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Proposed Phosphorus Management Tool Regulation
November 14-18, 2013

Form of
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No. Source Date Received Form Acknowledged nt

494 Troy Sears 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
495 Lee Richardson 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
496 Thomas Austin 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
497 Elaine Barnes 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
498 Rantz Purcell 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
499 Virgil Shockley 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
500 Wanda Layton 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
501 Steve Schwalb 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
502 Jacob's Farm, Inc - David Lin  11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
503 JeffreyE King and Terri LLW| 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
504 Jeff Titus 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
505 Jennifer Debnam 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
506 Theresa Titus 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
507 Breck Debnam 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
508 Gary Niedfeldt 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
509 Betty Powell 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
510 Searcy Wildes 11/15/13 Email Note 11/15/13 email
511 Vaughn Collins 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
512 Charlene K Harcum 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
513 Dean E Beach 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
514 James Craft 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
515 Jay Book 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
516 Gail Clagett 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
517 Jeff Smith 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
518 Tim Timmons 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
519 Roger Brown 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
520 Craig Sheeves 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
521 Hollie Seaton, RN 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
522 Dana Marshall 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
523 Terry Moreno 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
524 Lois Lake 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
525 John Moore 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
526 Agatha patterson 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
527 Christy Fulton 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
528 Lake Lowisan 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
529 Lorie Phillips 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
530 Stan Howeth 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
531 Roger Welch 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
532 Linda Knobloch 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
533 Bill Sansom 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
534 Pete Mohr 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email




535 John Moore 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
536 David Patterson 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
537 Debbie Hicks 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
538 Brad Vanderwende 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
539 Neil O'Leary 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
540 Kevin J Dennis 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
541 Keith Dennis 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
542 Robert Nichols 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
543 Betty Stepp 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
544 Thomas Cahalane 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
545 Charlin Casiano 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
546 Patricia Brown 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
547 Jacquelyn Usner 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
548 Patty Brown 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
549 John Jay DeBerardinis 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
550 John E. Minton 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
551 Keith A Hitch 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
552 George (Bud) Malone 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
553 Danielle Fontanez 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
554 Stephanie Valdivia 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
555 Melissa Beauchamp 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
556 Calvin Taylor 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
557 Victoria L Paul 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
558 Gary Howell 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
559 Denise Mumford 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
560 Emily A Fleming 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
561 Alisha King 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
562 James L Hearne 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
563 Brad Harrington 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
564 Larry McCauley 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
565 Marcia Davis 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
566 Larry Hill 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
567 Charles Wright IV 11/15/13 1 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
568 Michelle Wright 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
569 Nancy Wright 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
570 Charles Wright V 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
571 Morgan Wright 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
572 Tim Wright 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
573 Theresa Wright 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
574 Garrett Wright 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
575 Aaron Hooper 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
576 Linda Kelly 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
577 Dale Bounds 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
578 Richard D Joseph, Jr 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
579 Sandy Rasel 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
580 Shelley Smith 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
581 Brian Lemon 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email




582 Redgie Rogers 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
583 Bruce Roberts 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
584 Nick Godano 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
585 Eric Rawlinson 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
586 Tim Green 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
587 Food & Water Watch - Scot 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
588 Food & Water Watch - MicH  11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
589 George "Bud" Malone 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
590 Clean Chesapeake Coalition 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
591 Clean Chesapeake Coalition] 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
592 Clean Chesapeake Coalition 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
593 Clean Chesapeake Coalition] 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
594 Clean Chesapeake Coalition 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
595 Clean Chesapeake Coalition] 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
596 Clean Chesapeake Coalition 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
597 Clean Chesapeake Coalition| 11/15/13 Same Email Ltr 11/15/13 email
598 Harvesters Land Sea Coaliti¢ 11/15/13 Email Letter 11/15/13 email
599 Rocky Moore 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/15/13 email
600 P E Bailey (?) 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
601 Gary Bennett 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
602 Wayne Lambertson 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
603 Michael Levengood 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
604 Gary Lee Miller 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
605 Jane MacDonald 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
606 Beth MacDonald 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
607 Timmy MacDonald 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
608 William Outten, Il 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
609 William Outten, Jr 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
610 Mitch Quillen 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
611 Brennan Starkey 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
612 Bill Thompson 11/15/13 Postcard 11/15/13 mail
913 Kimber Ward 11/15/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
614 The Honorable J Haddaway 11/15/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
615 Robert R Hogg 11/15/13 Form Letter 11/15/13 mail
616 Randall J Wheeler 11/15/13 Form Letter 11/15/13 mail
617 Ruby West 11/15/13 Form Itr w/note 11/15/13 mail
618 Phillip L Renshaw, Jr 11/15/13 Form Letter 11/15/13 mail
619 Patti Sue Renshaw 11/15/13 Form Letter 11/15/13 mail
620 David Shockley 11/15/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
621 No Signature / No Return A 11/15/13 Letter no address
622 No Signature / No Return A 11/15/13 Letter no address
623 Dorchester County Council 11/15/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
624 Joseph E Chisholm, Sr 11/15/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
625 Tommy Smith 11/15/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
626 Donna Smith 11/15/13 Letter 11/15/13 mail
627 John Hershberger 11/15/13 Email Form Ltr 11/16/13 email
628 Jack Hastings 11/16/13 Email Form Ltr 11/16/13 email




629 Schmidt Vineyard MgmtCor]  11/16/13 |TU & Comment | 11/18/13 email
630 New Design Acres, LLC-Thd 11/16/13 Email Letter 11/18/13 email
631 David Greene 11/16/13 Email Comment 11/18/13 email
632 Tomahawk Farms - Joe Brangl  11/17/13 il Form w/Comn]  11/18/13 email
633 Charles Schaffernoth, Jr 11/17/13 Email Form Ltr 11/18/13 email
634 Timothy P Sargent 11/18/13 Email Letter 11/18/13 email
635 Wimberly Farms, Inc - H Ke 11/18/13 Email Letter 11/18/13 email
636 Cadell & Associates, LLC-D 11/18/13 Email Letter 11/18/13 email
637 HOPE Impacts - Roy A Hoag 11/18/13 Email Letter 11/19/13 email
638 Jack E Holt, Jr 11/18/13 Letter 11/18/19 mail
639 Maryland Dairy Industry Asy  11/18/13 Letter 11/18/13 email
640 Robert Charles Stastny 11/18/13 Email Comment 11/18/13 email
641 Jack Windsor 11/18/13 Email Letter 11/18/13 email
642 W Lambert Cissel, Jr. 11/18/13 Email Comment 11/18/13 email
643 Gander's Lair Farm - Greg W  11/18/13 Email Letter 11/18/13 email
644 Jacob Windsor 11/18/13 Email Comment 11/18/13 email
645 Schmidt Farms, Inc - Hans S 11/18/13 Email Letter 11/18/13 email
646 David Burrier 11/18/13 Letter 11/18/19 mail
647 Mid-Shore Regional Council| 11/18/13 Letter 11/18/19 mail
648 Hutchison Farm - Darlene H 11/18/13 Letter 11/18/19 mail
649 Sheppards Crossing Farm-§  11/18/13 Letter 11/19/13 mail
650 Trap Woods, Inc - Tom Cole] 11/18/13 Letter 11/19/13 mail
651 The County Commissioners 11/18/13 Letter 11/19/13 mail
652 John Agner 11/18/13 Letter 11/19/13 mail
653 Sharon Pahlman 11/18/13 Letter 11/19/13 mail
654 The Honorable Lewis R. Rile] 11/18/13 Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
655 Greenbrier Farms - Daniel L{  11/18/13 |Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
656 Greenbrier Farms - Tammy 11/18/13 Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
657 Greenbrier Farms - Garrett 11/18/13 |Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
658 Greenbrier Farms - Kristina 11/18/13 Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
659 Greenbrier Farms - Verena 11/18/13 |Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
660 Greenbrier Farms - Alison C 11/18/13 Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
661 Greenbrier Farms - Jeff Che 11/18/13 |Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
662 Greenbrier Farms - Luke Ch 11/18/13 Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
663 Greenbrier Farms - Beau Ch|]  11/18/13  |Letter Comment 11/19/13 mail
664 Bryan Smith 11/18/13  fm Ltr w/Comme 11/19/13 mail
665 L Bruce Holland 11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
666 Beaver Run Farms - L. Quiny  11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
667 William Clark 11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
668 William A Clark, Jr 11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
669 Cheryl Stutsman 11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
670 Rol-Jay Farm - Joyce W Coh 11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
671 Clearview Farms, Inc - Daviq  11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
672 Willaim H langenfelder 11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
673 Conrad J Langenfelder 11/18/13 Postcard 11/19/13 mail
674 David T Hoang 11/18/13 Fax Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
675 Patricia Layfield 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail




676 Lewis Farm - Winfred Lewis 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
677 Margaret Wheeler 11/18/13 Form Letter No Return Address
678 Robert Blevins 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
679 Randall Blevins 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
680 Richard E Blevins 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
681 Ryan Blevins 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
682 Keenan E Wright 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
683 Kimberly S Jones 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
684 Carol Littleton 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
685 Ryan Powell 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
686 Kenny Littleton, Jr 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
687 Rick Fritz 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
688 George M Messix 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
689 William Calloway 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail
690 Edward C Wright 11/18/13 Form Letter 11/19/13 mail




PPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
JOL REGULATION

yy Sears <troys98@yahoo.com> Thu, Nov 14, 2013 at 7:15 PM
"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, pouitry integrators and
their employegs, 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. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly request
that the impiementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

mail.goog le.commail V3000 ui=28ik=ee 147 Hdcclview=pi&cat=PMT Oppasition Emails&search—cat&th=142591d5056f681 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
sighificant 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://mail g cogle.comVmail/ib/309/u/0/ui=2&ik=ee147ffdcc&view=pta&cat=PMT Oppasition Emails&search=cat&th=142591d5056f681
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Thank you for your consideration!

Troy Sears

Salisbury, Maryland

hitps://mail g oog le.comymail/bA00/W0I L= 28 ik=ee 14 TTidcc Bview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catth=142591d5056fe681
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To whom it may concern:

| am a grain and poultry farmer in Willards, MD. 1 have been farrﬁ[hg with my family all my life. Istarted
my own poultry operation after graduating from the University of Delaware in 1992 with an agriculture
degree. | have seen Maryland farmers get bombarded with regulations for many years now.

The newly proposed phosphorus tool regulation will be economically devastating to my own and many
other farming operations. This regulation will cause me to replace poultry manure with chemical
fertilizer. | have calculated that for my grain operation it will cost a minimum of $140 more per acre to
raise corn. This was calculated using current fertilizer prices. 'As for my poultry 6perati0n | will be
required to find'a home for the manure | produce. This regulétion'will devalue manure which will
eliminate any profitable market for me to sell it. My manure spreading equipment will also become less
valuable to trade in on chemical fertlhzer spreadung equ|pment So as one can see the economlcs of this
regulation will be very negative for my 0perat|on '

Looking at this regulation from an environmental view may also be negative. There has been no study
done as to the effect this regulation wili have on hitrogen josses to the environment. Manure releases
nitrogen at a slow rate which allows the crop to utilize it efficiently. Chemical fertilizer releases nitrogen
much quicker which can leached much easierinto the environment if heavy rains occur. | question
whether this regulation will be helping or hurting the environment.

i have serious concerns over the science that has.caused this regulation. | have seen very fittle
information on the actual research that has developed the tool. | have seen no research that shows how
the state came up with the FIV number 150 as the magic cut off point for phosphorus. | have seen no
research that indicates how many soil types were used in the study. In the past when the University did
agricuitural research they would present it to the farmers around the state. We would gather at a
location and there would be a slideshow of charts and graphs. The researchers would convince us that
changes were needed to protect the environment or improve our operation and sometimes both. |
have not seen anything to convince me that this regulation will help the environment but | do see how
this regulation will hurt my operation.

I ask that more time be given for an economic study. This would also give the researchers more time to
evaluate the possible negative effects of the tool on the environment. It makes no sense to implement
a regulation and then see what changes are needed. It would be like putting the cart before the horse.

Thank You for your time,

Lee Richardson
7494 Richardson Rd
Willards MD 21874
Cell 410-430-2016
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Maryland Phosphorus Regulation Public Comment

austin1i@intercom.net <austin1@intercom.net> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 6:24 AM
To: jo.mercer@maryiand.gov '
Cc: earl.hance@maryland.gov

11/15/13

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

Maryiand Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr. Mercer:

lam a (a_crop famer, a chicken grower, business owner, concemned citizen, something else} who lives and/or
‘works in (queenanne County} and | am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculiure’s
proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will bawe huge impacts on the state’s agricultural community,
is based on incompiete 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 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 Agricuiture, and the EPA.

Aliowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management Too! 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 emvironment. 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 compansons in 2014 to provide valid results does not
seem feasible.

Here are some of my concems about the near-immediate lmplementation 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 Famms

» Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have fo 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 thelr manure to other farmers may no Ionger have customers, thus
a loss of income. :

» Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cieaned with manure removed from the tarm without
charge may now hawe f{o 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.

https:/mail google.comymail/b/306/udr Pui=2&ilc ea 147 ifdcc&view=pt&cat=FMT Opposition Emails&search=catdth=14250818234cdbb7: - vz
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« Ewen if the MDA establlshes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ respon5|bai|ty to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

» [f the 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 alternative use companies start operatlng and nothing of
any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee mstead of buying manure
or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

+ Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop fammers W|!I have to buy com merC|aI fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

« Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may hawe to buy or rent commermal
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 appllcators or .
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer appilcations Increased demand
in senices will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop fz}lrmers.

* While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grdw 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 — requmng new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potentlal yields.

« Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of Iosmg 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 m 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 quaiity.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an ordeﬁy phase-in much
as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. WlthOUt 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 without improving the emvironment.
Respectiully yours,

Thomas Austin

centreville

https:/fmait.g oogle.comimail/b/309/u/0/?ui=28ik=ee147fidec&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th= 1425b8182&10&!bb7
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Opposition to Proposed Maryland Phosphorous Management Tool Regulation

Barnes, Elaine <Elaine.Bames@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 8:37 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

My family and | are very dependent upon the poulitry 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). 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
results incorporated into the regulation;

https /irmail.g cog le.comVmail/b/30%w/0V7ui=2R1k=ee147ffdccBrview=ptacat=PMT Oppcsition Emails&search=catth=1428bfe57c70f44f 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 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!

Elaine Barnes

Princess Anne, Maryland

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
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cretary Buddy Hance,

| am a grain and poultry farmer in Somerset County, who currently operates
under a CAFO Permit. | would like to offer my concerns about the proposed PMT
as written.

1. FIV of 150 should be raised to 300
The current FIV of 150 to trigger the use of PSI or PMT is extreme!y low.

Science has shown over the years that Phosphorous binds up in the soil.
The high FIV numbers you see should tell you that the Phosphorous is
staying put. It is not leaving the fields. | have used manure for 25+
years on my corn fields. 1 have Phosphorous levels from 90— 600 PPM.
All of the numbers over 250 PPM are from fields that were receiving
manure before 1990. This was before we had nutrient management
plans and back when we were disposing of manure at 8 to 10 Tons to
the acre. All o_f my farms that | have been spreading manure on since

~ we started mahaging manure and using manure analysis are under 250
PPM. | have seen soil tests on farms that have never had manure on
then that are over 150 PPM. | have not put any manure on my
extremely high phosphorous fields in the last 5 years and they stili are
not coming down. The FIV # to trigger the PSI or PMT should be at least
300. We are currently keeping our.phosphorous-levels in check and
can’t go back and change what we and our forefathers have done. We
are currently putting on 70% less manure that 20 years ago and with
the use of phytase in the poultry feed and litter amendments, the
manure has a lot less nutrients in it.

2. Costs associated without using manure
| currently handle about 400 tons of manure a year. With the cost of
equipment/fuel/labor, 1 can manage this manure in a timely fashion
and spread it on my fields within a 15 mile radius of my farm for $6.25



per ton or $16.00 per Acre at the rate of 2 % Tons per Acre. if | can’t
spread this manure because my FIV numbers are around 200, | will
have to replace it with commercial fertilizer at an average cost of $600
per ton and at a rate of 250# to the Acre which will cost $75.00 per
Acre. | will still be bearing the $6.25 per ton to remove the manure
from my farm. Remember---1 am a CAFO, | can’t stock pile manure
outside for more than 14 days. | do have two manure sheds but they
won’t hold 400 tons of manure. 1 am aware of your manure
transportation program and the fact that you will pay up to $24 per ton
to haul my manure away. That will just barely cover the freight to
move it off the shore. You won't find anybody willing to load and haul
manure for less than $3.00 per mile round trip. (200 mile round trip x
$3.00=5600 divide that by 25 tons per load and that equals $24 per
ton.} Royden Powell has told me multiple times that | can sell my
manure for enough money to replace it with commercial fertilizer. |
would have to get $60.00 per ton delivered 100 miles away from my
farm to replace it with commercial fertilizer:

Example:
Commercial fertilizer $600 per ton at 250# Acre = $75.00 Acre

Manure loaded & hauled 100 miles @ $3.00/mile=524.00 Ton
Sell 2 % Ton of manure for $30 per Ton
To replace with commercial fertilizer= $30.00

Remove manure from houses and stock pile.on
Farm to wait for transportation S 6.00 Ton

- Total $ 60.00 Ton

| don’t know anybody currently willing to pay more than $20 per ton
delivered. When we flood the market with manure the price will be even
lower. ' | '

3. Economic Impact study needed.



This will be extremely costly to the Ag Industry in the state of Maryland.
Not just to the poultry industry but the trickle down affect wiil be
tremendous. This will affect poultry growers, grain farmers, livestock
farmers, poultry integrators, poultry equipment companies, building
contractors. You Ihavén’t b_egu_n to think about how much money this
will cost the #1 industry in the state and it deserves more respect than
you’'re giving it. | o

Well enough time wasted, as | sit here drafting this letter at 10.00 p.m. after
working outside all day. | could have written this letter last week but | was busy
planting cover crops, doing my part to save the bay. It angers me that | am even
having this discussion with the Dept. of Agriculture. You should be protecting and
promoting the Ag. Industry, taking up for the farmer, and praising all the

‘accomplishments we have made and all the goals we have achieved. Instead,
you’re throwing us under the environmental bus by proposing more regUIations
that will severely impact the Ag Industry and doing it all in our busiest time of the
year, the middle of harvest season. You expect us to give written comments and
attend public hearings. The sheer number of farmers who turned out in
opposition at you 2 p'ublic meetings on the shore should have been enough to
make you reconsider these regulations. | hope our comments don’t fall on death |

ears, because our time is valuable. Farmers can’t save the Bay by

ourselves and neither can the State of Maryland.

Ranly Purcell
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Comments for proposed phosphorus regulations

Virgil Shockley <virgilshockley@aol.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 8:57 AM

To: Ean.Hance@maryland.gov

Virgil Shockley
Worcester County Commissioner
Home coffice: 410-632-0450

PLEASE NOTE: |do not get online often. If you need to speak with me about an urgent or time sensitive matter,

please call at the home office.

D Letter to Secretary Hance 11-13-13
43K
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The Honorable Earl F. Hance
Secretary of Agriculture

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401

November 14, 2013

COMMENTS FOR PROPOSED PHOSPHORUS REGULATIONS

Mr. Secretary,

As a grain farmer, poultry grower and four-term County Commissioner of
Worcester County, District 4, which has a capacity of about 9 million
chickens, I find myself somewhat perplexed as to why the State of Maryland
would want to potentially harm the major industry that is on the Eastern
Shore. After two overflow hearings and your request for comments about the
proposed phosphorus regulations from the farming community, along with
the lack of 'completéd and proven science as to the extent of the so-called
“phosphorus problem” that exists in the soils of the State of Maryland, one
has to wonder why the proposed regulations are still being considered.

As an elected official, I have seen where politics has often overruled common
sense. So with that in mind, I am offering the following suggestions:

1. First and foremost, an economic study must be dore to determine the
effect of this proposal.

2. The University of Maryland research needs to be fully completed. -

3. Until the study is completed and confirmed by other Bay-area states’
studies, the existing Phosphorus Site Index should be used.

4. Starting in 2014, Nutrient Management Plans could run the Phosphorus
Site Index and the PMT concurrently for crop years 2014, 2015 and
2010. : o SR



5. Entering 2017 the Bay Model can be updated and the State would have
an accurate set of numbers and a better understanding of what credits
EPA would grant to the agricultural community.

6. Additional cost-share funding should be made available for no-land
poultry farms in order to construct needed on-site manure storage.

7. There must be viable alternatives for manure-use that are up and
functioning by 2017. . , .

8. Organic and vegetable farmers need to. have high levels of phosphorus
in order tpo grow their crops. Any farmer must have the flexibility
during a growing season to apply nutrients if the crop shows a
deficiency.

9. MDA should establish a voluntary program, including avallable
funding, that follows the new PMT model for farmers who wish to
participate in 2014.

In my fifteen years as an elected official, I have never seen the agricultural
community as united against or as frustrated by a proposed regulation coming
from Annapolis. The credibility of Maryland Department of Agriculture and
the University of Maryland is at stake should common sense not prevail. -

~ Virgil L. Shockley
Worgester County Commissioner, District 4
Snow Hill, Maryland '
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To 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.

Agriculture is exceeding its Bay cleanup goals. No other
sector has hit their goal while we are at 130%. We understand
the development community has been granted a waiver from
addressing phosphorous and must now only address nitrogen.
Why is one sector being treated different than another?

The nutrient credit trading program launched by the state
has been a failure. Recommendations for improvement have
been rejected. We encourage the state to revisit this issue.

It is likely an unintended consequence, but this regulation
will seriously impact current and future organic agriculture on
the Eastern Shore of Maryland. My company is the largest
producer of organic chicken in the country and seek to grow
that business. This regulation will force us to effect this growth
in other states. |

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. It is critical that
environmentally responsible and economically feasible
alternatives to land application of poultry litter be implanted.

My company has been demonstrably committed to
providing alternatives for any excess poultry litter. We started
our Perdue AgriRecycle operation near Blades, Delaware in



2001. While it has not been a financial success by any means,
we have every intention of continuing to provide poultry
growers this option for some portion of the litter supply. We
have removed millions of pounds of nitrogen and
phosphorous from the Chesapeake Bay Watershed as a result
of this operation.

Additionally, we have recently announced our plans to
build and operate a compost operation at the same site which
will provide another alternative for some excess litter as well
as other currently land applied nutrient sources. |

Finally, we have submitted a plan to the state of Maryland
for a facility to convert poultry litter to energy. We did so in
partnership with the only company in the US that has
successfully built and operated such a facility on a large scale.
The state chose not to accept our proposal and instead chose
an out of state company that has never developed such a
project. We understand their electricity price was low, but itis
highly unlikely the project will ever move forward. We would
urge the state to revisit this issue.

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 Chesapeake Bay Model are
made, the resultant effects determined, and those effects
incorporated into any nutrlent 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!

Wanda Layton
Pittsville, Maryland
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Comments on Proposed Nutrient Management/PMT

| Schwalb, Steve <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 10:16 AM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Secretary Hance:

Like so many others living on the Eastern Shore of Maryland, my family and | are
dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture. 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). There is no doubt that the economic impact
of this regulation on the poultry growers, poultry integrators and their employees, grain and
soybean farm families and the many businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland is
huge. There is also 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 as currently written. Furthermore, MDA is not allowing farmers
directly impacted by this regulation enough time to evaluate its effect on their businesses and
develop any workable altermatives. 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. This regulation is putting the cart
before the horse.

| am requesting that the imp|ementetion of this regulation be put on hold unti!:

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. Enoughtime is given to farmers that are directly affected to fully understand
the impact of the Nutrient Management / PMT regulation on their specrf ic 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 mcorporated lnto any nutrient '
management/ PMT regulation proposed. ’ -~

| have elways been a proponent of the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. |
live here, have raised my family here, and enjoy all that the Eastern Shore and Bay have to
offer. recognize that this will take continued collective efforts by all of us. While | believe it is

https:/fmail.gocgle.comvmai IfbeiJQ/ufOf?ui=2&ik:ee1 47ffdccémM ew=pt&ca1=PM T Opposition Emai Is&seerch=cat&th= 1425c5e86/bead3? 1i2
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not your intent, implementing the Nutrient Managément/P MT regulation without taking into
account the iter_ns outlined above is neither prudent nor in the best interests of all Marylanders.

Thank you for your consideration of my request.

Steve Schwalb
Salisbury, MD

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or ¢ther legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, disseminatioh. distn‘_btition. or-copying of this
communication, or én:} of its contents, is strictly proﬁibitéd. 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.

https://mail g oog le.com/mail/b/308//0/ui=2&ik=ee147ffdccdview=ptécal=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1425c5e86feadd7
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comment

-David B. Lim <lim614@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 10:48 AM
Reply-To: "David B. Lim" <lim&§14@yahoo.com> ' '
To: "earl.hance@maryland.gov' <earl.hance@maryland.gov>

Jacob’s
Farm
David &
Jane Lim

13135 Hidden Acres Ln.
Bishopville, MD 21813
Tel. (215) 278-3525

11/15/2013

To : Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr. Mercer:

My name is David Lim , general manager of Jacob Farm, inc. residing at 13135
Hidden Acres Lane, Bishopville, MD 21813. I am a chicken grower for Tyson for the 7 th
year since 2007. This is a layer farm, housing 55,000 hens and 5,000 roosters. I am
worrying. I am getting angry. I am asking to myself, * Is this government for the citizens or
for the politicians ? ™ ™ Are they helping or are they hurting ? ™ Please listen to the voice of
the grass root people. .

| am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed
regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool

I do not understand why it is so in hurry. So many scholars and research
professionals are insisting that the information which government has is incomplete.

My fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
https:."/rrn”.google.corr#rnaiF.bf309lw0/7ui=2&ik=ée147ﬁdcc&\.éew=pt&search=inbox&th= 1425¢734c6abaala W3
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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 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 scils 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. '
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. |
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

https://fmail .google.comvmail/b/309/u/0/7ui=28ik=ee147fidoc8view= ptesearch=inboxith=1426c7 34cEabaala
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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 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.
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.
e 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 resuit 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, stow 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

David Lim

htips:/imail g 0og le.comvmail/b/309/uw/0/Pui= 28ik= ee14Tifdccdview=pidsearch=inbox&th= 1425¢734c6abaala
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PMT regulations

wolfpack1066@verizon.net <wolfpack 1066@werizon.net> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 10:58 AM

To: earl.hance@maryland.gov

Dear Buddy,

We are writing to oppose the adoption and implementation of the proposed Phosphorous Management Tool. We
request that you withdraw the proposal altogether.

We are very disappointed that you and your administration at the MD Dept of Agriculture has not stood on behalf of
farmers and the rural communities of this state, especially considering you are involved in farming yourself. We also
believe that this proposed regulation has done much damage to the relationships that were beginning to develop
between government agencies, so-called "environmentalists”, and farmers. That damage will not easily be repaired
even if you withdraw this regulation.

Ifimplemented, this PMT regulation will have a huge negative effect on the productivity and profitability of our farming
operation. Most of our fields have an FIV of 150 or more and have not changed much since we have been tilling them.
This tells me that the phosphorus is not going anywhere and is probably not plant available. We apply poultry manure
at a removal rate, that is 1-2 tons per acre. Taking awayour ability to utilize pouitry manure not only costs us more to
produce the crop, but also takes away all the other benefits our land receives from the slow- release organic fertilize,
such as the micronufrients and organic matier - which our sandy soils desperately need. In a cuitural environment
where most people understand that organic nutrient sources are preferable to synthetic or chemically produced ones,
itis incomprehensible to me that your department would even consider this regulation.

We have read the comments submitted by Maryland Farm Bureau, DPI, and Mardand Grain Producers and would
like to 'ditto" them.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey E. King

Terri L. Wolf-King
Cornerstone Farm
4720 Williamsburg Rd.
Hurlock, MD 21643

https://mail.g cog le.com/mail/b/309/W0i Pui=28il=ee147fdccBview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425¢7 cBaf2eS57
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION \

Titus, Jeff <Jeff Titus@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Eari.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
impiementation 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 modlf:catlons 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 untll

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

hittps://mail g oog le. comfmailb/A0S/LICI ui=28ikeee147fdccRyiews ptécat=PMT dpposition Emailsésearch=cat&th=1425c9ec45454899)

Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 11:32 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 Chesape'ake 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!

Jeff & Theresa Titus
Salisbury, MD

htps:/mail.g oog le.com/mail/b/309u0/ui= 28k ee147fTdcc&view=pticat=PM T Opposition Emails&sedrch=cat&th= 1425c9ecA5454890 o 23
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PMT regulations

Jennifer Debnam <g¥@baybroadband. net> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:03 PM
Reply-To: gf@baybroadband.net :
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance,

As a Maryland farmer, | would like to wice my concems about the proposed
Phosphorous Management Tool(PMT)regulation. The new regulation seems to be
rushed. We have not had enough time to evaluate what this regulation will

mean to our farm. As harvest season is just finishing up and our nutrient
management consultant is still in the process of collecting soil samples,

our consultant has not yet run the new PMT for our farm. He has many

clients that he needs to do this for during the next few months.

1 would make sense to me to phase in this regulation over many years to
allow time to understand how the new too! works in respect to the P Site

~ Index, This would also allow time to dewelop the infrastructure necessary
to move the huge quantities of poultry litter off the Lower Shore.

“Why is the Department of Agriculture in such a rush to make dramatic
changes to the Nutrient Management regulations again? Maryland farmers
have made tremendous progress on nutrient reductions. We have complied

. with the cument law and have shown that we are committed to continue the

-~ improvement, Please think about the future of agriculture in Maryland.

.We need a viable, profitable businesses to pass on to the next generation.

Jennifer Debnam

12371 Augustine Herman Hwy
Kennedyulle, MD 21645
410-708-4923

email: gvi@baybroadband.net

https://mail g cog le.commail/b/30%/W/0/ fui=28ik=eal147fidcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Oppositicn Emails&search=cat&th="1425cb7870e02937
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Theresa Titus <jtzsatitus@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:06 PM
Reply-To: Theresa Titus <jtzsatitus@yahoo.com>
To: "Eaf.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
implementatioh 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 fegulation 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!

Jeff and Theresa Titus
Salisbury, MD
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Proposed Regulation to adopt the phosphorus Management Tool

Breck Debnam <debnam@baybroadband.net> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:09 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov -

The Horiorable Earl F. Hance
Secretary of Agriculture

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry Truman Parkway

Annapolis, MD 21401

| support and endorse the Maryland Grain Producers Board and Maryland Farm Bureau comments and
concems. There is no reason to repeat their position. | hope that you and MDA can make adjustments. As
Secretary of Agriculture | hope you will be responsive to the Agriculture community in our state of Maryland. The
PMT reguiation reminds me of the Obama Care roll out. Let's get together. Respectfully your - Breck

C. Breck Debnam
Pond View Farms
22589 Great Oak Landing Rd

Chestertown, Maryland 21620
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Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA)’s proposed Nutrient Management-
Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) regulation

Gary Niedfeldt <gniedfeldt@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:13 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;

(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!

Gary Niedfeldt
Berlin, MD 21811
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Proposed MDA regulations

Powell, Betty <Betty. Powell@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:15 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. 1, along with like voters
across Maryland, firmly request that the implementation of this
regulation be put on hoid 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!

Betty Powell
Newark, Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Wildes, Searcy <Searcy.Wildes@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:19 PM
To: "Earn.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com>

At Perdue, we believe that there is no practical, realistic, sufficient and timely plan proposed by this
reguiation for dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that wil! 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 dewelop workable altematives. ‘

Searcy Wildes
Director

National Accounts
Perdue Foods LL.C
office 615-832-6844

c_ell 615-351-5491

This sommunication, 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 gtrictly 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 atl aitachments, from your computer
system.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION. |

Collins, Vaughn <Vaughn.Collins @perdue.com>
To: "Eari.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Ce: "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

https://mail g oogle,comvmail/b/309/w0/ 7Li=28&ik=ee 147fTdcc&view=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425ccasfi5044a2

Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:22 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 alter
their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your considelrat'i'on!

Vaughn Collins

Salisbury, MD 21804
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Harcum, Charlene <Charene.Harcum@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:23 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). 1t 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. 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 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!

Charlene K. Harcum

Salisbury, Maryland
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Nutrient management/PMT Regulation

Beach, Dean <Dean.Beabh@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:24 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance;

o 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 consi'deration!

Dean E. Beach
Hebron, Md. |
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Craft, Jimmy <Jimmy.Craft@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:26 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Secretary Hance,

i am employed by the poultry industry, who lives andfor works in Wicomico County, and | am extremely
concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus
Managernent 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 dore,
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 Govemor
O'Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.
Aliowing 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 mowe.
Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus content. The

* phosphorus lewels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be comected 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 concems about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and foremost,
how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regutation 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.

s Chicken growers who hawe been selling their manure to other farmers may no ionger have

customers, thus a loss of income.
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« Chicken growers who hawe had their chicken houses cleaned with manure remowved 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.

» Ewen 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 commercial

fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have beeh 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.

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 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 farmer income will diminish.

e 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 altemative
uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, trehendous harm will
come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

https://mail.g oogle.comvmail/b/309/L/0/7ui=2&il= ee147fidcc Sview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Ernails&search=catéth=1425cce5c80ebsd1

213



111513 Maryliand.gov Mail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

Respectfully yours,

James Craft

Salisbury, 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
communicatien, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-sand

this communication o the sender and deiete the original message and any copy of it, Including all attachments, from your computer
system.
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MDA's Proposed Nutrient Management - Phosphorous Management

Book, Jay <Jay.Book@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:29 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 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!

Jay R Book
Cambridge, Maryland 21613
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Clagett, Gail <Gail.Clagett@perdue.com> _ Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:29 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 |mplementat|on of this
regulation be put on hold until;

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

hitps:/fmail.g oog le.comimail/bi309/w/0/?ui =2&ik=ee 14 7fidec &view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425cd1d0eB85b201 173
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and its results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven pIans are in place to deal with the excess
organic fertlllzer

(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!

Gail Clagett
Berlin, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Smith, Jeff G <Jeff. Smith2@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:31 PM
To: "Eard.Hance@maryland.gov' <Eart. Hance@maryland.gov>

Dear Secretary Hance-

| 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 (MDAY). 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 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 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. |firnly 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 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.

Like most Marylanders, | support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay and 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 restoration goals and the PMT remains a work in progress. Its impact on
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Maryland’'s farm families and the industries behind them has not been determined so | would urge you to put a
hold on this regulation until the above-mentioned issues are adequately addressed.

Thank you for your consideration!

Jeff Smith
QOcean City 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 ifs contents, is sirictly 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 al! attachments, from your computer

syslem.
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| / .
L _b// Tim Timmons
~ _ 38288 Robin Hood Rd

.Delmar, DE 19940

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401

11/5/2013
Secretary Hance,

I'work for an integrator located in Maryland and my wife and I own a poultry farm located just over the line in
- Delaware. Currently our manure is received by a Maryland farmer. I'm writing due to concern with the proposed
Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT) regulations. I attended the meetings you hosted in Salisbury and Easton
and found them very informative. In short, I believe full implementation, at this time, of the PMT as proposed
would be reckless and irresponsible on the part of MDA and the administration. In my opinion it is obvious there
are too many unknowns, among too many parties, to proceed with the regulation as proposed. Ata minimum I
- would ask you to consider running the PMT on a voluntary basis until 2017, providing cost share incentives to
Maryland farmers that choose to participate, while an economic impact study is performed and the actual impacts
of the efforts to date to clean up the bay can be seen in the updated Chesapeake Bay Model. The potential risk to
Maryland’s agriculture economy is just too great for the undefined rewards of phosphorous reductions in the PMT
regulation. When pressed, the University researchers couldn’t provide an estimate of the actual phosphorus
reduction to the bay that would be attributed to this regulation. Maryland agriculture must remain competitive in
order to thrive. Additional burdens through regulation threaten our ability to be competitive. I agree that the
Chesapeake Bay is a valuable resource for the regibn and needs to be restored and some amount of regulation is
needed to accomplish the task, however, any régulation imposed needs to have a well defined value and a
thoroughly understood cost and I don’t feel the value or cost of the PMT has been defined well enough to date to
warrant the potential risk to Maryland agriculture. Maryland farmers are committed to “help” cleanup the bay as
evidenced by being at 130% of the current targets however the bay will not get cleaned up solely on the backs of
Maryland farmers and if we’re not very careful Maryland could end up with a weaker agriculture economy and a

dirty bay.
Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully,

Tim Timmons
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Opposition to Proposed Maryland Phosporous Management Tool Regulation

Brown, Roger <Roger.Brown@perdue.com> | Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:35 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ean.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 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;
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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!

Roger Brown

Salisbury, Maryland

https:/imail g oog le.com/mail /3090 2ui=28ik=ee 147idcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catdth=1425cd807ccleedd



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Shreeves, Craig <Craig.Shreeves @perdue.com> -Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:35 PM
To: "Ean.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.
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!

Craig Shreeves
Salisbury, MD

https://mail.g oogle.comvmeail /30970 7ui=28ik=ee147fidcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search~=cat&th=1425cd80dcedb67a 213



MaryWand.gov Mail - Opposition to proposed MD Phosphorous Mgmt Teol Regulation

h o e
Lor
: a
M K

-

Opposition to proposed MD Phosphorous Mgmt Tool Regulation

Hollie 5. <holliesea713@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:38 PM
Reply-To: "Hollie S." <holliesea713@yahoo.com> .

To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Cc: "steve.schwalb@perdue.com” <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 impiementation 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

https:/fmail g oog le.comimail/309/W ui=28ik=ee147ffdcc&view=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th="1425cd%872eeBa7 12
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fertilizer;

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fuily
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!
Hollie Seaton, RN

8663 Memory Gardens Lane
Hebron, MD 21830
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Opposition to Proposed Maryland Phosphorous Management Tool
Regualation

Marshall, Dana <Dana.Marshall@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:40 PM

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

Dear Secretary Hance;

| am a new resident of the state of Maryland. Originally from
Smithfield, VA but have spent the last decade in lowa. My family as well as
many of friends and family are all involved in either production agriculture
or agricultural business. In today’s challenging economic times agriculture
has had an opportunity to thrive and progress, but the fate of the industry

that | fully believe is the backbone of America could very well be challenged

by the proposed Nutrient Management/Phosphorous Management Tool
(PMT) recently proposed by the Maryland Department of Agriculture. |
would like to formally go on record in opposition to the proposed (PMT)

program. The POTENTIAL 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 that are dependent upon
agricultural in Maryland is tremendous.

Since moving to the Delmarva Peninsula, | can’t begin to tell you how

impressed | am with the agricultural industry in the state of Maryland. The

industry is tremendous and most definitely directly supports the livelihood
of thousands of families across Maryland. | fully believe that there is no
practical or realistic plan 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

https://mail.g cog le.comymail Y3090/ 2ui=28ik=ee14Tfidccdview=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425¢dbab0032891
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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 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.
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Thank you for your consideration!

Dana Marshall
8724 Becker Lane # 202

Delmar, MD 21875

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, disssmination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictty prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
{hiscommunication to the sender and delete the ordginal message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system,
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

- Terry Moreno <tpmorenoc@hotmail.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 Maryiand 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; |

hitps://mail.g ocg le.com/mail /b/30%/W0/ ui=2&ik=ee 147ffdcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425cde95ca8%h85

Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:45 PM
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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!

Terry & Kim Moreno
Hebron, Maryland
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(no subjéct)

Lake, Lois <l ois.Lake@perdue.com> ‘ _ Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:43 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <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). 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
results incorporated into the regulation;

(2) Tested and proven plaris 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 mcorporated 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. 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 farm
families have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that couid
drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Lois Lake-Moorhead

Director of Service One -IT Operations & Support
Perdue Farms Inc.

410-543-3129 (Service Desk)

410-543-3296 (Direct)

410-430-3086 Mobile)

Lois.Lake@perdue.com

Service T

Don’t forget about our Self-Service tools!

Password lssues? Click Here to reset/unlock your account
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Proposed Phophorus Regulations

John Moore <jm8020@acl.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:48 PM
To: Ear.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). 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 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 /
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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. 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 farm families have not been afforded the time to adjust
to regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy
of the state.

Sincerely,

Carrie A Moore

https:/mail.googie.commail/b/309/w0/ ui=28iks ee14Tfdcc&Mew=pté&cal=PM T Opposition Emailsésearch=catdth=1425ce0348cbe 07
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULAT]ON

Patterson, Agatha <Agatha.Patterson@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <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 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.com/mail/k/302/W/0/ 2ui=2&il= ee147fdcc&view=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425¢e12415¢5893

Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:44 PM

113



11115/13 Maryand.gov Mail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

(3) Ehough 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. 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 farm
families 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!

Agatha M. Patterson
Q.A. Lab Services Project Coordinator
Phone: (410) 341-2426

Fax; (410) 543-3696

hitps:/mail .google.corVmail/b/309/w 0 7ui=2&ik=ee147fidccSrew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425ce12415c5893



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Fulton, Christy <Christy.Fulton@perdue.com> o Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:46 PM

To: "Earl.Hance@rmaryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryiand.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). 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
results incorporated into the regulation;

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

hitps://mail.gcogle.comymail/b/309/W/0/ ui= 28ik=ee14Tfidcc&vew=pticat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425ce3249e8b77f
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affeéted 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. 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 farm
families 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!

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 thiscommunication in error, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the criginal message and any copy of it, including all attachmenis, from your computer
system.
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RE: Nutrient & Phosphorous Management Regulation

Lowisan Lake <loisannlake@hotmail.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:51 PM
To: "Ean.Hance@maryland.gov' <earl.hance@maryland.gov>

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 untii:

(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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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!

Lois and famity

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 error, please immediately re-sand
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 PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Phillips, Lorie <Lorie.Phillips@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:47 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

To 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 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.g oogle.corvmail/b/309/u/0/?ui=2&il=ee14 7fidccdview=ptécat=PMT Oppositicn Emails&search=cat&th=1425ce50b1896990 1/3
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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, my family and | 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 farm families 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!

Grain & AgServices Accounting
Perdue AgriBusiness
Office: 410-543-3799

hitps://mail.g oog le.commail//308/W0/ ui=2&ik=ee147fdcc &vew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425cef0b1896390
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION. |

Howeth, Stan <Stan.Howeth@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:48 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <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). 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;
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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, my family and | 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 farm
~ families 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!

Stan Howeth

Perdue Farms, Inc,
Audit Services

P.O. Box 1537
Salisbury, Md. 21802
410-543-3257

This electronic mail transmission (including attachment(s)) may contain confidential or privileged
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Welch, Roger <Roger.Welch@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:48 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

To 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). 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

hitps://mail g cogle,convmail/b/309/w0/ ui=2&ik= ee 14Tfidcc&view=ptécat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th= 14256970001‘0195b 12
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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 I 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
farm families 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!

Roger Welch
Parsonsburg, 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 notifled that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have regeived this communication in emor, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including alt attachments, from your computer
system.
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Knobloch, Linda <Linda.Knobloch@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:48 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <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 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 forthe
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 pléce to deal with the excess organic
fertilizer:

hitps:/fmail.g oog le.cormvmail//30S/W0/ ti=2&il-ee147fidcc Sview=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425ce7cc8bTed2e 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 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. 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
Modei and the PMT remain works in progress. Its impact on Maryland’s farm
families and the industries behind them has not been determined. These farm
families 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!

Linda Knobloch

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 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
systermn.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Sansom, Bill <Bill.Sansom@perdue.com> . Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:49 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ean.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). 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;
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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 nutnent
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. 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 farm
families 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!

This communication, inctuding 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
communigation, 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 PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Mohr, Pete <Pete.Mohr@perdue.com>
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com>

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). 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
results incorporated into the regulation;

hittps://mail.goog le.comymall/b/3090/ui=2&ik=ee147fdccAview= pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425ce8chaecaZle
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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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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!

Pete Mohr

PTI Backhaul

Direct 410-543-3850
1-800-638-0386 Option 4
pete.mohr@perdue.com

PTI_backhaul@perdue.com

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential. privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Moore, John <John.Mocre@perdue.com> - Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:51 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.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). 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
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, my family and | 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 farm
families have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could
drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

Regards,

John Moore

John Mgore

Perdue Deli Marketing “We Believe in a Better Chicken "
31149 Old Ocean City Rd. Salisbury, MD 21801
410-543-3504 Office 410-422-9693 Cell

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. if you
are not the iniended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Patterson, David <David.Patterson@perdue.com>-
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.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
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 untii;

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

https:/fmail.google.com/mailb/309/w0/?Ui=28ik=ee147fidcc&view=pi&cal=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th="1425ced74dc52f12
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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!

David R Patterson

Tyaskin Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Hicks, Debbie <Debbie.Hicks@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:53 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryiand.govw> . '

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). 1tis my position
that the economic impact of this regulation on the pouliry 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 hoid 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 orga'nic
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, my family and | 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 efforis 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 farm
families 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 Hicks

Perdue Agribusiness CMMS Coordinator
Phone: 410-341-2159

Cell: 410-725-6796

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended reciplent, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distiibution, 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
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Vanderwende, Brad <Brad.Vanderwende@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:53 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

To 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). 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

https:/fmail.g oogte.com/mail/by/309/W/0/ 2ui=28il-ee 14Ttidecavew=ptacat=PMT Opposition Emailsdsearch=caléth=1425¢ceb2df6c3789 12
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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 I 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
farm families 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!

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, digtribution, 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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TOOL REGULATION

O'Leary, Neil <Neil. O'Leary@perdue.com> ‘ ' Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:56 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryiand.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

Secretary Hance,

| believe that there is no practical, realistic, sufficient or timely plan proposed by this reguiation for
dealing with the estimated excess organic fertilizer that will result from the implementation of the PMT. Nor do i
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 altematives.

The proposed regulation will have a significant impact on all poultry growers and their families, and all
those who are supported by agriculture across Delmarva. Please work with both sides of this issue to come up
with a vable pian that will actually achieve some of the desired outcomes of the proposed legisiation without
crippling a key industry on the Delmarva peninsula, two improvements over the current proposal.

Very Sincerely,

Neil J. O'Leary MBA, PMP
Office - (410) 341 - 2086

Mobile - (443) 944 - 3316
neil.oleary @perdue.com

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted ar 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, er any of its contents, is etrictly 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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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Dennis, Kevin <Kevin.Dennis@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:57 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov> :

Mr. Hance,

As | Maryland citizen 1 am writing to you to wice my opposition to the Phosphorous Management Tool
regulations. Attached is a summary of my concems, thank you for your time and consideration.
Kewvin Dennis
Director of Operations
Accomac Processing
Perdue Foods LLC
757-787-6314
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 ermor, 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.

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally
protected information. [f 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.

@ md.ag.11.15.13.docx
12K
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Mr. Hénce, ,

| am a Perdue Foods associate who lives in Wicomico County. | am writing to you in
concern of the proposed Phosphorous Management Tool regulation. | understand from the
public hearings held in Salisbury and Easton the only people in attendance who supported the
regulation were state employees. The University of Maryland has even stated the research is
not complete. With agriculture being such a vital part of the Maryland economy why would not
want to delay this regulation until research is completed? By ignoring the concerns of Maryland
citizens and statements from the University of Maryland, it gives the appearance the State is
placing the wants of the EPA above its citizens.

| have a proud Maryland agriculture heritage. | grew up and still live in Powellville, MD,
My lot was once part of my grandfather's farm which is now owned by my father. | earned a
bachelor’'s degree from UMES and began working in the poultry industry. | also enjoy the
Maryland outdoors. We live in a unique area with wonderful forests, rivers, wetlands, beaches,
and of course the treasure that is the Chesapeake Bay. | am an Eastern Shoreman and | want to
do everything | can to protect the outdoors | enjoy.

I continue to be disappointed by the continued onslaught of over regulation in
Annapolis. So much energy and resources is wasted in fighting over regulation that could be
used to develop an environmental plan which accomplishes the goal of protecting natural
resources without placing undue burden on the Maryland citizen farmer.

In August | visited a college friend who lives just outside of Westminster, MD. It was sad
to see a once thriving commercial egg industry lying dormant in that region. My friend sadly
recounted the regulations which drove his family and others out of business. It was hard for me
to listen to his struggles to support his family knowing that just across the state line in
Pennsylvania there is a thriving commercial egg saying industry.

| encourage you and your staff to help chart a new course in Maryland. One where we
put politics aside and use our state’s resources to find real solutions.

Thanks you for your time and consideration.

Kevin J Dennis
Wicomico County, MD



OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Dennis, Keith <Keith.Dennis@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 12:58 PM
To: "Eard.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ean.Hance@maryland.gow>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stewe" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

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). 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 agricutture 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 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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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 Dennis

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copydghted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended reciplent, 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
thiscommunication 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 phosphorous management tool regulation

Rob Nichols <robert_nichols@outlook.com> ‘ Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:05 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <ear.hance@maryland.gov>

Dear S‘ecretary 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). This
regulation will have a huge economic impact on the poultry growers, poultry
integrators and their employees, along with grain and soybean farmers, and
the multitude of businesses supporting agriculture in Maryland, many of whom
support families just like mine.

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;

(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
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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 Chesapeake Bay are our beloved
heritage, home, and legacy. We recognize that protecting and restoring the
Bay will take continued collective efforts by all of us. In that connection, it is
imperative to remember and consider that agriculture has already made
significant progress on the Chesapeake Bay Model, and that PMT remains a
work in progress. Its impact on Maryland's farm families and the industries in
partnership with them has not been determined. These farm families 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, and best regards.

Robert Nichols

14778 Woodland Drive
Eden, MD 21822
443-235-3118
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Poultry Industry

Stepp, Betty <Betty. Stepp@perdue.com> | Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:02 PM

To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

To Secretary Hance:

My family (entire 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 reguiation 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 pléce 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 Mode! 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. 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 farm
families 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!

