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Overview
Since their discovery in the 1930s, antibiotics have become a ubiquitous and critical component of modern
medicine. With increased use, however, antibiotics are losing their effectiveness. At the same time,
development of new antibiotics has largely stalled, with no new class of antibiotics discovered since 1987.1
The implications are dire. Antibiotic-resistant infections now kill 23,000 Americans each year, according to
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).2 Public health authorities warn that we may soon
find ourselves in a post-antibiotics era, in which minor injuries and medical procedures turn into life
threatening events.3
In order to preserve the efficacy of antibiotics, experts agree that we should use less of them.4 At times, no
good alternative exists to treating a person or an animal with antibiotics, but without dramatically curtailing
their use, antibiotics soon may not work when they are truly needed. This means doctors prescribing
antibiotics less frequently, hospitals improving hygienic procedures to prevent infections from occurring in
the first place, and crucially, eliminating routine antibiotic use from agriculture.5 In the United States,
livestock consume approximately 70% of medically important antibiotics.6 Farmers often feed animals
antibiotics on a routine basis to compensate for crowded, unsanitary conditions,7 and to “improve production
efficiency” by stimulating animals to grow faster than they otherwise would.8 In other words, much if not
most of antibiotic use in the United States serves to enable large-scale animal agriculture operations that
require antibiotic interventions by design.
Scientists have long recognized the resistance threat posed by rampant overuse of antibiotics in agriculture.9
Indeed, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration first proposed a blanket ban on subtherapeutic antibiotic use
in animals in 1975.10 Industry opposition, however, has stymied efforts to impose meaningful controls. Under
President Barack Obama, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) made some progress towards
curbing the most egregious overuse of antibiotics in animals—in particular, for growth promotion—but the
most recent data indicates that antibiotics use in food animals continues to rise.11 The lack of progress points
to the need for more aggressive efforts to reduce usage, including simply collecting data on which drugs are
going to which animals. Unfortunately, the prospects for more effective federal policy on animal antibiotic
use have dimmed recently as the Trump Administration has pledged to cut regulations indiscriminately,12 and
proposed drastic funding cuts for federal programs that address antibiotic resistance, including reducing by
almost a third the budget of FDA’s Center for Veterinary Medicine, the agency with primary responsibility
over antibiotics in agriculture.13
Fortunately, communities around the country are mounting efforts to combat antibiotic use in food
production. From local school boards to state legislatures, public health and consumer advocates are
promoting policies to reduce the amount of antibiotics entering the food supply. Two states—California and
Maryland—have already passed legislation to reduce antibiotics in agriculture, and many others appear likely
to soon follow suit. San Francisco has just passed a far-reaching labeling and data collection ordinance, and
many others municipalities have passed resolutions in support of better antibiotics policies. Several school
districts and public medical and educational institutions now have fully implemented procurement policies
that favor producers who use fewer antibiotics, and consumer awareness campaigns are helping individual
consumers to harness the power of the marketplace to influence major food retailers. This report gives a brief
survey of these initiatives, with the aim of giving advocates a roadmap to advance similar legislation and
initiatives across the United States.
