train and
finally implement strategies that will allow us to receive more gains than hardships in the process. Has
there been a meaningful economic impact analysis? We cannot abandon our farmers and agricultural
companies. If we allow the near-immediate implementation of this regulation, too many negative
effects will be brought upon us without improving water quality. So, please slow this down.

Respectfully yours,

Charlin Casiano

Princess Anne, MD
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Worcester County Farm Bureau

P.O. Box 357
Snow Hill, Maryland 21863
410-632-3329

worcestercountyfarmbureau@eomail.com
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(H/ November 7, 2013

The Honorable Earl Hance
Secretary of Agricuiture
Department of Agriculture
Wayne A. Cawley, Jr. Building,
50 Harry S Truman Parkway, Annapolis, MD 21401 — 8960

kh

Dear Mr. Secretary:

| own a winery/vineyard in Worcester County. Although being a wmethaker
sound_s awfully romantie-and-glanicious, the simple factis { am a fanner A proud
farmer who happens to also be the President of Worcester County Farm Bureau

I am writing this letter in opposition to the newly proposed phosphorus
management guidelines. It seems the agriculture sector has come under assautt
in Maryland with newly imposed storm water management sedlment er03|on and
phosphorus/nutrient management regulatlons These regulatlons jUSt add to the
burden farmers aiready face in running their busmesses these new reguiatlons
could be the straw that breaks the farmers back. :

What ever happened to the assumed mherent goodness of each farmer to
be a steward of his or her land? This admlnlstratlon has abandoned the time
proven system of outreach and extension to stakeholders including farmers, for
a politically.motivated and non-democratic approach to passing regulations and
associated penaltres This surely does not-ensure a robust, bi-partisan, wholistic,
and collaboratlve process; the ensuing !eglslatlon is rlfe W|th issues as a result.

As an example, one of the biggest probtems W|th the reguiations is the

Ll changlng (some might say arbltrary) index levels. !mtlally, chicken manure was

permitted at 6 tons per acre, then 2 tons, then 1:5 tons. Now, depending on the

- phosphorous on site, a farmermay not-be-ablé 1 to spread manure AT ALL if the

"-'!evel is 150. | may-even have my facts wrong, because with such confusing

changes, obviously not based on science, who can keep up? Farmers have
implemented nutrient management plans, hired soil scientists, rmplemented Best
Management Practices and the like. To impose yet another regulation, which will
dramatically increase the cost of farming, is unfalr and unfounded h



As you are aware, only 2% of the population in the US is farmers. An
unfortunate perception from the non-farming community is that farming is a
hugely profitable industry that can absorb costs and pass them on to consumers.
The reality is much different; most farm families are “rich” in their ownership fo
the land but farm from wealthy when considering income. Most farm products are
commodities raised on family farms by men and women who work long hours in
a physically and mentally demanding industry so everyone can have the greatest
grilled chicken salad at Panera Bread or the juiciest steak at Lone Star or the
most delicate glass of Chardonnay at Ruth’s Chris. All kidding aside, farming is
the most honorable profession on the planet. We care for the land, raise hard
working children, contribute to the spirit of the community, and feed the world.

Every acre that goes out of production in Maryland and in North America
opens up another acre of Brazilian Rain forest or impacts similar precious tracts
of land. The negative externalities are simply passed from one area to another
area; most often the production is shifted o an area that has no environmental
safe guards in practice. We have the safest food supply and production in the
world and we need fo keep it here. And, yes, we need to have guidelines and
laws that protect the environment based on sound science as we till the land and
care for the livestock and harvest our grapes.

I support scientific based regulations but this current one is not scientific
and not in the interest of the citizens of Maryland, both farming and non-farming
alike.

Sincerely,

Owner, Costa Ventosa Winery
President, Worcester County Farm Bureau

Clontn Venross Winery




November 8, 2013

Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a chicken grower, who lives in Wicomico County and I am extremely concerned
about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus
Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck
speed for what appears to be political reasons. Rather than being focused on how to support and
improve the agricultural community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in
achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment
that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the
Phosphorous Management Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific
and regulatory community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil
because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed
and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus
levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even
if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-
in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we
saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the conservation districts, the University
of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site
Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid results does not seem
feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation.

o Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own
crops, some chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken



manure they already own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken
growers,

e Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer
have customers, thus a loss of income.

¢ Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from
the farm without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and
transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the
manure to make a profit and cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of
many in the agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming
community, individuals like me, and the entire state of Maryland without noticeable
improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an
orderly phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a
phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this
soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without
improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

Hyung Choi

wys7) Shavd rd .
Salhe bury MD 7F0~



vember 8, 2013

Secretary Earl D: Hance SN
Maryland Department of Agrlculture -
50 Harry's: Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I work for a poultry company that does business with hundreds of hard working poultry and grain
farmers on the Eastern Shore of Maryland. | am opposed to the implementation of the proposed
regulations relating tothe new Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT).

i am opposed to these proposed regulations for these two reasons:
e The PMTis based on incomplete and possibly flawed science.
¢ Thereis a complete disregard for the economic impact that these proposed regulatlons will have
“onthes agncultura! commumtyﬁand the citizens of Mar\g&nd - , |
A, PR e by
Marylander’s cannot:allow their zeal to lead on environmental issues to develop into arrogance. Certain
entities seem to believe that Maryland is more concerned about the Chesapeake Bay than any other
state. The excuse often given is that Maryland is the closest to the Bay. This implies that other regional
states are not as concerned: but this is not accurate. The other surrounding states are just as concerned
for the health:of the Bay but seem to be interested in learning more about the science. They want to
see the:new Chesapeake Bay mode! due in 2017. They want to hear more about studies of agriculture’s
impaction the bay from respected institutions like the University of Delaware. In other words, they are
taking a sensible, mature approach.

There is a complete disregard for the economic impact that the proposed regulations will have on the
State. MDA has been very arrogant about this, stating that we will find out what the impact is after the
regulations are imposed. How can a State agency that exists to promote agriculture in the State have no
interest in the impact of its actions? This needs to be corrected immediately but it will require
leadership from MDA.

When considering new regulations, legislators should carefuily evaluate the costs that the regulations
will cause versus the benefit to the people. Cleariy, this has not been done. Instead, we hear careless
staterments about being able to ship all of this manure off of the Shore or that the State will create some
huge stockpile of manure somewhere, somehow. These are just absurd notions, that have been given
so little thought that it is offensive to the intelligence of the citizens of the State.

I urge you to reconsider the proposed regulations reiating to the new Phosphorus Management Tool
(PMT). Let's make sure that we get the best information available from the entire region and from all
concerned sources to make good decisions.

S[Eerely,

Dean Stewart

A370% MeDawirr [V,
G ecmg?:r‘ocdzd ; DE /GGE7



o aon QCtober 19, 2013
C VNPT RN

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program - TSR R e
Maryland Department of Agriculture : D

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy e e,
Annapolis, MD 21401 g [ A

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
- utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an vafair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant mvestments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative usés to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

Signature Kg;-m &7% o 7

Printed Name__ Lem _C',ﬁ.orh

Street Address 3y /7/ f})qv:!z\” Rd
City, State, Zip \gﬁlﬂséuf/v Mp o7 F oL
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ovember 1, 2014

Secretary Earl D. Hance - it T
Maryland Department of Agriculture L L ' TR
50 Harry S Truman Parkway ) '

Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a farmer who lives in Queen Anne’s County and [ am extremely concerned about the
Maryland Department of Agricuiture’s proposed regulatlon related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have
stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to
be political reasons. Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural
community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan goais, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you have stated, we
are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to be lost on Govemor O’Malley, the
Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase—in of the implementation date of the PhoSphorOuS
Management Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades; the scientific and regulatory
community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil
moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying
manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved
over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause
any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and
make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for
Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the
conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough
side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid
resuits does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First
and foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could
cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been
done? :

Chicken Farms

. Denied the ability to use manure; a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some
chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already
own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

. Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no Ionger have
customers, thus a loss of income.
. Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm

without charge may now have to pay somebody to ¢lean the houses and transport the manure



since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and
cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ respon51b111ty
to transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start chargmg a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start
operating, and nothing of any magnitude appesars to be on the horizon, they might charge a
d:sposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

~ Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial
fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertitizers may have to buy or rent
commercial fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hn'e a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow umely fertilizer
applications. Increased demand in selwces will allow these applxcators to raise their fees, thus
higher costs for crop farmers. -

While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in
animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic
material and micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways
that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificiully reducing their potential yields.
Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on-their crops as a result of losing poultry
littexr’s organic material that helps build up the soil’s 'moisture reta.injngfeapabﬂjties.

Once this reg’ulatlon is in effect, as it appesrs it wﬂl be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agncultura] community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like
me, and the ent:re state of Maryland wrthout noticeable lmprovements in water qua.lrty

Please, slow th:s down Allow the: sc:entlﬁc research to be completed and then allow an orderly

phaaé-m much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period.
Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic
fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

R Respectfuﬂy y_ours

pmf %w

Patricla A. Rhodes
D sl Chestnut Vale Farms - . .
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November 1, 2014

Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway '
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

Iam a farmer who llves in Queen Anne’s County and I am extremely concemed about the
Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research, The University of Maryland researchers have
stated that their work.is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to
be political reasons. Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural
community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you have stated, we
are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomphshment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the
Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous
Management Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory
community told farmers not to worry about apphcatlons of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil
moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying
manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved
over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause
- any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and
make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for
Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the.
conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants ¢can do enough
side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid
results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First
and foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could
cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been
done?

Chicken Farms

. Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some
chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already
own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

. Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have
customers, thus a loss of income.
. Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm

without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure




since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and
cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility
to transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start chargmg a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companiés start.
operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a
disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free,

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial
fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent
commercial fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers ‘wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow tlmely fertilizer
applications. Increased demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus
higher costs for crop farmers. : :

While commercial fertilizer w111 help acrop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in
anima) manure will help grow a larger crop. Ifyyields are lessened due to the loss of organic
material and micronutrients, then farmer ‘income will diminish;

- Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways

that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.
Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry
litter’s orgamc maiaenal that helps bmld up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

- Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural commimity, there will be many negative effects to the fm'mmg community, individuals like
me, and the entlre state of Maryland thhout noﬁceable lmprovements in water quahty

Please, slow ﬂ:us down. Allow the sclentxﬁc research to be completed and then allow an orderly

phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase—m period.
Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic
fertilizer; tremendous harm will come to the state-of Maryland without mproving the environment.

e e o e Respecl:fullv yours,

e 2.0 P/

€. Temple Rhodes, Jr.
Chestnut Vale Farms
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November 1, 2014

Secretary Earl D. Hance o ' . R
Maryland Department of Agriculture - b

50 Harry S Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

ITama farmer who lives in Queen Anne’s County and [ am extremely concerned about the
Maryland Department of Agnculture s proposed regulatlon related to the Phosphorus Managerment Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulatlon whlch will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have
stated that their workis not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to
be political reasons. Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural
community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. Ifthe farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you have stated, we
are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O°Malley, the
Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

AIIOng an extended and orderly phase-m of the implementation date of the Phosphorous
Management Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory
community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil
moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying
manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved
over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause
any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and
make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for
Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the
conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough
side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid
results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First
and foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could
cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been
done?

