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worldwide by 2050.3

ntibiotics are critical tools in human medicine, and we all have good reason to

be worried about losing them. Medical authorities warn that these life-saving
drugs are losing their effectiveness, and there are few new drugs in the pipeline
to replace those that no longer work because the bacteria that make people and
animals ill are no longer susceptible to the drugs." According to Public Health
England (PHE), “It has been 30 years since a new class of antibiotics was last
introduced. Only three of the 41 antibiotics in development have the potential to
act against the majority of the most resistant bacteria.”? PHE estimates that failure
to address antibiotic resistance (AR) could result in 10 million deaths per year

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations (FAO) calls antibiotic resistance “one of the most
serious risks to human health at the global level”.” The news
in 2015 that bacteria resistant to colistin, the antibiotic of
last resort used when other drugs fail, have been found in

a number of countries worldwide heightened concern that
the predicted post-antibiotic era may be approaching more
rapidly than imagined (see box on page 5).

Food & Water Europe is fighting to stop the farming prac-
tices that threaten the effectiveness of our antibiotics.

This briefing paper explains the problem from a European
perspective and outlines what needs to be done. For further
information about the situation in the United States, see the
Food & Water Watch report Antibiotic Resistance 101.

Antibiotic resistance

All species evolve and adapt in response to their environment
over time. Bacteria reproduce rapidly, encouraging faster
adaptation. Antibiotics kill bacteria, but if a few bacteria
withstand the treatment and survive, when they reproduce,
they pass on the traits that allowed them to resist the anti-
biotics. The new generations of bacteria will be resistant and
will not be killed by the antibiotic. Any use of antibiotics to
some degree leads to resistance in this way,’ and antibiotic
resistance has become a global problem.*

Infections involving AR bacteria make people increasingly
ill because it takes multiple rounds of increasingly stronger
antibiotics to treat them, allowing the infection to progress
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Definitions

With many organisations and companies,
including for-profit vested interests, discussing
antibiotic resistance in many languages and
settings, it is very important to ensure clarity of
terms. Food & Water Europe uses the following
definitions:

+ Antimicrobial: any compound with a direct ac-
tion on microorganisms that is used for treat-
ment or prevention of infections. Antibiotics
are a type of antimicrobial.

+ Curative (therapeutic) treatment: treatment
of an ill animal or group of animals, when the
diagnosis of disease or infection has been
made.

* Preventive treatment (prophylaxis or nonther-
apeutic treatment): treatment of an animal
or a group of animals before clinical signs of
disease emerge. This includes routine use of
medicines where no disease is present in or-
der to prevent its emergence and for all other
purposes, like increasing weight gain, that are
not disease management.

further than it might have done if the original treatment still
worked. Diminishing numbers of drug options can also make
it harder for doctors to treat patients with allergies to some
antibiotics and make it more likely that patients will require
stronger drugs administered intravenously.”

Given this inevitable trend, it is important to find ways to
maintain the effectiveness of antibiotics for as long as possible.
Unfortunately, the livestock industry uses antibiotics in ways
that contribute to the emergence and spread of AR bacteria.

How industrial agriculture
abuses antibiotics

Many livestock producers and fish farmers use antibiot-
ics appropriately to treat sickness in accordance with their
moral and legal obligations to the animals in their care.

However, since the 1950s, antibiotics have been used in agri-
culture for routine, low-dose nontherapeutic (e.g., preventa-
tive, or prophylactic) disease prevention, and in some places,
including the United States, for growth promotion (a practice
now banned in the EU), particularly in densely packed and
unsanitary factory farms.® Far more antibiotics are given to
livestock than to people,” and the livestock taking them usu-
ally are not sick. This practice accelerates the development
of the AR bacteria now threatening human health.”

Whereas appropriate treatment of sick animals is less likely to
contribute to resistance, routine nontherapeutic use over long
periods of time creates conditions that promote the develop-
ment of AR bacteria by killing the bacteria susceptible to the
drug but leaving the AR bacteria to survive and reproduce.