IN GOD WE TRUST

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or ather tegally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissernination, dislribution, or copying of this
communicatian, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in emor, please immediately re-send
this communication 1o the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including 2l1 attachments, from your computer
system.
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Nutrient Mgmt/Phosphorous Management Tool Regulation

Cahalane, Tom <Tom.Cahalane@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:07 PM
To: "earl.hance@maryland.gov' <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). 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;

htips:/imail.g oog le.conmymail /b/309/w 0 ?ui=28il= ee 147 Tdccdview=ptécat=PMT Opposition Email s&search=cat&th=1425¢cf4f3fd42e66 12



141513 Maryland.govMail - Nutrient Mgmt/Phosphorous Management Tool Regutation
(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 Chesapéake 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. 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 farm
families 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!
Thomas Cahalane

210 Berkshire Rd
Sandy Hook, CT 06482

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected infornation, 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 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 PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Casiano, Charlin <Charlin.Casianoc@perdue.com>
To: "Earl. Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Steve" <Sieve. Schwalb@perdue.com>

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|. | have great
concern on the largely negative economic impact that this regulation will
have on all the hard working farmers, and other agricuiture community
members with families like mine and the many businesses supporting
agriculture in Maryland.

Additionally, | understand, 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. Piease do not make decisions that can bring more harm than good.

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 Chesapeake Bay Model is working on

Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:02 PM

maodifications for nutrient management/PMT Regulation 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.com/mail b/309/w/0/ui=28ik=ee14Tidccdvew=pticat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425cf5a6257daB9
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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.

I want to help the environment thrive so our children and many more
generations to come can enjoy it too. Like most Marylanders, my family and |
support the continued restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. But | cannot
support decision making that will jeopardize our livelihood either. Without
Agriculture there is no food and without food there is no life.

Thank you for your consideration!

Charlin C. Casiano

Primary Breeders Senior Farm Manager
"Farm 15/17 Complex, Princess Anne MD

celi phone: {302) 519-3570

work phone; (410) 651-0199

fax: [410) 651-4485

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or ather legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissamination, 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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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION.

Brown, Patricia <Patricia.Brown@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Steve.schwalb@perdue.com.” <Steve.schwalb@perdue.com.>

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). 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; '

hitps #/mail.goog Ie.coﬁw’nvaif/b/BOQ/w’Q’?ui=2&ik=ee147ﬁdcc&view=pt&cat= PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat8th="1425cf88c65148e2
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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 nutnent
management / PMT regulatlon proposed.

Like most Marylanders, my family and | 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 farm
families have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could
drastically alter their economic livelihcod and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Patty Brewn

Fatiicia Brawn

Su. Payrnoll Technician
Regional for Qccomac, Levisten
and Frince Geonge (MAREC)
Perdue Farms, Corperate Office
410-341-2547

Patricia. Brown@perdue.com
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Usner, Jacquelyn <Jacquelyn.Usner@p'erdue.com:' Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:11 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 chahge the model’s output relating to the amounts and
impact of organic fertilizer. |, along with like voters across Maryland,

hitps:/mail.g oogle, com/mail /b/309/u/0f?ui=2&ik=ee 147fidocdvienw=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1425¢{971balf8a2 113
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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 adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state. |

Thank you for your consideration!

https://mail.google.com/mail/bf309/u/0/ui=28ik=ee 147fidcc&view=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=catdth=1425ci971ba3f8a2
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Jackquelyn Usner

Crisfield, MD

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidentiai, privileged, copyrighted or other legally pretected information, If
you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissamination, distribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, |s 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. .
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Brown, Patricia <Patricia.Brown@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Steve" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

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). 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
results incorporated into the regulation;

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

https://mail .google.com/mail/309/W0/ ui= 2&il=eel147fidccérview=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emailsé&search=cat&th=1425cfbd765fe3d8
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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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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!
Patty Brown

Pabiicia Brown

Su. Payrnoll Gechnician
Regional fex Aecomac, Lewiston
and Puince George (MARC)
Fendue Favmos, Corparate Office
410-341-2547

Fatricia. Brown@pexdue.com
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

DeBerardinis, Jay <Jay.DeBerardinis @perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:14 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Eard.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 the Mandand 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 modefl'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
altematives are available, and;

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the resultant effects

https://mail g cogle.com/mailA/309/ w0/ 7ui=28ik=ee147fidcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1425¢fbf32396L76 12
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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. 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 Jay DeBerardinis
-University of Maryland , Agriculture Resource Economics, 1991
-Lifelong Maryland resident

~Currently reside in Salisbury, Maryland

This communication, inciuding 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, distiibution, 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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(no subject)

Minton, John <John.Minton@perdue.com> . Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:16 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.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). 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, ih 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-/fmail .goog le.comVmail/309/w0/?ui=28ik=ee147fidocEview=pt8&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425cfdc542861 13
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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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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!

Jobon, . Plirion

QA Regional Grading Manager
Perdue Foods, LLC
443-523-2185 cell

410-543-3686 office
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Hitch, Keith <Keith. Hitch@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:26 PM
. To: "Eaf.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

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 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, poulitry
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 modefl’'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 organlc
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 Mode! 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. 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 farm
families 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 A. Hitch

Perdue Foeods LLC

Manager - Capital Sourcing & Facilities
Direct: (410) 341-2410

Cell: (443) 235-5146

Fax:.(410) 543-3616
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Comments on PMT Regulation

Bud Malone <malonepoultryconsulting@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:29 PM
To: Ear.Hance@maryland.gov

Secretary Earl Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculfure
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD

Dear Secretary Hance:

As a retired University of Delaware extension poultry specialist that has spent mmuch of my 34 year
career devoted to Delmarva litter and waste management issues, 1 have many concerns with the Maryland
Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation on the Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT)! Having
been bom on a chicken farm in Wicomico Country and lived my adult life in Somerset County, I have the
following concerns and fears with this regulation.

This regulation should be halted until such time an economic impact study has been conducted on the
consequences it will have on our poultry growers, family farms, and the entire economy of this region! Just at
the individual farm level my preliminary estimate is it could cost our poultry growers in the lower 4 counties
up to $5 million dollars a year. This do to the fact our growers barter to have their houses serviced (clean
out, crusting, reconditioning and/or windrowmg) in exchange for the fertilizer value of the litter. Ihave yet to
hear any provisions whereby poultry growers would be compensated for the litter management services they
have received free in the past. With the lack oflocal farmland to receive litter under the PMT and the
uncertainty of new markets they will now have to pay for these services. Although having regional sites to
stockpile litter on State land is a good gesture, it will do little to address the economic consequences for our
growers. Providing additional (and consistent) litter transport monies is also a good thing but [ still don’t see
it helping the individual poultry grower with their added operating expenses and significant loss in net
income. This is just the no-land pouliry grower. For those growers who also use litter in their farming
operation they now have these expenses plus have to purchase commercial fertilizer and application

equipment.

. hitps:#imail.g oog le.comvimail b/309/u/0ui=28ik= ee147fidcc8view=pté&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425d06d0e54Be9 ' 113
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It appears to me this regulation is being rushed for adoption by the State and USEPA based on
incomplete research and ncomplete data. I have yet to see comprehensive studies concluding that a 150
FIV is the appropriate threshold for P saturation given our various soil types in our region. The 150 FIV is
based on an agronomic value for crop response but no data has been provided to mdicate it has anything to
do with P losses to the watershed. Furthermore I question if the PMT will have a significant impact on the
subsirface P losses given the decades it has taken to reach and deplete these saturation levels. For my
region it would appear mitigation strategies other than the PMT might be more cost-effective. It would
appear to me tax payers dollars would be better utiized by selecting those practices that offer P reduction at
the least cost.

Allowing an orderly phase-in of the implementation of the PMT beyond the 1 year extension that has
been agreed upon will cause no environmental harm while permitting a more orderly transition for alternative
litter uses. Finding new markets for land application of litter may aid i the short term, but I feel a more
viable alternative to land application is nuch needed. You are keening aware of the dozen of alternative litter
technologies that have been proposed for my region It has been my observation over the years that the
State should NOT be the organization in determining which technology is best for the Lower Shore. Ilook
back at the huge State grant given to Eastern Shore Forest Products to build a litter pelleting facility in
Westover. It never produced a ton of product and the facility was later sold by the owner for a handsome
profit. For nearly 4 years I have had dealings with EcoCorp on the anaerobic digestion project at ECI and
promises of construction starting soon. Iam left to believe this is no more than a scam to get State grant
monies. Almost 20 years ago I held a meeting m Delaware with ALL stockholders (growers, farmers,
poultry and allied companies, and various agencies) to review the most promising alternative use technologies
at the time for the projected litter surpluses in Sussex Country. The group’s recomimendation eventually lead
to the Perdue AgriRecyle facility. However, it took nearly 10 years for this plant to come on-line. I would
strongly encourage you to have a collaborative approach to the selection of an akernative(s) and to allow at
Jeast 3 years for financing, permitting, construction and securing feedstocks for these alternatives. Please do
not let the State repeat prior mistakes and wasteful spending. Although academia and agencies can assist,
you rust have the participation of the poultry and agricultural mdustries to be active participants in the
selection process. ' '

In closing, I worked my entire career on viable and environmentally sustainable poultry production
systems. Ifthe PMT proceeds as currently outlined, I only see great harm to the industry I worked for so
many years. Please slow down, allow the scientific research to be completed and time to transition into
viable alternative uses.

Thank you.

George (Bud) Malone
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Fontanez, Danielle <Danielie. Fontanez@perdue.com:> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:32 PM
To: "Eanl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.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). 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
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
resuitant 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. 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
farm families 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!

Danielle Fontanez

Movement/ Placement Coordinator
Perdue Foods LLC.
410-543-3739

danielle. fontanez@perdue.com

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, capyrighted 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
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Valdivia, Stephanie <Stephanie.Valdiia@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:36 PM
To: "Earfl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Eari.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). 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 untit:

(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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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!

Stephanie VAL{WiA
Stephanie Valdivia, MBA, CPA, CGMA

sr Corporate Accounting Manager - General Ledger/Property
Ph. 410-543-3863

Fax 410-543-3376

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby nbtiﬁed that any use, disclosure, disssmination, 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

https://meil g cogle.comymail i/ 309D/ Pui=2&ik=ee1 4 7fidcclvien=pt&cat=PMT. Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1425d12d595dbc0b



11/7‘13/5) Mandand.govMail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Beauchamp, Melissa <Melissa.Beauchamp@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:41 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>

- To 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). 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
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 Chesapéake 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. 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
agriculiure 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 farm
families 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!

Melissa Beauchamp

Perdue Foods LLC

International - Accounting/Finance
410-543-3725 (office)
410-341-5094 (fax)

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
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 originai message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.
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PMT comments

Debora Taylor <cwiaylorr@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:43 PM
Reply-To: Debora Taylor <cwtaylorjr@yahoo.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland.gov>

Str; '
Iama Caroline County poultry, grain, and vegetable grower. Of course, my soils are high in phosphorous.

According to the U of MD my levels will never reach your acceptable level Without erosion I don't see how
phosphorous gets to the bay.

You said at the Easton meeting that everybody has numbers and you had numbers concerning the costs that
will change with this regulation. So I won't bother you with that.

Most cleanouts are done for the manure. I won't be getting any dollars with which to buy fertilizer.
The idea of collecting the manure and transporting seems very farfetched. logistically, monetarily and
~ environmentally. I assume you will cover all of this manure. If you are hauling to farmers who haven't used
manure, will you also spread it for them. It is my understanding that Perdue Agricycle bas never made a
profit.

You vouch for the O'Malley administration's support for agriculture. In two years things will change. What's
next on the list for farmers to do for the state?

I wouldn't want your job for any price. None of this is personal
1 have read the conmments of the Maryland Farm Bureau and agree with them wholeheartedly.

Calvin Taylor
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Opposition To Proposed Maryland Phosporous Management Tool Reguiation

Paul, Victoria <Victoria.Paul@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:43 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov> o
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.coms>

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 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, firmiy:
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 wili 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!

Victoria L Paul

Chadds Ford, PA

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or cther legally protected information. If you
are not the injended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
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TOOL REGULATION

Howell, Gary <Gary.Howell@perdue.com>
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <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). 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;
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(3) Enough time is given to farmérs 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. 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 farm
families 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 Howell
Nutritionist, PhD

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, prvileged, 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 emer, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, fram your computer
system. '
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

I
Mumford, Denise <Denise.Mumford@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:46 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.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). 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
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 Chésapeake 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. 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 farm
families 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 ybur consideration!

Denise Mumford

IT Production Scheduler
Perdue Farms Incorporated
410-341-2377 {(Office)
Hours 7:00AM-4:00PM (M-F)

denise.mumford@perdue.com

Service: T
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TOOL REGULATION

Fleming, Emily <Emily.Fleming@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:46 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear. 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 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, pubI|C|zed discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

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

https://mait g oogle.com/mail/o/ 3090/ 2ui=2&ik=ee147fidcc&view=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1425d1b5051e0fed - Y3



1115113 Maryland.govMall - OPPOSITION TO PROPCSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

- (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. 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 farm
families 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!

Emily (. Fleming
Settiement Coordinator
Perdue Foods, LLC
‘Phone: 410.543.3237

Fax: 410.341.2106

Email: emily.fleming@perdue.com
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Alisha King <alishamking@gmail.com> ' Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:52 PM
To: 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). 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
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 |mplementat|on 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 resuitant

effects determined, and those effects incorporated into any nutrient management /
https:#mail goog le.com/mail//309/u/0/7ui = 2&ik= el 4Ttidcc&Mew=pt&cat=PMT COpposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425d1bd5fB3d86d 12



11115113 Marfand.govMail - OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT TOOL REGULATION

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. 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 farm families 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!

Alisha King
Salisbury, MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

jimandpatsyhearne@comcast.net <jimandpatsyheame@comcast.net> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:52 PM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Please add my voice of opposition to the Proposed Maryland Phosphorous Management Tool
Regulation being pushed right now. Please see my attached letter of opposition.

Thank You, James L. Heame
7723 Broadleaf Drive

Parsonsburg, MD 21849

7 20131115130203832. pdf
176K
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Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry 8. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr. Mercer: '

| am a concerned citizen and work for a major agricultural company who lives and/or works
in Wicomico County and 1 am extremely concerned about the Maryland Depariment 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 Secretary of Agriculture
Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal, That's an accomplishment that seems to be
fost on Governor O'Malley, the Maryland Depariment 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 aliow the agricuitural 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, andfor private consultants
can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool
comparisons in 2014 to provide valid results does not seem feasibie,



Here are some of my concems 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 wili 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 proflit and cover the costs of
cleaningftransporting.

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 démand in services will aliow 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 joss 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 1938
allowed a phase-in period. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effeclive

replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the
state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yoﬁrs
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Harrington, Brad <Brad.Harington@perdue.com> ' Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:55 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryiand.gov' <Ear.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). Itis my position
that the economic impact of this regulation on the pouliry 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;
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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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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!

Brad Harrington

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected infarmation. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, dissemination, digibution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is srictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately re-send
this cornmunication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your camputer
system.
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(no subject)

McCauley, Larry <Lamy.McCauley@perdue.com> : Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 2:00 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. 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). 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 aiternatives. The modifications being
developed for the Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient
management/PMT reguiation, 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 fe.com/mail/b/309/0/0/ 7ui= 28ik=ee147TidccBview=pticat=PMT Oppcsition Emails&search=cat&th=1425d25b6abafb93 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 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!

Larry McCauley
Salisbury MD
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Davis, Marcia <Marcia.Davis @perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 2:01 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <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 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 o deal with the excess organic
fertilizer;
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(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affected to fu'IIy
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, my family and | 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 farm
families have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could
drastically alter their economic livelinood and the economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Marcia Davis
Marketing Specialist - Foodservice
P. 410.543.3053

f 410.341.5119

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, digribution, or copying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have recelved this communication in error, piease immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and deiete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system,
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Proposed Phosphorous Management Regulations

Larry Hill <lamy@peninsulapoultry.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 2:18 PM
To: ear.hance@maryland.gov

11/15/13

Earl Hance

Office of Secretary

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Amnapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Mr. Hance:

I am a chicken grower and business owner and I am extremely concerned about the Maryland
Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool

- With the proposed regulation, I feel there will be huge impact on the state’s agricultural community.
The University of Maryland researchers have said that their work is not complete, but the state is moving
toward changes that appear to be for political reasons. It does seem that it is not geared on how to improve
the agricultural commmumnity, but it seems there is more concerned with pleasmg the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. If'the farming sector in Maryland is not achieving the Chesapeake Bay Watershed
execution Plan goals, then maybe mncreased plans are needed, as you have stated Mr, Earl Hance, we are at
130% of the goal. Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA do not see
this as an accomplishment.

Extending and having an orderly phase-in of the execution date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For quite some time, the scientific and regulatory population told
farmers that we did not have to worry about the application of phosphorus to the soil, if the soil did not
moved. The thought process changed recently and farmers started applying manure based upon their
phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in the soil and the water were reached over many years and will
not be corrected for decades, even if the new regulation change the manure procedures in 2015. Waitinga .
few more years will not cause any harm which would allow an orderly phase-in. By doing this the agricultural
commumnity will be able to adjust and make the required necessary changes. :

As a Chicken Farmer this will impact the way we dispose of the manure. We have been able to sell our
mamure to farmers for their fields and we will not being able to do this would cause a loss of ncotre.
Because of this, it would become an expense in disposing of the manure. Currently we have been able to
have a company come in and clean out the manure, at no cost to us then transport the mamre. They have
been able to sell the manure for a profit that covers their costs and if these changes are made, this will no

hitps:imail.google.com/mailb/309/0/7ui=28ik=ee 147ffdccdnview=pléoat=PMT Oppositicn Emails&search=cat&th="1425d33530647fdB 12
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longer be feasible. The chicken farmers will then have to pay to have the manure removed and takento a
state storage site, if established or to a landfill

If these regulations go into effect, it appears that there will be many negative effects on the farming
commmunity and the entire state of Maryland and there will not be major improvements in water quality.

Please allow the scientific research to be completed and then have a logical phase-in just like the
Water Quality Improvement Act in 1998 which had a phase-in period. Not considering the use of mamwe
and the cost would impact the organic fertilizer use and there will be an incredible harm that will come to the
state of Maryland and there will be no improvement to the environmment. '

One additional thought, I have been to several meetings lately on this subject and I can tell you the mood of

most if not all farmers is turning dark. You cannot think that farmers will allow therr livelihood to be
destroyed and passively accept t.

Respectfitlly yours,

Larry Hill
Pocomoke, Maryland

https://mail google.com/mail//309/uy 2ui=2&ik= ea147fdccdview=pta&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425d335396d7fd8
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Charles Wright <charles@wrightsmarket.com> : Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 2:33 PM
To: eari.hance@maryland.gov

Mr Secretary,
| am opposed to MDA's proposed PMT regulation.
There are many reasons for my opposition. The following is a list of just a few reasons.

- This regulation would increase our fertilizer expenses by $16,500 per year on our Maryland farms
- We will be replacing an organic nutrient supply, that slowly breaks:down in the soil, with an commercial
liquid nitrogen
product that has a high potential to leach from the root zone in our soil type.
- The FIV of 150 has not been proven by science to be a starting benchmark for phosphorous movement
- University of MD scientist admitted they did a rapid barebones study for the PMT process
- There has not been a cost anyalsis study to determine the environmental cost of transporting manure out
of the region and ‘
and transporting in commercial fertilizer
- What are organic growers going to use for fertilizer?
- The USGS study determined it takes an average of THREE DECADES for excess nitrogen to reach the
Chesapeake Bay
from the Delamarva Pennisula. HOW long would it take phosphorous?
- No economic impact study on the effects of this proposed regulation

The above bullet points are just a few of the facts and unanswered questions on this regulation. | attended
both PMT briefings on the eastern shore as did HUNDREDS of fellow agriculturist. The constant regulatory
pressure placed on the number one industry in the state must stop! Maryland farmers are looking to you, Mr
Secretary, to do what is right for Maryland agriculture even if it isn't politically appeasing.

Sincerely, Charles Wright IV farmer
S56& Michelle Wright  farmer
S64 Nancy Wright retired farmer
£20 Charles Wright V NC State student and future farmer
5t Morgan Wright  High school student working on farm
&3 Tim Wright farmer poultry grower
59 2 Theresa Wright Employeed by Perdue Farms and farmers wife
54 Garrett Wright 5th grader living on farm
You can count this as eight no's to the PMT regulation.
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Aaron Hooper <aaron.hooper68@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 2:40 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). 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. I, along with like voters across
Maryland, firmly request that the tmplementatlon 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!
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Aaron

Perdue Transportation
Aaron.Hooper@perdue.com
P: 410-341-2227
C:443-754-1663

F: 410-341-2838

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged. copyrighted or other legally protected
inforrmation. 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 PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Kelly, Linda <Linda.Kelly@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 2:44 PM
To: "Earl. Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl. Hance@maryland gow>

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 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 :.’!rnaii.googIe.com/mailfb/309!w0/?ﬁi=2&ibee147ﬁdcc&\ﬁew= pté&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=142544f4bbb0459 . 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, my family and | 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 farm
families have not been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could
drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state.

s

Thank you for your consideration!

Linda Kelly

- Thiscommunication, 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
thiscommunication 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 PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Bounds, Dale <Dale.Bounds@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earn.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). 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 regulatlon 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

hitps:/imail.google.comimail/t/309/u/0/Pui=28ilk=ee 147idccdniew= ptdcat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425063c828319c0
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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. 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 farm
families 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!

Dalé Bounds
Dale.Bounds@perdue.com
443-235-8495 cell

410-341-2825 office

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected infomation. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, disssmination, disfribution, 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, induding all attachments, from your computer
system. i
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Joseph, Richard <Richard.Joseph@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 3:14 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 and its

hitps://mail.googie.comymail/b/30Y/W0/ Mi=28ik=ee147idcciview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emailé&search=cat&ﬂ1=1425d6d500d0eza21 3
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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 aiter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Richard D Joseph Jr

hitps://mail.g oogie.comvimail/b/a0%u/o/ ui=28ikeee147fidccAview=ptécat=PMT Oppaosition Emails&search=cat&th=1425d6d500d0ea21 .
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MDA Regulations

Rasel, Sandy <Sandy.Rasel@perdue.com> ‘ Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 3.:23 FM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryiand.gov' <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 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; /

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

https://mail.google.com/mail/bt/308/w0/ 2ui=28&il= ee147ffdec&view=ptécat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th= 1425470fd07857fe 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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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!

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrghted 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 emor, please immediately re-send
this communication to the ssnder and delete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer

system.
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(no subject)

Smith, Shelley <Shelley. Smith@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 3:27 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>, "Schwalb, Steve" <Steve.Schwalb@perdue.com>

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 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. 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;

hitps/mail.g oogle.com/mail/308/W0/ui=2& ke e 147fdcciviews pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425d758d4dadbfa 13
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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 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, my family and | 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 Maryland’s farm
families and the industries behind them has not been determined. These fam
families 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!

.S'éeéffw L. Swmith

Sr. FLock Advisor

DMV South Live Production

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. If you
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Lemeon, Brian <Brian.Lemon@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <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 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 co'mpleted, 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:/fmail.google.com/mail/b/309/W/0/7ui=2&ik=ee147fidccdvew=ptécat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th= 1425d75ccd95baoe
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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, my family and | 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 farm
families 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 Lemon
Perdue Farms Inc.

410-860-4037 (office)

410-251-1049 (cell}

maent o Quedity Since 520°
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Rogers, Redgie <Redgié.Rogers@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 3:43 PM
To: "Ean.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gow>

Secretary Hance:

My family and | are dependent upon the poultry industry and agriculture
business 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. | 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 le.com/mail b/309/W/0/ ui= 2&ik=ee147fidccBview=pta&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1425d85f57c54442 112
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o

(3) Enough time is given to farmers that are directly affecfed 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. 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 farm
families have not been afforded the time to adjust to reguiations that could
drastically alter their economic livelihood and the economy of the state. -

Thank you for your consideration!

Redgie Rogers
410-341-5102

Redgie.rogers@perdue.com

- 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 strigt!y 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
systent.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Roberts, Bruce <Bruce.Roberts @perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 3:50 PM
To: "Earn.Hance@maryland.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. 1, along with like voters across Maryland, firmly
request that the implementation of this regulation be put on hold until;

::':!!n'a'll ‘google com/mail by308/wW0 ui=28ikeee147idoc Rviews ptacat=PMT Opposition EmallsBsearch=catiih=1425¢8a3700dda5" 3
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(1} A full economic impa'ct study is completed, publicized, discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation; -

(2) Tested and proven pians are in 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 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 Ilvellhood and the
economy of the state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Bruce Roberts
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PMT regulation

Godano, Nick <Nick.Godano@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 4:07 PM
To: "Earl. Hance@maryland.goV' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov> :

Sir,

After reading about the Maryland Depart of Agricultures proposed Nutrient Management PMT regulation in and
around the Delmarva area, | felt | needed to wice my opinion. |truly do not understand the purpose of this
proposal as it will have an adverse impact on growers, farmers and their families in what is already, tough
economic times. [t is my feeling that this proposal needs to be revisited and for the MDA to consider what this
can do to these hard working families and how this will impact the local economy even more than it has been.
My question to you sir is, why would MDA consider replacing an inexpensive organic source of fertilizer with a
more expensive chemical source of fertilizer, which in my mind would be more of a hazard to our environment? It
is also my understanding that some of these farmers may not have the means to apply a chemical fertilizer which
means an added expense on top of the cost of the chemical fertilizer if they should need to purchase application
methods, such as machinery. Also, if row crop farmers are not allowed to use chicken litter as a source of
fertilizer, that means the poultry growers will not have an outlet for their chicken litter, which means an
economical loss for them as well. [f they can't sell the chicken litter, they can’t grow chickens, if they can’t grow
chickens, than the poultry industry as we know it on the Eastemn Shore can deteriorate, or maybe will.

| appreciate your taking time to read and consider my thoughts and understand the feelings of all those who
might oppose the proposal of this regulation and consider the ultimate impact this wili have on folks who hawe
worked hard their entire life to provide a means of support for their families.