Chicken Farms

. Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some
chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already
own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

. Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have
customers, thus a loss of income.
. Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cieaned with manure remnoved from the farm

without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure



since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and
cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility
to transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposai. If any alternative use companies start’
operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a
disposai fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial
fertilizer 1o replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertitizers may have fo buy or rent
commercial fertitizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer
applications. Increased demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus
higher costs for crop farmers.

While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in
animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic
material and micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

-Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most hke!y have to alter their business plans in ways

that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.
Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry
llther’s orgamc material that helps build up the soxl’s m01stu1'e retaining capabilmes

Ongce ﬂus regulation is in effect, as it appéars it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the ﬁ!rmmg community, individuals like
me, and the entlre state of Maryland w*nthout nohceable improvements in-water quahty

Please, slow this'down. Allow the scientific research to be compléted and then allow an orderly

phase-m much as the game-changing Water Quality Fmprovement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period.
Without alternative uses.of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic
fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

s QJ‘—"

Chris R. Rhodes
Deerfield Farms
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Secretary Earl D. Hance ' Rt al
Maryland Department of Agriculture : ERRATE A
50 Harry S Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a farmer who lives in Queen Anne’s County and I -am extremely concerned about the
Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulatlon, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have
stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to
be political reasons. Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural
community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you have stated, we
are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the
Maryland Depamnent of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in. of the implementation date of the Phosphorous
Management Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory
community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil
moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying
manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved
over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause
any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and
make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for
Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the
conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough
side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid
results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First
and foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could
cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningfurl economic impact analysis has been
done?

Chicken Farms

. Denied the ability to use manure, a locally pi'oduced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some
chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already
own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

. Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have
customers, thus a loss of income.
. Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm

without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure



since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and
cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility
to transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start chargmg a fee to accept
manure, much like & landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start
operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a
disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial
fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent
commercial fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer
applications. Increased demand in services will allow these apphcators 1o raise their fees, thus
higher costs for crop farmers. oo

While:commiercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the- mxcmnuments and organic material in
animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are- lessened due to the loss of organic
material and micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most hkely have to alﬁer their business plans in ways
that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.
Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on'their crops as a result of losing poultry
litter’s organic material that helps bmld up the sml’s mmsture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming commuamity, individuals like
me, and the entu'e state of Maryland w:thout noticeable mpmvements i water quality.

Please, slow this down, Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly

phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-m period.
Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic

fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

" Respectfully youfs,

Jenny Rhodes -

. Deerfielde Farm "
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Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agricuiture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a farmer who lives in Queen Anne’s County and I am extremely concerned about the
Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have
stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to
be political reasons. Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural
community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. If the farming sector.in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you have stated, we
are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomphshment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the
Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA. :

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the Implementatlon date of the Phosphorous
Management Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory
community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil
moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying
manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved
over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause
any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and
make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficuit and time consuming it was for
Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the
conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough
side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool compatisons in 2014 to provide valid
results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First
and foremost, how can the Department of A griculture even think about proposing a regulation that could
cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been
done?

Chicken Farms

. Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some
chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already
own. That will have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

. Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have
customers, thus a loss of income.
- Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm

without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure



since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and
cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility
to transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers. _
If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any altenative use companies start
operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a
disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers w:ll have to buy commercial
fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

- Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may | have to buy or rent

commercial fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow tunely fertilizer
applications. Increased demand in 1erV1c:es wﬂl allow these apphcators to raise their fees, thus '
higher costs for crop farmers. © -

While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in
animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of orgsanic
material and micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business pians in ways
that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets - requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.
Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry
litter’s orgamc materlal that helps bl.uld up the sonl’s mo:sture retaining capabilities.

Once this régulation is in eﬁ'ecr, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative éffects to the farming community, individuals like
me, and the entire'state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

. Please, slow this down.. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then atlow an orderly

phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-m period.
Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic

fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to-the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

e . .—Respectfully yours,

fron L

Ryan S. Rhodes
~Deerfield Farms
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Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

RECEIVED

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program NOV 13 2013
Maryland Department of Agriculture " MDDEPARTMTT ©F AGRICULTURE
50 Harry S. Trumnan Parkway NUTRIEN™ %7+« 5 JMENT PROGRAM
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 BRI A

Dear Dr. Mercer:

I'am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s s agricultural
- -community, is based on incomplete research.~The University of Maryland Tesearchers ' have stated that theu'

work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.

Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seerns
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earll Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. ‘Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/.EhOSphoms Management Tool companson_s -in 2014 to prmﬂde

- wvalid results does not seem-feasible.- -~ —- - e

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

e Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

o Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

o Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept

manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any altemative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops crop farmers will have to buy comumercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using. :

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronuirients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic matenal and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most hker have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets ~ requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

£t R UihClins

Hn Ellen Van

34263 Maryland Line Rd.
Galcna,MD 21635-1857




Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D. RECEIVED

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program NOV 1 3 2013

Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway MD DEPARTAE T OF AGRICULTURE
. NUTRIENT VRPN, A“ME\*T PR -

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 e OGRAM

Dear Dr. Mercer:

[ am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

, My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural

communityis based on incomplete research.- The-Urnversity of Maryland researchers have stated that their -
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concemned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do

enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide

* valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

¢ Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fettilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

e Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income. ‘

e Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm

) without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of -
cleaning/transporting.

s Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

o If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

» Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using. .

e Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

e Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.

e While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

* Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

¢ Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the
agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-
in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alterriative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respecttfully yours,
. . } . ) \
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Phosphorous Management Tool

L SR

DAVID HERBST <dlh21783@hotmail.com> ’ Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 1:31 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Eart.Hance@maryland.gov>

Mr Secretary :the Washington Co. Farm Bureau is opposed to the implementation of the new phosphorous
management tool. No other government body has recognized this tool as being viable,we do not have any
assurance that there will be a positive effect on the Bay if enacted, it will cost Millions of dollars to implement and
cause the lose of farmers and farmland in Maryland, Please withdraw this proposal till we can be sure that it will
help the Bay and know the consequences of such a drastic measure so we can decide if the negatives outweigh
the positives. Thank you. ‘

Davd Herbst

President Washington Co.

‘Farm Bureau .

Sent from my iPhone
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LAWRENCE C. THOMAS
32071 MITCHELL ROAD
PRINCESS ANNE, MARYLAND 21853
(410) 6519327
November 12, 2013
MDA

Buddy Hance, Secretary of Ag
General Assembly Committee

We have a small family farm in Somerset County Maryland. This farm has been
continuously farmed by our family for more than 10 generations, since late 1600. We are
proud of our stewardship of this farm and several generations have received outstanding
conservation farmer of the year from Soil Conservation District. Our concern is that the
new PMT tool and regulations will cost our small farm so much that it will no longer be
profitable. My understanding is that the new regulations are based on scientific evidence
but with so many findings that dispute this, [ have many concerns.

1. The University of Maryland is the only university I have been able to find that
claims phosphorous is very mobile and moves through the soil. All the other
universities say that it is non-mobile and will not move through the soil.

2. no account has been taken to separate phoserous that is available for plant
food from that which is bonded in the soil by other elements and cannot be
used by the plants.

3. the age of the study does not take into fact the changes and benefits we
farmers have done to efficiently improve our use of the phosphorous and our
effect of the bay.

4. looking at my soil samples the phosphorous nurnbers are dropping although
still above the 150 number that was pulled out of air and uncertain where it
came from. This means I cannot use my poultry manure to fertilize my field
which will cost we more than $ 28,000 on my 180 acres of corn. This could
put me out of business.

5. our state spends hundreds of thousands of dollars to evaluate the economic
impact of changing the opening day of school by four days yet why was no
money spent to evaluate the economic impact of this pmit tool and regulation
not just on the farmers but the many citizens effected by the trickle down of
this.

6. why are so many of the findings on the university of Delaware in direct
opposition to the data presented in the development of this tool by the
university of Maryland? Shouldn’t two scientific institutions be working
together to improve and correct the flawed parts of this tool, before they move
forward to implement.

TnnmB . SYQOHLAYVT LZCBTCI0TY XVd 28:CT €T10g/€L/T1
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(no subject)

Frerichs, Herb <Herb.Frerichs@perdue.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 1:52 PM
To: "Eaﬂ_Hance (MDA)" <ear.hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance:

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industiry and agricuiiure in Maryland and 1would like 1o go on
record in opposition to the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation recently
proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture. It is my view that it is premature to issue such guidelines
before the science that is used as the basis for such regulation is validated, the economic impact of the
regulation on all impacted parties is fully understood and a vable, practical solution for dealing with the resulting
excess fertilizer is identified and put into place. To implement the regulation without those matters properly
resolved would be reckless and cause imeparable harm to the Maryland economy and many of its citizens that
we depend upon to provide jobs and economic growth.

- Accordingly, 1, along with like voters across Maryland, respectfully request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its results incorporated into the
regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic fertilizer;

{3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly afiected to fully understand the impact of the Nutrient
Management / PMT regulation on their specific farm, and understand what altematives are available, and,

- {4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects detemmined, and those
effects incorporated into any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

I care deeply about the environment and fully support efforts to protect our natural resources, including the
continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. Howewver, we must do this responsibly and we must do it together.
Making sure that the full impact of any decisions are understood before they are implemented is the obligation of
prudent governance. Please make sure that the future of our state is not sacrificed on the altar of expediency.

Thank you for your consideration!

https:/imail.g oog le.commail/b/308Au0 ui=28ik=ee147fidccdvew=ptécat=PMT OppOSit'IOﬁ Emails&search=catdth=14252d53b93f36e3 12
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Herb Frerichs Jr. .

