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I ntroduction

| want to thank the Nova Scotia Department of Agricultureand Fisheriesand the Nova Scotia Federation
of Agriculturefor the invitation to participate in the Agri-food Outlook Conference. I’'mabeiever inopen
democratic discussion and so | welcome this opportunity to listen, learn, and share from my perspective
as apublic hedth advocate.

| fed close to farmers partly because of the time spend on summer holidays visting with my father's
brother, abeef farmer inthe Ottawa Valey. I'm aso acollector of ora tradition and havetraced my family
history back into Inverness, Scotland and the back hills of Mayo inWest Irdland. | come from atradition
of subsstence farming that is thousands of years old. AsWendel| Berry said: “ Our people had everything

The Canadian Hedlth Codiition is an Ottawa-based lobby group working to improve Canada's public
hedthsysem. Food safety issues have featured more prominently inour work sincethe federal government
moved to amode of sef-regulation and risk management for the food industry in 1997 with the creation
of the Canadian Food Inspection Agency. The Hedlth Codlition membership included seniors, churches,
nurses, students, and labour organizations.

There canbe no hedthwithout clean, safe food. Spending money onastrong and independent food safety
system will save lives and hillions of dollarsin hedth care cods.

Everyone who follows the news has serious reasons to be worried about the food we are eating.

* Mad Cow disease spreading around the world through cannibaistic feed practices;

* hog factories with toxic manure lagoons polluting water systems,

* deadly food borne pathogens in our food like E-Coli 0157, sdlmondlla, listeria, campylobacter;
* abudve use of antibiotics in farm animals contributing to resstant germsin humans,

* cancer-causing hormonesin besf;

* mgor recal of pork contaminated with a carcinogen;

* humans ingesting genetically modified foods that are unlabelled, untested, and uninsurable.

The public has good reasons to have concerns about the safety of the food we eat. First, | want to address
the issue of food safety being more than an optics problem. Second, | would like to talk about four
examples of mgor threatsto food safety and public hedth: firgt, cancer-causing hormonesin beef; second,
the excessve use of antibiotics in farm anima's for growth promotion purposes; third, geneticdly modified
organisms (GMO's); and fourth, the exposure to risk of Mad Cow disease in Canada.

In talking about these problems Il be raising some of the hard questions that are being asked about the
hazards inherent in the corporate concentration of food production.
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Fndly, I'll conclude with some comments about how and why farmers should rgject the high-tech
approach of the chemicad and biotech industries and return to a more holistic modd of agriculture that
‘workswith’ rather than *againg’” nature and the earth.

Food that kills- morethan ‘an optics problem

Inreading over the pre-conference survey of participants| noted that environmenta issues and food safety
arethe top two issues of importanceto farm businesses, followed closdy by consumer hedth. Thisreflects
the leve of public awareness and concernfor food safety and the environment. At the same time the survey
reportsonapoint of view that says the public concern over the safety of industrial food productsis media
generated (e.g. “media brainwashes consumers’).

More comments focus on the messenger, in this case media and communications technology - than the
message. And the message is that more and more people are getting sick from eating industria food
products. | know enough about the mediato know that where there's smoke thereisfire.

This Sunday’s New York Times (March 18, 2001) has afront page story entitled: “Contaminated food
sckens millions despiteadvances’. 1t goesonto report that every year inthe U.S. there are 5,000 deaths,
325,000 hospitaizations and 76 million illnesses caused by food poisoning.

In Canada, the number of reported cases of food poisoning has doubled between 1981 and 1996 (from
9,000 to 18,000). Food poisoning outbreaks are vastly under reported. According to the WHO, for every
reported incident, thereare 350 casesthat go unreported. Froma public hedlth point of view, the problem
is unsafe food, not media “brainwashing consumers’.

The officid regponse of the CanadianFood Inspection Agency and itsclient, the agri-food indudtries, isto
put dl the responshbility for food safety on the consumer. The officid line from the CFIA about deadly
E.coli 0157 inhamburger is “The only thing we can say to people is cook your meet properly” (Globe &
Mail, July 26, 2000). When asked by CBC radio why the CFIA doesn't ing<t that the meat industry test
for E.coli, asrequiredinthe U.S,, the officid response was. “ CFIA policy isnot to requiretesting for E.coli
in meat because it might give consumers a fase sense of confidence in products if wetest”. Is our mesat
safe? Apparently the CFIA doesn't think so.

