John Gilmore                                                                                      June 16, 2008

Science Information Specialist

Canadian Food Inspection Agency

Floor 2, Room 2321 W

59 Camelot Drive

Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0Y9

Re: Revised Draft Policy for the regulation of distillers’ grain derived as by-products from the ethanol production process
Due to the short turn-around time for comments on the revised draft policy, my input will be brief. 

1. Canadian and US regulations are given equal footing in this regulatory policy. It does not seem appropriate that a Canadian regulatory agency would turn over such a large part of its responsibilities to a foreign government. If the FDA should approve an enzyme, microbial additive or process chemical that Canadian scientists believe would compromise food safety, there is no provision in this draft policy for Canada to restrict imports containing the problematic substance.  This raises questions of both the public health and safety of Canadians, and also public liability of the regulator.
 
2. The labelling proposal does not deal with sulphur content of the DG. This seems to be a major concession to the ethanol industry. The onus of testing for sulphur level will fall upon the buyer, increasing expenses and/or risk of animal health and welfare problems. 

3. Similarly, with mycotoxins, this revised draft policy is simply “buyer beware”. Maximum allowable content of each mycotoxin, as well as total mycotoxins should be regulated, and the maximum should be very low, as a measure to protect animal health. As there is a strong incentive for the ethanol producer to use low-cost contaminated feedstocks, the ethanol producer should also bear the cost of proving its DG is not toxic.

4. This policy recognizes that DG increases the phosphorus content of manure, however it does not require label information to permit the livestock producer to plan manure spreading accordingly. It looks like the CFIA is creating extra work for provincial authorities to deal with regarding elevated phosphorus in manure – or it is turning a blind eye to the environmental risks created by facilitating increased use of DG from fuel ethanol. 


5. There is no specific information regarding monitoring, compliance and enforcement of this regulation. DG should be monitored in a systematic way, and the data published in an easily accessible format. Levels of antibiotics, antibiotic resistant microbes, mycotoxins, sulphur, process chemical residues, and unapproved additives should be measured in statistically significant samples of DG produced in Canada, and imported to Canada. Herds fed DG needs to be monitored for incidence of e coli 0157, and the effects of elevated mycotoxins, sulphur and sodium. Environmental impacts of feeding DG need to be monitored, particularly those due to increased phosphorus and salt content in manure, and the impacts on soils and water quality. Proper methodology and adequate resources need to be applied to the process.
6. Extensive feeding of DG is a new phenomenon. The feed policy adopted may well be inadequate. Review of the policy within two years would be prudent so that any errors and omissions could be dealt with before too much damage is done.

These are my comments for now.

Sincerely,

Cathy Holtslander

Beyond Factory Farming

#501 – 230 22nd Street East

Saskatoon, SK S7K 0E9