Salisbury, Maryland

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrghted or otheriegally protected information. fyou
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
cammunication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 1f you have received this communication in eror, please immediately re-send

this communication to the ssender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system,
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TEL! a10-632-118
FAX: 410-632-3131
EsMAIL: adrin e, worcastar smd
WEB: www.c0,Worddstar.mg uE

COMMISSIONERS HAROLD L HIGGINS, CPA
JAMES C. CHURCH, prEcsienT CFFIGE OF THE QHEF ATMINISTRATIVE GFEICER
MERRILL W. LOCKFAW, JR, VICE PRESI NT ‘ COUNTY COMMISSIONERS JOHN E. \SONNY' BLOXOM
JUDITH O, BOGGS
MADISON J, BUNTING, JR. mnrcgﬁtgr QI Huntg
LOUISE L GULYAS
JAMES L. PURNELL, JR. BOVERNMENT CENTER
VARGIL L. SHOCKLEY ONE WEST MARKET STREET - ROOM 1103
Snow Hit, MaryLAND
21863-1195

November 13, 2013

Earl F. Hance, Secretary

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry 8. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

RE: Opposition to new Phosphorus Management Tool for Nutrient Management
Dear Secretary Hance:

At our meeting on October 1, 2013, the Worcester County Commissioners leamed that
the proposed Phosphorus Management Toot (PMT) for Nutrient Management is now being
proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture. This regulation wilt have a severe
negative impact on the use of poultry manure in Worcester County and would therefore be
devastating to the agricultural industry in Worcester County and the State of Maryiand. Given
that agriculture is the second leading industry in Worcester County behind Tourism, this new
regulation is of significant concemn to the Worcester County Commissioners and we strongly
oppose its adoption.

The Commissioners understand that the new Phosphorus Management Toal is intended
to replace the cument P-Site Index as the tool used to determine phosphorous application by
identifying areas where excess phosphorous is present in the soil and a high potential for
phosphorous loss exists. The effect of the new tool will be a higher likelihood that a field will not
be able to take poultry litter. As a result, serious concemns have been raised about the proposed
regulation by manure transporters who may have fewer farms willing to accept chicken manure,
chicken growers who may have no place to send their manure thus creating problems on
chicken farms, crop farms who will have extra costs to fertilize their fields since they will be
denied the ability to use manure, and chicken companies who may have to reduce bird
placements on some farms because of thase farms' inability to clean out their houses in
accordance with company recommendations. While the Worcester County Commissioners
understand and appreciate the need to protect and preserve our natural environment, we also
understand the need for balanced regulations which will also enable our local agricultural
industry to continue to thrive and facilitate the economic recovery of Worcester County and the
State of Maryland. Simply put, the proposed regulation appears to place 100 high a price on the
agricultural operations in Worcester County. Therefore, prior to any further ¢consideration, the

Citizens and Gavernment Working Together



11/13/2813 15:37 4166323131 WORCESTER CNTY ADMIN PAGE B62/82

Worcester County Commissioners request that a comprehensive economic impact study be
conducted to determine the full impact and cost of this new regulation.

‘Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. If you should have any questions with
regard to our pusition on this matter, please feel free to contact either me or Haroid L. Higgins,
Chief Administtative Officar, at this office.

~ Sinceraly,
James C. Church
President

JCC/KSfac
¢¢: Senator James N, Mathias
Delegate Michael McDermott
Delegate Norman Conway
Delegate Charles Otto
Bob Mitcheli, Director of Environmenial Programs
Bill Badger, Director of Economic Developiment
Bill Satterfleld. Executive Director, Delmarva Poultry Industry

HACC101PMT for Nutrlent Mgnt opposition.wpd
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Jones, Maryann <Maryann.Jones @perdue.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 4:25 PM
To: "Earl. Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this |
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economiic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https:/fmail g oog le.corm/mail/b/309/w0 Pui=28il- ee14Tfidcedview=pté&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth= 142535eb82599142 113
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess |
organic fertilizer:

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated lnto
any nutrient management / PMT regulat|on proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Maryann Jones

Salisbury, Maryland

hitps:/imail g cogle.com/maiity309/w0rui=2&il- ee147fidcobview=ptdcati=PMT Oppasition Emails&search=cat&th=142535e562589142 } 23
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Pouitry Litter Regulations Public Comment

jonismith66 <jonismith66@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 4:16 PM
Reply-To: jonismith66 <jonismith66@gmail.com>
To: earl.hance@maryland.gov

Dear Mr. Hance & any others including legislators concerned in this matter,

| deeply concemned with the new regulations, that are purposed to be set into place on the farmers of Md. & how
that will effect the farms, the famm family’s and the general public as a whole here on the Easter Shore. | am
making this statement based off of the information that was available at the public meeting on the subject that |
attended in Oct. In Salisbury, Md. | can't express in words how up set that [ was after leaving that night at
thought it may not be wise to sit down and write you then because | may made some statements that were not
as rational as  would like for them to be.

Here's some in sight on who | am and why this is important to me, I'm at least a 5th generation farmer, | haven't
done any research to see if the history goes back farther then that, but my pop-pop was a farmer as was his pop-
pop, which to him was important for me to know. As a child | had no idea why this was important to him, that |
know that, but now as an adult | know why and | am greatful for that and every other lesson he taught me along
the way, which | would not have learned if he had not been a farmer. Before 1 was 5 | could tel! you just at sight
what every was by it's leaves, what every plant in the garden was and when they were ripe, which bird was which
by the sounds it made or it's appearance, | knew the difference in a rooster and a hen by sight at a few weeks
old, and which bugs helped crops & which ones ate them, at the age of 5. Most children are leaming abc's at that
age, | already knew mine. Today there are college classes that teach our park rangers and natural resources
officials the same things that this man taught me as a young gif. If he had been anything but a farmer | would
hawe never gotten that education that comes with such a tremendous price tag these days, even though he
worked from sun up to after sundown, and in the middle of the night when something broke or we had a storm, he
taught me all he could. If he had been a contractor, Dr. , state worker, judge, lawyer, retail empioyee, ora
number of other things, | would have never learned all | did before ever even entering kindergarden, farming kept
him on the farm & inturn closer to his family, which. for me was a blessing, | leamed that its not worth doing if you
don't do it right, & it's not worth having if you didn't work for i, | learned what work, real hard work was and what
kind of struggles that man delt with daily to keep his family fed. He taught me honesty, & respect, values, &
morals, & that you treat people as you would want to be treated, and that you don't go out looking for a fight, but
you do stand your ground and fight for what you believe in, and that family is everything. That | couldn't hawe
leamed anywhere other then that famn, because in any cther setting children can't accompany they're parents or
grandparents to work, its not aflowed & frowned upon, but kids fose the time with their parents, when mom &
dad have to put them in daycare centers & the lose the Jessons that could be taugh also. So to me keeping his
legacy alive for my future grand kids is important and them being to grow up as | did, is important, & when
something threatens that it is of great concem to me as is with many farmers.

So now that you know a little about me & where 1 come from, 1 will woice my oppinion on the new phcsphorus
management tool. | think the decision to implement this given tool was made in haste, | dont feel as though
there is enough information on the tool it's self, the economic impacts that it is going to have on the community &
economy as @ whole, not just the farming community, also the effects it will hawe directly on the farming
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community, and the further degradation that it will have on the farming community that already faces the
parallels of less land availability for farming, but an increasing population to feed. | feel as though the farmers are
a focal point for the water keepers and legislators because we are a smaller group of people that represnts far
less numbers in a larger mass of people so it is easier to impose regulation on us then it is to impose those
regulations on a city, it is unfair, to say the ieast. | have worked in constuction for a part of my life & there fore
from time to time have worked at the waste water treatment facilities, different towns hawe different out puts into
different water ways but you can not tell me that aif the farms in the town { live in put more stuff in the water then
these plants do. 1 know of one here on the shore, and | won't say where that pumps the water directly into the
bayM So sitting on the bay close enough to pump into the bay, where to you think the spillage goes if there is
and over flow or spiliage event???? Hummm. Yet our little farms most of which are not dirrectly on the bay, are
supposedly the ones pollution the bay, and the majority of the regulations fall on us. Come on now, | don't have a
masters in science, but im pretty certian good old common sense could tell you otherwise. [ do not think it is fair
or decent in anyway for law makers impose these regulations on us when the regulations on human waste are far
to lax, simply because there are more people to oppose that matter. 1 asked at the meeting what the grand plan
was for phosphorus management after there were fewer farms to regulate, because this new tool would put alot of
small farmers under, no one could answer that question???? Which again leads be to believe no where near
enough research has been done on this tool or its impacts, the farms are complying with the regulations that
have been put in place thus far, if you run them out of business, or they simply give up because of all the
expenses & hassies it is to comply and then still may end up in trouble (like the Hudson Farm) , then what -
happens when their land is developed and more water treatment plants have to be built, & the regulation that they
have to comply to are far fess stringent then ours? { guess it will be good the 1st few years because of the things
the farmers have put in place but not long because that poliution is immediate, its not run off or leaching which
takes place over decades, from our farms. | would strongly suggest that some of the deciding legislation take a
short coarse on elemtary "cause & effect” if they are not going to at least hawe research that is supportive of all
impacted factors when making these decisions. | do understand that your backs are against a wall & 1 do
understand that changes need to be made to futher improve the bay, i would like to see the bay in better
condition, my kids fish and crab there, but the farming community is not the only community that has to make
changes, we are probabiy one of the smaller factors, & | am not sure if it is simple demographics that are against
us or if it is more then that, but | can tell you it makes me mad, & sad all at the same time when a community
that has brought to such to such a small area, & has met and exceeded the goals for the bay are still on the
chopping block. | Guess every one in Annapolis thinks thoses cans of food grow right there on the shelf, in that
store. Unfortunately, they would be mistaken, it takes a lot of time , money , & people to get it there.