With respect,
Sincerely,

Nick Godano

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other fegally 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 its contents, is slrictly 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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Rawlinson, Eric <Eric. Rawlinson@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 4:20 PM
To: "Ear.Hance@Maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

To Secretary Hance:

My family and I 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, sufiicient and timely pian 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 reguiation, 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 untit:

{1) A fult economic impact study is completed, publicized, discussed and its resuits 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, my family and | 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 wili
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 farm families have not
been afforded the time to adjust to regulations that could drastically aiter their economic livelihood and the
economy of the state.
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Thank you for your consideration!

Eric Rawlinson

Thiscommunication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighted or other legally protected information. [f 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 criginal message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
systern.
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Green, Tim <Tim.Green@perdue.com>
To: "Ear.Hance@maryland.gov' <Earl.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "Schwalb, Stew" <Stewe.Schwalb@perdue.com>

To Secretary Hance:

My family and | are dependent upon the pouliry 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, pubI|C|zed discussed and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

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

hitps:/fmail.google.comimaiihi309/w0rui=24il= ee 14 Tldec Sview=pibcat=PM T Opposition Emaifs&search=cat&th=14250b65cd5edf0
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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 u.nderstand 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. 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 farm
families 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 Green

Mardela Springs, MD

This communication, including attachments, may contain confidential, privileged, copyrighled ar other legally protected information, If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any.use, disclosure, dissemination, distibution, or capying of this
communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in eror, please immediately re-send
thiscommunication to the sender and delete the original message and any copy of it, including ali attachments, from your computer
system.
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Fwd: PMT Comments

Ryt

Jo Mercer -MDA- <jo.mercer@maryland.gov> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 4:38 PM
To: Gloria Chambers -MDA- <Gloria.Chambers@maryland.gov>

Jo Mercer, Ed.D.

Training & Certification

Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy #201
Annapolis, MD 21401 -

Phone 410-841-5959

Fax 410-841-5950
www.mda.maryland.gov

Forwarded message
From: Michele Merkel <mmerkel@fwwatch.org>

Date: Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 2:26 PM

Subject: PMT Comments

To: "jo.mercer@maryland.gov' <jo.mercer@maryland.gov>
Cc: Scott Edwards <sedwards@fwwatch.org>

Dr. Mercer:

On behalf of Food & Water Watch, and its more than 7,500 supporters and members in
Maryland, please accept the attached comments on the Phosphorus Management Tool; ie.,
Regulation .02 of COMAR 15.20.07, .05 of COMAR 15. 20.08, and the incorporated by reference
sections of the Maryland Nutrient Management Manual and associated University of Maryland
Phosphorus Management Tool: Technical Users Guide (UMD-PMT).

Best,

Michele

Michele Merkel

Co-Director, Food & Water Justice
Food & Water Watch

1616 P St. NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20036
mmerkel@fwwatch.org
202.683.4967 (o)

202.257.0877 (c)

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may
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November 15, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, EA.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Parkway

Annapolis, MD 21401

RE: Phosphorus Site Index Regulatory Changes
Dear Dr. Mercer:

On behalf of Food & Water Watch, and its more than 7,500 supporters and members in Maryland,
please accept these comments on the Phosphorus Management Tool; i.e., Regulation .02 of COMAR
. 15.20.07,.05 of COMAR 15. 20.08, and the incorporated by reference sections of the Maryland Nutrient
Management Manual and associated University of Maryland Phosphorus Management Tool: Technical
Users Guide (UMD-PMT). '

In summary, we support the proposed regulations, which reflect not only the best science available
but also the consensus agreement negotiated by MDA with the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, sixteen
Maryland Clean Agriculture Coalition partner organizations, the Delmarva Poultry Industry, the Maryland
Farm Bureau, and the Maryland Grain Producers Association, Although the agricultural interests have
subsequently reneged on their commitment to this agreement, the terms of which are reflected in the
regulations, we believe that the regulations are a fair and balanced proposal for implementing the
Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT), an essential step in our efforts to restore the health and well-being
of Maryland's waterways and the Chesapeake Bay.

With respect to the draft PMT regulations we ask the following:

+ That the proposed time frames contained in the draft regulations for the implementation of the
PMT remain unchanged. The regulations are already years late. The repeated delay is evidenced
by the following timeline:

o December 2010: Maryland’s 2010 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan
commits the state to updating the Phosphorus Management Tool by 2011,

o April/May 2012: University of Maryland scientists present latest phosphorus research and
proposed PMT updates. _

o January 2013: MDA publishes draft PMT regulations, During the 30-day public comment
period, MDA receives seven comments.

o July 2013: MDA proposes “emergency” regulations to make up for delay and implement
the PMT in fail 2013.

o August 2013: MDA pulls the emergency regulations in order to address stakeholder
concerns. The 0'Malley Administration holds three stakeholder meetings and forges a
consensus agreement among environmental and agriculture organizations.



o October 2013: Per stakeholder agreement, MDA proposes revised PMT regulations. The
PMT must be used on all applicable farm fields beginning January 2015. The agricultural
community reneges on the consensus agreement and AELR schedules a hearing for
November 20, 2013.

Additional delay will only allow additional pollution of the Chesapeake Bay. All Marylanders are
being asked to reduce pollution - urban and suburban taxpayers are paying to reduce polluted
runoff; builders are limiting pollution from new development; rural areas are limiting septic
system installations. If we do not reduce pollution from farm fields via the PMT, as planned,
Maryland will need to reduce more poliution from other sources. '

* That, as science and research methods evolve over time, they are incorporated into the PMT in a
timely manner in the future. It has taken far too many years for Maryland to update the old
Phosphorus Site Index with the PMT. The Maryland WIP commits to reviews of the PMT every five
years. We fully support the ongoing continucus evaluation of fields at high risk for phosphorus
loss and the parallel five-year update of the PMT, If the current PMT allows for any phoesphorous
to be added to the 80 percent of the fields sampled on the Lower Eastern Shore and nearly 50
percent of fields statewide that are saturated with phosphorous, we will likely never reach our
water protection goals. The PMT should function to ban the application of phosphorous to already
saturated fields.

» That MDA ensure the greatest level of transparency in the disclosure of Maryland soil phosphorus
saturation levels and PMT results. The need for transparency around implementation of the PMT
is essential to good government and good environmental policy decisions. The MDA commitment
to periodic reporting, to evidence whether or not the PMT is actually achieving changes on the
ground, particularly in those areas where manure production exceeds local crop nutrient
requirements, is critical to our continued forward movement. Maryland’s WIP commits to
reporting “aggregated data reflecting phosphorus applications to cropland within specifically
defined geographic areas. Data will be gathered from annual nutrient management reporting
information and will reflect phosphorus applications by crop type before and after changes to the
P-site index.” We recommend that the “defined geographic area” be the TMDL segment
boundaries, as has been suggested by MDA staff in the past.

In addition to these specific recommendations, we would also like to note the following: Industry
lobbyists and their political allies seek to kill the regulation by continuing to make sweeping assertions
that that the economic impact of the regulation wili make Maryland’s farms “financially nonviable,”
despite that fact that MDA has continued to ensure farmers that they will provide the technical and
financial resources they need to comply with the new regulation. In fact, the state already provides tens
of millions of taxpayer dollars to incentivize the agricultural industry to stop polluting the Bay.

Moreover, while environmental regulations do impose compliance costs on businesses, they also
create jobs by requiring poliution clean-up and prevention efforts. A report released by the Chesapeake
Bay Foundation highlights the job creation numbers — at least 250,000 full-time jobs — expected to
come from achieving new pollution goals set by EPA’'s TMDL.



Meanwhile, the jobs spawned by coastal restoration and pollution reduction projects in the
Chesapeake are already here, and they are permanent. According to the Foundation’s report,
environmental clean-up and monitoring jobs have increased by 43 percent — 42,000 jobs — over the last
two decades in Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia alone, And these numbers don’t begin to account for
the increase in employment opportunities and revenue for small businesses that depend on a healthy
coastal ecosystem, from tourism to commercial and recreational fishing and aquaculture.

National statistics also demonstrate that the benefits of environmental regulation far outweigh the
costs. A recent Office and Management Budget (OMB) study looked at a range of regulations across the
economy, and found their benefits outweighed their costs across the board. The OMB found that a
decade’s worth of major federal rules had produced annual benefits to the U.S. economy of between $193
billion and $800 billion and impose aggregate costs of $57 billion to $84 billion. The rules with the
highest benefits and the highest costs, by far, come from the Environmental Protection Agency. EPA
regulations accounted for between 58% and 80% of the benefits the study found as well as 44% to 54%
of the costs,

Given that there is no merit to industry’s spurious claims of economic ruin, we ask that you finalize
the PMT regulations as quickly as possible and require that the PMT be used on all applicable farm fields
beginning January 2015.

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration. Please don't hesitate to contact us if you
would like any further clarification.

Sincerely yours,

£¥7 Scott Edwards

5¥% Michele Merkel
Co-Directors, Food & Water Justice
1616 P St. NW, Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20036
sedwards@fwwatch.org
mmerkel@fwwatch.org
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Fwd: Comments on PMT Regulation

Jo Mercer -MDA- <jo.mercer@maryland.gov> ' Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 4:40 PM
To: Gloria Chambers -MDA- <Gloria. Chambers@maryland.gov>

Forwarded message .

From; Bud Malone <malonepoultryconsulting@grmail. com>
Date: Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 1:24 PM

Subject: Comments on PMT Regulation

To: Jo.mercer@maryland.gov

Dear Jo:

As youmay know [ am a retired University of Delaware extension poultry specialist that spent most
of my 34 year career devoted to Delmarva litter and waste management issues. I bave many concerns with
the Maryland Department of Agriculfure’s proposed regulation on the Phosphorus Managenient Tool
(PMT)! Having been born on a chicken farm in Wicomico Country and lived my adult life in Somerset
Cowunty I have the following concems and fears with this regulation.

This regulation should be halted until such time an economic impact study has been conducted on the
consequences it will have on our poultry growers, family farms, and the entire economy of this region! Just at
the individual farm level my prelimmary estimate is it could cost our poultry growers in the lower 4 cownties
up to $5 million dollars a year. This do to the fact our growers barter to have their houses serviced (clean
out, crusting, reconditioning and/or windrowing) in exchange for the fertilizer value of the litter. T have yet to
hear any provisions whereby poultry growers would be compensated for the litter management services they
have received free in the past. With the lack of local farmland to receive litter under the PMT and the
uncertainty of new markets they will now have to pay for these services. Although having regional sites to
stockpile litter on State land is a good gesture, it will do little to address the economic consequences for our
growers. Providing additional (and consistent) litter transport monies is also a good thing but I still don’t see
it belping the mdividual poultry grower with their added operating expenses and significant loss in net
income. This is just the no-land poultry grower. For those growers who also use litter in their farming
operation they now have these expenses plus have to purchase commercial fertilizer and application
equiprrent. | ' '

It appears to me this regulation is being rushed for adoption by the State and USEPA based on
incorplete research and incomplete data. 1have yet to see comprehensive studies concluding that a 150
FIV is the appropriate threshold for P saturation given our various soil types in our region. The 150 FIV is
based on an agronomic value for crop response but no data has been provided to indicate 1 has anything to
do with P losses to the watershed. Furthermore I question if the PMT will have a significant impact on the
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subsurface P losses given the decades it has taken to reach and deplete these saturation levels. For my
region it would appear mitigation strategies other than the PMT might be more cost-effective. It would
appear to me tax payers dollars would be beiter utilized by selecting those practices that offer P reductlon at
the least cost.

Allowing an orderly phase-m of the implementation of the PMT beyond the 1 year extension that has
been agreed upon will cause no environmental harm while permitting a more orderly transition for alternative
litter uses., Finding new markets for land application of litter may aid in the short term, but I fela more
viable alternative to land application is nuich needed. You are keening aware of the dozen of altemative litter
technologies that have been proposed for my region. It has been my observation over the years that the
State should NOT be the organization in determining which technology is best for the Lower Shore. I look
back at the huge State grant given to Eastern Shore Forest Products to build a litter pelleting facility m -
Westover. It never produced a ton of product and the facility was later sold by the owner for a handsome
profit. For nearly 4 years I have had dealings with EcoCorp on the anaerobic digestion project at ECI and
promises of construction starting soon. Iam left to believe this is no more than a scam to get State grant
monies. Almost 20 years ago I held a meeting m Delaware with ALL stockholders (growers, farmers,
poultry and allied companies, and various agencies) to review the most promising alternative use technoiogies
at the time for the projected litter surpluses in Sussex Country. The group’s recommendation eventually lead
to the Perdue AgriRecyle facility. However, it took nearly 10 years for this plant to come on-line. I would
strongly encourage you to have a collaborative approach to the selection of an alternative(s) and to allow at
least 3 years for financing, permitting, construction and securing feedstocks for these alternatives. Please do
not let the State repeat prior mistakes and wasteful spending. Although academia and agencies can assist,
you must have the participation of the poultry and agricultural industries to be active participants in the
selection process.

In closing, I worked my entire career on viable and environmentally sustainable poultry production
systems. Ifthe PMT proceeds as currently outlined, I only see great harm to the industry I worked for so
many years. Please slow down, allow the scientific research to be completed and time to transition mto
viabk alternative uses.

Best regards.

George (Bud) Malone
13713 Allen Road
Princess Anne, MD 21853
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CHESTERTOWN, MARYLAND 21620
PHONE: (41() 810-1381

Fax: (410) 810-1383
wWwWw.CLEANCHESAPEAKECCALITION.COM

November 15,2013

Via Electronic Mail (Jo.Mercer@maryland.goy)
Jo A. Mercer, EA.D

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis. Maryland 21401

Re:  Phosphorus Management Tool Regulations
Proposed COMAR 15.20.04.11, COMAR 15.20.07.02 and COMAR 15.20.08.05

Dear Administiator Mercer:

This letter is submitted to comment on the proposed Phosphorus Management Tool
(“PMT"™) regulations, ie., COMAR 15.20.04.11, 15.20.07.02 and 15,20.08.05. These proposed
regulations were published in the October 18, 2013 Maryland Register, Vol. 40, Issue 21 at
1840-1843. See 40:21 Md, R. 1840-1843.]

The Clean Chesapeake Coalition (the “Coalition”) is a growing association of Maryland
local governments that have coalesced around the objective of pursuing improvement to the
water quality of the Chesapeake Bay in a prudent and fiscally responsible manner. In
furtherance of this objective and the interests of its individual county members, the Coalition
opposes the aforementioned proposed regulations and requests the Maryland Department of
Agriculture (“MDA") to withdraw the regulations for the reasons explained below; including the
failure of MDA to conduct the requisite economic inmpact evaluation and the marginal reduction
in phosphorus pollution relative to larger, more concentrated sources of phosphorus loading that
remain unregulated.

""Ihese same regulations wete initially petitioned by the Maryland Department of Agriculture to the Joint
Committee on Administrative, Executive, and Legislative Review of the General Assembly on July 11, 2013 to give
emergency status to the regulations so that they would be put in place for the fall planting season; but were
subsequently withdrawn by MDA on August 26, 2013. -



Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D, Administrator
Nutrient Management Program
Department of Agriculture
November 15, 2013

Page 2

For the sake of the Chesapeake Bay and the unprecedented efforts and expenditures by
Marylanders over recent decades to restore the Bay. it is time again to step back and look at the
big watershed picture. The enclosed satellite photograph (Exhibit 1) shows a sediment plume
extending 100 miles from the Conowingo Dam to the mouth of the Potomac River a few days
after Tropical Storm Lee in 2011. During that single storm event (7-9 days), an estimated 10,600
tons of phosphorus was loaded into the Chesapeake Bay, along with 42,000 tons of nitrogen and
19 million tons of sediment.? The estimated phosphorus loading reduction to be achieved by the
proposed PMT regulations pales in comparison to the enormous concentration of phosphorous
loading to the Bay from the Susquehanna River,

For the sake of our local economies, our delivery of essential public services and our
heritage, it is time to stand up against imprudent and cost ineffective mandates driven by the Bay
TMDL and the State’s watershed implementation plan (*WIP™). The proposed PMT regulations
will undoubtedly do harm to the human environment® of the Coalition counties.

Economic Impact/Evaluation on Small Businesses Not Adequately Addressed

Our local economies rely heavily on agriculture. Placing additional economic and
operational burdens on farms and related agricultural businesses, which these regulations will do,
will have a daunting impact on our already stressed economies. The proposed regulations state
that “certain farms with high phosphorus levels in the soil” will be affected. Such a statement is
misleading in that more than “certain farms™ will be implicated. In fact, under the proposed
regulations, forty-eight percent (48%) of all Maryland farms will fall within the new “high”
category. whereas this number would be less than eight percent (8%) of Maryland farms under
the old/current system.' The proposed regulations also provide that additional costs will be
incurred based on manure applications. including transportation and disbursement. The
proposed regulations advocate for setting aside land for manure applications that would normally
be used for crops. Not only is this approach removing valuable farm land from commerce, but
the asswmnptions that this will institute phosphorus control lacks any real scientific merit.

MDA's assumptions and conclusions in its “Economic Impact on Small Businesses”
statement grossly undercstimate the far-reaching impact on farms and farming based
communities in the Coalition counties. Common and voluminous discontent within the
agriculture community in reaction to the harmful economic impact of these proposed regulations

* Hirsch, R.M., 2012, Flux of nitrogen, phosphorus, and suspended scdiment from the Susquehanna River Basin to
the Chesapeake Bay during Tropical Storm Lee, September 2011, as an indicator of the effects of reservoir
sedimentation on water qualily: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2012-5185, 17 p.

* The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 3421. er seq., provides that protection of the human
environment of man as well as the natral or physical environment is the nalional policy and that both must be
simultaneously supported in productive harmony.

¥ See generally “University of Maryland Phosphorus Management Tool (The Revised Maryland PSL)", Joshua
McGrath and Frank Coale, Laboratory for Agriculture and Environmental Studies, Department of Environmental
Science & Technology. . :

-
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has been repeatedly expressed via public comment throughout the PMT regulations proposal
period (both now and carlier this summer). These comments alone from the regulated industry
provide ample support for MDA 1o reconsider its proposed actions. Despite this unified uproar,
MDA’s proposed regulations ignore such widely held beliefs as its cconomic impact
determinations are minimal in both presentation and comprehensiveness. Such disregard for the
human environment by MDA is concerning and in conflict with State law.

Section 10-124 of the State Government Article provides that MDA “shall evaluate
whether the proposed regulation has any impact on businesses.” (Emphasis added) The
common dictionary definition of “evaluate™ is: “[T]o set down or express the mathematical
value of} to estimate or ascertain the 1onetary worth of; to examine and judge concerning the
worth, quality, significance, amount, degree or condition of.”> MDA may contend that Section
10-124 of the State Government Article requires nothing more than what it did, ie., scant if any
analysis, 1f that is the case, then the law is meaningless, and Section 10-124 of the State
Government Article does not then require an economic evaluation at all, and the section is mere
surplusage with no affirmative obligation placed on a Maryland regulatory agency. Maryland
law. however, does not permit such a statvtory construction.® Instead. MDA must conduct a
more thorough and comprehensive economic impact cvaluation so as to provide protections for
the Maryland businesses and communities it is trying to regulate, and to minimize economic
harm

The proposed PMT regulations do not adequately address the adverse impacts that this
proposed rule, if promulgated, will assuredly have on farming businesses. Not only will the
proposed regulations affect farmers, small businesses and the communities that rely upon
agriculture to thrive, but they will also negatively impact the employment and tax bases of the
Coalition counties. These proposed regulations do not comply with the requirements of
Maryland law regarding regulatory adoption because MDA did not conduct the economic impact
evaluation required under statute:

§ 10-124, Evaluation of impact
(a) "Business" defined. -- In this section, "business" means a trade, professional
activity, or other business that is conducted tor profit.
(b) Required. -- :
(1) Before a unit adopts a proposed regulation, the unit shall evaluate whether
the proposed regulation has any impact on businesses.
(2) To evaluate the impact, the unit shall:

¥ Webster's Third New International Dictionary of the English Language Unabridged at 786 (2002).

® See Mayor & City Council of Baltimore v. Chase, 360 Md. 121, 128-130 (2000) (Meither statute should be read,
however, so as to render the other, or any portion of it, meaningless, surplusage, superfluous or nugatory); see also
State v. Crescent Cities Jaycees Foundd, Inc., 330 Md. 460, 468-469 (1993) (legislative intention must be gathered
from related statutes and construed together and harmonized to be consistent with their genera object and scope).
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(i) on the basis of the sizes of the businesses that the proposed
regulation might affect, divide those businesses into any classes that
the unit considers appropriate for the proposed regulation; and
(ii) particularly consider:
1. the costs that the proposed regulation would i xmpose on each
class; and
2. the difficuity of compliance for each class.
(c) Action after evaluation. -- On the basis of the evaluation, the unit may adopt I or
more regulations that apply differently to classes of businesses.

(Emphasis added.) As the law clearly provides, MDA is obliged to evaluate the economic
impacts of the proposed regulations on businesses prior to the adoption of the proposed
regulations. MDA fails to follow such requirements.

Maryland Farms Contribute a Marginal Source of Phosphorus Loading

According to the proposed PMT regulations, Maryland farms will be required to establish
nutrient management plans based on soil samples showing levels of phosphorus of 150 Fertility
Index Value or greater. Nutrient management plans will need to be developed based on soil
samples using both the Phosphorus Site Index and the PMT to determine the potential risks of
phosphorus loss. Many Maryland farms will be financially drained with this potentially endless
endeavor requiring constant reporting, sand monitoring and financial expenses. Meanwhtle, our
upstream watershed neighbor, Pennsylvania, is still considering recommending the mere
collection of nutrient information to determine the amount of phosphorus being applied by
Pennsylvania farmers.”

Govemor Martin O’Malley recently proclaimed that: *Maryland led the way In
developing 2-year milestones for Bay restoration and is currently leading all Bay states by
achieving 100% of its first and second 2-year milestone commitment for nitrogen and
sediment.™ These proposed regulations will once again exacerbate the disproportionate
financial burden weighing on the backs of Maryland farms and the Coalition counties as
. compared to what Pennsylvania has committed to meet Bay TMDL goals or to otherwise reduce

nutrient loadings to the Bay.

In accord with the Coalition’s objective, the State’s public policy and limited taxpayer
funding must be directed towards reducing major sources of phosphorus loading to the Bay
(number one being the Susquehanna River), before the State proposes more regulations on.less
significant sources of phosphorus loading such as farms. This approach will maximize the

7 A Review of the Pennsylvania Phosphorus Index: Version 2, Joseph Rudek, June 2011, p. 13. '

¥ Governor O'Malley’s presentation entitled “Better Chowes Better Results: A Susta:nable Maryland for Future
Generations.” This presentation was given on October 31 2013 at the North Laurel Comnpunity Center, Laurel,
MD. e ‘ -y
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benefits achieved from the limited public funding and other resources available to improve the
water quality of the Bay. This approach will also safeguard against efforts and expenditures by
Maryland farmers that will be marginalized or rendered meaningless as a result of the pollution
loading from major sources that are not being appropriately addressed.

As hinted at above, the largest single source of phosphorus loading that threatens the
Chesapeake Bay is located in the lower Susquehanna River and is being overlooked by the State
of Maryland. A recent study of Smallmouth Bass in the Susquehanna River proves this point.g
Smallmouth Bass are dying, diseased and mutating due to the excessive nutrient and sediment
loading in the Susquehanna River north of Maryland. The study concludes that Pennsylvania, its
agencies and its local governments have done little to improve discharges from wastewater
treatment plants and to address stormwater and agricultural discharges to the Susquehanna River
watershed. Mr. William C. Baker, the Chief Executive Officer of the Chesapeake Bay
Foundation (“CBF™), has been outspoken in his/CBF’s disapproval of Pennsylvania's
environmental restoration efforts,'°

Another example of the disproportionate pollution reduction efforts above the
Conowingo Dam (in PA) compared to the efforts below the Dam is the markedly gross
difference in water quality between the respective waters of Maryland and Pennsylvania. As the
enclosed chart comparison portrays (Exhibit 2), the Choptank River (Maryland) admittedly needs
improvement; however, when compared to the Conestoga River (Pennsylvania) any claims for
equal efforts/contributions between Maryland and Pennsylvania end. As the enclosed chart
indicates, the total phosphorus concentration (.364 mg/l) in the Conestoga River, a Pennsylvania
tributary that is located approximately twenty-five (25) miles north of the Conowingo Dam and
feeds into the Susquehanna River and eventually into the Bay, is 366% greater than the total
phosphorus concentration (.078 mg/l) in the Choptank River. Exemplary of the general
achievements of both Maryland and Pennsylvania, comparisons between the Conestoga River
(Pennsylvania) and the Choptank River (Maryland) clearly show that Pennsylvania is nowhere
close to Maryland in terms of protecting and restoring the Bay. If MDA’s true concern is
phosphorous loading to the Bay, why isn’t the State of Maryland petitioning the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) (the pioneers behind the Bay TMDL) to enforce
Pennsylvania to implement measures to bring it to par with Maryland, pursuant to the Clean
Water Act § 1329(g)? Asking EPA to get involved in addressing Pennsylvania’s phosphorus
contributions that impact Maryland’s waters is not only beneficial to Maryland waters, but it will
drastically reduce a significant source of phosphorus to the Bay and will not be economically
harmful to Maryland farmers.