Unilever,the bigU. K. food company funded some research whichproduced some surprisingresultsabout
the causes of food poisoning. After examining more than 2000 food poisoning incidents, the researchteam
found many weren't caused by the traditiond falureslisted in the officid records. Instead, they were the
fault of management failures: the company bosses had smply put profits before safety.
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InCanada, 800 people, mostly young children were poisoned during a sdmonella outbreak in 1998. The
outbreak was traced to cheesein packaged Lunchmates, a popular snack made by J. M. Schneider Inc.
The CFIA hasnever filed areport onthe incident and classfiesit as an X-file - unexplained and unsolved.
The Auditor Generd of Canada was extremely critical of the CHA'’s handling of the case and noted that
they auditors were denied access to key documents.

The massive centrdization of the fast-food industry inparticular, dramaticaly increasesrisksto consumers
according to the author of Fast Food Nation: TheDark Sdeof the All-American Meal. Giventhe scope
of recent food disagters, the secrecy of the CFIA and the food indudtry, you canexpect alot more critica
media coverage.

Case Study #1: Growth hormonesin beef

Canadais at the centre of an internationa controversy about the safety of growth hormones in beef. A
recent audit of Canada s food ingpection system by the European Commission raises serious questions
about the safety of hormone-treated meset. A growing body of scientific evidence highlightsthe dangers of
exposing people to hormones. At greatest risk are pregnant women and prepubertal children. Hormone
resduesin meat products can disrupt the natural hormone baance. Because safety thresholds cannot be
established for these hormones, the EU has banned their use in animals for human consumption 12 years
ago. In the case of the growth hormone, estradiol, thereisagrowing body of evidence suggesting that it
isa*“complete carcinogen”. It exerts both tumour initiating and cancer promoting effects.

When Europe banned imports of Canadian beef containing these hormone agents, Canada chalenged the
EU at the WTO. The Canadian government is opposed to Europe's application of the precautionary
principle in the case of beef hormones. The ban was imposed to protect public hedthuntil they safety for
human health can be demongtrated by science. Prime Minister Chrétien and Agriculture Minister Vanclief
claim to have a “science-based” approach to hormones. However, in April 1998, the EU formaly
requested the risk assessment data which Health Canada used to authorize the use of these hormones.
Canada refused, claiming the data was secret.

Minister Vandlief responded to the EU audit by defending the use of anima hormones. “ There has never
beenany scientific proof of any danger”, stated Vandief. This statement isreveding for two reasons. First,
just because the federal government refusesto conduct scientific researchinto the risks of growthhormones
for human hedlth, it does not therefore mean that there are no risks. Absence of evidence is not evidence
of absence. Second, Hedth Canada's own scientists have said these hormones should be banned
immediately. So much for a science-based approach.

The case of beef hormones illudrates the mgor regulatory shift in the role of government. We used to
prevent harm from happening in the first place. But government has shifted from the “precautionary
principle’ to “risk management”. Food safety regulators now “ manage the damage” And the damage we
are taking about is human illness and desth.
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Y ou can see that food regulations are made to benefit drug manufacturers at the expense of public hedlth
and sfety. It is dso interesting to note that some of these beef hormones even reduce the grade of the
medt, fromatriple A rating to adouble A. Beef producers need to decide who they are producing the mest
for. Y ou produce for the consumer don’t you? The smart beef producer will produce drug-free mest in
order to gain accessto a lucrative European market, and in order to supply safe mesat to Canadians. And
Canadians will pay more for safe mest.

Case Study #2: Antibicticsin farm animals

InMonday’ sGlobe & Mail (March19, 2001) astory appeared saying that Health Canadaregulatorsare
under pressure to gpprove a poultry antibictic blamed in the U. S. for cregting human resstance to the
antibiotic used to treat campylobacter, aleading cause of food-borne disease and death.

According to a recent editoria in the New York Times, the quantities of valuable antibiotics thet are fed
to anmds every year ismassve (Jan. 9, 2001). Mest producersin the U. S. use 8 timesmoreantibiotics
than what is used in humanmedicine. We retaking about 25 million pounds - roughly 70% of total U. S.
antibiotic production - being fed to pigs, chickens, cows, and fish. The mgority of these antibiotics aren’t
even used to fight infection - but for growth promotion purposes.