In closing | would hope that a little common sense would come to pass in Annapolis, and there would be more
research done on this new toof, before making it a regulation, the tool its seif & weather it is the best suited for
out area, because different soils test different, and a farm 4 miles from mine has far different soil then mine does,
and may hawe a different soil testing method that works more efficiently then another, I hope they would consider
the effects it would have on the region, not just the state, because the economics are all tied together, & keep in

mind that on black and white print all things may appear fine but in the real word that may not be the case. | hope

the fact that the farm population in general is aging , & they can no longer do what someone in their 20s can,
also keep in mind that some do not have email, or faceboolk | twitter, ect. So to post updates on your web page
is great for us in the younger generation is great but to the 84 year old farmer like my uncle , it doesn't reiay the
messages very well, because his info will come from a news papeér or the evening news, aside from that their
heaith isn't what it once was and the money that these new reguiations may imposes may verywell be the
difference in fertilizers for crops, or blood preasure medicine, for some, especially with our health care system in
the condition it is in now. | also hope that if pubilc awareness is going to be one of the focuses with these new
regulation, then someone, thats pushing for these regulations, should make the general community aware of the
potential impacts on them to as a whole. We as farmers know what it could do to us and them but they for the
most part are totally in the dark because no body sees the connection, especially as busy as the world is today
between their food , fuel, jobs, and manure. 3imple as this less farms mean, less small businesses, which is
less farm jobs, iess food, less feed mill jobs, less grain mili jobs, higher food cost, higher fuel cost, less money
going to equipment dealers in the area, equipment supply Co for animal operations in the area, pest control
opperations in the area , to fuel companys in the area, fewer poultry plant jobs, fewer truck drivers for them, less
contractor opportunities, also less jobs, and then there are the hardware stores that so may of us famers
frequently \isit to do routine maintenance on our opperations, less revenue for them also. t's a cycle. That the
general public should be made aware of because it impacts them also which may not mean anything at the
capital until it's time to vote, but in areas like ours that depend greatly on the farming industry, it's a game
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changer. Most farmers don't have a problem helping with anything, espec:aily something as important as the bay,
but it has to be realistic, it can't be one sided, & the notion to help comes quite naturally, however beeing told
you have to do something that could potentially put a hardship on your family and business that most of us have
devoted our lives to, on the land tha we own, and paid for, or that ourfamilys have owned for years, is not very
well recieved, most of the people from here are farmers, have family that farms, work on farms, or farm
equipment, built for farmers, or work in the poultry plants or have family or friends that do. it's pretty cut and dry
that the farming industry is what in one way, shape, or form, be it beef, pork, poultry, grain, produce,, dairy,
equestrian, ect, .... keeps this area going, when all the tourist leave our beaches, the farms are what we have,
you can't bring that much revenue in from any other source over night, & why would you want to? When the run
off to the bay from us doesnt hold a candle to that of Baltimore, lets say. But no one can regulate that they may
lose to many votes right? There needs to be a better plan, and more answers or Maryland and the Eastern shore
as a whole will lose money, at the Salisbury meeting for example there was an organic farmer there seated in
front of me, his operation is based off of natural fertilizers which are supposed to be better for may reasons, then
synthefics, he said" they pushed so much for organic, now want just they opposite, im going to have to sell both
of my farms, and get the hell out.of Md." The man left before the meeting was through, and had no more answers
to his questions or any more hope “then he came there with. it should-be noted, this man was a younger farmer,
maybe 35, but if thats how he feels at this point, the imagine what the aging generation is up against, & how
much easier for them it would be just to sell their farms to deveIOpen‘s then to keep farming, most people are
retiring at the age of the average farmer in Md. But the majority of the farmers don't have a 401k and their pention
is in the ground they plant every year. | will like to think that the concems for my self, as well as other farmers in
the area, and all others that are potentially effected by this tool would be taken into consideration before this to
tool put into place , so that the consequences are not ahead of the plan, so to speak. If not done properly
because of being rushed the results could be horrible for the area, and after it is enacted and things begin to take
place there's no saying somy or do owvers. | think we all know it is not that simple.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Joni Smith-Spinella,
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Proposed PMT regulationin Maryland

Dave Patey <dpatey@mountaire.com> ) Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 4:50 PM
To: "jo.mercer@maryland,goV' <jo.mercer@maryland.gov>, "ear.hance@maryland.gov' <ear.hance@maryland.gov>
| am writing to strongly oppose the proposed PMT regulation as currently written.
| have worked in the chicken industry all my life.

Most all of my family and many of my friends are either chicken growers , row crop fammers or work in and
around the chicken industry. '

The Ag industry in this area and therefore my family’s future will be deeply and negatively affected if this rule
goes in to affect anytime in the foreseeable future as written.

There are two main and fundamental problems with the rule.

» First there is absolutely no science showing that high phosphorus soils or the application of added
phosphorous to them actually poses any environmental concem due to leaching in to the bay. so why enact.

» Secondly there has been no true financial impact study of the law done although it is very obvious that the
cost to crop farmers and chicken farmers will be very high.

To me it is very logical if something costs a lot of money but-adds no value then it should not be done.

The State of Maryland needs to use some common sense and stay with adding fertilizer at crop use
rates and leave the current tool alone until the research needed tells us otherwise.

Thanks for your consideration

David Patey

Director of Live Operations
Mountaire Farms

Office: 302 934 4093

Celi: 302 381 6381
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION '

Davis, Harold <Harold.Davis@perdue.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 7:06 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryiand.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryiand.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the

“many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

| Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
‘across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impaCt study is completed, publicized, discussed

hittps.//rmail goog le.conmail/b/30%W0r tui=28ik=ee147ffdcedview=pté&eat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catsth=14256861274a1883 13
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Harold Davis

Berlin, Maryland

https:/imail.google. com/mail/b/308/w0/ Pui=2&i k- ee147fidcedview=pi&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425686127421883 23
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New Proposal on Phosphorus Reg's

Bill Massey <bmassey@mountaire.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 8:02 AM
To: "jo.mercer@maryland.gov." <jo.mercer@maryland.gov> ‘
.Cc: "earl.hance@maryland.gov' <earl.hance@maryland.govw>

{ am writing to express my concem for the new Phosphorus Reg’s Propesal.

| was bom and raised in Wicomico County on a farm where we grew com,beans,truck crops and poultry .My
father worked with the County Agents,including Bob Miller and Wayne Shaft,over the years to follow
recommended practices for growing our crops.These practices were used to grow high quality products while
using recommended perimeters.\When manure storage structures came about we participated and used this
structure as prescribed.Having followed recommendations through out our farming history it is painful to hear and
read how bad our geographic area handied nutrients.

The poultry industry has worked for many years with the farming community to help with concems of over
nitrification reaching the bay.Anexample of this is the implementation of phytase in pouitry feeds which has
lowered phosphorus content in feed and thus manure.Farmers now watch very closely how nutrients are handled.|
believe it will be hard to find a group that has done more than the ag. Community to help with the concern of bay
pollution.

If indeed more changes need to happen it needs to be done in a well thought out manner versus rushing to act
similar to Obama Care which is blowing up in the faces of those it was suppose to help.! call this unintended
consequences when something is done to meet a deadline when you know the facts are not all in.Our
neighboring states that were shating this work have said there is more that needs to be leamed before the best
decision can be made.After all Maryland is not the only state that owns the bay problem.This does not need to
be another lets pass this bill so we can see what's in it situation.

| respectfully ask that we keep working on a solution in unison with the other bay states and be sure we get all
the facts before rushing into a situation that could have grave unintended consequences.

https:/fmail.g cogle.comymail/b/30HW/0/Pui= 2&ik=ee14Tidcclview= pticat=PMT Opposition Emaiis&search=cat&th=14258b518f2794c9 "
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PROPOSED REGULATION

Carol Cliphant <coliphant@pepupinc.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 8:05 AM
To: earl.hance@maryland.gov

! am extremely concemed about the Maryland Department of Agriculture's proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool ' :

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state's agricultural
community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concemed with appeasing the U.S. Envronmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achievng Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goais, then perhaps enhanced
efforts would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal.
That's an accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O'Malley, the Maryland Department of
Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous
Management Too! will cause no environmental hamm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told
farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil mowed, the
phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon
their phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not
be comrrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting
a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any hamm to our emvironment. An orderly
phase-in will aliow the agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw
firsthand how difficuit and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFQ farmers to obtain a Comprehensive

" Nutrient Management Plan and to think the consenation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or .
private consultants can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool
comparisons in 2014 to provide valid resuits does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture evern think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farmms

s  Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers wili have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will have a

hitps://mail g cogle.com/meil/b/308/ /07 Li=2&Iksee147fidcc&view=ptésearch=inbox&th=14256b8a27211803 13
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negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

» Chicken growers who havwe been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers, thus
a loss of income.

+ Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm without
charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the
cleaning/transporting company ‘may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

. Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the ¢chicken growers’ responsnblhty to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

+ Ifthe value of manure is lost, then altemative use companies might start charging a fee to accept manure,
much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any altemative use companies start operating, and nothing of any
magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or
accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

« Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

»  Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

« Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enocugh applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased demand in
senices will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.

e While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal manure
will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and micronutrients, then
farmerincome will diminish.

e Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their abiiity fo withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

¢ (Crop fammers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter's
organic material that helps build up the soil's moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this reguiation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the
agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals Iike me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeabie improvements in water quality.

Please, siow this down. Allow the scientific research to be compieted and then allow an orderly phase-
in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
altemative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come fo the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

Caral Oliphant, Pep-Up fnc
https:/imail goog e coana;IfblS(}QMOl’?ul—2&|k'ee147ﬁdcc&uew-pt&search-—mbox&m-14256b8a27211803 T
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION. |

Small, William <William.Small@perdue.com> ' Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 8:36 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Steve. Schwalb@perdue.com>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to the
Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation

‘recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA). 1tis
my position that the economic impact of this regulation on the poultry
-growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and soybean farmers
with families like mine and the many businesses supporting agriculture in
Maryland is huge. |

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and
timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the estimated

excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the
PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by this
regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being developed for
the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT
regulation, will change the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its

fitps :Ilrr'ail.googIe.com’maiI/blSOQMOI?ui=2&ik=ee147ffdcc&v‘|ew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14256ddecfGed9e2 113
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results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on
their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available, and,;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any
nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of the
Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. in many cases this
has been through multiple generations. We recognize that this will take
continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that
agriculture has already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay
Model and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s
farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined.

These same voters have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic liveiihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

William Small:

Salisbury Md.

