TO: <shamrock@dixie.4ez.com>, <hada@hpd.nova.edu>, <thomas .greenougheu
@chplink.chp.edus>, <wms@virginia.edus, <dijkstj@cesmtp.ccf.org>, <d
nemc.org>, <agatherl@iastate.edu>, <rmoeller@bidmec.harvard.edu>, <r
yale.edu>, <martin.blaser@emcmail .vanderbilt.edu>, <mcas@midway.uch
well@umich.edus>, <medmond@hsc.vcu.edus>, <richard.ellison@banyan.um
@stanford.edu>, <mdheal@aol.com>, <gooding@microbio.emory.edu>, <gr
.edu>, <john@umdnj.edu>, <katoreyvj edu>, <a5;mbgll@u washington.e
bus.rr.com>,<kwan.kew.lai@baﬁyhimﬁmmed gdu>, <jlashof@euclink2.ber
rberg@mail .rockefeller.edus>, <jmliebermane@pol .net>, <shellym@uclin
,<Infdis@heart.med.uth.tmc.edu>, <gnester@u.washington.edus>, <novi
u.edus>, <jparemed.pitt.edu>, <lbr@po.cwru.edus>, <rips@uhura.cc.roch
@med.unc.edu>, <gs5@is2.nyu.edu>, <summers@uga.edu>, <donald.tipper
u>, and others.
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ACTION ALERT: SIGN-ON LETTER TO TELL FDA TO SHARPLY CURTAIL THE USE OF
ANTIBIOTICS IN ANIMAL PRODUCTION

more

Most Americans would be surprised to learn that in the United States
than forty percent of all antibiotics are used in agriculture, not to

treat sick people. Although antibiotics were developed in the 1940s to
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at bacterial infections in people, research conducted in the 1950s

ested that adding antibiotics to animal feeds could spur sllghtly

er growth. Today, eighty percent of the antibiotics used in agriculture
roughly a third of all the antibiotics used in the United States - are
in animal feeds to promote growth. The remainder is used to treat
animals and bacterial diseases in plants.

Unfortunately, agriculture's drug dependence comes at a high cost to
ic health. Heavy use of antibiotics in human medicine and in

culture is prompting bacterial pathogens to evolve resistance to these
ounds. This problem is not new. 1In the 1970s, the Food and Drug

Administration (FDA) proposed to sharply curtail uses of antibiotics in
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culture, based on concerns about antibiotic resistance. A storm of
est from agribusiness led Congress to block FDA's proposals.

Since the 1970s, health threats from resistant bacteria have
inued to mount. Problems from resistance are arguably now approaching

a crisis stage as more and more people suffer infections that are difficult
or impossible to treat with available antibiotics - sometimes with lethal
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lts. 1In 1980, 0.6 percent of Salmonella infections were highly
stant to antibiotics. 1In 1996, the figure was 34 percent.

Facing a looming crisis from antibiotic resistance, in January FDA

proposed to take a small, wholly inadequate step towards limiting
antibiotic use in agriculture. FDA's proposed "Framework" would allow the
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cy to inc rporate concerns about resistance into agency decision-making
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toncerning new uses of antibiotics in agriculture. Copies of the Framework
are available in html and pdf format 2/3 down the page at:
www . fda.gov/cvm/fda/infores/vmac/vmactoc.html

Unfortunately, the proposed Framework is very weak. For example, FDA
would limit but not ban the use in feedlots of drugs "essential for the
treatment of . . . life-threatening disease in humans for which there is no
satisfactory alternative therapy." Moreover the Framework does nothing to
address existing uses of antibiotics in agriculture, which are clearly a
much bigger threat to human health than prospective uses. Nevertheless,
the Framework has been strenuously attacked by the pharmaceutical industry
and factory farming interests. As a result, it is critical that the agency
receive a strong message from the public urging the agency to implement a
strenghtened Framework and other measures to curtail the use of antibiotics
in animal production.

The Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) has drafted comments on FDA's
proposed Framework. You may add your name Or your organization's name to
the letter by sending an email message to Scott Lawrence at

scott lawrence@edf.org . Please include your contact information: phone
number, fax number, and mailing address. Even better, consider submitting
your own separate comments to FDA. Feel free to use EDF's letter as a

template. Comments can be mailed to the address on the letter or faxed to
FDA's Dockets Management Branch at 301-827-6870. The phone number for the
Branch is 301-827-6860.

COMMENTS ARE DUE APRIL 6, 1999. Sign-ons to EDF's letter must be received
by 4 PM EST on April 5.

SIGN-ON LETTER:
[date]

Dockets Management Branch (HFA-305),
Food and Drug Administration

5630 Fishers Lane, Room 1061
Rockville, MD 20852

RE: Docket No. 98D-1146 - Discussion Paper: "A Proposed Framework for
Evaluating and Assuring the Human Safety of the Microbial Effects of
Antimicrobial New Animal Drugs Intended for Use in Food-Producing
Animals."

To Whom It May Concern:

These comments are submitted with regard to the Food and Drug
Administration's (FDA's) "Proposed Framework for Evaluating and Assuring
the Human Safety of the Microbial Effects of Antimicrobial New Animal Drugs
Intended for Use in Food Producing Animals" (64 Fed. Reg. 887, Jan. 6,
1999). The proposed Framework (1) describes a pre-approval system under
which FDA will consider the potential of new uses of antibiotics in animal
agriculture to exacerbate problems of antibiotic resistance in human
pathogens, and (2) outlines requirements for post-approval studies and
monitoring of resistance levels for new uses of antibiotics in animal
agriculture. As discussed below, we are pleased that FDA is beginning to
consider antibiotic resistance resulting from antibiotic use in animal
agriculture. Nevertheless, the proposed Framework is extremely weak and
needs to be substantially revised in order to protect the efficacy of
antibiotics vital to human health.