The abusve use of antibiotics was documented in Canada recently by the European Union audit team.
Many of the drugs used in Canada induding carbadox, an antibictic used in pigs, are banned in Europe
because they are complete carcinogens. In other words, these drugs induce and promote cancer.

In 1997, Hedth Canada sponsored a National consensus conference on antimicrobid resistance. The
Action Plan to control antimicrobia resistance didn’'t even mention the problems associated with the
massve use of antibiotics in livestock in Canada. Who pad for the conference? Bayer Inc, the
manufacture of Baytril, the chicken drug that the U. S. FDA istrying to ban, and Pfizer Canada Inc, the
meanufacturer of carbadox.

Feedingantibioticsto animas frombirthto daughter may modestly improve meat industry profits, but it puts

everyone' s hedlth at risk. It is time for farmers to rethink how pigs, cattle, poultry and fish areraised in
Canada.

Case Study #3: GMQO’sin crops and food

The federa government hastold Canadians that biotechnology must figure prominently in Canada' s food
production. The Chrétien government never consulted with Canadians or even discussed who would
benefit from food biotechnology, or who would bear the risk and costs. Instead, our biotech future has
been “ determined” by a handful of upper echelon government managers and the Ag-biotech industry.
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Canada now has genetically modified organisms mixed into 3/4 of al processed food. The federa
regulatory policy for food biotechnology canbe described as*“seeno evil”. GMO cropsare “assumed” to
be equivdent to naturdly bred plantsand are therefore not tested or assessed for humantoxicity. Ineffect,
Canadians are being force-fed GE food which has never been tested for human or environmenta safety.
Worse, Canadians don't even have the choice as to whether or not they want to participate in this
experimen.

This policy amounts to a human guinea approach. The federal government regulator has become an
advocate of food biotechnology. Five years after Canadians began growing and eating food with GM
ingredients, thefedera government asked the Roya Society of Canada to eva uate the regulaionand safety
of these new food products. The 264 page Royd Society report was issued earlier this year and dammed
the CFIA and Health Canada.

The RS documented anindustry riddled withconflict of interest and concluded that Canadians have been
used as human guinea pigs in agiant uncontrolled experiment. GM crops were not scientifically assessed
for thar safety, results of studies kept secret, and no data has beeneva uated independently, according to
the Royal Society.

Canadais the third largest grower of geneticadly modified cropsin the world. Hundreds of millions of tax
dollars have been invested in the indudry. Corporate welfare for Ag-biotech. This puts the CFIA and
Hedth Canadainaconflict of interest asthe regulator and the promoter of atechnology. Whenaregulator
is ds0 a investor and promoter of atechnology, it resultsin adirect interest in exaggerating benefits and
underestimating risk. “When government jumpsin bed withthe biotechindustry, youwill regulate for hedth
and environmental safety?’ That was a question asked about the mining industry in aGlobe & Mail
editorid in 1997, entitled: ‘Dust settles at Westray'.

The current levels of exaggeration, and misinformation about GM O’ sbear the marks of a new religion or
cult. Some cdl it alatter-day ‘ goldencaf’ . Some think it may be more gpt to cdl it amad cow. My Cdltic
genes tdl me something’'s wrong. Common sense is the common trigger for the survivd of the human
gpecies. And common sense says you don't et a Bt toxin that kills monarch butterflies.

Science is nether intringcaly good nor evil. At issueis who is usng it and how are they usng it. In the
words of Mae-Wan Ho, ageneticist: “ Science is not bad, but there is bad science. Genetic engineeringis
bad science working with big businessfor quick profit againg the public good”. Professor HO' s views are
shared by hundreds of scientistsaround the world and by figures like the Prince of Wales. Prince Charles
identified 10 unanswered questions about biotech food. After he published the questions in the British
papers and posted themon his web site the public response has been overwheming. Prince Charles said:
“What | believe the public’ sreactionshowsisthat inginctively we are nervous about tampering withNature
whenwe can'’t be sure that we know enough about al the consequences.” To this day his basic questions
have not been answered.
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Monsanto and other Ag biotechgiantsare sdling GM O’ s as the saviour of the hungry peasantsinthe Third
World. But according to the respected charity inthe U. K. “ ChrigtianAid’: The introduction of geneticaly
engineered crops to the world' s poorest countries would be‘irrdevant’ to ending hunger and may in fact
worsen the Stuation - wheress - “land reform and smpleirrigation could boost present crop production
in developing countries by 50%".

