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Septesbor 2, 1977

A. T. Blodes
Preston, Marylend 21655

Dear Mr. Blades:

Your letter of August 24, 1977 to the Commissiorer of Fond and Drugs has
been referred to this vifice for reply. We also have a copy of the U.S.
Department of Agriculiure letter uf September 2, 1977 for further response.
e USDA Tetter to you dated Septesber 2, 1977 is not representative of the
facts of the Food and D»:g Administration's intentions regarding the use of
antibiotics in livestock [onds.

Contrary to the jmpression conveyed by the USDA letter, the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is not intending to propose a total ban on the use of
antibiotics in treating 1i.rstiock. The study cited (6i11iam and Martin,
Journal of Animal Science, Vol. 40:1241 - 1975) was done in abstract, un-
related to any specific proposals. Our announced intention is to withdraw
the use of penicillin and certain uses of the tetracyclines (chlortetra-
cycline and oxytetracycline) from livestock feeds for which there are ef-
fective alternative drugs being marketed for use in feeds. The purpose of
these intended actions is to decrease the unnecessary use of these drugs
because of the risk of resistant plasmids being transferred from animals
to man resulting in antibiotic resistance in humans.

Furthermore, the intended actions do not affect the use of antibiotics and
other drugs in the treatment of mastitis by the dairy industry. Mastitis
is ordinarily treated by direct intramammary infusion, and not by the ad-
ministration of drugs through feed. Chlortetracycline will continue to be
available for important diseases addressed in the USDA letter, such as
anaplasmosis in beef cattle. We are preparing an economic impact analysis
of our porposed actions which will be available at the time our proposal is
published in the Federal Register.

There is some evidence that the addition of certain antibiotics to animal
feeds aids in improving production efficiency and probably helps prevent
infection. It is our belief that these results are obtained at risks to

the public health, and that the laws regarding safety of animal drugs re-
quire us to act to restrict that risk. Our intention to restrict the uses
of the tetracyclines and penicillin in animal feed is based upon extensively
documented scientific evidence of a significant potential public health
problem as summarized in the enclosure. We recognize that the scientific
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conclusions are in some respect controversial among scientific experts.
However, because of the public health sxgnlficanca of the issue, it is
incumbent upon this Agency to propose actions to effectively deal with
the issue.

The prOpcsal to eliminate the use of peniciilin in animal feeds was
published in the Federal Register on August 30, 1977 for public review
and comment. We expect to publish proposals to restrict use of the
tetracyclines in livestock feeds in the near future. We believe these
proposals will enable us to obtain the widest possible spectrum of com-
ments for cvaluation in reaching a final decision. Thoughtful analyses
of their contents will be welcomed from members of the public and from
all quarters of the scientific and agricultural communities.

We hope these coimnents will be helpful in establishing the proper per-
spective and facts of our announced intentions. We appreciate the
opportunity to express our corments on this important issue.

Sincerely yours,

Edward J. Ballitch .
Acting Deputy Director

N Division of ﬂomp?iance
Bureau of Veterxnary Medicine

Enoclosure: Antib10£1cs in Animal Feed
Federal Register Notice - Penicillin
in Animal Feed {8/30/77)

cc:  HF-1(2) -
HFC- 20(w/cy 1nc)
HFV-231
HFA-224
FBallitch 9/22/77-3ms
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A, T. Brapes

PRESTON, MARYLAND 21653

hugust 24, 1977

Hon. Robert S. Bergland
Secretary, Agriculture Department

14th Street and Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear Mr. Bergland:

w. § o,
Cc;mimimfw. ,0%898 .
< JUPP—eY,. Y ]
Reforred tor

Date: ﬁ%é

e, e £ 4

c  hUB281977

1 am attaching copy of a letter written to Dr. Donald
Kennedy, Commissioner, Food -and Drug Administration,

which I feel needs your urgent attention.

Yours very truly,

=~

A, T. Blades
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ENC -

. \
o o S



A. T. Brapes
PRESTON, MARYLAND 21655

Dr. Donald Kennedy, Commissioner .
Food and Drug Administration _ &
5600 Fishers Lane v

Rockville, Maryland 20857

Dear Dr, Kennedy:

Being located in an area that is heavily orientated toward
the production of broilers, I am dlsturbed _that vou plan, to
restrict the use of tetracycllne and penicillin antibiotics
1ﬁ‘11vestack and” poultry feeds fbr dlSEGSé prevention and
“plan to put them on a list of products which must be pre-
scribed by-a veterinarian and then only for the treatment,
not prevention, of disease.

I can appreciate your ‘concern with the theory that tetra-
cycline gives rise to population of bacteria which are
re81stani to penicillin, tetracycline and other antibiotics
and that this resistance might interfere with subsequent
treatment of sick livestock or for that matter transfer to
humans, thus leading to the possibility of untreatable
disease.

It would seem to me that your depar“ment\should have a lot
more factual information before issuing an order that could
cripple the broiler 1ndustry in the United States based on

theory but not facts.

Yours very truly,

V A. T. Blades
ATB :FLP
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