FDA should restrict the use of antibiotics in food-animal production based
on concerns about antibiotic resistance.

We support FDA for beginning to consider antibiotic resistance before
approving new antibiotics for use in food-animal production. As described
in the proposed Framework and in numerous scientific reports, the evolution
of antibiotic resistance by bacteria poses a serious threat to human
health. 1In response to heavy use of antibiotics, strains of many
disease-causing bacteria are losing their susceptibility to the antibiotics
formerly used to treat them. As a result, literally untreatable bacterial
infections could become common in the future. Recently, a number of
reports by leading experts have urged sharp reductions in uses of
antibiotics in agriculture (e.g. WHO 1997, Levy 1998, Witte 1998).

We strongly agree with FDA that uses of antibiotics in animal
agriculture should be evaluated and, as appropriate, restricted in order to
assure that these uses do not threaten human health by promoting the spread
of antibiotic resistance. We strongly advocate that FDA make decisions in
favor of protecting human health when there are tradeoffs between human
health and perceived economic advantages for current systems of intensive
animal production. Unfortunately, as discussed below, the proposed
Framework favors animal agriculture at the expense of human health.

The proposed Framework will only be risk-based if it is applied to existing
as well as to new uses of antibiotics.

FDA asserts that the proposed Framework "sets out a conceptual
risk-based framework for evaluating the microbial safety of antimicrobial
drugs intended for use in food-producing animals." Taking a narrow view,
FDA's proposed Framework can be considered a risk-based approach for
evaluating new uses of antibiotics in food-animal production, in that FDA's
proposed actions are related to the extent of human health risks from
particular new uses of antibiotics in animal agriculture.

Taking a broader view of the problem of antibiotic resistance,
however, leads to the conclusion that the proposed Framework is not
risk-based. More than 40 percent of the total volume of antibiotics in the
United States are now used in animal agriculture, and the greatest risk to
human health comes from existing rather than new uses of antibiotics in
animal agriculture. Yet these existing use of antibiotics in agriculture
are virtually ignored by the proposed Framework. We urge FDA to address
existing uses of antibiotics in food-animal production, as well as
prospective uses. In particular, we urge the agency to implement the March
1999 petition by the Center for Science in the Public Interest, the
Environmental Defense Fund, the Union of Concerned Scientists, Food Animals
Concerns Trust, and Public Citizen's Health Research Group, to end existing
uses of antibiotics in animals feeds consistent with recommendations by the
World Health Organization (WHO 1997) and the U.S. Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention.

FDA's proposed scheme for categorizing antibiotics does not adequately
protect human health.

As part of FDA's proposed Framework, the agency proposes to place
antibiotics into one of three categories according to their relative
importance in human medicine. FDA would then subject new uses of
antibiotics in each of the proposed categories to certain use restrictions
and post-approval reguirements. Use of antibiotics in Category I, for
example, would be subject to far greater restrictions than the use of



antibiotics in Category III.

In principle, the establishment of such categories by FDA is a
reasonable method to facilitate agency decision-making. As proposed,
however, FDA's categorization scheme does not adequately protect against
bacterial resistance to antibiotics important to human medicine. FDAs
proposed Category I includes antibiotics that are "Essential for the
treatment of a serious or life-threatening disease in humans for which
there is no satisfactory alternative therapy." In other words, Category I
includes antibiotics for which the loss of bacterial susceptibility would
likely result in human deaths. Yet, FDA proposes to allow Category I
antibiotics to be used in food-animal production, as long as steps are
taken to limit the spread of bacterial resistance. But, even limited use
of Category I antibiotics will increase the risk that bacteria will evolve
resistance to them, thus jeopardizing human lives. Instead of risking the
future efficacy of antibiotics critical to human health, we urge that FDA
not permit the use of Category I antibiotics in food-animal production.

Similarly, we urge that FDA revise the standards for Category IT and
IIT antibiotics. Category II includes antibiotics important for the
treatment of human disease, but for which "satisfactory alternative
therapies exist." These drugs should be subject to the restrictions and
post-approval requirements now proposed for Category I antibiotics.
Category III now includes antibiotics that are not a first choice for
treating human infections and drugs that are not used in human medicine.
We urge that Category III is subdivided, so that antibiotics used in human
medicine are subject to greater restrictions and post-approval requirements
than those not used in human medicine.

FDA should require that drug-sales information be submitted to the agency.
The efforts of scientists at FDA and other institutions to correlate

the evolution of resistance in bacteria with the use of antibiotics in
agriculture are now severely hampered by drug manufacturers' refusal to

divulge information on antibiotic sales. Under the proposed Framework,
FDA would require that detailed drug sales information be submitted as part
of "drug experience reports." Drug sales information is vital to improved

understanding of the evolution of antibiotic resistance and to the
effectiveness of post-approval monitoring for resistance. We therefore
strongly support FDA's proposal to require the submission of drug sales
information. We also urge that FDA make drug sales information publicly
available to the fullest extent allowed by law, thus allowing researchers
and others to have access to it.

Thank you for your consideration. é;/
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Sincerely,

[Signatories by name, title, and organization]
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