If Ottawa was developing food biotechnology on a sound sdentific basis, why is the testing of GMO'’s
commercidly secret? Why isdl technica data and scientific assessments secret. Why are adverse effects
on human hedth and the environment secret? According to the recent Royd Society report on food
biotechnology, you can't claim to have aregulatory system based on “sound science” if it is not open to
peer review and available for dl to see and debate. That's what scienceis. If something's secret, it is not
science, it issomething ese.

| want to tell the story of Dr. Arpad Pusztai. He is a scientist who published over 300 articles on plant
lectins. Heisalsoamember of the Roya Society of Edinburgh. He devel oped arigorous method for testing
tranggenic potatoes on rats. After only 10 days, the rats developed a weakened immune system and
abnormal devel opment of the pancreas, intestines, prostrate, testicles, liver,and brain. Thegeneticingability
of the potato was also dartling. Within 2 days of making these preiminary findings known, he was fired,
his team of 18 scientists disbanded, the lab closed and dl the data was confiscated, including his persond
notes and his computer.

Y ouwould think that these kinds of preliminary results would call for more research not less. Dr. Putsztai
sad: “Weare eating things which we have not esten before. And | chalenge anyone who can predict the
consequences of this. Particularly for our immune system, which is there to protect us from any injury
coming from the outside world’.

Is geneticaly modified food safe? Dr. Pusztal, he would say: ‘nobody knows and they won't let anyone
find out’. Hisresearch has been published in the medical journd, the Lancet (16 Oct. 1999).

Case Study #4: Mad Cow Disease

| want to say afew words about Mad Cow disease to you today. If there' s anything to provokeagood
hard look at intensve farming policy and the promotionof over-production of chegp food, thisisit. Mad
Cow disease (bovine spongiform encephal opathy) or BSE, is bdieved to be spread by feeding rendered
animd parts back to cows. Now farmersknow that cows are designed by nature to egt grass. That’ swhy
they are cdled ruminants. Cows are not supposed to eat other cows. The cannibaigtic feeding practices
dill continue to this day.

Worse than that, we imported nearly 3 millionkilograms of mest & bone mea fromthe U.K. and Europe,
after the BSE threat was identified. Talk about asking for trouble. Canada s feed regulations are full of so
many holes, they have been described as awhite picket fence when we need afirewall.
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A recent Canadian Press report said that road kill and dead pets are rendered into animd feed. This can
include deer and elk. According to Dr. Claude Lavigne of the CHA: “Wedon't regulatethat so we have
no idea how much could be picked up”. The president of the Canadian Renderers Associationsaid: “We
renderers process any animal not prohibited by law”.

Because of the verticdly integrated indudtria factory farm system, once BSE getsin, it will get recycled and
spread on alarge scale. Mad cow disease and its equivdent forms in other animas and in humans is a
natural mutation that occursonceinamillion. It was sdf-limiting until industria agriculture started recycling
animd partsin animd feed. Thereis one sureand Smple was to stop the transmission chain of Mad Cow
infection - stop feeding animd protein back to animas.

Why don’t we ligten to the warnings of WHO and the FAO?Again, Dr. Claude Lavigneof the CHA has
the answer: rendered anima feed is too important to the indudtry. It appearsthat, once again profits come
before hedth.

Some see Mad Cow disease as awarning shot across the bow of intensive farming practices, the recyding
and cannibalidtic feeding practices, the abuse of animds, and the demand for cheap food at any cost. Mad
Cow disease is nature sway of saying something’s wrong. Mad Cow is proof that biologica boundaries
arered. Anima, plant, and human kingdom barriers can't be transgressed with impunity.

Ineffect, the argo-food industry created anew disease by forcing the crossing of biologicd boundaries for
commercid interests. For gregter profits, grass egting animds are fed something they never est in nature.

The practice of feeding rendered animal protein back to cattle is afairly low-tech innovation. It does not
compare with the complexity of putting human genes in pigs and cattle. The catastrophe of BSE is a
warning of the unpredictable dangersinherent in efforts to tamper with biology.

Imagine the risks inherent in tampering with the genetic blueprint of life?

What does all this say about the agri-food industry?

It has been said recently that behind every food catastrophe of the past decade liesintensive farming policy
and the promotion of over-production of cheap food. Who saysthat more is better in agriculture? The
evidence suggests that more isworse, for the animals, for the water, for the land, for the farmers, and for
public hedth.