The use of even one antibiotic in this manner can select for
resistance to multiple classes of antibiotics, because the
genetic trait that allows bacteria to survive exposure to one
antibiotic is often linked to traits that allow it to survive oth-
ers." It is therefore worrying that drugs used nontherapeuti-
cally for animals come from every major class of antibiotics
used in human medicine.”” Many drugs used for nonthera-
peutic purposes are also used for disease treatment in both
veterinary and human medicine, and many AR genes are
already widespread.”

Estimates differ on precisely how many antibiotics are used
in agriculture generally or for nontherapeutic purposes spe-
cifically. There is no centralised system for collecting such
data. The pharmaceutical industry is not eager to share such
business information."

Bearing this in mind, estimates of global antibiotic use

in livestock production range from 63,000 tonnes to over
240,000 tonnes annually.” The independent Review on Anti-
microbial Resistance commissioned by the UK Government
(the O’Neill Report) accepts that most countries use more
than 50 percent of their antibiotics in livestock production.'
In the United States, Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
data indicate that, in 2011, 80 percent of antibiotics sold in
the country were used for agriculture,” with 70 percent of
those used in livestock sold for use in feed and 24 percent
for use in water.” In the UK, the total antibiotics dispensed
in 2013 to humans was 531 tonnes and total sales for animal
use was 419 tonnes (approximately 40 percent of total use).”

In aquaculture, antibiotic doses can be proportionately high-
er than in livestock, leaving residues in food and up to 70-80
percent of the antibiotics used in aquaculture excreted into
the environment.?® Antibiotics are less effective in sea water,
potentially forcing required doses up by as much as 60-fold.”!
Given that the FAO says, “Antibiotics have not always been
used in a responsible manner in aquaculture and, in a num-
ber of reported situations, control of the use of antibiotics
has not provided an adequate assurance of the prevention
of risk to humans,”* we may know even less about the full
extent of the problem at sea than we do on farms.

While direct conclusions are difficult to draw based on the
amounts of antibiotics used alone, it is clear that a signifi-
cant proportion of global antibiotic use is in food-producing
animals, and a good deal of that goes to animals that are not
sick, at a time when resistance is a growing problem for both
human and veterinary medicine.

How antibiotic-resistant bacteria
spread in the environment

Not only do AR bacteria become more numerous in response
to selective pressure by reproducing more copies of them-
selves, but they also can share the resistance genes with
neighbouring bacteria.?® This process, called horizontal gene
transfer, allows both faster spread of AR genes and easier
acquisition of resistance to multiple drugs by multiple types
of bacteria.

These resistance genes, no longer tied to a specific spe-
cies of bacteria, persist in the wider microbial environment,
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creating reservoirs of resistance in which resistance genes
become widespread and can be acquired by other bacteria
through repeated horizontal gene transfer.”> Once AR genes
have developed, they spread easily and are exceedingly hard
to control, and have even been called “highly promiscuous”
because of this.?

Gene transfer can occur among the bacteria in animal diges-
tive tracts and then spread via waste into the environment,”
so reservoirs of AR bacteria persist in livestock and in the
environment around farms. In large livestock operations, ma-
nure is collected in lagoons,? where fecal bacteria can survive
for months outside the animal.* Most of the antibiotics fed to
livestock are also excreted in waste, adding an additional low-
level exposure to bacteria in the lagoon and in the environ-
ment, perpetuating the further development of AR bacteria.*
Several studies have found DNA matches between AR bacteria
in the soil and water and in manure lagoons.®'

Neither lagoon storage nor anaerobic digestion, a process used
to convert livestock waste into energy, significantly decreases
the presence of AR genes.** Poultry litter has also been found
to harbor multiple-drug-resistant E. coli and antibiotic resi-
dues.®® Any waste treatment to reduce bacteria levels that only
partially eliminates bacterial contamination can be rendered
ineffective when the bacteria simply grow back.

