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SUBJECT

A motion supporting a ban on nontherapeutic uses of antibiotics in livestock production.

SUMMARY

Antibacterial resistance is the ability of bacteria to resist an antibiotic. As explained by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), any use of antibiotics can create antibiotic resistance, as susceptible bacteria are killed and resistant bacteria survive. Bacteria that are resistant to antibiotics can lead to longer or more serious illness or even death. There is a longstanding yet also growing awareness of the need to judiciously use antibiotics in order to delay the development of antibiotics resistance, while engaging in efforts to develop new alternatives to combat the resistant bacteria. However, what constitutes judicious use has been the subject of decades of controversy.

Research has shown a link between antibiotic use in food-producing animals and the occurrence of antibiotic-resistant infections in humans.[footnoteRef:1] Antibiotics are used in food-producing animals to treat illness, as a preventive measure to treat animals who may be susceptible to illness, or for growth promotion.  [1:  Pew Charitable Trusts (May 2014). Bibliography on Antibiotic Resistance and Food Animal Production Scientific Studies (1969-2014), http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/Assets/2013/05/21/HHIFBibliographyFinalwithTOC_041714.pdf
] 


The proposed motion does not endorse specific legislation but expresses County support for a state and national ban on nontherapeutic uses of antibiotics in livestock production. In essence, the motion does not support the use of antibiotics in livestock for growth promotion, to increase feed efficiency or for the routine prevention of disease in unhealthy conditions.

BACKGROUND 

The proposed motion notes that antibiotics have had a long, 70-year history of use in human medicine, and over time, drug-resistant strains of bacteria have developed. The Centers for Disease Control estimates that each year at least two million people become infected with antibiotic resistant bacteria and at least 23,000 people die as a direct result of these infections. Researchers theorize that as antibiotic resistance increases, physicians will have fewer effective drugs to treat patients, and previously treatable infections may even become untreatable, with significant public health consequences.

While human use or overuse of antibiotics contributes to the development of antibiotic-resistant bacteria, scientists have also shown a link between antibiotic use in food animals and the development of drug-resistant infections in humans. Resistant bacteria are transmitted through the food supply, such as by handling or eating undercooked meat or contact with manure carrying the bacteria.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  http://www.cdc.gov/narms/faq.html] 


The FDA has approved the use of antibiotics in food-producing animals for 1) disease treatment of sick animals, 2) disease control for a group of animals when some of the animals are sick, 3) disease prevention for a group of healthy animals that are at risk of becoming sick, and 4) growth promotion or increased feed efficiency in a herd or flock of animals to promote weight gain.[footnoteRef:3] For reasons that are still scientifically unclear, animals given antibiotics have meat with less fat and increased protein content (growth promotion), and require less feed than animals not given antibiotics (feed efficiency). Scientists hypothesize that this may be due to the suppression of bacteria and factors that would normally inhibit growth, and it is also possible that the animals grow more because they are not as sick.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Ibid.]  [4:  Hughes, P. & Heritage, J. (Rome 2004). Antibiotic Growth-Promoters in Food Animals, in Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Assessing Quality and Safety of Animal Feeds. http://www.fao.org/docrep/ARTICLE/AGRIPPA/555_EN.HTM] 

[bookmark: P7_43]
Due to concern over antibiotic resistance, the FDA has begun a voluntary plan with animal pharmaceutical companies to phase out the use of medically important antibiotics for growth promotion (Attachment 2). “Medically important” antibiotics are those that have been deemed important for human medical use and comprise about 62 percent of the antibiotics sold for animal use.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  FDA 2013 Summary Report on Antimicrobials Sold or Distributed for Use in Food-Producing Animals, http://www.fda.gov/downloads/ForIndustry/UserFees/AnimalDrugUserFeeActADUFA/UCM440584.pdf ] 


Use of antibiotics in food-producing animals is part of the larger antibiotic resistance conversation because an estimated 80 percent of antibiotics sold in the United States are used in livestock production.[footnoteRef:6] According to the FDA, there were approximately 14.8 million kilograms[footnoteRef:7] (or 32.6 million pounds) of domestic sales and distribution of antimicrobials[footnoteRef:8] approved for use in food-producing animals in 2013.[footnoteRef:9] Of those, 99 percent were labeled for over the counter use. Because some antibiotics are labeled for both growth production as well as therapeutic purposes, it is not possible to use sales data to identify the percentage of drugs that are used for therapeutic versus growth promoting purposes, although 28.6 percent were labeled for therapeutic use only. [6:  Based on 2009 FDA estimates as reported in http://www.wired.com/2010/12/news-update-farm-animals-get-80-of-antibiotics-sold-in-us/ ]  [7:  Kilograms of active ingredients as reported to the FDA by antimicrobial drug sponsors.]  [8:  Antimicrobials are a larger category that can include viruses, fungi, etc, but the FDA report only includes drugs that are specifically approved for antibacterial uses or are known to have antibacterial properties. Antifungal and antiviral drugs are not included.]  [9:  FDA 2013 annual report, op. cit.] 