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Federal Policy on Antibiotics in Animal
Agriculture: Major Reforms Still Needed
The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is the federal agency with primary responsibility for
regulating animal use of antibiotics. Despite early warning signs, FDA has been slow to act. The agency first
authorized the use of antibiotics in animal feed in the 1950s. In the early 1970s, FDA convened a taskforce to
examine whether animal antibiotic use—“especially in growth promotant and subtherapeutic amounts”—
contributed to antibiotic resistance in human infections. The taskforce found that it did, and in line with its
recommendations, FDA proposed revoking its earlier authorizations of antibiotics in animal feed.14 Political
opposition, however, squashed the proposal.15
In the decades to follow, FDA took some modest steps, such as withdrawing approval for use in poultry of
fluoroquinolones—a group that includes drugs such as Cipro and Levaquin commonly prescribed in human
medicine.16 Despite mounting evidence of animal agriculture’s ties to antibiotic resistance, however, the
agency rejected calls to impose major restrictions on antibiotic use in farm animals. Meanwhile, countries in
Europe and elsewhere ratcheted up their protections. After the entire European Union banned the use of
antibiotics in animal feed for growth promotion in 2006,17 countries like Denmark and the Netherlands went
even further, phasing out animal antibiotic use in the absence of disease and creating strong incentives for
farmers to adopt best practices.18
In recent years, FDA implemented reforms to eliminate antibiotic use for growth promotion and to otherwise
advance the “judicious use” of antibiotics in livestock. The essential components of FDA’s “judicious use”
policy are referred to as Guidance #209 and Guidance #213. Published in 2010, Guidance #209 advises
farmers to stop using antibiotics for growth promotion, and presents a framework for farmers to use
medically important antibiotics only when necessary for animal health and with veterinary oversight.19
Published in 2013, Guidance #213 advises drug companies to voluntarily remove growth promotion labeling
claims and to require veterinary oversight for all medically important antibiotics.20
FDA’s “judicious use” initiatives are a step in the right direction. Insofar as pharmaceutical companies revise
their drug labels as recommended, farmers cannot legally use medically important antibiotics for growth
promotion, and they must seek out a veterinarian before using them for preventive or therapeutic uses.
However, the initiatives’ reliance on voluntary compliance, expansive definition of “judicious use,” and
permissive posture towards veterinary oversight raise serious concerns as to how much these actions will
actually reduce antibiotic use in animal agriculture.
At first blush, reliance on voluntary compliance may not seem problematic. Nominally, pharmaceutical
companies have complied with Guidance #213’s directives to remove growth promotion claims and require
veterinary oversight.21 But nettlesome issues remain, including the persistence of some “preventive” label
claims—e.g. maintenance of weight gain—that look a lot like growth promotion.22 Similarly, many drug labels
continue to fail to define any duration of use. These labels are inconsistent with the “judicious use” principles
outlined in FDA’s Guidance #209.23 When FDA rolled out its initiative to reduce animal antibiotic use,
public health advocates excoriated the Obama Administration for asking, rather than telling, industry to make
changes. At the very least, they said, FDA should have outlined contingency measures to apply in the event
that industry failed to voluntarily comply.24 Now, the persistence of drug labels at odds with FDA
recommendations points to the limitations of a voluntary approach.
FDA’s broad definition of “judicious use” also raises concerns. Even assuming that pharmaceutical
companies voluntarily rescind labeling indications like “maintenance of weight gain” and “control of early
mortality” that would seem to conflict with FDA’s standard, a broad range of other “disease prevention” uses
are expressly permitted. Guidance #209, for example, refers to animal transport as a grounds for
“preventively treating” with antibiotics that “would be considered a judicious use.” This “prevention”
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loophole signifies that most antibiotic use in animal agriculture will be allowed to continue unfettered. Indeed,
FDA itself has estimated that now prohibited “growth promotion” has only ever accounted for around 1015% of animal antibiotic sales.25
Finally, while requiring veterinary oversight will undoubtedly help to address some instances of overuse, FDA
has “no policies or tools in place to monitor and track how well veterinarians oversee or prescribe the use of
these antibiotics in livestock production.”26 Many antibiotics administered to livestock are overseen by
veterinarians employed by large meat processors, whose incentives to address the root causes of problems
requiring antibiotic interventions may be weak.27 Other veterinarians that insist on actually examining animals
or visiting farms to verify whether a given prescription is necessary may find themselves undercut by less
fastidious peers.
Fortunately, we know what federal
policy reforms are needed to reduce
food animals’ contribution to
antibiotic resistance in humans.