Since most livestock waste is spread on the land as fertiliser,
AR bacteria are introduced into the local environment,**
creating the possibility for horizontal transfer of resistance
genes to bacteria in fields, streams, ponds and groundwater.
These bacteria can then carry on reproducing with these
new traits and contributing to the reservoir of antibiotic re-
sistance.” Furthermore, vehicles carrying livestock leave AR

and other bacteria in the air behind them,*® and flies attract-
ed to livestock waste pick up and may disperse AR bacteria.”

While there is disagreement about the degree to which
antibiotic use in agriculture contributes to the development
of resistant bacteria, research establishing the links is clear.
In the United States, Spain and the Netherlands, research-
ers found 8- to 16-fold increases in AR Campylobacter within
just three years of the introduction of the antibiotic class
fluoroquinolone in poultry.®® A 2011 trial took piglets from
the same litter and raised them in two groups under the
same conditions, except that one group was given low doses
of antibiotics in the feed.”” After only two weeks, the treated
piglets developed significantly higher levels of AR E. coli. The
AR E. coliin the treated piglets carried a higher variety of
AR genes, including some that conferred resistance to drugs
not used in the study.” Higher concentrations of AR bacte-
ria were found downwind of hog facilities a few weeks after
hogs received a dose of nontherapeutic antibiotics.*

From livestock to farmers,
from meat to consumers

The European Medicines Agency (EMA) says, “The majority
of Salmonella spp. and Campylobacter spp. causing human
infections in EU Member States are zoonotic in origin [trans-
ferring from animals to people] and most likely originate in
food production animals.”? Studies have found that resistant
bacteria in livestock spread to farmers, farmworkers and
rural residents.*”

In poultry production, as early as 1976, researchers found
that AR bacteria spread rapidly in the intestines of chickens
raised using nontherapeutic antibiotics. Farmers on the same



poultry operations developed higher levels of AR bacteria

in their intestinal tracts compared to their neighbours.*
Multiple studies have identified the similar strains of AR
bacteria in farmers and their livestock.” A study of poultry
workers found a strain of E. coli resistant to gentamicin to be
32 times higher in the workers compared to other members
of the community, with half of the poultry workers carrying
the AR strain.*

In pig production, strains of methicillin-resistant Staphy-
lococcus aureus (MRSA) have been found in both pigs and
the people who raise them.”” One strain of MRSA has been
found in both pigs and the people who raise them, but not in
neighbours who do not raise pigs.*® Two studies have found
farmworkers and pigs carrying the same strains of MRSA
on conventional livestock farms, but not on farms that do
not use antibiotics in raising livestock.” Research shows an
increased likelihood of MRSA skin infections in people liv-
ing near fields treated with swine manure.*® A study by 20
institutes studying 89 genomes from humans and animals in
over 19 countries®' showed that the strain of MRSA associ-
ated with livestock originated in humans, transferred to pigs
where it acquired resistance to tetracycline and methicillin,
and then jumped back to humans.>

When European doctors found increasing rates of vancomy-
cin-resistant infections in hospital patients during the 1990s,
researchers found the same resistance patterns in AR bacteria
in meat and manure.” The EU responded by restricting vanco-
mycin use in agriculture, and rates of vancomycin-resistance
in people fell. The United States never approved vancomycin
for nontherapeutic uses in livestock, and, while resistant
Enterococcus infections do occur in U.S. hospitals, the problem
has never been as great as the point reached in the EU.*

While there is still argument from the meat and pharmaceuti-
cal industries about how much of the AR problem is caused by
antibiotic use in food production, the link is increasingly hard
to deny. A 2015 review of 280 published, peer-reviewed articles
found “compelling” evidence that antibiotic use in animals is a
factor promoting resistance in humans, with only 8 percent of
the papers reviewed arguing that there is no link.”

One way that resistant bacteria infect us is via our food,
and there is a decent chance that meat or chicken bought at
a supermarket has AR bacteria on it, putting you and your
family at risk. The World Health Organization (WHO) report
on antibiotic resistance and food safety in Europe confirms,
“Food products of animal origin are often contaminated
with bacteria, and thus likely to constitute the main route
of transmitting resistant bacteria and resistance genes from
food animals to people.”*® The EMA agrees, saying,
“[Alntimicrobial resistance is increasing among campylo-
bacter infections and is common among isolates from other
sources, specifically retail poultry meat.”