There have been local, national, and international efforts to discourage nontherapeutic uses of antibiotics in livestock production.  At the local level, the city of Seattle in 2014 passed a resolution supporting a statewide and national ban on nontherapeutic uses of antibiotics in livestock production (Attachment 3).[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Cities passing resolutions about use of antibiotics in farm animals include Pittburgh, PA; Cleveland, OH; Providence, RI; Redhook, NJ; Secaucus, NJ; Madison, WI; St. Paul, MN; and Seattle, WA. http://poultryhealthtoday.com/docket-eight-states-seek-local-laws-curb-farm-antibiotic-use/] 


At the national level, in addition to the actions by the FDA referenced above, on March 27, 2015, the White House released a National Action Plan for Combating Antibiotic-Resistant Bacteria.[footnoteRef:11] One of five goals is to slow the emergence of antibiotic resistant bacteria and prevent the spread of resistant infections, including an objective to “eliminate the use of medically-important antibiotics for growth promotion in food-producing animals and bring other agricultural uses of antibiotics, for treatment, control, and prevention of disease, under veterinary oversight.” There are currently two federal bills introduced in 2015 that would ban nontherapeutic uses of antibiotics in farm animals: the Preservation of Antibiotics for Medical Treatment Act (PAMTA) in the House, and Preventing Antibiotic Resistance Act (PARA) in the Senate (Attachments 4 and 5). [11:  White House (March 2015). National Action Plan for Combating Antibiotic-Resistant Bacteria, https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/national_action_plan_for_combating_antibotic-resistant_bacteria.pdf] 


At the international level, the World Health Organization has recommended that antibiotics used in humans should not be used to promote growth in animals.[footnoteRef:12] In 2006, the European Union banned antibiotic growth promoters in food animal production.[footnoteRef:13] In April 2014, German agricultural authorities implemented a new regulation requiring livestock owners to report the amount of antibiotics they are giving their animals every six months.[footnoteRef:14] [12:  WHO antimicrobial fact sheet, http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs194/en/]  [13:  European Commission press release, 12/22/05, Ban on antibiotics as growth promoters in animal feed enters into effect, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-05-1687_en.htm]  [14:  The Cattle Site, April 9, 2014. New Regulations Come into Force to Reduce Antibiotic Use, http://www.thecattlesite.com/news/45516/new-regulations-come-into-force-to-reduce-antibiotic-use/] 


There is growing national public interest in meat raised without antibiotics. The proposed motion identified several major purchasers of meat who have begun to phase out purchase of food animals raised with medically-important antibiotics. The PEW Charitable Trust has identified at least 22 restaurants and food service providers (with at least 20 locations) offering meat raised without antibiotics.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Pew Charitable Trusts (March 2015). Top Food Companies Moving Away From Overuse of Antibiotics on Industrial Farms, http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/fact-sheets/2014/04/09/top-food-companies-moving-away-from-overuse-of-antibiotics-on-industrial-farms] 


ANALYSIS

Antibiotic use in livestock in general

Some dispute whether the quantity of antibiotics is indicative of antibiotic resistance risk or whether human use is the main cause, noting that there are more livestock than humans in the country and some weigh considerably more than humans.[footnoteRef:16] Nevertheless, given the millions of pounds of antibiotics sold each year for animal use and the extensive research linking use of antibiotics in livestock production to antibiotic resistance in humans, many entities such as the CDC, the FDA, the White House, the World Health Organization, and the European Union promote the reduction of antibiotic use in livestock as part of a strategy for combatting antibiotic resistance as a whole. [16:  Raymond, R. (January 7, 2013). Antibiotics and Animals Raised for Food: Lies, Damn Lies and Statistics, Food Safety News, http://www.foodsafetynews.com/2013/01/antibiotics-and-animals-raised-for-food-lies-damn-lies-and-statistics/#.VayOud_bKM8] 


The CDC, the FDA, and the two federal bills that were introduced this year all emphasize antibiotics that are medically important to humans. About 38 percent of the antibiotics sold for animal use are classes deemed not to be medically important to humans; they are currently used almost exclusively in livestock.[footnoteRef:17] However, studies have shown that bacteria that are resistant to a non-medically important class can also exhibit resistance to a medically important class.[footnoteRef:18] Proposed Motion 2015-0222 does not draw distinctions between the classes of antibiotics that should be banned. [17:  FDA 2013 annual report, op. cit.]  [18:  Rangon, U., Hansen, M.K., Crupain, M. (2013) Antibiotic Resistance: Very Critical to Your and My Health, Consumer Reports, http://www.foodsafetynews.com/2013/01/antibiotic-resistance-very-critical-to-your-and-my-health/#.Vav8cN_bKM8, and Nilsson, O., Grecko, C., Bengtsson, B., and Englund, S. (2012). Genetic diversity among VRE isolates from Swedish broilers with the coincidental finding of transferrable decreased susceptibility to narasin, Journal of Applied Microbiology, 112(4), pp.  716-722, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1365-2672.2012.05254.x/full] 


Nontherapeutic uses

Proposed Motion 2015-0222 expresses support for a statewide and federal ban on nontherapeutic uses of antibiotics in livestock production. While this action statement does not define what constitutes nontherapeutic use, the preamble provides examples of nontherapeutic use that include giving animals low levels of antibiotics for growth promotion, to increase feed efficiency or to routinely prevent disease in unhealthy conditions.

