RE: CFIA to increase pesticide contamination limits in foods

TO: Honourable Gerry Ritz, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food 
May 2007
Dear Sir,

The decision of Canada to increase pesticide contamination limits in food for trade reasons (with the US only) puts to rest the belief that the Canadian government cares about science-based decisions, the health of Canadians and the economy. It also indicates a lack of understanding and vision.  

We see the Federal government lacking in its purpose stated is in the new Pest Control Products Act of protecting Canadians’ health.

Every person in the world is contaminated with pesticides (the average American has 13 pesticides out of only 38 tested for). Scientific research has demonstrated that the level of organophosphates in children fed organic food drops 6 times or more from when they eat conventionally-grown food. Scientific research has also demonstrated that children and foetuses are much more sensitive to pesticides than accounted for by regulatory agencies. Many of their health effects identified are not currently taken into consideration by our regulatory system. Conventional food is also regularly found to be lower in nutrients, even by the US Department of Agriculture. In this context, the Pest Management Registration Agency is recommending that Canada increases the allowed amount of pesticides in foods for trade reasons. That should put to rest the belief that the Canadian government cares about science-based decisions and the health of Canadians. 

In economic cost-benefit decisions, the costs and benefits rarely accrue to the same people. In this case, you are exchanging illness for Canadians for trade reasons. Canada just recently implemented an adverse effects reporting program for pesticide effects. It is too recent to have generated enough data to be considered in licensing decisions. Unfortunately, it is only mandatory for industry and not medical personnel, and based on a system found inadequate to prevent harm from licensed Canadian drugs.  Last time I checked, Canada still had a public Medicare paid for by our governments. Unfortunately, this Medicare system is still very badly prepared to address identification of and testing for pesticide poisoning, as well as prevention. As Medicare eats up a very large chunk of government budgets, increasing the limits of pesticide food contamination ensures we have to pay more for treatment. That should put to rest the belief that the Canadian government cares about health and the economy. 

Mr Aucoin’s statement of “residue limits are set according to exacting standards” and “Canada will only relax its rules ‘where this poses no risks’ “ also need to be questioned considering that the whole regulatory system health cost evaluation is based on outdated assumptions. 

Are we are also told that Canada will have enough spine to maintain a residue limit even though it may still poses a trade irritant? In more and more substances studied, scientific research has categorically demonstrated that there are no threshold below which no effects occur. Neither Canada’s regulatory system or the US’s currently considers this unshakable evidence in their pesticide assessments. 

Considering that Europe has much stricter food contamination standards, as it does on genetically modified foods (GMOs), Mr Aucoin does not express any concern about our trade relationships with any country other than the US. As in the case of GMOs, allowing more pesticides in foods may cause large economic losses in our exports as was caused by gmo widespread contamination of canola. This should put to rest the belief that the Canadian government has any vision or understands economic consequences of its decisions. 

I am also puzzled by Mr Aucoin’s statement of “the question of official residue limits is moot in most cases because farmers are using fewer and fewer pesticides” when California and the pesticide industry indicate annual growth in pesticide sales and use. In 2005, the Canadian government data indicated 20 % of fresh Canadian produce contaminated with pesticides, with .7% (domestic) and .5% (imported) above guidelines.  There is evidence of a switch in pesticide products use. Is Canada testing for the right pesticides at the right concentrations? An increase of the food contamination limit would mean that almost one out of every 100 pieces of food with 2005 unsafe levels of pesticides could now be ‘safely’ consumed. Oops! And those government limits have been set for each pesticide separately, not in the mixtures in which they frequently occur in food…

Such lowering of standards raises serious questions on the direction of the Canadian government, and makes it easier to support a system that cares for land health and nutrition such as organic agriculture.
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www.snapinfo.ca
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Highlights include:

*       Conventional pesticide use was down slightly from recent 

years at about 888 million pounds of  active ingredient in 2001, 926 

in 2000, and approximately 912 million pounds in both 1999 and 1998.

*       Herbicides were the leading type of pesticides used, in terms 

of both user expenditures and volume.

*       With 85 to 90 million pounds used in 2001, the herbicide 

glyphosate replaced atrazine as the most widely used pesticide in the 

agricultural market sector-up from number 2 in 1999, 5 in 1997, and 

17 in 1987.

*       2,4-D was the most widely used pesticide in both the home and 

garden and the industry/commercial/government sectors with 8-11 and 

16-18 million pounds used in each sector, respectively.

*       Annual U. S. pesticide user expenditures totaled 

approximately $11,090 million in 2001 accounting  for about 34% of 

the total world market.

6. Date : Marketwire, Monday, June 20, 2005. World Pesticide Demand to Reach US$28.4 Billion in 2009

CLEVELAND, OH -- (Market Wire - Jun 20, 2005) --  World demand for 

pesticides is projected to increase 1.7 percent per year to US$28.4 

billion in 2009. While modest, these gains represent an improvement 

over the 1999-2004 period, when the prices of many key products 

dropped, in part due to patent expirations. Average price reductions 

were more evident in developed regions, which are generally reliant 

on higher value products. In developing countries, this trend was 

less pronounced, as farmers and other users in these regions use 

older, off-patent products whose prices are already relatively low. 

Regulatory requirements around the world vary widely, although there 

is a discernible trend nearly everywhere away from the most 

objectionable products. These and other trends are presented in World 

Pesticides, a new study from The Freedonia Group, Inc., a 

Cleveland-based industrial market research firm.

In developing nations, such as China and some countries in Latin 

America, Asia and Eastern Europe, volume gains are expected to be 

more significant. Farmers in developing areas are often still in the 

process of adopting modern agricultural techniques, which include the 

use of pesticides designed to increase crop yields, reduce risks 

associated with pesticide application, reduce pesticide residues on 

food, and diminish the toll taken on the environment. However, the 

growing use of transgenic seed will restrain volume growth in 

countries where agricultural biotechnologies are being embraced.
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Last year's third quarter also included a one-time charge of $45.7 million for money it owed Monsanto Co. Scotts sells Monsanto's Roundup line of weed killers under a licensing agreement. 
Scotts reported revenue of $1.05 billion for the quarter, up 16 percent from $901.2 million for the same period a year earlier. 
*    Sales in North America increased 12 percent to $770.3 million, up from $687.5 million last year. 
*    International sales edged up 2 percent to $144.5 million, compared with $142 million last year. 