The world of food production will never be the same after Mad Cow diseese. I'd liketo tell a story to
illugratethis. A year or so ago | wasinvited by the French Embassy in Ottawato participate inaworkshop
with food safety offidas from France. They made a presentation about the effects of Mad Cow disease
on public opinion about agri-business.
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There were 6 components associated with the Mad Cow disaster:

Food can kill you.

Public hedlth is sacrificed to profits

The food safety regulator can't be trusted

There are long term risks

Indudtridization of food and agriculture is dangerous
Big businessisusng bad science

oSk wpnE

Canadiandtizens too are questioning the food industry, the use of hormonesand antibiotics, food GMO's,
the impact of globdization and WTO rules on public hedth and safety.

Who is benefiting from dl therisk in industria food production? Who ischoosing what we eat and why?
What are the benefitsto consumers of biotech food? Should we be centraizing our food and agricultura
production in the hands of afew corporate conglomerates?

We are a adramatic point in human history. The future of food could follow liesintwo radicaly different
directions.

1. That of GM foods, geneticdly engineered fishand animas, more drugs used as growth promoters.
This modd being pushed by the federd government and Ag-biotech will intensify and further
indudtridize agriculture on a globa scae with adverse effects on human hedth, animd hedth, and
the environment of unknown magnitude.

2. The other course, food could be increasingly produced by sustainable systemsin which reliance
onagrochemica inputsis drasticaly reduced and the emphasis put on sustainability, diversfication,
and rura and regiond regeneration.

Farmers have to choose a direction. But beware of salesmen sling expensive inputs like genetically
engineered seeds, etc. Farmers are on acapita intensve treedmill. As farm prices dive, Monsanto and
others corporate giants are there to sdl new technologies to farmers desperate to try anything. The
economic benefits of this technology has not been proven. While farmers are suffering from years of
depressed prices, afew giantsof agribusness enjoy soaring profitsfromthe same line of goods. Whenyou
look at Canadian gross farm income versus redized net farm income, you see that every cent farmers
gained from adapting to changing conditions has disgppeared in increased cogts.

If farmersare going to have any control over tharr lives, they have to reduce reliance oninput costs, or else
the cheque goesto the suppliers. But there’ smorethan an economic case to be made againgt the GM food
route. | wasonapand recently with the Senator Gustafson, the chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee.
He said he wouldn’t grow GM crops because he wouldn't let Monsanto onto hisfarm and signaway his
control.
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I’ve heard other farmerstdl me: I don't like corporate control and that’ swhy I’ mgoing organic.” Farmers
have a connection with the land that is more than economic. That's an attitude that reflects the spirit of
Moses Coady’ s book and philosophy, Masters Of Their Own Destiny. Say what you want about Ag-
biotech, but the one thing it issureto take from afarmer is his and her control over their economic destiny.

The safe alter native

In the wake of the EU ban on hormone-injected beef 12 years ago, severa beef farmers went organic.
They are finding that there is a growing market for their megat. John Bastian started an organic beef farm
inthe Laurentians several years ago, and says he can't keep up withthe demand. There' s no questionthat
rasng hormone-free beef is more cosily than going the hormone route. He pays extrafor organic feed and
it costs him more to take care of his 100 head of beef because they don’t grow as quickly as cows on
drugs. But when he started the farm, making money wasn't his main god.

“Everyone wantsto do something meaningful withtheir lives’, he said.“| want to eat good food mysdf, and
| wanted to make it available to people who are like-minded”.

It comes down to culturd values and spiritud values. We need to take care as farmers, and as city
dwellers, to live and act as part of the natura order. Unless we want to play God and re-engineer nature.
Animds are part of the natura order, not just containers for feed and drugs. Our values need to be
focussed on more than materid prosperity. We need to work hard renewing our relaionship with the
environment, with domestic anima's, witheach other inour communities and with other societies on earth.
A growing number of people are beginning to seethe narrow focus greed and corporate power asarecipe
for disaster.

At the end of the day, farmers and consumers are in the same boat. Neither can afford the costs of fam
inputslike chemicas, GMO seed, and drugs inlivestock. Farmersare going broke. Consumersare getting
sck. Lets stop playing Russian roulette in food production with “risk management”. The dternativeisto
produce clean, safe food with reduced input costs.

The family farms are the only way to protect food, animals, land and public hedlth.

People should come before profits.
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