Moreover, according to the EMA and WHO, modern travel
and international trade contribute to the spread of the resis-
tance problem over long distances.®®

Even occasional transmission to humans can have a signifi-
cant negative impact because of the way resistance genes
spread.” People can carry AR bacteria for years without
realising it, and those same AR bacteria can pose grave
danger as an infection.®® Antibiotic resistance has become
such a serious problem that there are few or no treatment
options in some cases,”' and pharmaceutical companies are
not producing new treatments fast enough to keep up with
the need.®



The results can be serious, and the arrival of bacteria resist-
ant to our antibiotic of last resort, colistin, threatens to make
things worse (see box). According to the European Centre for
Disease Prevention and Control and the EMA, the situation
is already sobering: “[A]t least 25,000 patients in the EU each
year die from infections due to multidrug resistant bacte-
ria.”® The European Commission says that treating multid-
rug-resistant infections costs European healthcare systems
and productivity at least an extra €1.5 billion per year.*
These numbers reflect costs from total AR illnesses.

Some of these infections may be caused by bacteria that
people are exposed to not via food, but from the wider envi-
ronment. The point is that agricultural misuse of antibiotics
is driving the creation of the AR bacteria, which are then
spread generally through the wider environment. This means

The last resort under threat

Colistin resistance is a good example of why a
conservative approach to antibiotics is prudent —
what we know today may not hold tomorrow, and
by the time the need for action is identified and
implemented, it may be too late.

Colistin was first used in Europe in the 1950s,”’
including to prevent diarrhoea in pigs,’® but its use
in humans was restricted because of its toxic-
ity.” According to the EMA, colistin resistance
was known but was reported to be “in theory
non-transferable”.®° The EMA reports, “Colistin
has been used regularly in veterinary medicine
for decades, both as curative treatment and for
prevention of disease,”®" and, by 2012, “Colistin
accounted for more than 30 percent of the an-
timicrobial use in swine and 15 percent in veal
farming.”®2 In 2010, the use of colistin in poultry
production was touted in the veterinary press for
its ease of administration and “almost zero levels
of resistance, even with bugs variously resistant
to other antimicrobials”.2

By July 2013 things had changed, and the EMA
said that colistin now plays “a key role for public
health”, adding, “Due to the critical importance of
colistin for use in human medicine, there is a need
to focus on the possible consequences of veteri-
nary use of colistin for human public health.”®*
PHE reports that colistin use for human patients

is high in England compared with other European
countries, increasing 20 percent between 2013
and 2014 “in response to a high prevalence and in-
creasing life expectancy of cystic fibrosis patients,
as well as growing numbers of multi-resistant
bacterial isolates causing serious infections”.®> The
rise of antibiotic resistance had helped turned
colistin from a drug used only in animals into a
medicine of last resort for otherwise untreatable

human conditions.
(continued on page 6)

that we all may be exposed to, and pay the price for, danger-
ous AR bacteria that are the result of agricultural misuse of
antibiotics, even if we don’t eat meat or live near a farm.

To put this in perspective, in the UK alone, E. coli was the
most common cause of human bloodstream infections in
2013, with 35,716 reported cases.®® Of these, 18 percent were
resistant to Ciprofloxacin (a drug used to treat, among other
things, anthrax®), and 10 percent were resistant to both Ce-
fotaxime (uses include meningitis treatment®’) and Ceftazi-
dime (uses include meningitis and pneumonia treatment®®).®

In animal E. coli infections in the UK, 11 percent were resist-
ant to Cefotaxime and 6 percent were resistant to Ceftazi-
dime, which is worth noting because neither drug is author-
ised for use in animals,’”® so the resistance should not have
been acquired through overuse of the drug in animals.