® See generally 2013 Smallmouth Bass Report: Angling for Healthier Rivers, Chesapeake Bay Foundation. See link:
littpe//www.cbf org/201 3-smallmouth-hass-report-embedded-pdf,

1 See Pennsyivania Fish & Boat Commission Press Release- April 25, 2013 — Chesapeake Bay Foundation Releases
Smallinouth Bass Report. See link: hitp:i/www fish.state.pa.us/%5C/newsreleases/201 3press/chf-report. hum.
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The Susquehanna River is the largest single source for sediment and nutrient loading to
the Bay. It is responsible for roughly fifty percent (50%) of the Bay’s freshwater loading.
Phosphorus is loaded into the Bay at an average annual rate of 3,300 tons (6,600,000 1bs.} from
the Susquehanna River. Maryland’s annual average phosphorus loading to the Bay from
agriculture of 985 tons (1,970,000 lbs.) is minimal when compared to the Susquehanna River.,
The average annual phosphorus loading (3,300 tons) from the Susquehanna is 335% greater than
the average annual phosphorus loading from Maryland agnculture (It is no coincidence that
this number is nearly identical to the percentage disparity in phosphorus levels between the
Conestoga River (PA) and Choptank River (MD). See discussion on disparity between the
Conestoga River and the Choptank River infie at pg. 5.) Such a comparison is revealing as to
the real priorities facing the Bay and efforts to clean its waters. Why would Maryland heavily
regulate and burden its farmers over 985 tons of phosphorus while the State completely ignores
3,300 tons of phosphorus loading from upstream jurisdictions" Even more alarming is the failed
trapping capacity of the Conowmgo Dam and its reservoir. At a state of equilibrium (i.e., When
the Dam’s trapping capacity is lost), which the Coalition believes has already been rcached , the
Dam’s trapping capacity will decrease by 70% in regards to phosphorus*’; in other’ words the
average annual phosphorus loading from the Susquehanna River to the Bay will increase by
seventy percent (70%) from 3,300 tons (6,600,000 lbs.) to 5,610 tons (11,220,000 Ibs.)."*
Clearly, priority of attention now must be devoted above the Conowingo Dam, not on
Maryland’s farms; especially as the Conowingo Dam has already reached equilibrium.

Equally concerning to the significantly ‘increased volume of phosphorus loading to the
Bay as a result of the Conowingo Dam’s state of equilibriumn is the make-up of the phosphorus
and its reaction when it is loaded into the Bay. The sediments found in the Conowingo Dam
reservoir {a.k.a. the *Conowingo Pond™) contain both inorganic and organic phosphorus, EPA’s
scientists in Region 4 conducted an internal examination of science and data on the role of
inorganic nitrogen/phosphorus in sediments causing or contributing to hypoxia in the northern
Gulf of Mexico.!” In that peer reviewed document scientists noted that reactive inorganic
phosphorus adsorbed to pamclcs in fresh water is released as salinity increases, and that iron or
sulfate reduction in marine sediments can remobilize and release reactive phosphorus. 1% This
peer review also noted that a sizeable fraction of the dissolved organic phosphorus in sediments
was also likely to become available in the northern Gulf of Mexico, much more so than for
dissolved organic nitrogen, which tends to cycle more slowly (NRC 2000} 1 According to

143,300 / 985) % 100 = 335.0254.

12 See note 2 supra.

'} Equilibrium will also result in increases of 250% for sediments and 2% for nutrient loading from the Susquehanna
River to the Chesapeake Bay. id.

'3 300 tons x .70 = 2,310 tons, 2,310 tons + 3,300 tons = 5,610 tons.

'3 See External Peer Review of the Role of Nitrogen/Phosphorus in causing or contributing to hypoxia in the
Northem Gulf, Preparcd for: EPA, Office of Water, Prepared by Versar Inc., datcd June 200‘3 See link:

1 14, at pg. 44,
" Id. at pg. 20.
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several of the peer review scientists, the bioavailability of phosphorus in the Gulf of Mexico is
probably more accurately reflected as the total phosphorus in the Mississippi River. Although
that peer reviewed document pertained to the Mississippi River water source flowing into the
northemn Gulf of Mexico, the Susquehanna River water source flowing into the Chesapeake Bay
has various similarities, such as the influence of phosphorus with increased salinity. Essentially,
this EPA report indicates that the concern is not only with the volume of phosphorus entering the
Bay from the Susquehanna, but also concern must be given to the make-up of the phosphorus
and its reaction to its introduction to the Bay’s more saline (brackish) conditions.

The single activity that would directly minimize the phosphorus loading in the
Chesapeake Bay is dredging or otherwise addressing the eighty-four (84) years of sediments and
nutrients from the Susquehanna River basin that have accumulated -in the Conowingo Pond.
Regaining significant trapping capacity in the Conowingo Pond would be instrumental in
Maryland’s efforts to save the Bay. In spite of the science and common sense that supports this
critical activity as a cost effective means of reducing phosphorus loading to the Bay, the
State/MDA is instead bull-doggedly pursuing the PMT regulations. A recent analysis conducted
by the Department of Geography and Environmental Engineering, Johns Hopkins University,
concludes that the current state of the Conowingo Pond may need to be factored into the proper
establishment of regulatory load requirements and the development of WIPs.'* The reservoir has
been steadily losing it storage capacity for sediments, nitrogen and phosphorus over the past two
to three decades. Flow-normalized loads of sediments, nitrogen and phosphorus have been rising
since the mid-1990s.  As the chart below depicts, phosphorus levels continue to rise at the
Conowingo Dam and threaten Maryland’s waters with regularity and in devastating proportions
during storm events.

"¥ Science of the Environment, 452-453, 208-221, Long-term seasonal trends of nitrogen, phosphorus, and
suspended sediment load from the non-tidal Susquehanna River Basin to the Chesapeake Bay, Q. Zhang et al,, 2013
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The Coalition is concemed over the proposed expansion of nutrient management
regulations being imposed on Maryland farmers. [If phosphorus reduction is the State’s major
reason for these proposed regulations (and the resulting significant burden on Maryland farmers),
how can the biggest source of phosphorus loading, the Susquehanna River, be overlooked?
Simply having Maryland promulgate regulations on a sector, such as the Maryland farm sector,
with nutrient inanagement requirements will not only be a financial drain on Maryland farmers,
but any realized phosphorus reductions will be marginalized or rendered meaningless as a result
of the rate of pollution loading from the Susquehanna River. .

For the reasons explained above, the Coalition respectfully requests that the proposed
PMT reguiations be withdrawn.

If there are any questions whatsoever about the issues and concerns submitted by the
Coalition, we welcome the opportunity to participate in a full hearing before the Joint Committee
on Administrative, Executive, and Legislative Review regarding the subject regulations and/or to
meet with you or your designee to explain why the regulations are ineffective and harmful.

'% 14. Fig. 10. “Seasonal averages of flow-normalized load of [total phosphorus] in the Susquehanna River at the
Conowingo Station. All loads have been normalized by the media of respectwe Jong-term annual loads at
Conowingo (located at y= 1.0 in each pane] ) The TMDL of 6,900 kg P day set for the Susquehanna River

({EPA]. 2010} is inserted [] for comparison.. e
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, Your attention and consideration of the views and concerns of the individuals, businesses
and communities most directly impacted by the subject regulations is appreciated.

Respectfully submitted,
Ronald H. Fithian

Chairman, Clean Chesapeake Coalition
Commissioner, Kent County

L Fegen]

Wilbur Levengood, Jr.
Member, Clean Chesapeake Coalition
Commissioner, Caroline County

(ﬁu S e
Tari Moore

Member, Clean Chesapeake Coalition
County Executive, Cecii County

7! /é-{d'(xfé,’-fﬂf/

Thomas C. Bradshaw
Member, Clean Chesapeake Coalition
Councilmember, Dorchester County

Fnclosures:  Exhibit 1
Exhibit 2

/f/ Z.% &LZZWZ/Z[M (o)

William R. Valentine
Member, Clean Chesapeake Coalition
Commissioner, Allegany County

Richard Rothschild

" Richard S. Rothschild

Meinber, Clean Chesapeake Coalition
Commissioner, Carroll County

Do Phnoomedl ques

Diana Broomell
Member, Clean Chesapeake Coalition
Councilmember, Cecil County

A £

C. Paul Smith
Member, Clean Chesapeake Coalition
Commissioner, Frederick County

ce: The Honorable Members of the AELR Comrmttee

Earl F. Hance, Secretary, MDA .
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210 SoUTH CROSS STREET, SUITE 101
CHESTERTOWN, MARYLAND 21620
PHONE: (410) 810-1381 | FAX: (410) 810-1383

November 15, 2013

Via Electronic Mail (Jo.Mercer@maryland.gov)
Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Re: Phosphoms Management Too! Regulations
Proposed COMAR 15.20.04.11, COMAR 15.20.07.02 and COMAR 15.20.08.05

Dear Administrator Mercer:

This letter is submitted to comment on the proposed Phosphorus Management Tool
(“PMT™) regulations, ie, COMAR 15.20.04.11, 15.20.07.02 and 15.20.08.05. These
proposed regulations were published in the October 18, 2013 Maryland Register, Vol. 40,
Issue 21 at 1840-1843, See 40:21 Md. R. 1840-1843.

The Harvesters Land & Sea Coalition, Inc. (“Harvesters”) — an association of
watermen and farmers whose mission is to protect the rights and heritage of those that
harvest the land and sea — fully adopts and supports the positions and reasons provided by
the Maryland Farm Bureau, the Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc., and the Clean
Chesapeake Coalition in objection to the proposed PMT regulations as provided in each of
their respective submitted commentary.

For the reasons provided in aforementioned submittals the I—lé.rvesters opposc and
respectfully request the MDA to withdraw the proposed PMT regulations.

Protecting the rights and heritage of those that harvest the land and sea.
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If there are any questions whatsoever about the issues and concerns submitted by
the Harvesters, we welcome the opportunity to participate in a full hearing before the Joint
Committee on Administrative, Executive, and Legislative Review regarding the subject
regulations and/or to meet with you or your designee to explain why the regulations are
ineffective and harmful. '

Your attention and consideration of the views and concerns of the individuals,
businesses and communities most directly impacted by the subject regulations is
appreciated.

Respectfully submitfed,

&L—‘k&

Robert Newberzy
Chairman, Harvesters Land & Sea Coalition, Inc.

cc! Earl F. Hance, Secretary, MDA
Maryland Farm Bureau
Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc,
Clean Chesapeake Coalition
Harvesters Land & Sea Coalition, Inc.
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Moore, James <James.Moore@perdue.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2013 at 8:16 PM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Eari.Hance @maryland.gov>

To Secretary Hance:

My family and I are dependent upon the pouliry 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
Departiment of Agriculture (MDA). It is my position that the economic impact of this
regulation on the pouliry 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 practicél, 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;

fitps://mail.google.convmail/caty309/uf0f ui= 2&ik= ee 14 Tiidcc&view=pl&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search= cat&th=1425eTfcb223d62 142
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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 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. |

Like most Marylanders, my family and I 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 farm families have not been afforded the time to adjust to
regulations that could drastically alter their economic livelhood and the economy of the
state.

Thank you for your consideration!

Rocky Moore
Salisbury Soybean Plant

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 ermor, please immediately re-send
this communication to the sender and detete the original message and any copy of it, including all attachments, from your computer
system.

hitps:/mail.google.comimail/caity 309Dy 2ui=28ik=ce147iidec view=pi&cal=PMT Opposition Emailsasearch=cat&th=1425e7fcb223df62



Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. 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@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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Kimber Ward
Amick Farms, LLC. P F,;J'""M %'%,; E‘_’
10281 Amick Drive
Deimar, DE 19940
October 29, 2013 NOy 15 201

A b
Earl F. Hance C;Eil', C‘" I‘f’ E i\UﬁRY

Secretary of Agriculture
Wayne A. Cawley, Jr. Building
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mr. Hance,

I"'m writing to address the concerns of Amick Farms LLC, a fully integrated Poultry company with
operations in Hurlock, Maryland. The concerns are in regards to the proposed and not fully tested new
Phosphorus Management Tool scheduled for implementation January 15" 2015. The new “P”
Management Tool has many flaws and it is hased on inaccurate and outdated information.

We have approximately 5,000,000 square feet of contract family farms in Maryland and we are
concerned for their livelihoods. The plan, if implemented will have a direct impact on 80% of these
family farmers. In addition to the poultry family farms, the grain farmers that we purchase grains from
will be negatively impacted as well. Without the family farmer kept whole, Amick Farms cannot be
successful. The Delmarva Peninsula operates at a competitive disadvantage with regards to feed cost,
utilities and grower pay. Additional disadvantages such as a lack of available housing square footage and
increased feed costs due to higher fertilizer will continue to have a negative impact on poultry
companies choosing to remain in Maryland.

It is incomprehensible that requests for economic impact studies have fallen on deaf ears.
Additionally the scientific community differs greatly on what impact if any this would have on “P” in the
soils.

There are 100 many unanswered guestions. | am not merely asking for a defay in implementation hut a
withdrawal of the “P” tool entirely. Please take our concerns on behalf of the poultry industry into
consideration before making such a dire decision.

Sincereby,

Ea

Kimber Ward
Live Production Development Manager
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November 12, 2013

The Honorable Earl F. Hance
Secretary

MARITIME PROPERTIES

ANNAPOLIS, MARYTAND 21401

Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Patkoway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Deasr Secretary Hance,
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I again want to express my grave concerns about the Maryland Department of
Agticulture’s proposed regulations on the Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT) program. I
continue to be concerned about the unintended consequences and negative ramifications of these

tegulations to the agriculture industry in tny region and across the State.

Therefore T am writing to request that you put these regulations on hold or withdraw them
altogether until a satisfactory agreement can be reached with all of the stakeholders. Delaying
these regulations will not impact our progress on environmentsl benchmarks at alt but it will
demonstrate to the agriculture community and the euvirontental community that the
Administration wants to find reasonable, science-based solutions to the issues we face.

As you know, agriculture is one of the largest contributors to Maryland’s economy. With
that in mind; we cannot afford to move forward with such a drastic change in policy -
particulatly without complete and accurate scientific research and without thoroughly
investigating the economic impacts of doing so. Please work to find a better solution for our
fartners, for our environment and for the future of our state.




EIE)"K Mercer, Ed.D. RECETVED

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

Maryland Department of Agriculture NOV 1 5 2013
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Pear 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 1ncomp1ete 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 [ndex/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide = -
valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concems 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. :

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’ 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.

_rop 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 commercnal
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator tight 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. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an ordetly 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.
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Jo A. Meroer Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program NOV 1 5 2013
Maryland Department of Agriculture = : _ oF AGRICULTURE
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway _ : MD DEPARTMEN:GEMENT PROG
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 - . NUTRIENT Mf*m 1 APOLIS

Dear Dr. Mercer:

[ am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’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, 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 Secretary of Agriculture Farl 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 Agnculture 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 CAFOQ 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.

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 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 apphcailon 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 littes’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulat.lon is in effect, as it appears it will be and conixary 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 i 1mprovmg the environment.

R.eSpectﬁuly yours,
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JoA7Mercer, Ed.D.
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program RECEIVED
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway NOV 1 52013
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 D DEPARTMENT ¢ !F AGRICULTURE

T?UTRIENT MAN A EMENT PROGRAM

Dear Dr. Mercer: AMN - OLIS

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 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 Nuirient 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.

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 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.

» 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 duing 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.

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.

e 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 saon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

ectfully yours,

N
- Y. ‘ ‘@M"”‘Wﬂ
MNW '

of o mafly et Fp G00-LLAD TR it
: WWQ/M ﬂu‘a( ﬁﬂz_? h fd? : [,
/e W%U@ﬂl@;@”’f‘( oo Heo - |
) /IE@/%QAW Ceiihorsy ond | Lo mdﬁ/@ﬁ?/? !
Mg 55 0ckin Ll &/@0’7"‘3 A i ld G ’/:A’f/?/@/gx




| cERNE
| U/L@ Phillip L. Renshaw, Jr. RECE ED
R 27211 Fitzgerald Road
- Princess Anne, MD 21853 NOY 15 2013
oo O THE SECRETAR!
. . C:‘in‘ ivh— Wi il W=
October 30, 2013

=

Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a crop farmer and chicken grower who lives in Somerset 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. 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 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 commerc1a1 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. 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.

R?ectfully yours, M

Ph1111p L. Renshaw, Jr.
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Secretary Earl D. Hance C Fiu,, W sUiGRED ﬂ?Y
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21841
Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a crop farmer and chicken grower who lives in Somerset 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 agricuitural
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



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 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. 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.

espectfully yours,

ot Sua

Patti Sue Renshaw
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Jay L. NEwCOMB, PRESIDENT
WILLIAM V. NICHOLS, VICE PRESIDENT
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2 COUNTY COUNCIL OF DORCHESTER COUNTY
! COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING
o P. 0. BOX 26
- CAMBRIDGE, MARYLAND 214613

PHONE: (410) 228-1700
FAX: (410) 228-9641

JANE BAYNARD
COUNTY MANAGER

E. THOMAS MERRYWEATHER
COUNTY ATTORNEY

November 7, 2013

Senator Paul G. Pinsky, Chair

Joint Committee on Administrative, . -

Executive & Legislative Review NOV 15 2013

Legislative Services Building

90 State Circle - :
SR nTUE CEODET

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 - QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Dear Senator Pinsky and Committee Members:

On behalf of the Dorchester County Council I am writing in opposition to the proposed Maryland
Department of Agriculture (MDA) regulation to require the use of the recently revised Phosphorus
Management Tool (PMT) to measure nutrients on farms, in lieu of the Phosphorus Site Index, which is
currently utilized.

It is our understanding that University of Maryland researchers have determined, through the
sampling of 391 farms in the State that the use of this tool has resulted in more farms being scored in the
“high” category. In light of these results, the County Council is concerned that poultry and dairy farmers
will lose their market to sell excess manure and/or will incur additional costs to transport the material,
including increased fuel costs. Likewise, crop farmers will suffer as they will be unable to apply manure
to their fields and therefore may have to purchase more expensive commercial fertilizers as well as
additional equipment.

According to the Delmarva Poultry Industry, there were approximately 300 million chickens in
Maryland with a production value of more than $800 million, ranking Maryland eighth in the nation in
value of production. In Dorchester County alone, there is a production of around 25 million from just
over 100 poultry operators. It is also home to Amick Farms, a poultry processing plant which employs
975. The County Council is concerned that the use of this tool may result in the loss of a substantial
portion, if not all, of the poultry industry, which will adversely affect the local and State economy.

In summary, the County Council strongly opposes the adoption of this regulation. Thank you for
your consideration of this letter. Please contact the County Council’s Office at (410) 228-1700 if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

DORCHESTER COUNTY COUNCIL

T Itveonmb-

/Newcomb
President

jlo/dl
cc: Earl F. Hance, Secretary, Maryland Department of Agriculture
Honorable Richard Colbum, Senator
Honorable Adelaide Eckardt, Delegate
Honorable Rudolph Cane, Delegate http;ihmv.docogonet.com
Honorable Jeannie Haddaway-Riccio, Delegate e-mail: info@docogonet.com



November 10, 2013

Maryland Dept. of Agriculture

SRS
B e e Ban 8O B I
50 Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401 SOV 5 2013
Attention: Secretary Earl Hance I e e ey
el D TL OO DETATY
ol dwe w1 ik Wik af VA

Dear Secretary Hance:

[ am writing to express my concerns about the proposed
phosphorous management tool. | am a long time poultry farmer located
in Worcester County, Md. Additionally, I had a long career in finance.
During this time frame I served as President of DPI, Chaired Governor
Ehrlich’s Poultry Task Force, served on the Maryland Ag Commission
and presently a member of the MARBIDCO loan committee. This
proposal by the Department of Ag appears to have little scientific
background nor has there been any economic impact studies of this
regulation on the State’s Ag community. As Secretary I had hoped you
would have been more proactive in supporting your constituents, i.e.
farmers. It appears your support lies more with the 0’Malley camp with
their limited support for agriculture. As I stated earlier I have a long
history with Maryland Ag through various commissions as well as a
producer of Ag products. As I look back over the previous 25 years there

. appears to be a long slow deliberate program to drive the Poultry

Industry out of Maryland. As one example, the pfiesteria crisis went
away after the election and to my knowledge has not returned to the
Pocomoke River. I would hate to think this new regulation is just
another election year scheme. The economic consequents of this
regulation could be devastating to the Poultry Industry as well as the
thousands of family farms. In closing, history repeats itself, in a remark
from Chairman Mao concerning the Nationalist Chinese, “we will take
two steps forward and one back and we will drive you into the sea”



((which they did). Is this the fate of the Poultry Industry in the State of

Maryland?

Yours truly,

19 G

@ eplE. Chisholm, Sr.

« Joseph E. Chishiolm, Sr.
T8 LY T Vivian Chisholm.
8.5 1324 Hillman Road
‘Pocomoke, MD 21851



Tommy and Donna Smith
2003 Busic Church Rd

Marydei, MD 21649

November 6, 2013

Secretary Earl D Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis MD 21401

Secretary Hance:

I am a crop, poultry and dairy producer in Queen Anne’s County and I am extremely frustrated
and concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s (MDA) 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, it is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their work is not yet 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 and cleanup the Chesapeake Bay watershed, the
department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan (WIP) goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you
have stated, agriculture are at 130% of their goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to be
lost on Governor O’Malley’s awareness along with MDA and EPA.

Allowing an extended orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the PMT will cause no
environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory c'ommunity told farmers not to
worry about application of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil is moved, the
phosphorus would not move out of the soil. Recently, that recommendation has changed and
farmers began applying manure and fertilizer based upon their phosphorus recommendations
according to soil and manure tests. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters have occurred over
decades and will not be corrected for decades. Even if the proposed regulation that changes
manure application it would not negatively impact the soil before 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 based on
their farm operation. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for
Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan, implement the
requirements, pay for the plan and to antictpate the local Soil Conservation Districts, University
of Maryland Extension and/or private consultants can be trained and do enough side-by-side
Phosphorus Site Index/PMT comparisons in 2014 to pfovideﬁialid results do not seem feasible.



Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation:

How can MDA think about supporting and processing a regulation that could cause
such financial hardships of farm families when no meaningful economic impact study
has been completed?

On poultry farms:

O

Denying the ability to utilize my manure, a locally produced “organic”
fertilizer on my crops. Ithought MDA was very supportive of organic
production! I would have to purchase commercial fertilizer to replace my
own manure which I don’t have to buy!

If T had an excess of poultry manure, transporting is not an option, our farming
operation does not have a truck that is legal to be driven on the road to
transport the manure which means I would have to take a reduction in sale
price because of not delivering my manure to the buyer or hire a truck to
transport my manure. _

There may not be a market for my manure due to the levels of Phosphorus in
soils on surrounding farm operations.

During the season when manure cannot be applied, storing manure will
become a problem because of not being able to use and spread my manure
during the time I'm allowed to apply. My manure building will not hold the
capacity of manure if I cannot utilize it myself.

Even if MDA establishes the State storage sites, it will be my responsibility to
transport the manure to wherever designated. The site maybe many miles from my
poultry houses and I would have to hire a truck to transport it.

If the value of manure is lost due to the decrease in demand alternative uses for
manure may cause companies to charge a fee to accept the manure which is more
money out of my pocket!

Who will monitor the manure at the State storage sites and who would monitor what
the manure tests results show the levels are in the manure and who decides who can
buy it and it is-usable on their soil?

Grain farmers:

O

O

Denies the ability to use manure on their crops, grain farmers will have to buy
commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.
Grain farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have
to buy or rent equipment to apply the purchased fertilizer and leave the
manure spreader in the barn, thus once again raising equipment costs.

Grain farmers may have to hire a fertilizer company to apply the fertilizer
instead of doing the work themselves and once again another cost out of my
pocket.

Commercial fertilizers will help grow a crop; however the micronutrients and
organic material in manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened
due to the loss of organic material and micronutrients my income will
diminish,

Grain farmers and poultry farmers alike will most likely have to alter their
business plan in ways that will weaken their ability to borrow and withstand
adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new expenditures and



. capital purchases such as equipment while at the same time reducing potential
yields.
o Grain farmers could also see increased effects of drought on their crops as a
result of losing poultry litter’s organic material that helps build up soil’s
moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation goes into effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many
in the agricultural community, there will be many negative effects. For individuals like me, a
small farming operation, the financial impact is huge and to realize no significant and noticeable
improvement in water quality is just sad.