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other lagally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this

https://mail acogle.comimail/b/309/ 0/ ui=28ik= ee14Tfidcc&views pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14256d4ecf6ed9e2
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Opposition to the PMT

Allen Davis <allendavis520@gmail.com> o SR Wed, Nov 13, 2013 at 9:01 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov B - : :

Dear Buddy,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the implementation of the PMT-as it is currently proposed. ft is
my belief that the only science on which this:program is based is political science deweloped to pave the way for
Govemor O'Malley’s agenda. His agenda does not seek to promote production agriculture in Md. but rather to win
favor with the environmental activists. The so called science that the Governor has been promoting through the U
of Md. has accomplished one thing, to destroy most of the faith and credibility that Md. Farmers ever heid in the

~ University's research. The telling event for me was Dr. Coale's letter which was read at the Easton hearing where
he stated that his research would be done to support the Governor's position. At that hearing he also answered
Bill Syhester's question about whether he could say that there would be any phosphorus kept out of the bay as a
result of the PMT and he answered “Ng”. With no more confidence in the success of the PMT than Dr. Coale has,
how can you support burdening Maryland Famers with such temible regulation.

~ Allen Davis, grain/pouitry farmer, Kent County, Md.

@ pmt letter.docx
o 14K
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PMT regulations COMMENT received by NOV. 18th

amy bowers <btseal@yahoo.com> ' ' Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 9:45 AM
Reply-To: amy bowers <btseal@yahoo.com>
To: "Earl. Hance@maryland. gov* <Earl.Hance@maryland. gov>

Dear Secretary Hance,

I am writing to give you and everyone who is on board for the new PMT regulations my
comments/opinion for why it should be put on a stand still untii the thorough information has
been received and research has been done so the excuate facts are in for how it will effect the
farmers and all is involived. '

Lets start with that you at the easton meeting on Oct. 15th stated that money was not anissue
for this new PMT regulation. if that was the case, then why did the college do the model D
which cost a fraction and only 2 months compared to model A which was 2 years and almost
400,000. Im assuming it was the time. You want to push the new regulation through not caring
or wanting to get the accurate facts along with data to see how it will effect the farmers
business or even if it will help the Chesapeake Bay.

So right now no one can answer how it will effect a farmer as a whole with the business, like
cost, time, man power, etc. Then they have no idea where this litter stations will be going or how
many. How far they will be from farmers and how they will monitor each farmers litter. Plus who
will pay for the transportation of the litter.

Then you need to look at if they need to start using fertilizer. If so will the cost go up. When the
economy was good and house market was good some years ago things went up along with
fertilizer and when the economy came crashing down the price of the frertilizer did not. So this
could be another money maker for the this market. Then it will hurt all farmers, even ones who
dont use no manure.

The farmers have done everything that has been asked of them over the years. lts time that
you listen to the farmers. We are not asking that you don't ever put this new regulation into
affect. We are asking that you accurately do the proper research and get all the data that is
needed to see who will be effected, how the state will help those effected, always help, which
farmers accurately are hurting the Chesapeake Bay or even if the phosphorus from the farmers
farm is reaching the Bay. And that they also work just as hard on the sludge facilities. They are
constantly pouring sludge into the Bay. They need to upgrade and soon Maryland can nolonger
transport siudge to VA, So why not build a facility for sludge as they signed a contract with EGO
Corp. Inc. of Arlington, VA for the the facmty at eastern Correctlonal Instltute to produce power
on sludge than manure.

its like Maryland is targeting farmers. News is on them not the other or real
poliuters. Does Maryland want the agriculture business in triere state. Do they want money in
this state or just a poor state. Lets be real here.

Thank you
Sincerely,
hipe Amv Bowers  309/uw0rui=2&ik=ee147ffdcc8view= ptéq =Amy btseal %40yahoo.comiqg s=true&search=q uerydth=1425712e87e80130 12
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Insert date

Secretary Earl D. Hance CB VM/ YU £ 5 F:OLC e

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:
I am a (a crop farmer. a chicken grower, something else) who lives in (??? County) and I am extremely

concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus
Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
comumunity, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, vet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to
be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide
valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation thatcould cause suich ...
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

o Denied the ability to use manure. a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their cwn crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

o Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

¢ Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the
cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting. '



Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application peried to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income wili diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

- Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s

organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours, -
pgyuz, W, ToERS SR,
Ir?sert ginted I?ame KA NER RP

msetttown ) 2 W TON i 276 AT
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

. P.N"'-

Miller, Sarah <Sarah.Miller@perdue.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 10:29 AM
To: "Eart.Hance@maryiand.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.govw

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
" agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to

the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
_regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
-employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT,

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to

- the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the lmplementat|on of this
regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed

https:/mail.g cog le.corm/mail/b/309/ W0/ ui=28ik= ee147fidccBvien=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=142573cd1b832aef 113
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and; o

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. in many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on.
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland's farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. =~ - These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state. - |

Thank you for your consideration!

Sarah Miller
Salisbury, MD

https:/mail goog lt_e.conVrnail!bKiOqufD.’?ui=2&ik-‘ee147ffdcc&view= ptécat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth= 14257 3cd1b832aef
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Harford, Isaac <lsaac.Harford@perdue.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 11:08 AM
To: "Ear. Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT.

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being

- developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hold until; |

(1) Afull economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested a'nd_proven plans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertilizer: |

(3) Enough time is given ’to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what alternatives are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into.
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Marylanders, we support the continued restoration of
the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are our homes. In many
cases this has been through multiple generations. We recognize that
this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. Importantly to
consider is that agriculture has already made significant progress on
the Chesapeake Bay Model and the PMT remain works in progress.
Its impact on Maryland’s farm families and the industries behind them
has not been determined. These same voters have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Isaac Harford
Salisbury, MD
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i

lsaac D. Harford,
Animal Geneticist, Heritage Breeders, LLC (a wholly owned subsidiary_ of Perdue Farms Inc.)
10789 Stewart Neck Road, Princess Anne, MD 21853

Office 410-341-2903, Mobile 4794624182, FAX 410-341-2809

"The principle of selection permits to the farmer not only to modify the characters of its flock but also to transform
it. It is the magic stick which he can call to life all the forms and models he pleases.”

Charles Darwin
Origin of Species

- This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, digtribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of iis contents, is strictly prohibited. if you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including ail attachments, from your computer
system.
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November 13, 2013

Earl Hance, Secretary of Agriculture
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Secretary Hance,

I am a poultry farm owner who lives in Worcester County and I am extremely concerned
about the Maryland Depariment of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus
Management Tool.

My main fear is that the proposed regulation will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, and the overall economy of the entire state of Maryland. This regulation
will put Maryland farmers at an unfair disadvantage when competing with farmers in
neighboring states. The regulation is based on incomplete research. The main researchers
working on this from the University of Maryland have stated that their work is not done, yet the
state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons. Research by
the University of Delaware has shown that numbers being used by EPA to determine the amount
of manure coming from poultry houses is inaccurate. This morning a study by the U.S.
Geological Survey conducted on the Delmarva Peninsula, indicates it may take several decades
for many water-quality management practices aimed at reducing population to the Bay to
achieve their full benefit due to the influence of groundwater. It would seem that the state should
be focusing on using real science to make a real difference and not bowing down to politics.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the
department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If
the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you
(Secretary of Agriculture Hance) have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That'san
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of
Agriculture, and the EPA. '

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the
Phosphorous Management Tool will cause no environmental harm as shown by the research
released today. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not to worry
about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus
would not move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based
upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over
decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will
not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural
community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult
and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient
Management Plan and to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension,



and/or private consultants can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus
Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation.
First and foremost, how can the Department of Agriculiure even think about proposing a
regulation that could cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful
economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

e Denied the ability to use manure, a localty produced organic fertilizer, on their own
crops, some chicken farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken
manure they already own. That will have a negative economic 1mpact on the chicken
growers. : :

¢ Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer
have customers, thus a loss of income.

e Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from
the farm without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and
transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the
manure to make a profit and cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

e Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’

. responsibility to transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken
growers.

o Ifthe value of manure is lost, then alternative use cornpanies might start charging a fee to

accept manure, much like a landfill charges for digposal. If any alternative use
companies start operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horzon,
they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

¢ Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy
commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.

e Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or
rent commercial fertilizer application equipment, thus ralsmg their costs of doing
business.

e Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer appllcator mlght find that there are not enough
applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow-timely fertilizer
applications. Increased demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees,
thus higher costs for crop farmers. : -

o  While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow the micronutrients and organic
material in animal manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the
loss of organic material and micronutrients, then farmer:income will diminish.

o Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans

‘in ways that weaken their ability to withstand adverse-growing conditions and/or markets
- requiring new expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially
. reducing their potential yields, :



» Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing
poultry litter’s organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining
capabilities.

¢ Organic farmers are not allowed to use ‘commercial fertilizer but can use poultry manure
to fertilize their crops based on USDA regulatlons With the push to “Buy Local” and for
small farmers to have direct sales to consumers this regulation will put many of the small
local and organic farmers out of business.

Once thls regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of
many in the agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming
community, individuals like me, and the entire state of Maryland w1th0ut notlceable
improvements in water quahty '

| Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an
orderly phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a
phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this
soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without
improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

Richard E. Blevins

Twin Oak Farms

1128 Snow HillRd
Stockton, Maryland 21864



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION |

Penney, Karen <Karen.Penney@perdue.com> ' Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 12:03 PM
To: "Ean.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and
-agriculture in Maryland. | would like to go on record in opposition to
the Nutrient Management / Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT)
regulation recently proposed by the Maryland Department of
Agricutture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their
employees, grain and soybean farmers with families like mine and the
many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is huge.

Additionally, in my view, there is no practical, realistic, sufficient
and timely plan proposed with this regulation for dealing with the
estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the
implementation of the PMT. |

Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers directly impacted by
this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses
and develop any workable alternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT regulation, will change the model's output relating to
the amounts and impact of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like
taxpayers across Maryland, firmly,request that the implementation of
this regulation be put on hold until;

(1) A full economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plans are in’ place to deal with the excess
organic fertthzer |

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully
understand the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation
on their specific farm, and understand what a|ternat|ves are available,
and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the_f Chesapeake Bay Model are made,
the resultant effects determined, and those effects incorporated into
any nutrient management / PMT regulation proposed.

Like most Maryland taxpayers, we support the continued
restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. This land and the bay are used by
our families. In many cases this has been through multipie |
generations. We recognize that this will take continued collective
efforts by all of us. Importantly to consider is that agriculture has
already made significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model and
the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s farm
families (where | grew up) and the industries behind them has not
been determined. These same voters and taxpayers have not been
afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drasticalily alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Karen Penney
Felton, DE
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Karen.Penney@Perdue.com

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighied or other legally protected infermation. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure. dissemination, distibution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immegiately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.
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(/31648 Mitchell Road

Princess Anne, Maryland 21853
November 14, 2013

The Honorable Earl F. Hance
Secretary of Agriculture

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401

RE: Proposed ‘Phosphorus Management Tool’ regulation

After attending the meetings in Salisbury and Easton on the proposed Phosphorus Management Tool (P)
| have the following comments, ' ‘

This legislation will be more restrictive than the current P-Site Index. It is designed to be more sensitive
to the movement of Phosphorus when the true movement of it is not known. No indicated studies were
introduced to define the amount of movement we currently deal with throughout the shore.