Campylobacter gastroenteritis was the most common hu-
man-acquired bacterial zoonosis (infection in animals that
can be transmitted to humans) in the UK in 2013.”" Results
for antibiotic resistance tests are available for 45 percent of
the 66,575 reported cases; 42 percent of those were resistant
to Ciprofloxacin and 2.5 percent resistant to erythromy-

cin (used for patients who can’t take penicillin).”? In 2014,
zoonotic infections of both Campylobacter and Salmonella in
humans increased in the UK, reversing previous downward
trends, and confirmed cases of one type of E. coli showed “a

significant increase”.”

In the United States, the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention estimates that at least 2 million Americans each
year experience AR infections, leading to at least 23,000
deaths.”” Approximately 22 percent of those infections origi-
nate from foodborne pathogens.”

Tackling antibiotic resistance

Halting the development and spread of AR bacteria is vital
for the preservation of antibiotic effectiveness in both human
and veterinary medicine. Strong food safety practices are
particularly important to prevent AR bacteria and disease
outbreaks, but a comprehensive farm-to-fork system of con-
trol is needed, including a ban on all routine nontherapeutic
antibiotic use in food-producing animals, improved monitor-
ing and reporting of emerging resistance and improved envi-
ronmental protections. It is critical to prevent the emergence
and spread of AR bacteria among food-producing animals to
minimise the entry of AR bacteria into the food supply, par-
ticularly as global trade and air travel provide clear vectors
for resistance and disease to spread increasingly easily.

By far the best way to prevent the spread of AR bacteria is
to prevent their development in the first place, and it is more
effective to take action when AR bacteria first emerge than
to wait until the trait becomes widespread and threatens ani-
mal or human health.””" Once AR traits spread via horizontal
gene transfer throughout the ecosystem, the AR trait may be
virtually impossible to eradicate and may persist for many
years."? This is why eliminating nontherapeutic uses of an-
tibiotics can make a difference in reducing the prevalence of
AR bacteria,'”® but it may not stop the spread of AR bacteria



The last resort under threat (continued from page 5)

The timeline of developments in late 2015 shows how easily official responses can be outpaced by real-world
developments:

9 October 2015: The UK Advisory Committee on Animal Feedingstuffs agreed with the July 2013 EMA
advice that preventative use of colistin in animals should be halted.®

18 November 2015: A Chinese study revealed that between 2011 and 2014 transferable colistin-resistant
E. coli were present in 15 percent of raw meat samples, 21 percent of animals tested and 1 percent of
infected hospital inpatients.®”

22 November 2015: Twenty senior medical experts published a letter in The Times calling for an official
end to group nontherapeutic use of antibiotics in animals in feed and water.88

26 November 2015: The British Veterinary Association (BVA) called for a “proportionate response” to the
Chinese study. BVA Senior Vice President John Blackwell said, “It would be pragmatic to carry out new
risk assessments."®

3 December 2015: The UK Department of Health was asked formally in Parliament for a statement and
replied on 8 December, “While PHE and the Food Standards Agency judge that the public health risk of
colistin-resistant bacteria from slaughtered animals and the food chain is very low, the use of colistin
for animals will be reviewed following recent reports of transferable colistin resistance in China and
Europe.”?°

4 December 2015: The Responsible Use of Medicines in Agriculture group (RUMA) announced voluntary
restrictions on colistin to use only as a medicine of last resort while an EU risk assessment is con-
ducted.” Despite earlier assurances that such resistance was believed to be “non-transferable”, in early
December the British Society for Antimicrobial Chemotherapy called the discovery of colistin-resistant
bacteria in one patient and food from Denmark “worrying”, adding that the fact that samples dated
back to 2012 “means that this type of resistance may be widespread”.®?

11 December 2015: The EMA sought a mandate from the European Commission to review and update
its 2013 advice on colistin.?®* News emerged that transferable colistin-resistance traits had been found
in 15 samples from UK pig farms, imported meat and human patients.’* Subsequent media reports said
the problem is present in France, the Netherlands, Portugal and parts of Asia and Africa in addition to
China, Denmark and the UK.%

The UK press reports were based on a 7 December 2015 PHE notification that, following the Chinese rev-

elations, UK agencies had ordered the evaluation of 24,000 archived samples.®® Initial results found trans-
ferable colistin-resistant bacteria in samples dating back to 2012, confirming that the problem “is already

present in England and Wales in various bacterial species harboured by the human population”, and that

other resistance genes were also found.””