Widespread consensus among public
health authorities has emerged in
favor of common sense policies like
collecting reliable data on actual
animal antibiotic use, improving
pathogen surveillance capabilities,
improving veterinary oversight,
phasing out routine use, and
restricting therapeutic uses of
antibiotics deemed “critically
important” to human medicine by
the World Health Organization.28
These policies have already
succeeded in reducing animal
antibiotic use and its contribution to the resistance crisis in other industrialized countries. For now, however,
the absence of federal leadership on antibiotic resistance is generating heightened interest in state and local
efforts to tackle the problem.
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Leaving the Feds Behind: Curbing
Animal Antibiotic Use with State and
Local Legislation
Given the inadequacies in existing federal policy, and no sign that major reforms are forthcoming, state and
local actions to reduce animal antibiotic use is critical. Fortunately, advocates across the country are finding
ways around the federal government to influence how antibiotics are used in livestock production. These
range from state laws, to municipal resolutions, to procurement policies at public institutions, to publicity
campaigns to sway individual consumers. The policy reforms achieved thus far have helped to transform large
parts of the animal agriculture industry, and they provide a model for similar actions in neighboring
jurisdictions. A recent California state law, in particular, offers hope that necessary large-scale reforms may
take place despite a lack of federal action.

State Legislation: The Californication of Antibiotic
Policy?
State legislation may represent the most promising means of tackling antibiotic resistance in the absence of
effective federal action. State laws can create value by shaping animal agriculture practices within state lines,
and by generating new data on the drivers of antibiotic use in livestock and the costs associated with reducing
that use.
Two states, Maryland and California, have successfully passed laws that limit routine antibiotic use and
require data collection, although the California law is much stronger. Passed in 2015, California’s SB 27 goes
beyond FDA guidance by prohibiting “a regular pattern” of antibiotic use as a “prophylaxis.”29 In other
words, use for “disease prevention” is allowed, but only in extraordinary circumstances. The law provides
another important supplement to FDA guidance by requiring the California Department of Food and
Agriculture to collect data on the sales and uses of medically important antibiotics from livestock producers
in the state. As noted above, the limited data that federal agencies currently collect on animal antibiotic use
frustrates efforts to understand the drivers of antibiotic overuse.30 California boasts the third largest livestock
industry in the country, and the sales and use data that authorities collect there under SB 27 will go a long way
towards remedying that problem. Critically, that data will also show whether state officials and farmers are
interpreting terms like “regular pattern” in a meaningful way that drives down use. The law also directs state
officials to work with veterinarians and producers to provide stewardship guidelines and best management
practices.
California’s SB 27 will not go into full effect until January 1, 2018, but at least one state has already followed
with legislation to reduce animal antibiotic use. In May 2017, Maryland passed Senate Bill 422; Keep
Antibiotics Effective Act (SB 422).31 The Act contains language similar to that of California’s SB 27 barring
veterinarians from prescribing medically important antibiotics “for prophylaxis . . . in a regular pattern.”32
However, while earlier versions of the law contained data collection provisions similar to those found in SB
27, the law that eventually passed omitted any mandate for Maryland state officials to collect information that
would enable them to assess the law’s effectiveness. Instead, SB 422 directs state officials to rely on “publicly
available data from certain federal agencies and other appropriate entities,” sources that offer little indication
of how antibiotics are currently being used, or how that use may change once the Maryland law takes effect in
January of 2018.
While Maryland’s law falls short of the standard set by California, proposed state legislation in many other
states could go even further. In Oregon, legislators introduced Senate Bill 785, Relating to Protecting
Antibiotics for Human Health, Declaring an Emergency in February 2017.33 The Oregon State Public Interest
Research Group and other public health advocates, many of whom played a key role in getting the Maryland
and California laws passed, suffered a narrow defeat in the most recent legislative session.34 Should it
eventually succeed, however, the Oregon legislation would add important protections to the California model.
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In addition to language similar to the California legislation that restricts the use of medically important
antibiotics in food producing animals, it sets the stage for a robust data collection system, specifying that
feeding operations would have to file an annual report disclosing any medically important drugs prescribed,
along with information on the species and number of animals treated, the types and amounts of drugs used,
the dosage administered, and the treatment’s purpose.35 The law would also provide a safeguard against
ongoing, preventive uses by requiring a specified end date for all antibiotic prescriptions.
