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bR THE &UNNG bdP~Rl;o! 

r-SC&735.29B (WCE) 
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August13,2004 

Burt Pritchect, D.V.M, 
Cehtcr for Veterinq Medicine (HFV-220) 
Food and D&g Aciministratio~ 
7500 Staandish Place 
Rockville, Maryland 20855 

RE: July 14, 2004, Fcderyl Register? Part III, Department of Heakh and Hm-m 
Services, Food and Dmg Adminisanti0n, 21 CFR Part 589, Federal 
Measures To Mitigarc BSE Risks: C0miderations fox F’uher Action; 
Proposed RI+ 

Dear Dx. Pritchett: 

Thank you for the oppartunity to ptovidc comments regarding the &cclusio~ of 
specified risk mattials (SIX&) ft0m a&al feed. 

I%&, let me sti3t.e that I support effosts t0 strennqthen methods to pX0teCt not 0lXly 
our livestock induatly from a potential outbreak of bovine spohgiform 
encephalopathy (BSE) but nl& efforts to pxarect U.S. citizcn~ from expos~c to the 
BSE writ believed to cztuse vatim,t Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease. It is rev impotimt 
that we provide co~sumcrs con&ience in 0u.t food supply. I suppal?. the current 
scientifically based rumin.ant feed ban that has been in @wc since 1,997, prohibihg 
the WC of most mammali= protein in feeds :for &ant animals. Howticr, I lxwe 
concerns wi& this proposed ruk’s probibitinil of aon-ambulatory cattle and dead. 
stock SRMs fzom all a&al feed including pet food without the scientific basis for 
such a change. 

The Advanced Notice of Proposed RuIemahg asks many question, rdating ID the 
sconomic ahd er~ironmental impact of provisions of the pfopo~cd bale. I would 
l&O to address these questions, as scverd important agricultural industries in Texas 
will be gzeady Impacted by this rule. Additionally there are xxumeroua wkmmen td 
issues that hctd to be considered. 

Economically, Texas and many other states will lost a valuable industly if SR.Ms 
cnn,not be mnllufaeruvcd into animal feed such as pet food. The pet food industry is 
a rapidly growing and successful, industry, In Texas alone, there ate 85 
manufacturers crcrl;,ng over 165,000 tam of feed, per pes.r. T,hcse &xItts~ties crente 
jobs and ad,d sip$ficantlJi co our economy. Although many .marmfactmcrs are 
wxcntly working to source ing&icn,ts from suppliers &at remcntc SRMs, there aLie 
significant costs. TLC requirement for dedicated facilities, equipment, storage, and 
transportation will he hamdid to not only tbc pet food industry, lxx rendcrcm and 
packktg houses as well. The z:emov;tl of SRMs fc0r.n n&nal feed will have a 
signiEicanc ec0nomi.c impact on thy beef industiy, food recycling :industy, and 
poultry and pork producers, without sciezxtific justification. 
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As the Iargest cattle producti state i;R the nation, my primary environmental concern rclatcs to xhe 
disposal of the large amounts of SRMs that will result from this action. IC is esthnatcd that SR.hG in 
cattle lItid& 30 months of age weigh 20 pounds per head. In Texas, there are four major pricking 
houses processing approximately 100,000 head per week, plus many small and very sm& fxilitias~ 
l?som these four fa&ies only, this equals 2,OOO~,OCNl pounds pet week and 104,CiOO,NlO pounds of 
SRMs pe.r year: that must bc disposed ot AIso, approximate1.y 18,000 head of cattle over 30 montl~s 
of age are slaughtticd weekly at these packing houseb with 60 pounds of SRMs p& head. This equals 
nn.other 1,080,OOO pounds per week and 56,160,OOO pounds per year to dispose of ,&from these four 
pddng buses nl.ot~. Carcasses from dead stock are also used in animal f&zd ~~cdient~. This 
category will add atiother 153,000,000 poutrds per year of SRbG to be disposed,. 

1 am specifically concerned with stntcs’ compliance with certain envjronmentnl lawa in regard to 
disposal. In Texas, the SW& would be &sdtkd as “special waste” ?md disposal is dqencleat on the 
capacity of the individual landfills. ‘There are no landfills in the state cu~-ret~tly available to accept ot 
accommodnte large volumes of materi& like SRMs. Sanirnq and environnzcntal pr&le.ms &.I arise 
Etom this large mount of waste with AO disposal options. Additionally, if this type of lan,dfill 
cap&y and facilitits wcrc av&lable, the costs of transporting and disposifig of the natcrials would 
be cost-prohibitive. 

Currently, SRM disposal is IY.&~ conducted efficiently and without cost to states or the federal 
government through p&a.te entevrise by manufacturing it into animal Feed. If FDA completely 
prohibits the USC of SRMs from all animal feed in&ding pet food, I am concerned SRM diap~d will 
llot be conducted effi,ciently and will crcatc significa~~.t environmental and economic problems for 
both st&es and the federal government who will have the ult&nat.e responsibility to dispose of SRM 
mat&al, 

In dosing, I stron,gl,y urge FDA to base any decision on sound science and consj.der ~o~oughly the 
negative effects n complete ban ol;SRMs in nnimal feed wiJl have before ,i.rnpiementing this rule. The 
results of the expanded BSE surveillance program should ailso be included in the basis for ~?n,y 
decision regarding SRM removal. If impkmcnbtion of thk rule is deemed necessary, approptiate 
steps should bc taken l;o ensuufo SRM disposal does not create adverse or financial hardsbjps for 
states or our cattle, per food, an,d meat industries, Please do not hesitate to contact mc if 1 GUI 
provide further information. 

Since , 

& u al & Combs 
Commissioner 

SC/mle 

cc: The Honorable Ann M. Vcnemnn, USDA Secretary 
Texas Congressional Ddeg~tion 