I have soils tests that have been taken on the same fields for over 20 years and the FIV value has
not changed during that time. Where in fact did the FIV value of 150 come from? Is it a number
someone inputted into a computer and decided that is the number I should pick or has science
been completed to show that 150 FIV is the level to limit the soil to for Phosphorus levels? 1
have not applied manure nor a P based commercial fertilizer, the Phosphorus that is measured in
the soil is staying in the soil and is not moving through groundwater or any other way for that
matter. Science has proven that whether it is the University of Maryland science or science from
the testing labs where I send my soil samples.

The expense that our farming operation will have to incur will be very detrimental to my bottom
line; it will cost between approximately $8.00 a ton to transport my manure if 1 had my own
truck. Since I don’t have a truck to transport my manure, to God knows how many miles away
to a State approved site, a loaded mile rate fee is $1.75 per mile on top of the $8.00/ton. My
lending officer will see this as a huge reduction in my cash flow and then considering I will have
to purchase fertilizer in place of my manure will just kill my bottom line.

There are scientists, MDA employees, environmentalists and the Governor who are telling
farmers how to farm when they have never farmed a day in their life. How can someone tell me
how to grow a crop when they don’t know how to grow a crop themselves! I don’t understand
how our State and MDA can tell my family how to run their farming operation when they have
been farming for the last 100 years or more. MDA has to trust the farmers in this State to make
good decision$ and to do the right thing without regulating them out of business.

There are so many farmers who do not have off the farm jobs and do not have a steady paycheck
to fall back on. Insurance costs, machinery, fertilizer, spray, seed, living expenses, fuel and
many other items that you have to have on the farm to run an agricultural business have all risen
in prices and my profit margin is growing smaller and smaller each year. Yet, once again there is
more and more expected of an already depressed occupation. If farming wasn’t such a passion
and what my family wants to do for a living I would quit and move to the west to get away from
the bureaucratic mess! Farmers have agreed to so many new regulations over the past 20 years
and yet no acknowledgment of all of what has been asked, or better yet, regulated to us. We
have completed Nutrient Management Plans, Soil and Water Conservation Plans, soil tests,
manure tests, annual implementation reports, crops reports, cover crops, Maryland Department
of Environment inspections, bio security measures, manure reports and so on and so on, enough!
There are so many flaws in the TMDL process, the WIP process and so many modulated



numbers that are not science based but created by a computer that has a person entering data that
they “THINK?” is appropriate. This process of cleaning up the Bay is all an educated guess! In
most instances the people who are providing the computer created date have something to gain
from pointing the finger at agriculture and to think that MDA has accepted and supported this
mess 18 very disappointing. My family and every farm family wants the health of the Bay to
improve but until you have every person, business and municipality, within the Chesapeake Bay
watershed to do what should be done to clean up the Bay, regulating farmers will not do the job.

Slow this down, allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-in.
Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost
commaodity, tremendous harm will come to our States largest economic engine, Agriculture and

- without improving Maryland’s environment.

Respmuyguj@w N
[onny

Donna Smith
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Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

{ am a live production supervisor for a integrator who lives in Wicomico County and | am extremely
concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the
Phosphorus Management Tool.

The fear that i have is the proposed regulation will be a huge financial burden on the whole agricultural
community. | know werking in the poultry industry for over 20 years that | have seen a lot of changes
over the years and one of them has been the way farmers and poultry producers have done business to
improve the environmental climate here in Maryland. However with this being said it has not changed
overnight. | believe through diligence in research and education for all the agricultural community we
have made Maryland a better place to live as well as be a leader in environmental stewardship for other
states to follow suit. Allowing this regulation to implemented in a phase in date will not cause
environmental harm as well as come up with sclutions to help our problems without causing economic
hardship for folks that will be directly affected immediately.

Please consider my comments and slow this regulation down as it will have great financial impacts on
the whole agricultural community here on the eastern shore of Maryland. As | stated before Maryland
has always been a leader of environmental stewardship but let’s not cut off the hand that feeds us
withoutvtrying to come up with logical and timely sclution that everyone can with and not cause great

financial hardship.
Respectfully yours,
John Hershberger

Hebron, Maryland
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OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED MARYLAND PHOSPHOROUS MANAGEMENT
TOOL REGULATION

Jack Hastings <jjhas413@mchsi.com> ' Sat, Nov 16, 2013 at 9:35 AM
To: 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 famities 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/PIVIT
regulation, will change the model’s output relatlng to the amounts and smpact
of organic fertilizer. 1, along with like voters across Maryland firmly request
that the tmplementatlon of this regulation be put on hold until:

(1) A full e‘conomiq impact Stud‘y is co_mp!eted_,..publ_iciied , _Qiscu_s,s,éd;and its
results incorporated into the regulation;

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

https://mail.googIe.com‘mai!Jcafb.’309:'w0/?ui=2&iFee‘iz:?ﬁdc.c&\.'ie\.v:pt&c‘:at': PMT Oppasition Errxaiisé.search=ca?&th=14261563e5_7r,;7$'98 . 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 thelr
specific farm, and understand what alternatwes are avallable and

(4) Scheduled modifications to the Chesapeake Bay Model are made, the
resultant effects determined, and those effects lncorporated |nto any nutnent
management/ PMT regulatlon proposed ' . :

Like most Marylanders, my family and | 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 farm
families 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 .goog le.commail/ca/b/308/w0/2ui=28ik=ee147fidcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1426156ae57c7938
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PMT comments

Schmidt Vineyard Mgt <schmidtvineyardmgt@gmail.com> ' Sat, Nov 16, 2013 at 5:39 PM
To: Earl Hance <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov> -
Cc: Royden Powell -MDA- <royden.poweli@maryland.gov>, jo.mercer@maryland.gov

Dear Buddy,

Attached are my comments on the PMT for the public comment period ending on Monday, November 18th.
Thank you for withdrawing the PMT in order to have sufficient time to review the comments and consider
revisions.

Jennie

Jennie Schmidt :
Schmidt Vineyard Management Co.
schmidtvineyardmgt@gmail.com
410-438-3679 (Home Office)
@FarmGirlJen
http://thefoodiefarmer.blogspot.com

-@ PMTcomments_JSchmidt.pdf
139K

hitps://mail g oogle.corvmail /30910 7ui= 28ik=ee147dccBview=pt&eat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14263114738c54de

"



Secretary Earl Hance
Maryland Department of Agriculture

/ e ' SO Truman Parkway
e Annapolis, MD 21401

VINEYARD MANAGEMENT COMPANY

Dear Secretary Hance, November 16, 2013

Thank you for withdrawing the proposed Phosphorus Management Tool in order to allow time to review these and
other comments in order to make the regulation more appropriate and more effective. As | know you are aware,
phosphorus is ubiquitous. DNA and RNA, the very foundation of all life, are composed of phosphorus. It is an essential
nutrient used in every physiological function and metabolic pathway in humans, animals, and plants. In soil, phosphorus
availability to plants is impacted by a plethora of factors, including but not limited to soil temperature, pH, iron and
aluminum content, organic matter, and cation exchange capacity.

With respect to the proposed Phosphorus Management Tool {PMT), 1 would like to submit the following comments
based on a review of the available literature. | am opposed to the implementation of the PMT for the following reasons:

1. Incomplete data: The University of Maryland has yet to publish in a peer-reviewed journal, the methodology or
results of the data collection and analysis of this new tool. The Extension Bulletin EB-405
http://extension.umd.edu/sites/default/files/ docs/articles/ER-
405%20UMD%20Phospheorus%20Management%20Tool-Technical%20Users%20Guide. pdf lacks any references
of the research or outcomes of the PMT which reveals a lack of supporting data to demonstrate that the tool
works. What EB-405 does reference is the Phosphorus Site Index and the Melich 3 procedures, but is devoid of
data or references on results of the PMT. In order to implement the PMT, the tool must be substantiated by
actual data. While there are volumes of research on P and other P-indices, there is no published data on the
PMT. Implementing regulations ahead of complete and sound science is very poor policy development.

2. Unclear Science: The study entitled “Evaluation of Phosphorus Indices after Twenty Years of Science and

Development” (JEQ: 2012, Vol. 41 No. 6, p. 1703-1710) ,
www.agronemy.org/publications/jeq/articles/41/6/1703#ref-45 that Royden Powell provided me after

my email to you last week and which | believe you reference the “20 years of data” in the press release Friday is
really insufficient support for the PMT. | say that because the study does not provide sufficient or broad enough
ground studies to make it applicable, nor does it correlate stream monitoring outcomes to those ground studies.
The conclusion of this journal article in fact, says the very same thing: “The papers in this special collection
conclude that P indices can provide accurate assessments of P loss but must be evaluated appropriately.
Evaluation will require compiling large regional P loss datasets ot field and small watershed scales. Simulation
models may be used to generate P loss estimates; however, models must be colibrated and validated to ensure
their accurocy. Further development of P indices will require coordinated regional efforts to identify common P
Index frameworks and standardized interpretations.” The study supports my staterment that there is incomplete
data. The Maryland experience is that simulation models such as the Bay Model are flawed and inaccurate, full
of errors, over-estimations and miscalculations including actual acres of county agricultural land and poultry
manure production as well as others. While the study does support the use of P-indices as 2 mechanism to
evaluate P losses, it clearly states that there is conflicting results as to whether these indices improve water
quality, '



3. Phosphorus Source Delineation: As you are aware, Dr. Deb Jaisi is conducting ongoing research using phosphate
oxygen isotope ratios to fingerprint the phosphorus in the Chesapeake Bay. This research is critical in order to
determine the phosphorus’ “signature” — the sources and levels of phosphorus in the bay. Since phosphorus is
ubiquitous and the sources of natural land presence, oceanic, atmospheric, point vs. nonpeint sources have not
been fingerprinted, the results of this research is imperative before lmplementlng further nutrient regulations
on the agricultural community.

4. PSl data & BMPs: The region’s agri-businesses who conduct extensive soil sampling for their customers have
reported that their aggregate soil data shows declining P, a sign that the PSi is effective. A recent article
published in the Journal of Enviranmental Science & Technolagy “Quantifying Groundwater’s Role in Delaying
Impravements to Chesapeake Bay Water Quality” (hitp://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/es401334k) concluded
that the median age of Delmarva groundwater N is 20-40 year old. In fact, the research cited that the base flow
of groundwater from the Delmarva is “markedly older” than the groundwater flow from the Western shore
which has more fractured rock and low-porosity terrain teading to faster base-flow of water in the Chesapeake.
Thus P from the Delmarva moves more slowly and in groundwater would surpass this study s median N age of
20-40 years.

Since P is adsorbed to soil and not highly mobile or leachable, the ability for P to “move” is limited except as
attached to sediment and can mainly move through surface water and wind erosion. The 2011 NRCS
Conservation Effects Assessment Project (CEAP)

http://www.nres. usda,gov/Internet/FSE DOCUMENTS/nresdevll 023934.pdf

showed that 96% of farms in the watershed practiced residue or tillage management systems to control for
sediment loss , 88% of cropland was defined as “no-till”, however, this was before Maryland implemented the
48 hour organic fertilizer incorporation mandate, Sedimentary P-loss frem no-till cropland is lower than from
reduced tiltage and conventional tillage. The effects of conservation practices slows both surface water loss and
sediment control, thus farms with conservation practices both overland and edge of field, iose less phosphorus.
Maryland’s regulation for mandatory manure incorporation in an effort to decrease nitrogen volatization, has
increased the phosphorus loss potential through sediment loss due to exposed soil resulting from tillage. The
State has essentially removed pure “no-till” conservation practice for farms using organic fertilizer. As the CEAP
study shows, phosphorus foss through reduced tillage practices is higher than no-till farming.

Frankly, it's sad that the State chooses to-overlook improving soil health, and instead, attempts to micro-manage
individual nutrients with competing regulations. it is time to stop looking through a narrow lense of “N” or “P” and look
at on-farm practices that can improve overall soil health which leads to improved watershed health.

Thank you for your careful consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

7

Jennifer Schmidt, MS, RD
Managing Partner
Schmidt Vineyard Management Company
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PMT Regulations

Thelmajean Hipkins <tjhipkins@aol.com> , Sat, Nov 16, 2013 at 5:39 PM
To: Earf.Hance@maryiand.gov :

We are writing to you to let you know that we, as New Design Acres, LL.C, oppose the adoption of the new
Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT) at this time. The restrictions in these regulations will dramatically limit the
use of the manure that is produced by our dairy cows. This will impact our operation in many ways.

As farmers in the State of Maryland, we believe that it makes no sense to impose this burden on us when at
130% we are the only sector to reach our Bay cleanup goals in the most recent analysus and we are daoing more
than our fair share.

It is our understanding that other state agencies have backed off when proposed water quality regulations are
expected to have an unreasonable economic on businesses. The most recent example is in the Accounting for
Growth negotiation at the Maryland Department of the Environment. When the development community 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 as Nitrogen was addressed (at around $3000 per credit)
Phosphorus would be contained. Shouldn't the farm community, one of the largest economic drivers in the state,
get the same consideration?

We are concerned that replacing our slow-releasing manure that we use for most of our fertilizer needs, with

. water-soluble chemical Nitrogen will have a much greater impact on the Bay. The Chesapeake Bay Foundation
agrees with this concemn 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 nitrogen pollution,
manure is not the leading source; rather, chemical fertilizers applied onto agricultural Jands 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, it is possible that the effort to address a perceived Phosphorous
problem on farms will cause a new Nitrogen concem.

And we say "perceived Phosphorus" probiem because we know that the Chesapeake Bay Model does not
currently give credit for most of the phosphorus control measures we, all Maryland farmers, have already taken on
our farms. It is possible that once the model is comrected and the new numbers are run, we will have already
met our Phosphorus reduction goals, without the need to implement the onerous PMT.

We do request that this proposed regulation be withdrawn. The science is simply not ready, and the cost-benefit

analysis has not been conducted. The argument that we, as farmers, who are already at a compliance of 130%,
still need to do more is not acceptable to us.

https:/frmail g oog le.com/mail/b/309/w/0/?ui=2&ik=ee 147ffdcc&view=pt&cat=PM T Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14263119b2bb037h
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already met our Phosphorus reduction goals, without the need to implement the onerous PMT.

We do request that this proposed regulation be withdrawn. The science is simply not ready, and the cost-

- benefit analysis has not been conducted. The argument that we, as farmers, who are already at a compliance
of 130%, still need to do more is not acceptable to us. '

https:#mail.g cog Ie.corn/rnail/b/SOQ/u/O;’?ui=2&iic=ee147ffdcc&vfew=pt&search=sent&th= 1426d6bf7c5f2cde

yipd
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Proposed Phosphorus Regulations

David Greene <greslamb@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 16, 2013 at 6:00 PM
Reply-To: David Greene <greelamb@gmail.com>
To: Ear.Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance,

Iurge you to postpone the new phosphorus regulations until an economic study can be done that will show the
financial impact these regulations will have on the state's farmers, especially the broiler growers on the Eastem
Shore.

Dawvid L. Greene

https:/mail g cog le.conVmail/b/309/u/0/2ui=28&ik=ee 147fidcc8vew=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=142632493684052a M
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Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT)

Tomahawk Farms <tomahawkfm@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 17, 2013 at 3:01 PM
To: jo.mercer@maryland.gov, earl.hance@maryland.gov

Earl Hance

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr. Mercer and Mr Hance:

As a new farmer and former state employee, I am extremely concemed about the Maryland
Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool I recently
retired from the state of Maryland and now have a new appreciation for being the regulated mnstead of being
the regulator, Please slow down and think this process through. Include farmers in this process as you wade
through the tough demands of clean water for Maryland. Its a tough business in Agriculture and the costs are
choking some producers to the limit. Taxes, fuel prices, equipment costs and the extremely confusing
regulations, some of which is not understood unless you have a law degree, is mind mumbing, The paperwork
has created an entirely new expense for the farmers and some have outsourced the completion of required
documents to newly created experts. A new layer of and expense for the farmer. INCLUDE THE
FARMER IN THE PROCESS!

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. Ifthe
farmmg 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% ofthe 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 commumity
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

https://mail.g cog le.comvmail/b/309/w0/7ui=2&ik=ee 147fidcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat8th=14267a7c64779e52 13
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envronment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agriculural 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 fmancial hardships on farm families when no meaningfil economic impact analysis has been done?

» 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 seliing their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers, thus a
loss of income.,

» Chicken growers who hawe had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm without
charge may now hawe 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. ' '

» Ewen 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,

« Ifthe value of manure is lost, then aiternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept manure,
much like a landfili charges for disposal. If any altemative use companies start operating, and ncthing of any -
magnitude appears to he on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting
it. '

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 comumumity, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down, evaluate, coordinate and ensure this will do what it is intended to do: clean
our water. 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 barm
will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

Joe Branham, a new farmer
200 windy acres farm lane

Centreville, MD

https:/frmail g oogle.cormymail/b/3I9/W0/ ui= 2&ik=ee147RdccBviow=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=14267a7c64779e52 213
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Concern Regarding Proposed Regulation

Chas Schaffernoth Jr. <Chas@compasssc.com> ' . Sun, Nov 17, 2013 at 7:41 AM
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 fammers with families like mine
and the many businesses supporting agricutture 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 develop any workable altematives. The modifications being developed for the
Chesapeake Bay Model, the basis for the nutrient management/PMT regulation, wiill 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 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 deterrmned 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 agnriculture 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!

Charles Schaffemoth, Jr.

Berlin, MD

https://mail.googe.comvmail /b/309/w/0/ 7ui=28ik=ee147fidecc &view=ptacat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1426614d5¢cc795a4 12
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Letter Against Implementing The New PMT Regulations

Sargent, Timothy <TSargent@mafc.com> Meon, Nov 18, 2013 at 8:05 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.goV' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: "samuel.rosenberg@house. state.md.us" <samuel.rosenberg@house.state.md.us>,
“eric.bromwell@house.state.md.us" <eric.bromwell@house.state.md.us>, "bob.costa@house.state.md.us"
~<bob.costa@house.state.md.us>, "brian.feldman@house.state.md.us” <brian.feldman@house.state.md.us>,
"keith.haynes @house.state.md.us" <keith.haynes@house.state.md.us>, "jolene.ivey@house.state.md.us"
<jolene.ivey @house.state.md.us>, "dan.morhaim@house.state.md.us" <dan.morhaim@house.state.md.us>,
"doyle.neimann@house.state.md.us" <doyle.neimann@house.state.md.us>, "paul.pinsky@senate.state.md.us"
<paul.pinsky@senate.state.md.us>, "john.astle@senate.state.md.us" <john.astle@senate.state.md.us>,
"dawvid.brinkley@senate. state.md.us" <david.brinkley@senate.state.md.us>, "jim.brochin@senate.state.md.us"
<jim.brochin@senate.state.md.us>, "jennie.forehand@senate.state.md.us" <jennie.forehand@senate.state.md.us>,
"lisa.gladden@senate.state.md.us" <lisa.gladden@senate.state.md.us>, "nancy.jacobs@senate.state.md.us"
<nancy.jacobs@senate.state.md.us>, "norman.stone@senate.state.md.us" <norman.stone@senate.state.md.us>,
"bobby.zirkin@senate.state.md.us" <bobby.zirkin@senate.state.md.us>

Secretary Hance,

| mailed the attached letter to Governor O'Malley. 1also wanted you and the Committee Members of the AELR
receive a copy.

Thank you for your consideration.

Tim Sargent

******iil'****** N O TI C E dededkde & e vipde e ek ok ok

The information contained in this transmission is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee(s)} and may
contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended
recipient, do not disseminate, distribute or copy this communication. If you have received this transmission in
error, please immediately reply to the sender and then delete it. Thank you for your compliance.

@ Letter to Governor O'Malley Regarding PMT Regulations, 11.16.2013.docx
16K
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November 16, 2013

The Honorable Governor Martin O’Malley
100 State Circle
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1925

Dear Governor O’Malley:

My purpose for writing is to add my voice to the concerns raised over the planned
implementation of the phosphorus management too! (PMT) regulation. While writing this letter,
[ learned that on Friday, November 15, 2013, Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA)
Secretary Hance announced the withdrawal of the proposed PMT regulations from consideration
by the Joint Commiitee on Administrative, Executive and Legislative Review (AELR). This was
a hard fought success for many, but more needs to be done.

I attended the October 8, 2013 meeting in Salisbury, where Secretary Hance presented
the State's case for moving forward with the PMT regulations. What was not included in his
presentation were supportive answers to the following:

® questions raised regarding the "science" behind the new PMT regulations;

e questions raised regarding the economic impact to farmers as a result of implementing
the new PMT regulations;

e questions raised as to why the PMT regulations must be implemented so quickly, when,
as it was learned at the meeting, one of the primary stakeholders in this decision was not
in agreement with it or its implementation.

These and other questions need to be addressed and resolved by a more "balanced” committee of
concerned stakeholders.

That being said, now is not the time to gloat; now is the time for all concerned citizens, in
favor of retaining agriculture's status as Maryland’s number one industry, to work even harder to
ensure that any new regulations are fair to all who earn their livelihood through agriculture. This
includes drilling-down to get the answers to all our questions. We, as concerned stakeholders,
must remain vigilant and continue to work together to assure future successes.

Sincerely,

Timothy P. Sargent
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PMT written comments

Wimberly Farms, Inc. <wimberlyfarms@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 18, 2013 at 4:18 PM
To: earl.hance@maryland.gov

Please see my written comments attached.
Thank you,
Kevin Anderson.

Wimberly Famms, Inc.
William & Kevin Anderson
PC Box 187

10605 Old Princess Anne Rd.
Princess Anne, MD 21853

phone; 410-651-2706
fax; 410-651-5559
wimberyfarms@gmail.com

@ MDA opposition to PMT.dock
18K _
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Wimberly Farms, Inc.
William H. Anderson & H. Kevin Anderson
PO Box 187
10605 Old Princess Anne Road
Princess Anne, Maryland 21853
Phone: 410-651-2706 Fax: 410-651-5559 wimnbet]yfarms@¢mail.com

18 November 2013

" Dear Secretary Hance,

I am writing you as a 4t generation Maryland farmer, My father and I farm together in Somerset County. In addition to
grain crops, we also have a seed operation where we clean and bag soybean, wheat, and barley seed. We do not have any
livestock or poultry in our operation; however, we do spread poultry manure on some of our fields, This letter will serve
as my written comments in opposition to the proposed Phosphorous Management Tool (PMT).

Since I have been farming, I have always followed the University of Maryland recommendations for fertilizer application
on my farm. The proposed tool (PMT) does not allow any exceptions for deficiency or disease application of
Phosphorous. It could take 50-100 years before Phosphorous would be permitted to be applied to my farmland again.
Farms cannot operate under these conditions. Just because there may be Phosphorous in the soil, that doesn’t mean it is
plant available. Our expenses are high, and we require good yields to be profitable and sustainable.

I do not spread poultry manure because it is a cheap fertilizer. [ spread poultry manure to utilize a by-product of the
poultry industry. I have invested $150,000 in equipment to handle manure and make it cost efficient. But, it's not cheap.
The poultry industry is critical to the economy of Maryland, not just the agriculture community. The relationship
between crop farmers and poultry farmers is symbiotic. We depend upon each other for our survival,

The PMT promotes tillage, which leads to erosion. This may be an unintended consequence, however, it will happen.
Farmers will till the ground to dilute the concentration of Phosphorous. If we are unable to spread poultry manure, then
farmers will have to apply commercial Nitrogen to their crops. Commercial Nitrogen leaches faster in a rain event than
organic Nitrogen. This is yet another unintended consequence,

The PMT does not take into account the differences in soils, topography, and land uses in the different counties of the
state. Certainly these differences are important regarding the movement of Phosphorous, and the potential to cause
damage to waterways. -

This proposed regulation would require me to sacrifice my entire operation and my livelihood for an unknown, if any,
environmental benefit. There has been no environmental impact study on the PMT. So, we don't even know for certain
that there would be a beneficial impact with the implementation of this tool. Furthermore, there has been no economic
impact study. It occurs to me that these studies would be critical in the determination of the feasibility of implementation
of the Phosphorous Management Tool as proposed. ' :

In addition to pulling the regulation, as proposed, I would like to see economic and environmental impact studies
completed, at the very least. Before you sacrifice a major economic engine in Maryland, I think there needs to be more
true science to back it up. Farmers in Maryland have worked very diligently over the past several years to comply with
Nutrient Management regulations. After all, our livelihood depends upon our stewardship of the natural resources that
we utilize.

Sincerely,
H. Kevin Anderson
Princess Anne, MD
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Comment on Phosphorus M'anagement Tool

David Cadell <david@cadellassociates.com> Mon, Nov 18, 2013 at 6:05 PM
To: Earl Hance <earl.hance@maryland.gov>
Cc: Valerie Connelly <valeriec.mdb@verizon.net>, Biil Satterfiled <satterﬁeld@dplch|cken com:>

Buddy,

I understand that MDA has withdrawn the PMT for the time being and commend you for doing so.
Nevertheless, | want to submit the attached comments for consideration if the PMT is revised at a

later date.

- Sincerely,

David Cadell

-@ PMT Comments.pdf
10K
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November 18, 2013

Earl F. Hance, Secretary
Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Via earl.hance@maryland.gov
Comments - Proposed Phosphorus Management Tool

For the record, | am a Certified General Real Estate Appraiser with a firm !ocated in Easton,
Maryland. | have qualified as an expert witness in seven different Maryland jurisdictions and
have never been denied expert status. My firm specialized in the appraisal of agricuitural
properties and because of our location and clientele likely appraises more poultry farms than
any other firm in Maryland, possibly one of the most in the United States.