In other states, persistent legislators are continuing longstanding efforts to champion antibiotics reform.
Pennsylvania state Senator Daylin Leach reintroduced Senate Bill 246; the Safe Families and Safe Food Act,36
legislation first proposed in 2007. The bill would prohibit the administration of an enumerated list of
antibiotics for “nontherapeutic” purposes. Restricted drugs would include Penicillin, Tetracycline,
Erythromycin, Lincomycin, Bacitracin, and Virginiamycin, as well as others designated by state health
officials. Agricultural operations
would have to file affidavits to
demonstrate compliance, and
report on the types and volumes of
antibiotics used. State officials
would compile this information
into a public available annual
report, and conduct regular
inspections and testing to verify
compliance. Currently, this bill is
still pending review with the
Department of Agriculture and
Rural Affairs.37
In North Carolina, Representative
Pricey Harrison this year
reintroduced a bill to study the use
of antibiotics in food-producing
animals in the state. House Bill 722:
Hog Lagoon Sunset/Livestock
Treatment, would not restrict animal antibiotic use. Rather, it would require state public health officials to
examine the supply chain of antibiotic use in livestock in the state and make a determination of which
sources—e.g. antibiotic manufacturer, producer, feed mill or farm operator—can provide the best estimate of
types, amounts and reasons for antibiotic use. The bill further directs state officials to conduct a survey in the
three counties with highest density of hog, poultry, dairy and beef operations, and to examine trends over the
last decade of antibiotic resistance in livestock production.38
In New York, Assemblyman Brian Kavanagh this year reintroduced AB 8575, “an Act to amend the
agriculture and markets law, in relation to non-therapeutic use of antimicrobial agents in animals.”39 The bill
would prohibit use of antibiotics in animals for “routine disease prevention, or other routine purpose.” Even
more significantly, it would ban the sale or transport within New York of any food product from animals that
received non-therapeutic use of antimicrobials. This approach, reaching out to producers beyond state
borders, has led to widespread changes in other policy contexts, particularly animal welfare.40
In recent years, legislation in Minnesota,41 New Jersey,42 and West Virginia43 has been proposed to reduce
animal antibiotic use, and the list of state laws filling the gaps left by federal policy seems poised to grow. In
2018, California’s success in implementing its law, and the lessons gleaned from the data gathered by state
authorities there, could serve as a catalyst for policymakers to revive past proposals, and to explore new ways
of reducing animal antibiotic use through state legislation.
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Municipal Legislation: Resolutions and Beyond
Municipal governments also have an important role to play in combatting antibiotic resistance. On October 3,
2017, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed an innovative regulatory proposal, Ordinance 170763,
that will require the city’s large grocers, with 25 or more outlets worldwide, to submit reports to city officials
on suppliers’ use of antibiotics, including the average number of days of antibiotic use per animal, the
percentage of animals treated with antibiotics, and the different purposes for which antibiotics are used.44
This first-of-a-kind legislation would affect some 122 stores in San Francisco—including Safeway, Walgreens,
CVS, Grocery Outlet, Whole Foods and Bristol Farms—and their suppliers around the world.45
The ordinance seeks to advance the principle that families and consumers have the right to know how
antibiotics are used in the productions of the foods they buy. Toward that end, the law would direct city
officials to post information collected from stores on the city’s website. Such disclosures would have farreaching implications, making available data on animal antibiotic use that until now has not been collected, or
even recorded, in a consistent manner.46 Indeed, critics of the ordinance have complained that the “vast
majority” of producers affected by the ordinance would not know “whether their products will be sold in”
San Francisco, but will nonetheless face new “recordkeeping obligations.”47
As of this writing, San Francisco’s ambitious Ordinance 170763 remains in a class of its own. Municipalities
across the country, however, may soon follow suit. Indeed, from Seattle, WA to Santa Fe, NM to Arlington,
VA, cities across the country have already passed resolutions in support of national and state wide legislation
restricting animal antibiotic use. These resolutions focus on influencing the legislative process by raising
awareness and demonstrating to elected officials that there is widespread support for change. Food & Water
Watch, a non-profit focused on governmental and corporate accountability, has succeeded in passing at least
51 such city resolutions, providing templates, sample language and guides for building governmental
support.48
Most of the resolutions explain the threat of antibiotic resistance, the economic cost to society of not
addressing the overuse in livestock production, the loopholes that the FDA guidance provides and the need
for legislation to address these issues. Below is sample language from New Jersey Districts 18 (Middlesex) and
35 (Bergen and Passaic) resolution.