Indeed, as transferable colistin resistance was already present in 2012 in both Denmark and the UK, even
the 2013 EMA recommendation that preventative colistin use in livestock be halted was tardy. Medical
predictions in 2015 that it would be “three years before colistin resistance would spread from China to the
UK"” were exposed as woefully complacent.®® It was already in the UK, and elsewhere in Europe, over-
looked by inadequate monitoring and potentially aggravated by continued nontherapeutic antibiotic use
in animals.

Remarkably, John Blackwell echoed the BVA's minimalist approach even after the colistin-resistant strains
were identified in the UK, noting that prescribing practices in human medicine are the “main drivers” for
the development of drug resistance in the human population.®® While this may or may not be true, the vital
importance of antibiotics to both human and veterinary medicine, coupled with the changes over time in
the importance of individual medicines as resistance develops and spreads, means that we must take all ac-
tion possible to delay the day when antibiotics fail across the board. Quibbling about how much agriculture
contributes to the rise of resistance is not enough when there are other, better options.

Laura Piddock, Professor of Microbiology at of University of Birmingham and Director of the global group
Antibiotic Action, says: “The use in farms should be minimised and alternative treatments found.... When
it comes to colistin in particular, it's one of those cases where we are now reusing it in human medicine,
and therefore we want to reclaim it from the vets. This new-type resistance has come upon us very quick-
ly. We still don't know the real impact on human medicine.”'%




that already exist."” Vigilance will already be required for
many years to come; we should not make the problem worse.

Sadly the U.S. livestock industry still minimises its role in
antibiotic resistance."” In Europe, many adopt an “as much
as necessary, as little as possible” approach that does not
clearly rule out routine nontherapeutic use (see box)."
Groups taking such a stance could help us all by taking clear
positions against the use of routine nontherapeutic antibiotic
use to differentiate their organisations from those that still
support such uses.

Animals can be raised successfully without nontherapeutic
antibiotic use, and this has the clear benefit of not add-

ing to the reservoir of resistance. Raising livestock without
nontherapeutic antibiotics requires changes in herd manage-
ment, including lowering animal density and changing nu-
tritional programmes.'”” Animals crowded into factory farms
may face increased stress and poor hygiene, which facilitates
the spread of pathogens and slows animal growth. Minimis-
ing livestock stress and maximising hygiene can therefore
provide growth-promotion and infection-prevention benefits
without the nontherapeutic use of antibiotics.

Two years of changed practices can be sufficient to begin to
show improvements in the level of resistance in bacteria in
livestock and meat.'®

Europe has good experience with radically reducing antibi-
otic use in agriculture, including;:

In 1986, Sweden became the first EU country to ban the
use of antibiotics as growth promoters. Sweden’s livestock
producers faced increases in livestock disease immediate-
ly after the ban, but government data showed no decrease
in production due to the ban.'”

Danish hog farms experienced a brief spike in therapeutic
antibiotic use in swine after banning antibiotics for growth
promotion,' but between 1992 and 2008, Danish pig
farmers increased production by nearly 40 percent while
antibiotic use per pig dropped by 50 percent."" Extensive
government tracking of AR bacteria and antibiotic use in
animals and humans has been key to Denmark’s success.'?

In addition to banning nontherapeutic uses of antibiot-
ics, the Netherlands tracks all antibiotic use on farms by
veterinarians and enforces fines for overuse.' Sales of
antibiotics for veterinary purposes have decreased by 58
percent since 2009, surpassing the government goal of a
50 percent reduction, and antibiotic resistance trends in
animals have improved.™

The EU as a whole banned the use of medically impor-
tant antibiotics for growth promotion and established an
EU-wide AR monitoring system in 1999, then phased out
all antibiotics use for growth promotion by 2006." The
prevalence of AR bacteria has subsequently declined in
livestock, meat and people in the EU.""®

While not a member of the EU, Norway has considerable
influence over EU aquaculture through companies like

Room for improvement

A number of organisations and companies adopt positions that appear supportive of a precautionary
approach to antibiotic use in food-producing animals, but underlying policies and activities bring into
question their commitment to a ban on all routine nontherapeutic uses. Food & Water Europe calls on

them to make their support for such a ban clear.