In reality, it is difficult to separate the use of antibiotics for disease prevention and the use for growth promotion, because in many cases the same drug can be used for both purposes. 

Growth promotion and feed efficiency

The economic impact of banning antibiotics for growth promotion is unclear. While the industry has generally expressed concerns about impacts of an antibiotic ban on production costs, there is some evidence that economic impacts may be minimal. In a review of the use of antibiotics for growth, the Pew Charitable Trust examined the case of Denmark, which stopped the administration of antibiotics used for growth promotion (i.e., non-medical uses) in broiler chickens and adult swine (finishers) in 1998, and in young swine (weaners) in 1999. Danish government and industry data showed that livestock and poultry production has increased since the ban, while antibiotic resistance has declined on farms and in meat. Each pig cost the producer $1.09 more than before the ban, translating to a comprehensive production cost increase of just over one percent; there were no increased costs for chickens.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Pew Charitable Trusts (2010). Avoiding Antibiotic Resistance: Denmark’s Ban on Growth Promoting Antibiotics in Food Animals, http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/issue-briefs/2010/02/24/comprehensive-fact-sheet-denmarks-ban-on-growth-promoting-antibiotics-in-food-animals] 


A 2007 economic analysis conducted on the U.S. poultry industry by researchers from Johns Hopkins University showed no economic benefits from growth promoting antibiotics in food animal production. In a large-scale industry study of 7 million chickens under then-current conditions of current commercial broiler poultry production, the researchers found that antibiotic use increased production, but not enough to offset the cost of the antibiotics.[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  Graham, J.P., Boland, J.J. and Silbergeld, E. (2007). Growth promoting antibiotics in food animal production: an economic analysis, Public Health Report, 122(1), 79-87,  http://www.jhsph.edu/research/centers-and-institutes/johns-hopkins-center-for-a-livable-future/_pdf/research/clf_reports/antibiotics_poultry07.pdf] 


Disease prevention

Confining animals for rearing can be more efficient but also creates more disease risk.  Antibiotics are used in the feed at therapeutic levels  to control diseases at certain more vulnerable stages in the animals development.[footnoteRef:21] The National Research Council noted the potential for healthier animals and decreased carcass rejections when animals are treated preventatively.[footnoteRef:22] On the other hand antibiotics may also be used as a panacea for unclean living conditions; in that situation, a cleaner environment could achieve the same objective as antibiotics without the accompanying risk of developing more antibiotic-resistant bacteria. Today, however, better confinement management protocols are understood and being implemented that improve the animals health status in confinement by limiting disease risk, which is reducing the need to feed antibiotics for disease management.[footnoteRef:23] [21:  Personal communication, Dr. Aalseth, Ph.D., D.V.M., dairy consultant]  [22:  Committee on Drug Use in Food Animals, Panel on Animal Health, Food Safety, and Public Health, National Research Council (1999). The Use of Drugs in Food Animals: Benefits and Risks. http://www.nap.edu/download.php?record_id=5137]  [23:  Dr. Aalseth, op. cit.] 


While the two federal bills (PARA and PAMTA) that were introduced this year would ban use of medically important antibiotics for prevention, the steps being taken by the FDA this year only address the regulation of antibiotics for growth promotion. The proposed motion’s position lies somewhere in between the two. Its statement does not attempt to define what constitutes a nontherapeutic use. Its preamble suggests, however, that nontherapeutic uses could include growth promotion as well as subtherapeutic levels of antibiotics administered to offset unhealthy living conditions. 

Veterinarians in Washington state have been tightening the use of antibiotics in food animals considerably over the last five to eight years, including improving enforcement of the prescription requirement for certain classes of drugs and working on state rules that will foster a proper veterinary client patient relationship to facilitate adequate oversight and understanding of a farm or ranch’s situation prior to issuing a prescription. These changes show that the veterinary community is actively engaging in the conversation of how to ensure appropriate use of antibiotics in animals.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Personal communication, Dr. Aalseth, Ph.D., D.V.M., dairy consultant] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]The details around implementation of any state or federal ban on nontherapeutic use of antibiotics, such as which classes of antibiotics to ban, what situations constitute nontherapeutic uses, when discretion should be left to a prescribing veterinarian, and the nature of the veterinarian-client relationship in issuing such prescriptions are just some of the variables that would affect livestock production practices and costs. Proposed Motion 2015-0222 does not seek to endorse any specific piece of legislation, but is an expression of support for the concept that nontherapeutic uses of antibiotics contributes to antibiotic resistance, and that delaying the spread of antibiotic resistance by eliminating such nontherapeutic uses is a public health priority. 

ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2015-0222
2. U.S. Food and Drug Administration Consumer Update (Dec. 2013)
3. Seattle Resolution 31514 (2014)
4. House PAMTA bill
5. Senate PARA bill
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1. Beth Lipton, DVM, Public Health Veterinarian
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