This resolution expresses support for the national ban of non-therapeutic uses of antibiotics in livestock. The development of
antibiotics has provided life-saving remedies for many common ailments, but the indiscriminate utilization of these antibiotics for
non-therapeutic uses in livestock is decreasing the efficacy of antibiotics and creating a tremendous health crisis.49
Resolutions can act as important stepping stones, shoring up support for state legislation like the laws that
passed in California and Maryland, and providing a foundation for further concrete municipal actions, such as
San Francisco’s new labeling law, or reforms to procurement policies.
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The Power of Procurement: Leveraging
Institutional Purchasing Power
Procurement describes how institutions find and acquire goods and services for use at their facilities. Local
governments, as well as schools, hospitals, and other public institutions, typically engage in procurement
through a bidding process to purchase food items. In recent years, many public institutions have implemented
value based standards to prioritize bids on factors beyond price.50 For example, many institutions use local
procurement policies to prioritize locally produced goods and labor.51
Increasingly, procurement policies are prioritizing a vendor’s capacity to supply meat and poultry raised
without antibiotics, or raised with fewer antibiotics.52 Procurement is a powerful tool because it leverages
public institutions’ collective spending power to change the food system from the inside out.53 By purchasing
from producers who do not use antibiotics, or are certified as using them responsibly, cities, schools,
hospitals and other public institutions are influencing industry to shift production practices in a way that
ensures antibiotics are used less frequently.54

City Wide Procurement and Value Based Purchasing
City departments often command large food budgets. Procurement rules that create incentives for reduced
antibiotic use can exert a strong influence on producers to adjust their practices. This strategy is relatively
new. One of the first major citywide procurement initiatives targeting antibiotic use emerged in Los Angeles
in 2012. Since then, however, local leaders around the country have adopted similar practices. Cities adopting
the L.A. model alone now account for 2.2 million meals per day.55
Procurement programs are complex, and L.A.’s experience illustrates some of the hurdles that advocates and
elected leaders must overcome to enlist public food budgets in the fight against antibiotic resistance. Years
before Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa issued Executive Directive No. 24, establishing the city’s “Good Food
Purchasing Policy” for all city departments with annual food purchases greater than $10,000, the city created a
Food Policy Task Force that brought together labor, environmental, and animal welfare advocates with local
farmers, processors and distributors.56 The Los Angeles Food Policy Council grew out of these efforts, and
developed the Good Food Purchasing Program that now guides L.A.’s and several other cities’ food
procurement decisions.57
Five core values—developing local economies, maintaining nutrition, supporting a valued workforce,
promoting environmental sustainability, and protecting animal welfare—drive food purchasing decisions
under the Good Food Purchasing Program. The program uses a point scale to first establish a baseline for a
city departments food purchases, and then to measure progress. Executive Directive No. 24 establishes a goal
of all departments achieving full compliance within five years, and maintaining baseline performance is a
requirement for continued participation in the Good Food Purchasing program,58 as is scoring at least one
point in each value category.