The European Platform for the Responsible Use of Medicines in Animals (EPRUMA), which includes feed
and drug manufacturers who profit from the sale of veterinary antibiotics, calls the preventative use of
antibiotics where no disease has been diagnosed “a necessary part of disease management”.'®®

While the Responsible Use of Medicines in Agriculture Alliance (RUMA), an associate member of EPRU-
MA, rightly points to a need for clear definitions, it also supports the use of antibiotics in animals “in
order to prevent the occurrence of disease or infection”.'*> RUMA “responsible use” guidance aims to
“enable poultry producers to discontinue routine antimicrobial use”'*?, but says, “Some bacterial infec-
tions are best dealt with by treatment before the clinical signs.”’*' RUMA guidance for pigs advises, “An-
timicrobials are sometimes used to treat a group of animals to prevent diseases that might occur.... Use
for prevention is avoided whenever possible but may be necessary mainly during periods when stress
is imposed on animals, e.g., changes in diet, weaning, transport and mixing."'4?

Industry responses to the Commission’s draft Regulations support preventative use of antibiotics, so it
is important for these organisations to clarify that this should not include treatment when no disease
has been diagnosed. European farmers' representative Copa-Cogeca, said clearly, “[P]reventive use [of
feed containing antibiotics] should be allowed"."** Elsewhere Copa-Cogeca outlines the circumstances
under which it calls preventative use “necessary”.'** The International Federation for Animal Health
Europe, representing the animal health industry, also supports preventative group treatment of ani-

mals.'*®

While animals without visible symptoms may be infected and in need of treatment, Food & Water Europe
supports the views of the Environment and Agriculture Committees that disease must be diagnosed before

antibiotics are administered.




Marine Harvest, the world’s largest producer of Atlantic
salmon."” The O’Neill Report cites Norwegian Govern-
ment figures of a 99 percent fall in antimicrobial use in
aquaculture between 1987 and 2013 despite an increase in
production, due to improved practices and stricter regula-
tions." The WHO says, “[I]Jmproved management of fish
farms and the introduction of effective vaccines can sig-
nificantly reduce the usage of antibiotics”" A 2009 study
found that the antimicrobial sales for aquaculture in the
UK have also declined, saying, “It has been suggested
that this reduction is due mainly to improved husbandry

techniques and the use of vaccines”™

It is clearly entirely possible to dramatically reduce antibi-
otic use in food-producing animals on land and at sea while
maintaining or increasing production with improved animal
husbandry backed up by tough enforcement of strict regula-
tions. Eliminating all routine nontherapeutic use of antibiot-
ics in food-producing animals is the next step.

Recommendations

The development and spread of AR bacteria are complex
processes, and reversing them is difficult, if not impossible.
There is no doubt that research and monitoring need to be
improved to help identify, quantify and control the problem.

While the EU has gone some way towards improving how
antibiotics are used, more needs to be done to eliminate
routine nontherapeutic use of antibiotics in the rearing of
our food animals in order to protect antibiotic efficacy for
human and veterinary medicine.

The European Union is currently considering two new Regu-
lations that could be of critical help in this regard:

1. A comprehensive proposed Regulation on veterinary me-
dicinal products (VMP) (2014/0257/COD)."!

2. A proposed Regulation on the manufacture, placing on
the market and use of medicated feed (2014/0255/COD).'*

A number of important amendments from the Committee on
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety'” and the Commit-
tee on Agriculture™ would, if adopted, explicitly ban the non-
therapeutic use of antibiotics in food-producing animals via the
VMP Regulation, which would then carry over into the imple-
mentation of the application of the medicinal feed Regulation.