Myself and representatives from my firm were in attendance at the PMT hearings in both
Salisbury and Easton and share the agricultural communities concerns over the impact of
the proposed regulations. We also share the belief that the potential impact of the
regulations have not been adequate investigated and are not fully understood.

For instance, the appraisal of poultry farms differs significantly from the appraisal of a grain
farm, in that they generally utilize an income approach and grain farms do not. This
distinction is significant and will have a pronounced impact on the values of poultry farms.

There are basically three approaches to value in the appraisal of real estate. The income
approach develops a cash fiow model for a given year and divides the projected net income
by a factor referred to as a cap rate.

Cap rates for Maryland poultry farms tend to range between 0.075 to 0.13 and depend on
a number property specific attributes. Unfortunately because of their small size, cap rates
amplify changes to net income 7 to 13 fold. As a result, an increase of $15,000 in the
expense of disposing of poultry litter could equate to a loss of $200, 000 in ‘property va.uef
An incease of $50,000 cou!d result in a loss of $650,000 in property value!

Equally concerning is the sllm margins in which many poultry farms are now operating and
that government officials seem to lose sight that self-employed individuals, including farmers,
assume the risk as least in part to attempt to make a profit. With profit margins shrinking and
property values dropping, there is a point in whlch it will no longer make sense to partlmpate
in bus:ness at Ieast in Mary!and



Although myself and everyone in my office sincerely rejoiced with the Hudson's victory, it -
often occurs to me that Maryland ag may have won the Hudson battle, but already lost the
war. If the replacement of new poultry houses in Maryland remains below the retirement of
houses as a result of aging, it strikes me that we are just riding out the decline. Without a
Department of Agriculture and our land grant unwersrty soundly behind ag, sadly, can it be
anything other than a matter of time. ; ‘

| personally think Maryland should take a more proactwe approach Take Washington State
for instance, concurrent with Maryland’s use of the PMT t6 run the fargest industry (ag) out
of the State, Washington State on the other hand offered Boeing $9 billion doflar_s to stay!

| realize when you go into to your meetings ag is often outnumbered. However, keep'in' mind

that you represent Maryland largest industry and individuals that have made world class

environmental contributions and are willing to continue to do so! Itis a shame but the same

can't be said of the environmentalist, themselves. Certainly, there must be a way to get that
- point across to them and get them off of ag’s back, at least for a while.

/

Wubmme _

David Cadell

cc .

Val Connelly, Maryland Farm Bureau |
William Satterfield, DP!
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Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture NOV 18 2013

‘50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401 ~
| - OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

RE: Phosphorus Site Index Regulatory Changes
Dear Dr. Mercer:

While I am aware of the Administration’s announcement of its intent to withdraw the
PMT regulation, I do not know if that action is official, yet, so I am filing these comments on
behalf of various members of the Maryland Clean Agriculture Coalition. Please accept these
comments on the Phosphorus Management Tool; i.e., Regulation .02 of COMAR 15.20.07, .05
of COMAR 15. 20.08, and the incorporated by reference sections of the Maryland Nutrient
Management Manual and associated University of Maryland Phosphorus Management Tool:
Technical Users Guide (UMD-PMT) pursuant to the notice published in the Register.

In summary, we support the proposed regulations, which reflect not only the best
science available but also the consensus agreement negotiated by MDA with the Chesapeake
Bay Foundation, sixteen Maryland Clean Agriculture Coalition partner organizations, the
Delmarva Poultry Industry, the Maryland Farm Bureau, and the Maryland Grain Producers
Association. Although the agricultural interests have subsequently rejected their
commitment to the provisions of this agreement, the terms of which are reflected in the
regulations, we believe that the regulations are a fair and balanced proposal for
implementing the Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT), an essential step in our effortsto
restore the health and well-being of Maryland's waterways and the Chesapeake Bay.

We reference and incorporate by reference the prior comments filed February 25,
2013, by several partners of the Maryland Clean Agriculture Coalition? in response to the
initial set of regulations which MDA public noticed in the Maryland Register last January.
We appreciate that MDA has responded positively to several of the points contained in
those comments by incorporating changes into the currently proposed regulations.

Specifically, we ask:
» That the proposed time frames contained in the regulations for the implementation

of the PMT remain unchanged. The regulations are already years late. The
repeated delay is evidenced by the following timeline:

1 The Assateague Coastal Trust, Environmental Integrity Project, Environment Maryland, Maryland
League of Conservation Voters, Water Stewardship, Inc,, and West/Rhode Riverkeeper, Inc.
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o December 2010: Maryland’s 2010 Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan commits the state to updating the Phosphorus
Management Tool by 2011.

o April/May 2012: University of Maryland scientists present latest
phosphorus research and proposed PMT updates.

o January 2013: MDA publishes draft PMT regulations. During the 30-day
public comment period, MDA receives seven comments,

o July 2013: MDA proposes “emergency” regu]atlons to make up for delay and
implement the PMT in fall 2013.

o August 2013: MDA pulls the emergency regulations in order to address
stakeholder concerns. The O'Malley Administration holds three stakeholder
meetings and forges a consensus agreement among envirenmental and
agriculture organizations.

o October 2013: Per stakeholder agreement, MDA proposes revised PMT
regulations. The PMT must be used on all applicable farm fields beginning
January 2015. The agricultural community reneges on the consensus
agreement and AELR schedules a hearing for November 20, 2013.

Additional delay will only allow additional pollution of the Chesapeake Bay. All
Marylanders are being asked to reduce pollution - urban and suburban taxpayers
are paying to reduce polluted runoff; builders are limiting pollution from new
development; rural areas are limiting septic system installations. If we do not
reduce pollution from farm fields via the PMT, as planned, Maryland will need to
reduce more pollution from other sources.

¢ That the latest science and research methods are incorporated into the PMT in a
timely manner in the future. It has taken far too many years for Maryland to update
the old Phosphorus Site Index with the PMT. The Maryland WIP commits to
reviews of the PMT every five years. We fully support the ongoing continuous

. evaluation of fields at high risk for phosphorus loss and the parallel five-year
update of the PMT.

» That MDA ensure the greatest level of transparency in the disclosure of Maryland
soil phosphorus saturation levels and PMT results. The need for transparency
around implementation of the PMT is essential to good government and good
environmental policy decisions. The MDA commitment to periodic reporting, to
evidence whether or not the PMT is actually achieving changes on the ground,
particularly in those areas where manure production exceeds local crop nutrient
requirements, is critical to our continued forward movement. Maryland’s WIP
commits to reporting “aggregated data reflecting phosphorus applications to
cropland within specifically defined geographic areas. Data will be gathered from
annual nutrient management reporting information and will reflect phosphoerus
applications by crop type before and after changes to the P-site index.” We
recommend that the “defined geographic area” be the TMDL segment boundaries,
as has been suggested by MDA staff in the past.

I have included, and hereby mcorporate by reference, a Position Statement endorsed by
anumber of the Coalition partners.
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Thank you for taking these comments into consideration. If you have any questions,
please contact me.

Sincerely yours,

Roy A. Hoagland, Esq.
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Assateague Coastal Trust — Chesapecke Bay Foundation - Environmental Integrity Project — Environment Maryland
Food and Water Watch — Gunpowder Riverkeeper — League of Women Voters of Maryland — Lower Susquehanna Riverkeeper
Maryland League af Canservation Vaters -- National Wildlife Federation Mid-Atlantic Regional Center — Sierra Club, Maryland Chapter
Severn Riverkeeper ~ Waterkeepers Chesapeake — West/Rhode Riverkeeper

Administrative, Legislative, and Executive Review Committee -- November 20, 2013
Proposed Regulations, DLS Control No. 283-13 - Phosphorus Management Tool
Peosition: FAVORABLE

Manure is a major source of phosphorus pollution, harming Maryland streams and the Chesapeake Bay. Phosphorus
pollution causes algae blooms that kill underwater grasses; threaten human health; harm aquatic life like blue crabs,
oysters and fish; and create an enormous “dead zone” in the Bay. According to BayStat, more than half of Maryland’s
phosphorus pollution comes from farms.

The Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT) reflects more than ten years of scientific research. It more accurately predicts
the likelihood of phosphorus polluting local waters and will better control the use of manure on farm fields. Experts
(e.g., Tom Simpson, Ph.D.* ) say the PMT will reduce phosphorus runoff without adverse impacts to crops and will make
our waters cleaner in both the short term and long term,

Science shows that the current too!, the Phosphorus Site Index {PSl), is flawed. The PMT corrects the flaws of the PSI.
The PMT reflects research by the University of Maryland that shows there is a much greater risk of farm field
phosphorus polluting Maryland waters than previously believed. Scientists at the University of Maryland estimate that
nearly half of Maryland farm fields are polluting rivers and streams and the Chesapeake Bay due to excessive
phosphorus. :

The PMT is a major part of Maryland’s commitment to clean up the Chesapeake Bay. The state has been claiming
credit for the tool since 2011. It has now been delayed four years. :

. December 2010: Maryland's 2010 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan commits the state to updating the Phosphnrus
Management Tool by 2011.

. April/May 2012: University of Maryland scfentists present latest phosphorus research and proposed PMT updates,

e January 2013: MDA publishes draft PMT regulations. During the 30-day public comment period, MDA receives seven comments.

*  July 2013: MDA proposes “emergency” regulations to make up for delay and implement the PMT in fall 2013.

. August 2013: MDA pulls the emergency regulations in order to address stakeholcer concerns. The O'Malley Administration holds three
stakeholder meetings and forges a consensus agreement amang enviranmental and agriculture organizations.

. October 2013: Per stakeholder agreement, MDA proposes revised PMT regulations. The PMT must be used on ali applicable farm fields
beginning January 2015. The agricultural community reneges on the consansus agreement and AELR schedules a hearing fnr Novernber 20,
2013.

All of your constituents are being asked to reduce pollution: urban and suburban residents are paying to reduce
poliuted runoff; builders are “accounting for growth” and limiting pollution from new development; rural areas are
limiting septic system installations.

As the single largest source of pollution to the Chesapeake Bay, agrlculture must do its part |nclud1'1° its part to reduce
phosphorus pollution. If it doesn't, everyone else will have to do even more.

The O’Maliey Administration has committed to significant state, tax-payer funded additional resources to assist
Maryland farmers as they implement the updated PMT. Please support the adoption and implementation of the
Phosphorus Management Tool as proposed by the Administration.

Contact:
Roy Hoagland, Coordinator, Maryland Clean Agriculture Coalition; royhoagland@hopeimpacts.com

1 Dr. Simpson has said, “As MDA has noted, the PMT reflects the results of over ten years of research by state, regiona), nationa) and international scientists.
This research has provided overwhelming evidence that the PMT will serve as a critical new tool for reducing phosphorus runeff from farm fields, with no
adverse impacts on crop yields, Without question, there will be both short term and long term enwronmental and water quality "eneﬁts to Maryland waters
and the Chesapeake as a result of using the PMT.”



WHAT IS THE PHOSPHORUS MANAGEMENT TOOL?

* Many Maryland farm fields with a history of manure {(and bicsludge) application have phosphorus levels far in
excess of the level needed for successful crop growth. Fields with high phosphorus levels can pollute nearby
waterways and the Chesapeake Bay.

e To limit phospherus pefiution, Maryland and many other states have used the Phosphorus Site |ndex (PSI) since
2001 to calculate the risk of phosphorus pollution reaching waterways. This tool is now out of date. Recent
research, particularly by the University of Maryland, has established that the PSt is. sertousiy flawed.

¢ The updated Phosphorus Management Tool {(PMT) more accurateiy estimates the likelihood of phosphorus
polluting nearby waters from farm fields. It will reduce pollutlon in waterways by ensuring no mzanure is spread
on “high risk” fields.

e Based on the best science available, the PMT corrects flaws in the old methed. Changes |nclude

o A better understanding of how phosphorus leaches from soils into waterways.
o Revised weightings of different factors that provide a more accurate assessment of the risk of pollution.
o New restrictions on “high risk” and “medium risk” fields.

* The PMT first calculates the level of risk for phosphorus migration from the farm field and then determines the
permissible amount of manure a farmer can apply to that field.

e In addition, the PMT also helps farmers determine which best management practices they can use to reduce
phosphorus pollution on their fields and thereby lower their PMT score.

» Farm fields with a fertility index value score or 150 or.above will need to use the PMT to determine if they pose
a low, medium or high risk of polfuting nearby waterways. Only farm fields that result in a “high risk” PMT score
will be prohibited from using manure. Not all farm fields with a 150 fertlhty index value score will be "hlgh risk”
or restrlcted from applylng manure.

WHY NOW?

¢ Science shows that the tool we’re currently using, the Phosphorus Site Index (PSI) is flawed.

» - Tests by the University of lVIaryIand show that many fields in Maryland pose a far greater risk of noilutmg the
Bay than previcusly believed.

® The updated PMT is a major part of Maryland’s commitment to clean up the Chesapeake Bay, bur it has now
been delayed four years. The state has been claiming credit for the PMT even though it is not yet impilemented.

e The agreement negotiated by the O’Malley Administration and MDA in September gives farmers a phased-in
appreach, allows an additional year for implementation, and dedicates significant state, tax-payer funded
resources to help farmers adjust. Deimarva Poultry institute, the Grain Producers Association, and the Maryland
Farm Bureau were a part of this agreement, along with environmental stakeholders. :

e According to BayStat, more than half of Maryland’s phosphorus pol!utlon comes from farms. FaIIJre to adopt
the improved PMT will lead to more pollution in our waterways. :

e All Marylanders are being asked to reduce pollution — urban and suburban taxpayers are paylng to reduce

' polluted runoff; builders are limiting pollution from new development; rural areas are limiting septic system

installations. If we do not reduce pollution from the updated PMT, as planned, Maryland will need to reduce
more poliution from other sources. : .

For more information, read ‘MDA's Phosphorus Management Too! fact sheet here. ﬁ»@
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November 17,2013

Secretary Earl D, Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I ama Jack E Holt who lives in Caroline Co. and I am extremely concerned about the Maryland
Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool. The Holt family
is a 2nd generation poultry farmers, we have large poultry farm in Caroline and Queen Anne's Co. In an effort
to find a quick cure your putting the eastern shore farmers out of business. Where do you want your food to be
imported from? China, think about the dog food we bought from them. Is that how you plan to pay back our
loans. :

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

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.

o 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’ 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. 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,

Jack E Holt, Jr
Marydel, Maryland



Maryand.govMail - PMT comments

PMT com ments

lauriezsavage@aol.com <lauriezsavage@aol.com> Mon, Nov 18, 2013 at 11:54 AM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

Hello, | am e-mailing the comments on the PMT from the MD Dairy Industry Association. | mailed a hard copy
last week and just wanted to be sure they were received.
Thanks!

Laurie Savage
MDIA
Secretary-Treasurer

@ PMT_Dairy.docx
37K

https://mail.g cog le.comyrailty308/w0/ ui=28i k= ee 147fidcc&viewsptécat=PM T Opposition Emails &search=cat&th=1426c2295f59ed3f
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Buddy Hance

Maryland Secretary of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401

Recent changes to Maryland Nutrient Management regulations have been extremely difficult for
Maryland dairy farmers. The ban on winter hauling of manure has increased the need for
expensive storage facilities. The heavy emphasis on incorporation may increase the likelihood of
soil erosion and the greater loss of phosphorus. A more soil-friendly alternative is injection. This
equipment is too expensive for smaller farmers to afford. They will have to rely on custom
operators. Since the window to apply manure is now much smaller, all farmers will need their
service at the same time, causing the potential for delayed planting and reduced yields.

The old Phosphorus Site Index was a useful tool to manage fields with high phosphorus values.
It allowed much more flexibility than the new Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). While most
~ of the emphasis has been on the effect it will have on poultry operations on the Eastern Shore,
there is an equal concern for the effect it will have on dairy farms in the Piedmont Region of
central Maryland.

A quick geography lesson would tell us that the main contributors to the health or lack thereof of
the upper Chesapeake Bay would be the Susquehanna River and the Conowingo Dam, as well as
the cities that discharge their waste treatment near the Bay.

It is exceedingly unfair for the state of Maryland to continually put our farmers at an economic
competitive disadvantage against farmers from neighboring states that do not have the same
strict regulations. Farmers in this state have demonstrated they are good stewards of the land.
The state of Maryland should slow the process of promulgating costly new regulations until
the other states in the Chesapeake Bay watershed catch up to our level of environmental
stewardship. '

The average age of farmers continues to go higher. The next generations of farmers are being
discouraged by the poor economic feasibility of farming. More costly regulations only make this
problem worse. The Maryland Dairy Industry Association strongly urges the Maryland
Department of Agriculture to abandon the implementation of the new Phosphorus Management
Tool. :

Allen Stiles
President



In Support of Maryland Farm Bureau Stance on Proposed Regulation to Adopt
the Phosphorus Management Tool

STASTNC1@nationwide.com <STASTNC1@nationwide.com> Mon, Nov 18, 2013 at 8:20 AM
To: "Earl.Hance@maryland.gov' <Ear.Hance@maryland.gov>

Mr. Hance and Maryland Department of Agriculture,

The Farmers of Maryland have stood together to reach goals-to cleanup the Bay. I stand with Maryland
Farm Bureau! It makes no sense to mnpose greater burden on farmers.

Please communicate to other Maryland Representatives "more is needed from other sectors and not from
Farmers". The Farmers will continue on path with its goals to assist Chesapeake Bay Watershed as a whole.

Tﬁank you.
-Charles

| arn Ok Your Sida®
Robet Chardes Stasty | Proclicer

Stastny Agenay | Matiorwids
W' GI0-25<4 1500 |1-800-859-2645 | F 4102532820
QUL stastnod @natio pide. com

Trust in the Stostny Agency as your “On Your Side” Notionwide insurance Provider!

. https://mail g vog le.com/mail/b/308/wb/7ui=28&ik-ee 4 7iidcc&view=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&isearch=cat&th=1426b95c3 1087642
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Maryand.govMail - PMT regulations

PMT regulations

Marian <sixwindsors@aol.com> - Mon, Nov 18, 2013 at 8:51 AM
To: Earl. Hance@maryland.gov

Dear Secretary Hance,
| attended the meeting in Easton and it is obvious the farming community is very concemed about the future

of farming in Maryland as we know it. | am a grain farmer and have been using manure for 30 years. | have never
applied more than the crop can use for a nomal yield. | am very cautious about wasting any nutrient source. As
a member of the National Com Growers Association, | have won many awards for growing com while using
poultry manure. It is a very valuable nutrient when used properly. 1 value the Chesapeake Bay, as well as the
state's many rivers and streams, and would not want to pollute it. | believe that we are being blamed for more
polluition than we may actually contribute. With all of the efforts we hawe put in place over the last 10 years the
bay should be a lot cleaner than they say it is now, that is if the poultry manure was causing so much poliution.

| believe sewage may be causing more of the problem than it is being blamed for. Also, a large water fowl
population can be causing pollution as they eat grains and cower crops from our fields and release their droppings
into the waterways. The new PMT regulation would create an economic hardship for the many farmers that are
using manure. | feel that a lot more research should be done before any more reguiations are put in place.
Maybe then we would know what is actually polluting the bay and we could use the proper tactics to work
towards cleaning it up.

Sincerely,

John Windsor

5821 Thompsontown Rd
East New Market, MD 21631
{410) 943-4440

hitps://mail g cogle.convmail/b/309/u/0/Pui=2&ik=ee14 TTidcclview=pt&cat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th=1426b7ad385caaldc
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Maryand.gov Mail - new PMT regulations

new PMT regulations

cisseljr@aol.com <cisseljr@aol.cofn> Mon, Nov 18, 2013 at 1:09 PM

To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov

We would like you to know that we support the Maryland Farm Bureau position on the new PMT regulations.
There are still too many unanswered questions to proceed in any form, and should therefore be postponed.

Thank you.
W. Lambert Cissel, Jr.

Marjorie 3. Cissel
Kimberthy Turf Farms, Inc.

https:/fimail g oogle.com/mail/b/309/u/0/ 7ui=2&ik- ee147idcc&view=pt&cal=PMT Opposition Emails&search=cat&th="1426c65c50c 16249
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Maryand.gov Mail - Fwd: PMT regulation

Fwd: PMT regulation

Greg Webster <obxbeachbum6&3@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 18, 2013 at 8:53 AM
To: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov - ‘

Forwarded message
From: Greg Webster <obxbeachbumé&3@gmaii.com>
Date: Sat, Nov 16, 2013 at 6:54 PM '

Subject: PMT regulation

To: Raymond Nomis <jnd4010@gmail.com>

Mr. Secretary Hance,

After hearing of the new PMT regulations | was not happy to say the least. So | decided to educate myself about
the subject. After spending some time reading all | could on the interet about phosphorous and farmland | came
away with a new perspective. This is not just a problem here in our region, its a problem in other states and even
other countries. The one word that came to mind is balance. Which means we've put too many large poultry
operations over & small area with a large bi-product.

I came across an article that was written in 1997, it read like it was published last week. Evidently this problem
was known ower 16 years ago, right around one of the last biggest building booms in the poultry industry. Now we
have an even bigger problem. My question is why wasn't there a moratorium on new poultry farms back then. The
problem would have been a lot smaller and easier to deal with obviously. Who knows, maybe we (the dumb
poultry farmer) may have gotten a better price for our product and senice being there would have been iess

~ supply. But I'm sure there were politics involved iike now.

I've heard all about the solutions people have come up with what to do with the manure. In my humble opinion
none of them are viable, all of them are costly, and all of them will be Not In My Backyard with the public. So let
me add my 2 cents. How about a poultry farm buy out program. It gets right straight to the problem, its viable,
and | think you would have plenty of us agree with it.

In closing let me ask who else has done more than what was asked of them to help clean up the bay than
fammers. It is my opinion that with this kind of large population around this body of water and all its tributaries will
never be as clean as some want. Give my buy out option some thought.

Greg Webhster

Gander's Lair Famm

Linkwood, MD

celi 443-521-4132

https /#/meil .google.com/mail//309//0/ ui=28ik=ee147fidccBview=pticat=PM T Opposition Emails8search=catbth=1426b7cf7927c2b4



Maryand.govMail - PMT reguiations

PMT regulations

Jake Windsor <jake52289@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 18, 2013 at 9:11 AM
To: Earl.Hance@maryiand.gov

Dear Secretary Hance,

| am a 24 year old about to till my first farm on my own. | had plans for using poultry manure to provide an
ideal amount of nutrients for my crops. With the possibility of these regulations threatening my budget, | fear that
my solo farming future may be in Jeopardy. | have been farming for my father, full time, since 2007 and have
leamed how important poultry manure is to our industry. If the PMT regulations are put into place, many if not all
of the Maryland farmers will be negatively effected. Before any more regulations are assigned, | would like for
more research to be done on the poliution sources of the local waterways so that not only farmers have to make
sacrifices, but so that the entire community can help make a possitive change to the so called threatened
emnvironment. : '

Sincére!y,

Jacob Windsor

5821 Thompsontown Rd
E. New Market, MD 21631
410 943 4440
Jakeb52289@gmail.com

https //mail.g oogle.commail/b/309/u/0/ui=2&ik=ee147fidcc&view=pticat=PMT Opposition Emails&search=catéth=1426b8ci288d3cT
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First, | want to thank you for withdrawirig the proposed Phosphorous Management Tool. | have some
concerns and reservations over the implementation of this tool without having seen the studies and
results. Like many farmers, | have implemented many new practices over the years on my farm that
have been proven through research but that | phased into my operation as to see if these practices were
to be practical and profitable for our operation. We have allowed researchers on our farm to take a
research project to the next level to see how that research fits into production agriculture as opposed to
a laboratory or small plot. All this work is done before farmers can be expected to try a new practice. As
I look at this new tool, | have not seen the results. There seems to be no time to phase in the new regs
without seeing what the circumstances may. One year is not enough. '

| realize that science changes, but | also know that it is difficult to make drastic changes with the
unknown. Farmers take huge financial risks every year when they go ocut to plaht acrop. itisan
uncomfortable risk to planting a crop without feeding the crop the proper nutrition needed to produce.
This tool changes the mindset that farmers were taught for years by researchers and it’s going to take
time to expect those changes. Maryland farmers have stepped up to the plate and met 130% of their
current BMP goals set in the Agricultural Phase Il of the Watershed implentation Plan but there is no
mention of a Phosphorous Management Tool on those lists of goals. | know you have mentioned that
this tool will be the last reguiation on agriculture to meet our BMP goals but it would be good for MDA
to show farmers what the goals will be year to year as we move closer to 2017 and 2025. It’s hard to
comprehend meeting goals that are based off a flaud model and yet new regulations are implemented.
It would be good for farmers to see the whole picture.

My understanding of the new tool evaluates risks of P loss but does not explain how those risks can be
-resoclved so to produce a crop. It talks about BMPs that can be implemented before and during
application of additional P but does not explain what BMPs available. | realize this can be on a case by
case basis but Maryland farmers need some guideness from MDA as we move forward. You cannot
expect farmers to just stop appling P and assure them that their yields will not be affected. | would hope
as MDA moves forward with the process, that farmers will be involved with hands on demonstration on
how the PMT shall work with in the field. Maryland farmers need the assurance on how this tool will
affect their bottom line as they move forward in the new year and how they evaluate their risk
management. In most farmers eyes, not feeding a crop of corn P can only result in lower yields. With
this new tool, MDA needs to prove otherwise.