By buying meat and poultry raised without antibiotics, L.A. city departments receive a higher score in both
the Environmental Sustainability and Animal Welfare categories. However, purchases can comply with the
guidelines in other ways. They may opt instead to make “hormone-free” dairy or cage-free egg purchases, for
example. In other cases, a department’s vendor may not have the capacity to meet purchasing goals, but the
department can earn a point if the vendor submits a plan for achieving compliance in the following year. This
flexibility has made the Good Food Purchasing Program attractive to other cities, and its success in
promoting better animal antibiotic use policies may attest to the feasibility of alternative production
practices.59 As of this writing, the Good Food Purchasing Program has spread to Austin, Chicago, Cincinnati,
Oakland, San Francisco, and Minneapolis-Saint Paul.
Not all local government attempts to shape the food system through procurement policy have succeeded. In
2006, officials in Woodbury County, Iowa passed a set of policies aimed at reviving the local agricultural
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economy, which included a mandate for county procurement officers to purchase local, organic food, when
available and price competitive.60 The initiative received a great deal of fanfare, and was even the subject of a
documentary in 2007.61 A few years later, however, the results proved underwhelming. A follow-up analysis
identified various constraints, including a dearth of local producers willing or able to supply organic foods to
the county, which led some parts of the plan to fail.62
More commonly, many local (and state) governments enact procurement policies that favor local foods, but
not foods made from animals raised without antibiotics. 63 64 These policies may indirectly support reduced
animal antibiotic use, depending on the local market, but they may also pose an obstacle to purchasing “no
antibiotics ever” or CRAU products. In this respect, the Good Food Purchasing Program, as well as Food
Policy Councils (discussed below) illustrate how stakeholders with sometimes disparate interests can band
together for mutually beneficial policies.

School Food Procurement
School districts across the country are transforming their procurement policies to reduce animal antibiotic
use, helping to preserve a future with antibiotics that work for their young clientele. One of the leading
organizations in the field, School Food FOCUS, now works with nearly 8,000 schools in 45 districts to design
and implement procurement policies that disfavor routine antibiotic use in chicken.65 Another organization,
Urban School Food Alliance, leverages the purchasing power of over 3.1 million students in just seven of the
country’s largest school districts to create demand for “no antibiotics ever” and CRAU products. For smaller
schools districts, organizations like the Alliance for a Healthier Generation66 and the The Lunch Box67 are
helping local cooperatives to operate food purchasing groups that can increase schools’ buying power to
obtain better products, including
those that support reduced animal
antibiotic use.
Not surprisingly, researchers have
identified budget constraints as a
major barrier to more widespread
procurement from producers that
use fewer antibiotics.68 Schools and
school districts must also navigate a
web of state and federal regulations
and competitive bidding
requirements, and confront
complicated distribution channels
that may operate to the disadvantage
of smaller vendors that supply more
local or sustainable products.69
Procurement changes can also
implicate other areas of a school’s
food service. For example, a 2013
study of factors influencing school officials’ purchase of poultry raised without antibiotics noted that
“antibiotic-free poultry is at this time most affordable for schools in a raw or frozen-raw form,” and a
majority of surveyed school districts “indicated they were not equipped to prepare raw poultry.”70 While rapid
changes in the poultry industry have gone a long way towards addressing this particular concern, the dynamic
continues to hold true for many “raised without antibiotics” products, which are more likely to be sold in a
less processed form and thus may entail higher labor costs in connection with their preparation.71
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Purchasing Pioneers: Lessons from Leading School
Districts
Fortunately, many school districts have identified strategies to overcome the barriers to sustainable
procurement, and several non-profit organizations are helping others to learn from these experiences and
build on them. Foremost among them is School Food FOCUS.