Food & Water Europe considers it extremely important
that the new Regulations include the amendments banning
routine nontherapeutic use of antibiotics or others that do
the same job. A ban is supported by the EMA."> It is also
important, therefore, for Members of the European Parlia-
ment to ensure that no amendments are included in the
new Regulations that water down a tough stance restricting
antibiotic use.

Food & Water Europe also recommends that EU Member
States be required to provide extension services to farmers to
foster understanding of the need to restrict nontherapeutic
antibiotic use, enable improved monitoring and reporting,
and offer advice on alternative methods for controlling dis-
ease through improved animal husbandry and other on-farm
practices.

Sadly, some vested interests may undermine the ban we need.

The problems became apparent very early in the process
aiming to reform the law on veterinary medicinal products.
In 2010, the Commission conducted a wide-ranging public
consultation about reforming the laws regulating veterinary
medicines that eventually informed the draft Regulations
now under consideration. The pharmaceutical industry re-
sponded enthusiastically to the Commission’s particular wel-
come to its input,'*® providing 35 of the 172 responses, pulling
total business involvement up to 52 percent of submissions.”’

The responses to one question are particularly revealing.
When asked, “Would you favour that the legal framework
provides a specific legal basis to restrict the use of antimi-
crobials which are critical for human medicine?”, 51 percent
of respondents answered that they did not." This is disap-
pointing. Such a restriction is not as far-reaching as a full
ban on all nontherapeutic use of antibiotics, and, with clear
implications for human health, supporting such a move
would presumably fit squarely within any corporate social
responsibility framework.

While the breakdown of respondents is outlined for other
questions in the Commission’s report of the consultation,

the Commission did not reveal which sectors object to this
suggestion. Due to the fact that some of the 32 anonymous
responses reported on the Commission’s website include phar-
maceutical companies,'” and the fact that the Commission
states that it has neither published submissions from those
requesting confidentiality nor included postal or email re-
sponses in its figures,' it is impossible to get a comprehensive
picture of who is lobbying against a move that some consider
vital to safeguarding antibiotic efficacy in human medicine.

However, an examination of the submissions that are avail-
able gives an indication of the sources of difficulty. The fol-



lowing pharmaceutical companies and associations are “not
at all” in favour of restricting veterinary use of antimicrobials
critical to human medicine™": Alpharma Animal Health, now
part of the U.S. conglomerate Pfizer'®?; The Animal and Plant
Health Association of Ireland; Bayer Animal Health; The
Federation for Animal Health of Germany; European Group
for Generic Veterinary Products; International Federation
for Animal Health Europe; the association of manufactur-
ers and importers of veterinary medicinal products of the
Netherlands; Janssen Animal Health, now part of the U.S.
conglomerate Eli Lilly'? National Office of Animal Health
Ltd; Novartis Animal Health Inc, now part of U.S. conglom-
erate Eli Lilly"*; Pfizer Animal Health, Veterinary Medicine
R & D; the association of the French animal health industry;
VIRBAC SA and five anonymous pharmaceutical companies.

By comparison, a number of public bodies “very much” sup-
port such a restriction, including': the Italian Directorate
General for animal health and veterinary drugs; the French
authorities; the chemical safety office of the German Federal
Environment Agency; the medical products agency of Swe-

den; and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of Finland.
In addition, a number of public bodies “clearly” favour such a
restriction, including the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and
Food Quality of the Netherlands and the National Organiza-
tion for Medicines of Greece.”® Finally, the EMA Committee
for Medicinal Products for Veterinary Use “clearly” favours a
restriction, and the Pharmaceutical Group of the European
Union favours a restriction “very much”.™’

The pharmaceutical industry lobbies MEPs against a manda-
tory ban on routine nontherapeutic use of antibiotics in ani-

mals in favour of a voluntary scheme. Food & Water Europe

believes that this is effectively lobbying for the status quo.

The O’Neill Report found, “The majority of studies opposing
a reduction of agricultural antimicrobial use were authored by
people affiliated to either governments or industry,” conclud-
ing, “Given all that we know already, it does not make sense
to delay action further: the burden of proof should be for
those who oppose curtailing the use of antimicrobials in food
production to explain why, not the other way around.”'*¢
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