Nor is the amount of P in the soil now throughout the Eastern Shore of Maryland known because of the
extremely small number of samples taken by researchers. For this to be a credible study samples should
numbered in the thousands, and distributed over the entire shore. It would be more credible as well if
the samples were taken by a neutral party not associated with those who have agendas.

For years in the past the amount of fertilizer, including the amount of P, was applied based on then
recognized amounts. Though this amount was reduced over the years to 5 tons/acre in 1996, and
further to 2 tons every 3 years. The amounts of P in the soil in residual amounts may be high in some
cases because of the former use of large amounts of fertilizer including P.

Large amounts of P in the soil does not indicate the availability of it for plant use. Again because of the
unknown rate of movement and because high amounts of P in the soil is not always available to plants,
as was indicated by cne grower who had plant tissues tested for P content.

Agriculture is the lifeblood of the Eastern Shore. No economic study was presented at these meetings to
show the impact on farmers should this legislation become law. These meetings were purported to
favor the use of poultry litter as a fertilizer source. Farmers whose land shows high in the amounts of P
will not be able to use available poultry litter as a fertilizer, requiring the application of expensive
commercially available chemical fertilizer, And no economic study has been done.

If this legislation becomes law those who transport manure will be adversely affected as well. And, the
amount of truck traffic to redistribute manure will be huge. More unnecessary traffic on our highways.

One can say that the driver of this legislation is the governor, and.others working to influence him. Are
we to react to their demands without knowing the economic consequences to our people? Are we
looking at another lawsuit on a farmer with the UMD law school helping the prosecution? Or are we
going to do the research necessary, and take the time necessary, to know what we are doing before
proceeding with this PMT?

Sincerely
William C. Benson
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David Hancock <dhancock@3@yahoo.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 12:58 PM

To: "earl.hance@maryland.goV' <earl.hance@maryland. gov>

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: David Hancock <dhancock93@yahoo.com>

Date: November 14, 2013 6:35:37 AM EST :

Cc: Daetwyler Dean <ddaetwyler@gmail.com>, 'Melinda Rice <ricefarms 3@gmail.com>, Wathen
Pat <pwathen.cch@yahoo.com>, Waming Francis <fwarring@umd.edu>, Susan Boarman
<susanboarman55@gmail.com>, Milly B Welsh <graden2@werizon.net>,
"kmgoddard@yahoo.com" <kmgoddard@yahoo;com>, "krichards410@gmail.com"”
<krichards410@gmait.com>, "kevinwarring@gmail.com™ <kevinwarring@gmail.com>,
"icherbert@rocketmail.com” <jcherbert@rocketmail.com>, Mike Amoss
<mamoss21@yahoo.com>, Walter Steve <strawman25@aol.com>, Swann Frank
<swanncci5@vwerizon.net>, Rice William <ricefarms3@aol.com>, Lines David
<dave.lines@earthlink.net>, Herbert Addison <herbertfarm@msn.com>, Abell Wanda
<wjabeli@gmail.com>, Boarman Bobby <sssparke@earthlink.net>- Bowling Chip
<tobaccoman123@aol.com>, Culver Bru <BLCULVER TASCO@ATT.NET>, Hancock Sheila
<motherofive37@aol.com>, Valerie Connelly <valeriec.mdfo@verizon.net>, James Raley
<jkraley @toad.net>

Subject: PMT

Reply-To: David Hancock <dhancock93@yahoo com:=>

Mr. Hance,

Please consider the attached letter on behalf of the Charles County Farm Bureau.
Thank you,

David Hancock Jr

@ PMT.docx
14K
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November 14, 2013

The Honorable Earl F. Hance
Secretary of Agriculture

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401

Re: Proposed Regulation to Adopt the Phosphorus Management Tool
On behalf of the Charles County Farm Bureau, | am asking that the proposed Phosphorous

Management tool be withdrawn by MDA, We believe that this tool, if implemented will have long term
negative effects on Agriculture in the entire State of Maryland. We feel that it is not necessary to
implement the PMT because farmers have already: excided the bay cleanup goal by 130%. This proves
that what we have already implemented is working, and we are doing more than our fair share to clean
up the bay that we ali love. Also the PMT would greatly restrict the amount of Natural, organic fertilizer
that can be applied to our crop land. The organic fertilizer would be replaced by chemical forms of
fertilizer, which even the environmentalist community agrees is far worse than organic fertilizer.

The new PMT would aiso have dire economic consequences for farmers on both sides of the shore.
Both Poultry and grain farmers have business pians developed with Poultry litter in mind. Poultry
farmers will now have to pay to have the litter removed, instead of selling it to other farmers. Farmers
who use the litter for fertilizer will now have to buy more expensive chemical forms of fertilizer. The
PMT will only continue to hurt agriculture in a time when we are trying to save it. | ask that you would
strongly consider withdrawing the PMT.

David Hancock Jr.
President

Charles County Farm Bureau



Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D. . RE CEIVED

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

N
Maryland Department of Agriculture 0V 12 2013
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway Q‘&gﬁg’;}R&MENT OF AGRICULTURE

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 ANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ANNAPOLIS

Dear Dr. Mercer:

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on incompléete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus. Management Tool comparisons in 2014 tc provide
valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

¢ Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own: That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers. o

¢ Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

s Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee 1nstead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using. :

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish. ‘

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulétion is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment,

Respectfully yours,

Mr. Ronald W, Van Culin
34263 Maryland Line Rd
- Galenz, MD 21635
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October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.
Administrator, Nuftrient Management Program RECEIVED
Maryland Department of Agriculture )
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy NOV 12 7013
Annapolis, MD 21401 MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Dear Mrs. Mercer, ANNAPOLIS

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans

_utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an

. organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an

*equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers., In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requlremems under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

[ urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science

behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

Signature

Printed Name J_iom;_@ Spencer Lz lles
Street Address £396 Cherny bulK RY. P.0. fox ¥
City, State, Zip @f__ Wl D 215%¢
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JoA Mercer EdD | AR R | RECETVED

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program _ R © Noy I
Maryland Department of Agriculture . .. o 22013
50 Harry S. TrumanParkway B B , o T‘\\I’IDDEPARFME

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 U NT OF AGRICULTURE

TRIENT MA’\IAGEMENT PROGRAM
ANNAPOL IS

Dear Dr. Mercer:

Tam ‘extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agncultl.lre s proposed regulauon related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool S _ .

My first fear is that the proposed regu]atlon, which will have huge 1mpacts on the state’ ’s agricultural
‘community, is based.on mcomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concemed with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementahon Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agncultme and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm.  For decades, the scientific and reguiatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and fa‘nners began applymg manures based upon their phosphorus
content. ‘The phosphorus levels in'soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural commumty to adjust and make required changes Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consiming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do -
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to-provide -

~valid résults does not seem feasible,

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

" Chicken Farms

e Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

s Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

e Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ resPons1b1hty 10
transport the manure 1o the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the vatue of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start chargmg a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears 1o be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee mstead of
buymg manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizerto
replace chicken manure that they have been using. 7

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to -allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish,

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to a.'lter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic ma:enal that helps build up the soil’s moisture retalmng capabilities.

Once this regulatlon is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural commmumity, there will be many negative effects to the fanming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeabie improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Alow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harmwﬂlcometothesmeofMarylandwmhouthpmwngtheenmnment

Respectfully yours,

%mmmm
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/ @ SHARON J. WELSH FARM
,,\ 26786 Temple Road RECEIVED
Y MDD o

MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ANNAPOLIS
November 6, 2013 ANNAPO

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 T

Dear Dr. Mercer:

The proposed regulation by the Maryland Department of Agriculture related to the
Phosphorus Management Tool is another attempt by Government regulations to
completely eliminate the smaller farmer in the State of Maryland.

The impact that this regulation will have on the state’s agricultural community will place
small farms in jeopardy of losing our livelihood. All the research is still incomplete. The
University of Maryland researchers have stated that their work is not done, yet the state is
moving forward with their own agenda. This is only a political move to appease the U.S,
Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in
achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced
efforts would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at
130% of the goal. Why will Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture
and the EPA not accept that farmers do not cause all the problems. Baltimore City and
surrounding areas cause much more of their own share of polluting the Chesapeake Bay
than farmers do.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implemeutation date of the Phosphorous
Management Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and
regulatory community told farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the
soil because unless the soil moved the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking
changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus content. The
phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected
for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015,
Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our
environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and
make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming
it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan



and to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension,and/or
private consultants can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus
Management Tool comparison in 2014 to provide valid results does not seem feasible.

When Chicken Farms are denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic
fertilizer on their own crops. they will have to purchase Commercial fertilizer to replace
chicken manure that they already own. DO YOU HAVE ANY IDEA HOW MUCH THAT
WILL COST????

Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to others farmers will lose a viable
income thereby losing more of the income. MORE LOSS OF PROFIT!!!!

Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from
the farm without charge will now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport
the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to
make a profit. MORE LOSS OF PROFIT!!!!

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’
responsibility to transport the manure to the site, more cost to the grower. MORE LOST
PROFIT!!!!

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies may start charging fees to
accept manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies
start operating nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon. Thy might charge
a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free. ADDED COST TO
GROWERS!!!

YOU ARE TRYING VERY HARD TO PUT THE SMALL CHICKEN GROWERS OUT
OF BUSINESS. WHY?2??? I feel that this is nothing more than a political ploy to
maneuver the farmers in the State of Maryland to go out of business. YOU ARE
CAUSING HARDSHIP FOR EACH AND EVERY FARMER IN THE ENTIRE STATE
OF MARYLAND.