An early leader, School Food FOCUS began as a group of representatives from 17 school districts and
officially launched in 2008 with funding from W.K. Kellogg Foundation.72 The organization has since spread
to 25 states across the county.73 FOCUS targets large school districts with 40,000 students or more. It helps
schools to leverage their purchasing power with food producers, and assists with research on possible supply
chains. It also works to ensure that producers and schools understand specific requirements, budget
constraints and relevant procurement regulations.74 The first district-wide transition supported by FOCUS
was Saint Paul Public Schools (SPPS), which later successfully implemented a pilot project to serve chicken
raised without antibiotics in 2010.75 Since then, FOCUS has followed a similar model to help other large
school districts, creating lists of priorities, analyzing monthly menus and determining where districts can
replace items with more sustainable products, facilitating school meetings with vendors to discuss new
criteria, drafting “Requests for Proposals” (RFPs), and finally, helping districts to categorize vendor
responses based upon the new criteria.
In the course of their work, FOCUS leaders realized that school districts needed a more viable way to hold
producers accountable and to put poultry raised without antibiotics on their menus.76 So with help from the
Pew Charitable Trusts, FOCUS developed the Certified Responsible Antibiotic Use Standard (CRAU),77
which in May 2015 became the first responsible antibiotic standard for poultry certified by USDA. This
standard is significant since chicken is the number one protein used in school meals nationwide.78 The
CRAU standard allows producers to give animals antibiotics only after animals have been diagnosed with a
bacterial disease or exposed to infection, and a veterinarian has determined that the antibiotic is necessary to
control the spread of the disease. CRAU does not allow farmers to give animals antibiotics for disease
prevention, growth promotion, feed efficiency or weight gain. USDA verifies compliance with the CRAU
standard through audits of each establishment, and keeps an official listing of approved CRAU programs,
which are periodically updated and available to the public. Tyson was the first major company to enter the
certification program and enlist a subset of its farmers to be audited by USDA.79 More recently, companies
including Cargill, Jeannie-O, Keystone Foods, Perdue and Mountaire Farms have joined the ranks.80
CRAU has been widely adopted by another organization focusing on large school districts, the Urban School
Food Alliance (USFA). USFA brings together the New York City, Los Angeles, Chicago, Miami-Dade,
Dallas, and Orange County (Fla.) and Broward County (Fla) school districts. Founded in 2012, it operates as a
non-profit coalition that coordinates menu creation, bulk purchases and food services based on shared values.
Seeking to promote nutritious, ecologically sound, economically viable and socially responsible food, the
Alliance has become a major purchases of chicken from CRAU certified sources. For example, Chicago
Public Schools purchased 1.2 million pounds of “raised without antibiotics” drum sticks for 473 schools in
2013 alone.81

Resources for Smaller School Districts
While the procurement strategies of larger school districts have received more media attention, organizations
like the Alliance for a Healthier Generation are working to help districts of all sizes change their food
purchasing priorities. In partnership with the Urban School Food Alliance, the Alliance for a Healthier
Generation assists schools in procuring CRAU and “raised without antibiotics” meat and poultry products.82
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More specifically, through its Healthy Schools Program the Alliance provides schools with tools for selfassessment of current school policies and how to improve them, resources to understand competitive
procurement and its implications for school purchasing, methods of purchasing to increase buying power,
and the Smart Food Planner to more easily locate affordable, healthful foods,83 including specific brands of
meat and poultry products that are “raised without antibiotics.”84 In other words, the Alliance provides a
reference guide for small districts wanting to alter their procurement plans to include products from animal
raised without antibiotics independently.