I think the Maryland Department of Agriculture needs to look at a systems approach in soil
management and not into a band aide approach of only trying to fix 1 element at a time. Making soils
healthier should be a high priority. Cover-crop mixes can be an essential BMP to improving soil health
and reducing the need for commercial fertilizer and manure. There has been plenty of research done in
this field across the country and this research results can be of huge benefits to Maryland agriculture,



Farmers can only utilize the latest technology but it can’t be expected to change their farming
operations over night. Frankly a year to see what the PMT can do but having no time to implement
those chances brings on undo risk at this time.

Thank you for taking time to read my concerns,
Hans Schmidt

Schmidt Farms inc.

1010 Sudlersville Cemetery Road

Sudlersville, Maryland 21668
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I would like to apptaud the MDA for withdrawing the proposed new PMT to take
Effect September 1. 1 feel there are many unanswered questions to move forward with
Implementation at this time.

Farmer’s have made great strides in phosphorous reduction, whether it is through
Applications of manure or fertilizer. The Chesapeake B ay mode! does not recognize these
Deductions. Furthermore; in an effort to be in compliance, we are aiming at moving targets.
Every year there are new regulations or laws enacted for agriculture. Research is still
Evolving to catch up as well. Legislation and environmentalists outcry has caused the public
To point fingers while agriculture has a horrid pace for compliance. Maryland agriculture
Has stepped up to the plate and we need MDA to go to the table and back us up on this
Regard. -

| am afraid the implementation of the PMT at this time will cost Maryland its
Animal agriculture. Most farmers engaged in animal Ag rely on their manure for crop
Imputs. if again limited to the use of manure, it will make another huge impact into their
Operation when they have to buy fertilizer instead. Maryland agriculture will fail
Miserably if we do indeed lose our animal Ag.

Several key questions that come to mind are what producers will do with manure
They cannot utilize? If it is to be transported, who will transport it and who will under-
Write that expense?

The question is not what the PMT does to underwrite high phosphorus indexes
But how do we address what phosphorus is available for optimum yields?

[ want clean water for Maryland and my family as much as anyone in

Maryland. | am also willing to do my share and more. In regards to the big picture | do



Not feel the playing field is level. Counties and Municipalities are still embracing storm water
Plans yet to be finalized and implemented, and yet Ag gets another regulation. The sludge
Companies dump sludge year round with no containment. They also spread year-round
While Ag is limited to the calendar on application dates. Oh, by the way we hear the water
Treatment plant had a million gallon spill the other day; the question remains, what is

Their recourse? AH the good agriculture can do will not make a difference to clean up
Everyone else’s failures. | would hope MDA would share the passion for our industry

As do the many agriculturalist in Maryland and stand up and put the best foot forward when

Goos (fomsondlle €. /
. 2179( -
MW!@EA 5?{&5?%; /“4'72‘(77&,”,

Jo(~ §29- 6551

Representing our industry.
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November 14, 2013 RECEIVED

Secretary Earl F. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway - -
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 CrRCECF TH

NOV 1 8 2013

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 reguiations 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.

Slncerely,

A/M

Scott Warner
Executive Director
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25018 E. Trap Pond Road RGPS
Georgetown, De 19947 T
Phone 302-856-3858
November 13, 2013

The Honorable Earl F. Hance
Secretary of Agriculture

My name is Tom Coleman and I own and operate Trap Woods Inc, an
agronomic field service company in Delaware and Maryland.

You and I briefly met once but I do know your sister Susie, she dated my
roommate in college.

I am writing to you with great concern about the new Phosphorus
management Tool. I have several concerns, first plant available phosphorus
can be an elusive element and there are many known conditions {i.e. cold
soil, low pH, etc. }that can adversely affect the plants uptake of phosphorus,
and have a negative impact on plant growth. Starter rates of phosphorus
must be allowed on all soils to at least maintain yields! U of Md research has
always supported the use of starter phosphorus.

My second concern is the work load for the proposed implementation. We
use NuMan Pro and the current P-Site 1s populated from the information in
NuMan, reducing the amount of time required to produce a P-Site
evaluation. If we have to run the current P-Site and the new Phosphorus
management Tool, who is going to pay for this? The new P-tool is more time
consuming then what I feel is necessary to evaluate potential P movement.
We are not government employees and must bill for our time. The training
for this program will be needed and we are starting 2014 nutrient
management plans next week. I am available anytime if you wish to speak or

e-mail.
Sincerely,Q
.

Tom Coleman
tcolemancca(@yahoo.com

Trap Woods Inc.
25018 E. Trap Pond Road
Georgetown De 19947y
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Secretary Earl D. Hance 8 7013
Maryland Department of Agriculture woy e Al
50 Harry S Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21841 T T T T ST

T fhe s

Dear Secretary Hance:

Kent County, on behalf of its vibrant agricultural community and its continued viability,
would like to express its concern regarding the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed
regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool. We strongly believe that the proposal
will have long-reaching negative impacts for Kent County and for the Eastern Shore.

Specifically, we are apprehensive that the proposed changes are based on incomplete
research. The University of Maryland and University of Delaware researchers have stated that
their work remains incomplete and therefore inconclusive. Kent County would encourage the
state to rescind any proposed changes to the Maryland Nutrient Management Manual until such
time that the University researchers have concluded their studies of the Phosphorus Management
Tool. Further, the County would encourage MDA to focus its efforts on continued support of the
state’s agricultural community rather than making an ill-conceived conciliatory gesture to the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

The Maryland farming sector generally, and the Kent County farming community
specifically, continue to bear the brunt of the burden in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan goals. Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation
date of the Phosphorous Management Tool will cause no environmental harm and will allow the
much-needed research results to better guide any proposed changes in regulation. A phasing of
the implementation will also provide the state an opportunity for more thoroughly study the
economic impact of the proposed changes on the Eastern Shore.

Some of our additional concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation
and its impact on the agricultural community on the Eastern Shore follow:

Poultry and Dairy Farms

o Denied the ability to use manure, a locally-produced organic fertilizer, on their own
crops; some chicken and dairy farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace
chicken manure they already own or use. This will have a negative economic impact on
the chicken growers and dairy farmers.

e Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer
have customers, thus a loss of income.




Secretary Hance Page 2
November 12, 2013

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
SIOWers.

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 implementing 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, dairy, 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,
thereby requiring new expenditures 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.

If this regulation were to go into effect as it appears in the Maryland Register, then it will

be contrary to the wishes of many in the agricultural community. There will be many negative
effects to the farming community in Kent County, on the Eastern Shore, and in the entire state
of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality. We are requesting that you
delay this regular rush to adoption and allow the scientific research to be completed. An orderly,
phased-in approach will not enly better serve the agricultural community, but also it will better
ensure improvement in water quality. Without alternative uses of manure and cost-effective
replacements for organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without
improving the environment.

We thank you for your time and consideration and trust that you will take our concerns

under advisement.



Secretary Hance
November 12, 2013

KCC:am

Page 3

Very Truly Yours,
THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF KENT COUNTY, MARYLAND

\ES - R IENY

Ronald H. Fithian, President



CECIVED
b J ,j 1 O osn
b /i )13 v

. o od) _—
lea- Seerelary Hpwce ; Cai{‘r o7

; - e TN
N i S z
4 aam

R
W e e g Yy

J’ })ﬁ-#(/ bE-Z/V -Fa,—ruﬂq‘ o The Same Carm all

My 152 asd _hove beew praKing P/;f-#ﬁ{-;j decrsion:
7 =

o Greun? 35 yoars, Farrmers m /’m;fy/ﬂfﬁp’ bave
8%

alWays beew o¥ The culliu ea(w of teshnelogy .

dludys Foing More Tirp was Frardetal o, pe gu [T

O& 7‘/’517.-. LT seepms life JhodEpem— e  STaYe a:p,f/7»{.4 '

EFPH o susr by /aq///e:f The riore we dp, 742

Synre 72,7..,'5' Th @y Come o wiTh €or us (o be s H Co,ﬂf//f»w

}07057- 0F‘ TA-&!'G.. Cén#’f’-} akbds-‘-’»/ Ly ﬂco/‘y /u&r F,‘C;’

/h/ a/*@#rf"r Fear 15 ©f Thase EyugsprnewvTal 157 Tree

}mq‘,"z’f )Qec/a f’ﬂT@-fT/"’j Thea ] +4e /N’/T"}/ Gompa,w;_;

W/// Kk e ard [eape, jF 7—4‘5 éﬁf'/‘z‘vf f/’“ 5"///

be able B 5uy Gy Rouse (p_awry yppes (,/,L;f gg;fﬁ&m’mﬂ

for 450,00 p’a/ﬁff or [esr é’qréﬁjaeﬁ Téey /Y

go To wal mer? g4d gel all Fhep food [/ %e cvespore else

Br flus  They will he oble 1, 4e7 Tp Oceqr C’ffy

will ouT ge King _;f“qcﬂ behin? a J/z»w .umqu Yo ictlor o

Combiie ard sPell po pacpee

So [el" usdo ihal poe Jo bes? €or The peopte

erviroemt ¥ 6l Carp ., o oFfE 74,¢ fiqu/ﬂ‘);o;J
pefore Ty B (gle

Tharks Ror Yo v ﬁ;w

4
5’[ ﬂC_Cf‘-(,(y ,

7= e’
Joks  Hguer

TS0L Lppmy Ohurch Roxd

ferto rsbory ,pd 20899

416 ~ Qb -0 L/0




v e UL B
N L N

F‘\Eiwﬁm* ¥ m:)
v oy 18 2003

PR el e\
FrpeE oD T ITODITAN
Cé:“‘:.q" D A e T VR TARVEY

Podme tweratetial

Fiob ilataa ot

November 13, 2013

Dear Secretary Hance:

Please help the Maryland farmer! He is the one providing the foods and fibers needed for
not only the citizens of Maryland but across the nation and around the world.

I attended the Easton session where Mr. Royden and you received much criticism. Some
of what was said was not kind or helpful. The direction of MDA at this time is pushing
as well as frightening our farmers. It is not fair or sensible!

My family farms 1000+ acres in Talbot county. They work hard to maintain their own
land as well as the land that they rent. They (the guys) cooperate to do what is right for
the nutrient management plan and other needs. They want nothing more than to keep the
land as a safe and healthy resource.

We raise chickens for Mountaire and Perdue. The plans set to be implemented could
shut down the farming operations on the shore if they continue on the path that is to be
implemented according to what was shared at the meeting. Someone has got to stand up
for what makes sense and have our citizens understand that the farmers are not the only
ones to blame for polluting the Bay.

[ trust that you will make sensible decisions to support what is right and fair and step up
to the plate for farmers! That is a charge that Mr. O’Malley has given to you- to serve as
our Secretary of Agriculture. I can promise you that former Secretary- Wayne Cawley
and Lew Riley would be fighting for us. PLEASE help us!

I am praying for a sensible resolve to this and I trust that you will work hard to help Mr.
O’Malley and his supporters understand that these changes will forever impact the
economy of Maryland.

I can be reached by email: spahiman@email.com and or 410 822-2791. My address is
10139 Cordova Rd., Easton, MD 21601

Sincerely,

Gt Dymon—r
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Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D. . o
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program ECEiVE
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy | NOV 18 2013
Annapolis, MD 21401 :

CFHCE OF THE SICRETARY
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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 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 pouliry 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
Tn storage, spreading equipment and manure management t00ls to minimize the environmental
_effects 6f poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
"PMT Will render these InVestments useless and require similar and redundant mvesments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

T 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.

/Q%Of”’“ ") %f"‘”‘“‘f"“ﬂg Zad

Signature

Printed Name LK % /S jQ ﬁ A’ y .
Street Address__7.6"7 [ /?50/175.6::1:@9 L. PO WRECEIVED
City, State, Zip j%)f’éoﬂméwi‘q ; )ﬂf/ 2/ 7L 7 v 182013
| o NO

mMD DEPARTMENT OF AGRI
NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PR
ANNAPOLIS

Sincerely,

CULTURE
OGRAM




Dear Secretary Hance:

'}n p-.n-. ‘w‘-. n\..-n ey F"’ e

i am writing to you with concerns over the proposed Phosphorus Management Tool Program

! am a grain farmer and a poultry farmer, my family farms about 2000 acres in Dorchester County, we
use our poultry litter on our fields and we also buy litter from other poultry farms. The implementation
of the program will undoultly affect our profit and our yields. We are a fourth generation farm family
and the fifth generation is waiting in the wings. This is not just a job it is our way of life, we are excellent

stewards of the land.

Please slow this process down and allow the proper research to be completed. The state of
Maryland again is acting radically and not thinking the entire process through.

LLC.
AN

Sincerely,
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November 14, 2013

Secretary Earl D Hance

Maryland Department of Agricuiture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis MD 21401

Secretary Hance:

I am a crop, dairy and poultry farmer in Queen Anne’s County and I am extremely frustrated and
concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s (MDA) 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, it is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their work is not yet 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 and cleanup the Chesapeake Bay watershed, the
department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Implementation Plan (WIP) goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you
have stated, agriculture are at 130% of their goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to be
lost on Governor O’Malley’s awareness along with MDA and EPA.

Allowing an extended orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the PMT will cause no
environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not to
worry about application of phosphorus to the soil because unless the s0il is moved, the
phosphorus would not move out of the soil. Recently, that recommendation has changed and
farmers began applying manure and fertilizer based upon their phosphorus recommendations
according to soil and manure tests. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters have occurred over
decades and will not be corrected for decades. Even if the proposed regulation that changes
manure application it would not negatively impact the soil before 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 based on
their farm operation. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for
Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan, implement the
requirements, pay for the plan and to anticipate the local Soil Conservation Districts, University
of Maryland Extension and/or private consultants can be trained and do enough side-by-side
Phosphorus Site Index/PMT comparisons in 2014 to provide valid results do not seem feasible.



Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation:
How can MDA think about supporting and processing a regulation that could cause
such financial hardships of farm families when no meaningful economic impact study
has been completed?
On poultry farms:

o Denying the ability to utilize my manure, a locally produced “organic”

fertilizer on my crops. I thought MDA was very supportive of organic
production! I would have to purchase commercial fertilizer to replace my
own manure which I don’t have to buy!

If T had an excess of poultry manure, transporting is not an option, our farming
operation does not have a truck that is legal to be driven on the road to
transport the manure which means I would have to take a reduction in sale
price because of not delivering my manure to the buyer or hire a truck to
transport my manure.

There may not be a market for my manure due to the levels of Phosphorus in
soils on surrounding farm operations.

During the season when manure cannot be applied, storing manure will
become a problem because of not being able to use and spread my manure
during the time I’'m allowed to apply. My manure building will not hold the
capacity of manure if I cannot utilize it myself.

Even if MDA establishes the State storage sites, it will be my responsibility to
transport the manure to wherever designated. The site maybe many miles from my
poultry houses and I would have to hire a truck to transport it.

If the value of manure is lost due to the decrease in demand alternative uses for
manure may cause companies to charge a fee to accept the manure which is more
money out of my pocket!

Who will monitor the manure at the State storage sites and who would monitor what
the manure tests results show the levels are in the manure and who decides who can
buy it and it is usable on their soil?

Grain farmers:

o

o

Denies the ability to use manure on their crops, grain farmers will have to buy
commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure that they have been using.
Grain farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have
to buy or rent equipment to apply the purchased fertilizer and leave the
manure spreader in the barn, thus once again raising equipment costs.

Grain farmers may have to hire a fertilizer company to apply the fertilizer
instead of doing the work themselves and once again another cost out of my
pocket.

Commercial fertilizers will help grow a crop; however the micronutrients and
organic material in manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened
due to the loss of organic material and micronutrients my income will
diminish.

Grain farmers and poultry farmers alike will most likely have to alter their
business plan in ways that will weaken their ability to borrow and withstand
adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new expenditures and



capital purchases such as equipment while at the same time reducing potential
yields.

o Grain farmers could also see increased effects of drought on their crops as a
result of losing poultry litter’s organic material that helps build up soil’s
moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation goes into effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many
in the agricultural community, there will be many negative effects. For individuais like me, a
small farming operation, the financial impact is huge and to realize no significant and noticeable
improvement in water quality is just sad.

I have soils tests that have been taken on the same fields for over 20 years and the FIV value has
not changed during that time. Where in fact did the FIV value of 150 come from? Is it a number
someone inputted into a computer and decided that is the number I should pick or has science
been completed to show that 150 FIV is the level to limit the soil to for Phosphorus levels? 1
have not applied manure nor a P based commercial fertilizer, the Phosphorus that is measured in
the soil is staying in the soil and is not moving through groundwater or any other way for that
matter. Science has proven that whether it is the University of Maryland science or science from
the testing labs where I send my soil samples.

The expense that our farming operation will have to incur will be very detrimental to my bottom
line; it will cost between approximately $8.00 a ton to transport my manure if I had my own
truck. Since I don’t have a truck to transport my manure, to God knows how many miles away
to a State approved site, a loaded mile rate fee 1s $3.00 per mile on top of the $8.00/ton. This
will cause a huge reduction in my cash flow and then considering I will have to purchase
fertilizer in place of my manure will just kill my bottom line.

There are scientists, MDA employees, environmentalists and the Governor who are telling
farmers how to farm when they have never farmed a day in their life. How can someone tell me
how to grow a crop when they don’t know how to grow a crop themselves! Iam a young farmer
struggling to make a living and you and the Governor would like nothing more than for me to
give up, let me do what I love. MDA has {o trust the farmers in this State to make good
decisions and to do the right thing without regulating them out of business.

There are so many farmers who do not have off the farm jobs and do not have a steady paycheck
to fall back on. Insurance costs, machinery, fertilizer, spray, seed, living expenses, fuel and
many other items that you have to have on the farm to run an agricultural business have all risen
in prices and my profit margin is growing smaller and smaller each year. Yet, once again there is
more and more expected of an already depressed occupation. If farming wasn’t such a passion
and what my family wants to do for a living I would quit and move to the west to get away from
the bureaucratic mess! Farmers have agreed to so many new regulations over the past 20 years
and yet no acknowledgment of all of what has been asked, or better yet, regulated to us. We
have completed Nutrient Management Plans, Soil and Water Conservation Plans, soil tests,
manure tests, annual implementation reports, crops reports, cover crops, Maryland Department
of Environment inspections, bio security measures, manure reports and so on and so on, enough!
There are so many flaws in the TMDL process, the WIP process and so many modulated



numbers that are not science based but created by a computer that has a person entering data that
they “THINK” is appropriate. This process of cleaning up the Bay is all an educated guess! In
most instances the people who are providing the computer created date have something to gain
from pointing the finger at agriculture and to think that MDA has accepted and supported this
mess is very disappointing. My family and every farm family wants the health of the Bay to
improve but until you have every person, business and municipality, within the Chesapeake Bay
watershed to do what should be done to clean up the Bay, regulating farmers will not do the job.

Slow this down, allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-in.
Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost

commodity, tremendous harm will come to our States largest economic engine, Agriculture and
without improving Maryland’s environment.

Regpectfully M

Bryan Smith
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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 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 should be
received before Novemnber 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.

Dear Secﬁry Hance:
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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 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 should be

received before November 18th. Aiternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryiand.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 should be

received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: EarI.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 should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
Dear Secretary Hance:

Sincerely,

Name: Wnlham H Lq;]CQn elder” /\
Address: }i4Gl St i pt:wfJ (2{ w,);l
!ALD.L’E‘ on MDD 21618 7

£ -

Phone: Y10 M0¥ 37232
Email:




Please usethe 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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pvember 16,2013

Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

WE / I am & chicken grower, who has a poultry farm in Wicomico County, MD and I am extremely concermned
about the Maryland Department of Agriculture's proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My fitst 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 rescarchers 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 phospherus 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 Nutrignt 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 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. '

P >



* nvenirine MUA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers' responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, a huge cost for the chicken growers.
s If'the value of manure is lost, then alternative use compames might start charging a fee to accept manure,
- much like a landfill charges for disposal.

Crop Farmers
¢ Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers wiil 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 conmercial
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
equiptnent in the short fertilizer application periad 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 micro
nutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

* Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
wealen their abiliry 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 contraty 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 ordetly 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.

Respecttully yours, : ‘
7w 3 =2 bl

David T. Hoang 4—177'\ W HE*‘W{
31095 Oid letiand Rd.,
Salisbury, MD 21804



e ‘ RECEIVED

Secretary Earl D. Hance NOV 18 2013
Maryland Department of Agriculture _ ‘ -

50 Harry S Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Dear Secretary Hance:

Iam extremély 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 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 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..

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 chlcken 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 commerc1al
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
mantre 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

agricyltural 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,

Patricia Laytneld :
3425 Saint Lukes Rd.
Sallsbury MD 21804 1380
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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 yet 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 Phosphorus
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 conservative 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 do 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, possibility creating a cost for the
chicken growers.

If the value of the 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 fertilization 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. 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.
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jo A. Mercer. Ed.D. - ' - NOV 1.8 ‘20]3
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

. a MD D
Maryland Department of Agriculture NUTR;%E]ETRS\:ETXE? AGRICULTURE
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway ANNAPS;_};:?T PROGRAM

Annapolis, Maryland 21401
Dear Dr. Mercer:

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s propdscd 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 résearchers 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. 1f 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. - ' S

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. '

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.

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 equipmment, 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 a.mmal
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 regulé-tt_ibn 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 dolwn. ‘A'.ll_o.w the scientific researeh 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 i 1mpr0vmg the environment.

Respectfully yours,




November 13, 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 farmer who lives in Worcester 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 bave 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, 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 ag;ncultural community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the
U. S. Envlronmental Protection Agency,, If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in
achlevmg Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementat10n 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 extehded 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 compansons in 2014 to. provide valid results does not seem
fea51ble

Here are some. of my concerns about the near-nnmedtate unplementatlon of ﬂ']lS regulatlon :
Flrst and foremost, how can the Department of Ag:rlculture even think about proposing a
regulatlon that could cause, such financial hardships on farm fa1ml1es when no WWED
economlc unpact ana1y51s has been done‘? L ng
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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
Zrowers.

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 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. 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.
Re spectﬁl‘li/urs,

Robert Blevins
1132 Snow Hill Rd
Stockton, MD 21864



November 13, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

. Administrator, Nutrient Management: Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture -~ -
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dea_r Dr. Mercer:

I '4m a farmeér who livés in Worcester 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 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 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 obtaina . \
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? RECEIVED
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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 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 sarne 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.

Randall Blevins
1128 Snow Hill Rd
Stockton, MD 21864



November 13,2013

Earl Hance Secretary ongrlculture o
Maryland Department ongnculture‘_'_‘," o
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway .

Armapohs Ma.ryland 21401

Dear Secretary Hancc,

_ I am a poultry farm owner who lives in Worcester County and I am extremely concerned
about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulatlon 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
workmg 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 bemg 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’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 wiil 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 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.

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.

o 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

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 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.

e 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.



o 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.

e Organic farmers are not allowed to use commercial fertilizer but can use poultry manure
to fertilize their crops based on USDA regulations. 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 this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of
marny 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.

Twin Oak'Farms
1128 Snow Hill Rd
Stockton, Maryland 21864
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Dea; Dr. Mercer: .

I am a farmer who lives in Worcester 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 departrent 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 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?
RECEIVED
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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
ZrOWers.

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 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 éffec‘r, 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,
A,

Ryan Blevins
1132 Snow Hill Rd
Stockton, MD 21864



/ ~ October 19, 2013

Jo A.‘ Mercer, Ed.D._ g’: L O =i ai _J’j?: D
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy Moy 18 201
Annapolis, MD 21401
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Dear Mrs. Mercer, B e
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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 pouliry 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 nufrient 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 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 pouliry 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.

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 uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

o Lo & WU

Printed Name' Kfm E. W\flah?f” | '
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October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, E4.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy :

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nuirient 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
exporiation 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 investments
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 uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

D
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October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, E4.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy :

Annapolis, MD 21401

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 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 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 environmentat
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,

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 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
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QOctober 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy :

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

1 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 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 investments
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 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
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e October 19, 2013
Jo A. Mercer, E4.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy :

Annapolis, MD 21401

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 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 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 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 W W %"
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QOctober 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy ‘

Annapolis, MD 21401

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 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 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 pouliry 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.

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 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
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October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry 8 Truman Pkwy :

Annapolis, MD 21401

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 commercia! 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 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 investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the maunure 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.

Sincere%% - mﬁé(
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' _/ October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
. Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

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. $3 50 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 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 investments
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 uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils. .

Sincerely,

Signatwre
---P}il;t-f:(‘i Name s/ / [ &€ L Car/ow “Cr RECEIVED
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October 19, 2013
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Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

Maryland Department of Agriculture Noy 18 203
50 Harry 8 Truman Pkwy
Annapolis, MD 21401 _ C‘ rw" ~r T i {\wr\:ﬂ"r‘:\\:\{

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
mmeomeeee 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 fertlhzer range from approxunately $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 litier on the scale required to satisfy the reqmrements under the
PMT are not feasible, perlod' '

Delmarva farmers and MDA thi'bugh 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.

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 uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,
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