Please slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an
orderly phase-in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998
allowed a phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective
replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the
state of Maryland without improving the environment.

ectfull ours,

Sharon J. elsh

Sharon Welsh Farm
26786 Temple Road
Marydel, MD 21649
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Regarding the PMT. Regulations |

minh vinh <vrnhbm1nh@yahoo com> :" : - o o ~Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 1:44 PM
Reply-To: minh vinh <vrnhbm|nh@yahoo com> . DR R :
To: "earl.hance@maryland.gov' <earl. hance@maryland. gov>
Cc: minh vinh <\nnhbmrnh@yahoo com> . -
Secretary Earl D. Hance o
Maryland Department of Agrrculture i
50 Harry S Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland: 21 841
Dear Secretary Hance

My name is Mrnh V|nh a chicken grower, who lives in Worcester County
and | am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of
Agriculture’s proposed regulatlon related to the Phosphorus Management
Tool.

- I came to Eastern Shore 6 years ago with'a dream that | can support my
family and raise my kid by working in chicken farm It has been everything that
| was looking for. All my kids are attending Pocomoke school, a very good
school, and | have a steady i income by growmg chicken with Perdue. The
work is hard but it is. worth it.

About few months ago, ‘when | started Iearnrng about the new PMT
regulation, | have a lot of concerns about the rmpact of this regulation.

No one can tell me that what will be the economic impact to the chicken
industry and to me personally? I've been using manure as a trade value for
cleaning the chicken house and transport the manure out of my farm may now
that | have to pay somebody to do that. Even if MDA establishes the state
storage sites, it will be my responsibility to transport the manure to the site and
it will cost even more. Yet, the time to clean and move manure will be longer
since the local farmer can't take my manure, therefore it will be longer for me
to place the chicken back.

| have too many concerns and | ask you to stop this regulation, allow the
scientific research to be completed the questlons have answer then
implement the method

https:h'mail.gcog|e.com’maiI.fb/309/w01?ui=2&ik=ee147ffdcc&yiew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14257ed78ac869ch i 12
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Respectfully yours,
Minh Vinh
Snow Hill, MD

https://mail.google.com/mail/bi309/w0rui=2&ik=ee 14 Tiidcc&view=ptécal=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth="14257ed78ac869ch
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(no subject)

Michelle Protani-Chesnik <mchesnik@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 3:15 PM
To: "Dr Jo Mercer,ED.D" <jo.mercer@maryland.gov>
Cc: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

November 11, 2013

Jo A Mercer Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Parkway

"' Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr, Mercer,

I am writing to you today in reference to the proposed Phosphorus Management Tool, in hopes that you
will understand my concerns with this regulation. I fear it will cause many negative economic mpacts on

farm families, rural communities and agriculture n general through out Maryland. The damages from this

politically driven regulation have the potential to wreak economic and environmental havoc that will take
decades to repar.

Please allow time for an Economic impact study and sownd Science before rushing mto the
implementation of this regulation.

Iama no land family poultry farmer in Wicomico County, Maryland. This means I only raise chickens
and depend on local farmers via Ellis Farms to remove poultry litter from my farm. [ will face a loss of at
least 18% of my annual income, money that is already being used to pay other farm expenses. [ will need

https:/mail g cog le.com/mail/b/309/w0/2ui= 2&ik=ee 147fidec&view=ptésear ch=inboxbth= 1425841196 3dca20 114
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Mantand.govMail - (no subject)
to let other debt or living expenses go so that I can use these already allocated monies to cake out
chicken houses, store it n barns and when they are filled n 5 or 6 months pay for trucks to haul it to the(
still location unknown) State Sites. The 18% does not include hauling it off T am struggling to find
affordable health insurance, since our insurance been cancelled, thanks to the other helpful government
act known as Obama Care, I really don’t know if we will survive O’Malley Care for Agriculture.

Below I have listed some of the reasons that this needs to wait for implementation;
The State has no true idea of how much poultry litter is available.

I have submitted an anmual implementation rutrient form for many years.

Oddly until T asked the question as to how much poultry litter is produced each year at a DPI meeting in
2009. I wasn’t aware that the amount of poultry and other animal fertilizer was never tabulated from
those AIR forms. You cannot imagine my shock when we were sitting there discussing the Bay model
and MDA (Royden Powell)” tells me we have no numbers”. Why turn in data if no one uses it?

Manure transport alone will not take care of the litter excess if we mplement the

Phosphorus tool

Alternative use options are not up and running and will not be for at least a few years

Maryland to date has failed at all alternative use projects. ECI has been 2 years, still not started. Green
Planet should be done in 15 months, gone back to Califomnia, no site even chosen. Individual farm project,
given funding by the state is on a farm but still doesn’t work, searching for parts.

Hoarding litter on State properties will not solve the problem either. Hoarding litter on State grounds is
not an environmentally sound option either, when you consider that we will also need to find places to
hoard human waste as well.

Gran farmers and vegetable farmers will face extreme economic hardship with the need to spend at the
very least a 115.00 an acre to substitute commercial fertilizer. Organic farmers can only use pouliry litter
for production.

https:/fmail.g cog le.com/mail/b/309/u/0/Li=28&ik=ee147fldccview= pt&seafch=inbox&th= 14258411963dca20
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Some crops such as potatoes and watermelons must have phosphorus to grow.

Agriculture in Maryland deserves more than an 80,000, 8 month, WIP driven Bare

bones scientific study prior to mplementation.

Another consideration is that the Phosphorus Management tool only, measures the phosphorus in the
soil in the field it does not measure and was not designed to measure the phosphorus leaving the
field. What does this tool really tell us about Bay health? I believe it does nothing to prove or disprove

that the field phosphorus levels impact the Bay. Year after year the field levels remam basically the same.

The crop takes up the phosphorus in the poultry litter that is spread and at the end of the crop cycle the
level is back to the level it was before spreading poultry litter. Are we spending millions to mplement
something that doe not tell the true facts?

It is morally and economically wrong to bring harm to so many families and businesses as the
State of Maryland as this regulation will.

Please stop the implementation of this regulation until we know the ramufications of it.
Sicerely,

Michelle Protani-Chesnik

Michelle Protant- Chesnik
8128 Green Lewis Road
Willards Maryland 21874

Michelle Protani-Chesnik

8128 Green Lewis Road

Willards, Maryland 21874

https:/mail google.comvmail/b/309/u0/ 7ui=2&ik= ee 14 Tldcc &view=ptésear ch=inboxGih= 14258411963dca20
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Phosphorous Tool

Greg Griffith <Greg, Grifin@ivescollc.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 2:29 PM

To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Please read the attached letter in opposition to this regulation.

Greq Griffith
Temitory Manager
hvesco

Celi:443-858-3204

Warehouse:

285 Oakwood Drive
Harrisonburg, VA 22801
Office: 540-433-2761

800-241-6542

Delmar MD Warehouse

443-359-5690

@ Greg Griffith.docx
12K

hitps:/mail.g cogle.com/mail/b/ADSW0Y ui=28il= ee 147 ffdcc&view=pt8cal=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=142581667953f¢c17
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Greg Griffith
514 East Main Street

Fruitland, MD 21826

October 23, 2013
To Whom It May Concern,

! am writing this letter in opposition to the proposed phosphorous tool. This proposed regulation will be
devastating not only to the farmers, poultry growers and integrators, but to the economy as a whole on
the Eastern Shore. | have worked in the poultry industry for 20 years. Most of that time was with
Perdue Farms Incorporated with its corporate base located in Salisbury Maryland. As part of Perdue, |
personally worked on a project that partnered with EPA to ensure that the growers were following a
NMP that was approved by the state as well as maintaining proper storage and onsite clean up at the
farm. Over the years, nutrient management has been a huge part of the agricultural community and it
has vastly improved the way manure is handled. Better equipment, guidance and knowledge have
allowed the agricultural community to maximize production while protecting the environment. These
people do not in any way want to harm the environment nor do they want to lose their way of life!

t am still employed in the pouitry industry as a sales representative for poultry supplies. If this
regulation passes many of my friends and colleagues will no longer be employed. It will be the fall of the
agriculture industry on the Shore and thousands of people will lose their jobs, homes and way of life. if
you know anything about trickle down economics, you will understand that thousands of more people
will be affected by this regulation. All the tax dollars and income that the agricultural community pumps
into the economy will be lost. Every business on the shore will feel the economic impact. If there is no
agriculture left on the Shore, there are no jobs! The State of Maryland has regulated and taxed almost
every viable industry untii they close the doors or pack up and go to another state. The agricultural
industry is all that is left and you are trying your hardest to make it disappear as well.

It is a shame that no one will look at the real areas of concern when it comes to bay pollution. You
continue to blame the farmers yet when you drive down route 50 to the bay bridge, the homes that are
built right on the water aren’t owned by the farmers. Those beautiful lawns and landscaping don’t come
without the use of chemicals. How many small towns along the tributaries are operating sewer plants
that are outdated and in need of repair, dumping into the rivers? How much of the pollution is coming
from the tributaries that come into the bay from other states?

The agricultural community is going above and beyond to work with the state and Jocal governments. It
is a shame that they a persecuted as the bad guys. | am urging you to reconsider the passing of this
regulation. | am urging you not to put an end to the way of life for thousands of families including mine.
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Jason Scott <jescott81@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 2:36 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

I'm writing to send comments on the new PMT regulations. | have three major comments or points of contention
with the regulations. :

1. Is a phase in approach possible? Why are we rushing to create new regulations with new science when
Maryland farmers have already attained 130% of the current TMDL for Phosphorus. When Drs. McGrath and
Coale began this research, they undoubtedly did not expect it to be used to create regulations when it had barely
gotten a chance to be peer reviewed. Further, the rest of the bay watershed is in the process of evaluating this
tool for their own Nutrient Management considerations. Why can't Maryland allow some time for the science to
be further studied, and for farmers to try out the tool for a few years before it is written in to regulations. Finally,
John Clune of USGS recently completed a study of Nitrogen in groundwater that stated that "the median age for
ground water and nitrogen in the Chesapeake Bay ranges from 20 to 40 years.” Utilizing this data, it is evident
that we should just now be starting to see the improvements in the bay that were brought forth by the Nutrient
Management law which was passed in 1996, |t took centuries for the bay to get to the state that it is today, and
it will at ieast take decades, if not centuries to make the improvements that are needed.

2. By current University of Maryland regulations, MD farmers can use a phosphorus starter containing no more
than 30 Ibs. of Phosphorus per acre even in high P soils. | would like that to be maintained because Phosphorus
is very beneficial to a com plants' early growth. In the case of 2013, a year with cold wet soils, starter saved a lot
of com crops and helped them get off to a faster start. 1 don't see where this is addressed.in the legislation.

3. Finally, | think that no matter the soil phosphorus, if a producer takes a tissue sample of their crop and it is
phosphorous deficient they should have the ability to rescue that crop with foliar-phosphorus. 1 believe the same
thing should be true with Nitrogen and | see nowhere in Nutrient Management regulations that allow for the tissue
tests, which are the most accurate barometer of the nutrients that are truly in the plant.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Jason E. Scott

Certified Farm Nutrient Management Consultant
Walnut Hill Farms :

Scott's Seed, L.L.C. .
443.521.0080

hittps:/fmail.g cogle.com/mail/b/308/u/0/ Pui=28ik=ee147fidccBview=ptdcat=PMT Opposition EmailsSsearch=catéth=142581d2034c4468 N
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House of Representatives
MWashington, BA 20515
November 14, 2013

LEGISLATIVE BIRANGH

The Honorable Earl D. Hance
Sectetaty, Matyland Department of Agticultute
50 Harty S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Matyland ZISV

Dear Secré Ce,

I appreciate this opportunity to provide comments regarding the Maryland Department of
Agriculture’s (MDA) proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). As
you know, I represent Maryland’s First Congressional District, where a significant part of our local
economy is represented by the agticulture and poultry industries. Although this is a state regulation
and I 2m sensitive to Matyland’s sovereignty on this state regulation, since the impetus for the action
is the Federal Clean Water Act and Watershed Implementation Plans tequired by the U.S.
Envitonrnental Protection Agency (EPA), I wanted to be sure to share my comments and input. My
staff attended the briefings in Easton and I bave been in regular contact with the Maryland Farm
Bureau, the Delmatva Poultty Industry (DPI), individual farmers and other stakeholders to ensute
that T folly nndetstand their concerns and can help to represent the interests of my constituents.

Thete can be no doubt that the proposed PMT regulations will have a tremendous and very
burdensome impact on the state’s agticultural cotnmunity especially on the Fastern Shore.
Unfortunately, the cutrent proposal appears to be based on incomplete research rather than sound
science. Even reseatchers from the University of Maryland agree that their work is not done, yet the
state appears to be moving forward in finalizing the tegulation despite 2 lack of consensus with
neighboring states in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, and broad concerns among the agricultural
community, Matyland farmers have not only achieved their Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation goals, but significantly exceeded them (130% of goal). Given this remarkable
progress and the yet unproven benefits of the proposed regulation, it seems both unwise and unfair
to add additional limjtations on these hard-working Masylanders’ ability to do the work them and
theit familics have done for generations. I find it simply unacceptable that the cost impact of the
proposal on out: farming community was nevert considered. I find that hard to believe in the current
economic condition in which we find our state and our nation.

At the very least, ptior to the finalization of this regulation, MDA sheuld first complete an econommic
impact analysis of how this regulation will impact the agticultural community. Imposing such
hardship on the farming community without adequately taking into account the economic impact is
bad public policy. Thave spoken to the many poultry growers who will no longer be able to utlize




locally produced otganic fertilizer and instead be forced to buy more expensive chemically-derived
commetcial ptoducts. Those who sell manure to local farmers will no longet have customers, and as
a result will be forced to develop new atrangements for cleaning out chicken houses and
transposting the manure, If the value of manure is [ost, companies may stop accepting it for free,
and begin charging a fee to accept the manute instead — much like a landfill. These blows to an
already struggling industry and the Hastern Shore economy at the worst possible time must be
undertaken judiciously, with a full understanding of the costs — and benefits — involved.

In addition to poultry growers, the proposed regulation negatively impacts out crop farmers. Since
many will no longer be able to use chicken manure as fertilizer, they will be forced to purchase much
costlier commercial fertiizer instead. This may also fotce them to putchase or rent new equipment
and require the hiring of otherwise unnecessary staff to apply the new fertilizer, Given the short
application time period, it may be impossible for crop farmers to rent equipment and hire
applicators in a timely fashion which will, in turn, diminish crop yields and drive up costs, both
cffecting profitability already at painfully low margins.

Although I was pleased that MDA recognized the concerns of fatmers by briefly delaying the
rulemaking process eatdier this year, I am disappointed that the tevised proposed rule does not
address specific concerns with tegatd to the effective date of the rule. While the revised effective
date of January, 2015 is a small improvement from the original proposed date of September, 2013,
there is still too much work to be done before imposing the rule, including the completion of the
scientific reseatch cutrently being conducted by the Univessity of Maryland. Sound agricultural
policy should always be based on facts, and complete scientific information is simply not available at
this time, . : :

Allowing an extended and ordetly phase-in of the PMT implementation date will give the
agticultural community adequate time to adjust their business plans and practices to accommodate
the required changes which will minimize its economic impact without causing harm to the
environment. Implementation without addition2l time to plan will have a significant, negative
impact on the economy of the entite Eastern Shore without significantly improving the health of our
environment. I urge you to reconsider allowing the agricultural community time to adjust to the
significant changes required by the rule, while allowing the necessary scientific research and
economic analyses to be completed prior to implementation. I also believe that any farmer should
be allowed to use phosphorous in amounts equal to that taken up by their crops.

Thank you for allowing me to shate my comments with you. Ilook forward to working with you in
suppott of Maryland’s agricultural community and the Chesapeake Bay Watershed.

SO

y Harris, M.ID.
ember of Congress
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November 14, 2013

Secretary Earl F. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Secretary Hance:

The Mid-Shore Regional Council (MSRC) has strong concerns regarding the
Department’s proposed Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulations and
their implications for agriculture in the region.

The MSRC operates as a cooperative regional planning and development agency
within Caroline, Dorchester, and Talbot Counties to foster physical, economic, and
social development. Therefore, the Council understands how important a healthy
and thriving agricultural economy is to the broader health of our region’s economy.

Although the Council fully supports a clean and healthy Chesapeake Bay, these
proposed regulations and the immediacy with which the Administration is insisting
they be adopted will have drastic consequences on farmers involved in all sectors
of production agriculture, but particularly on the poultry sector.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the
Phosphorous Management Tool will cause no environmental harm and minimal
disruption to agricultural operations in the region.

We know that agricultural production already requires significant investment and
outlays of capital, Unfortunately, the proposed PMT regulations will force
producers to drastically alter their business plans, add and/or increase costs for
commercial fertilizer, likely require additional capital expenditures for new
equipment/storage buildings, reduce soil health, and in most cases reduce vield
potential,

In light of such significant concerns and so many additional unanswered questions,
please slow implementation of this regulation down. In order to minimize
economic harm to the region’s farmers, the MSRC asks that you allow the
scientific research to be completed along with an economic impact study and
afterwards move forward with an orderly phase-in period.

Sincerely.

oot Aloreon__

Scott Warner
Executive Director
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Phosphorus Management Tool

Paul Chesnik <pchesnik@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 4:55 PM
To: jo.mercer@maryland.gov
Cc: MDA <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov>

| am a no land family poultry farmer living in Willards, Maryland. The new proposed regulations
at MDA will cause a reduction of income from 17 to 22 percent.

I will now have to pay for clean-out
I will now have to pay to have the litter move to a undisclosed state location

| will now have to pay for snow removal

Other then the additional expenses, it is plain wrong for the State of Maryland to castrate the
- agricultural community with more un-proven environmenta! regulations. The agricultural
* community has done more then any other segment in the state to help clean the bay.

_lam tired of promises of an equal playing fieid. | am tired of being told we are not Delaware
_ where their Department of Agriculiure fights the E.P.A. for the farmers and does not impose
.- unnecessary regulations against those who cultivate the land, raise poultry or livestock.

lt is time that the Maryland Department of Agriculture to stand up for the farmer and stop being
a lobbyist for the environmentalists.

Paul Chesnik

8128 Green Lewis road
Willards, MD 21874 |
410-835-8419

pchesnik@gmail.com

hitps://mail.goog le.comVimail/b/308/u/0/ 2ui=28ik= ee14TfidccBview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th="142580d20b4ffced i



Novem'ber 15, 2013

The Honorable Earl D. Hance
Secretary, Maryland Department ongncu!ture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

As a candidate for the newly-created Maryland 38C legislative district, | am joining with our Eastern
Shore farm families, members of the Deimarva Poultry Industry and Maryland Farm Bureau, and the
local business community to request an immediate withdrawal of the Maryland Department of
Agriculture’s proposed regulations related to the Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) and to allow
time for an economic evaluation, as well as, for an extended phase-in of any new PMT tool based on a
cost analysis and sound science '

After listening to individual families on their farms and attending the MDA briefings in Salisbury and
Easton with approximately 400 concerned citizens at each forum, | strongly oppose moving forward with
the proposed PMT regulations. 1t is simply unacceptable for the Maryland Department of Agriculture
and our state government to impose new regulations without knowing the costly economic impact of
the proposed PMT regulations and without the science to support that these proposed regulations
would even improve the health of the Chesapeake Bay Watershed through reduced phosphorous
leaving a farm. -

Further, the proposed regulations do not take into account the improvements and efforts made by our
Maryland farmers since the 2005 phosphorous implementation date of the Water Quality Improvement
Act of 1998. Through Best Management Practices, Maryland farmers are doing more than their fair
share in meeting the Chesapeake Bay Watershed goals and have exceeded them by 130 percent. Put
5|mply, Maryland agnculture is the only sector to reach the Environmental Protection Agency’s cieanup
goals. :

Also, since the EPA is considering changes to the current Chesapeake Bay Model, before the critical time
period of 2017, which means reassignments of pollution responsibility by state and by sector, it only
makes sense for the State of Maryland to wait for accurate model updates before proposing a new
Phosphorous Management Tool . The updated Chesapeake Bay Model may indicate that Maryland
farmers have already met their phosphorous reduction goals, without the need for a new PMT, or the
updated research may point to a new approach based on sound science to meeting the Chesapeake Bay
Watershed goals. : : :
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Even more disturbing is that you, Secretary Hance, may be considering even going further in regulating
the Agriculture community, if municipalities cannot achieve and/or afford their WP {Watershed
Implementation Plan} by the Year 2017. It is almost impossible to expect the Agriculture community to
accept almost the entire burden of the Chesapeake Bay Restoration program.

| believe the members of our Maryland farm community have proven their commitment over the years
to meeting our Chesapeake Bay Watershed goals. As we move forward, | respectfully request that the
Maryland Department of Agriculture consider this past progress, the economic impact of all proposed
regulations, and sound science to ensure that any proposed regulations will improve the health of the
Chesapeake Bay. | appreciate this opportunity to share my comments and look forward to working with
you.

Sincerely,

Mary Beth Carozza
Candidate for State Delegate
Maryiand District 38C