Another organization that provides resources to districts of varying sizes is The Lunch Box. An offshoot
project of the Chef Ann Foundation, its mission is to provide school communities with tools to create
healthier lunchrooms.85 It provides procurement resources to help schools transition their purchasing
methods towards more sustainable, healthy and local foods, and it promotes purchase of CRAU certified
poultry, providing tools for schools to incorporate that preference into their procurement policies. Other
resources include menu development, product selection criteria, vendor relationship guides, food standard
guides, and food cost projection
worksheets.86
Developing new procurement standards
and organizing new vendor relationships
can be both time consuming and
challenging for schools. To reduce
administrative costs while still increasing
buying power, schools sometimes join or
form cooperative food purchasing
groups.87 Urban School Food Alliance is a
large scale example of such a cooperative,
but smaller groups, particularly in rural
areas, take advantage of this organization
arrangement as well.88 Cooperative food
purchasing groups often achieve benefits
such as access to greater variety and higher
quality products, reduced labor costs,
opportunities to make direct purchases
from manufacturers, and shared expertise on topics like menu planning. On the other hand, cooperatives
pose a number of challenges as well, including the need achieve consensus among members, logistical hurdles
such as coordinating larger and less frequent deliveries and replacing distributor services, and increased food
cost. The National Food Service Management Institute’s handbook Procurement in the 21st Century is a useful
resource for school authorities interested in exploring a cooperative arrangement with neighboring schools or
districts.89
Cooperatives are already helping to reduce the antibiotic footprint of school lunches in rural and suburban
districts across the country. For example, the Pittsburg Unified School District in California partners with
Antioch, Brentwood Mt. Diablo, and Oakley school districts to purchase local foods, including “no
antibiotics ever” poultry from nearby producers.90 Another cooperative, the Northwest Buyers Alliance, in
the Pacific Northwest, combines the purchasing power of school districts as well as hospitals, colleges and
universities, assisted living centers, correctional institutions, and corporate campuses in California, Oregon,
Washington, Idaho, to jointly build menus and purchase from sustainable producers, including purveyors of
meat and poultry that do not use antibiotics.91
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Accessing the Goods: When Schools Connect with
Food Hubs
Buying cooperatives often team up with local food hubs to help connect schools with local vendors,
particularly where a school’s procurement values include local sourcing. Food hubs serve as an aggregation
point to which smaller, regional farms can deliver produce, meat and dairy, which is then distributed to
institutional customers. Non-profit food hubs help school districts by serving as intermediaries, connecting
schools to producers at little or no cost to the school. Food hubs assist schools in identifying producers,
provide infrastructure such as warehouse space and refrigerated transport for delivery, and help to assure
adequate food safety controls among producers.92
Examples abound of food hubs working with schools to source sustainable produce and meat, including meat
raised without antibiotics.93 Cherry Capital Foods, based in Okemos, Michigan, is a typical example. It sells
food to pre-schools, K-12, colleges and universities, and helps them connect with local farmers that produce
meat without antibiotics. 94 Like most other food hubs, it aggregates product to meet school’s larger volume
needs, and provides storage and delivery to schools. It also regularly visits producers’ farms to ensure that
they are adhering to their certification requirements and accurately marketing their products.95 On the east
coast, The Common Market works in the mid-Atlantic and Georgia, connecting institutions to sustainable
farms,96 and on the west coast, FoodHUB helps schools connect to producers that raise livestock without
antibiotics in California, Washington, Oregon, Idaho and Montana.97 Links to more information about
hundreds of other food hubs is available on USDA’s “Local Food Hub Directory,” which can be searched by
product category, such as poultry or meat products, and geographic area.98

Procurement in Higher Education
College campuses are also promoting responsible antibiotic use via their procurement policies. This can take
the form of individual, school wide policies, or by subscribing to a purchasing pledge like that of The Real
Food Challenge. Schools that have already initiated campus wide policies dedicated to “no antibiotics ever”
meat include Yale University, University of Massachusetts, and the University of Washington.99 At Yale, for
example, the school’s sustainability criteria reads: Yale Dining is committed to serving hormone- and antibiotic-free and
vegetarian fed beef and pork, antibiotic free chicken, and hormone- and antibiotic-free dairy products.100 Similarly, in 2015,
UMass partnered with NatureRaised Farms to procure “no antibiotics ever” chicken in all their facilities.101
Because colleges face similar budget and procedural constraints to sustainable procurement as other
institutions, some opt for a more gradual approach, pledging to dedicate a portion of purchases to “antibiotic
free.”102 The Real Food Challenge works with colleges and universities to develop and implement these
pledges. The organization supports campaigns on college campuses around the United States with the goal of
shifting $1 billion of existing university food budgets towards local or community-based, fair, ecologically
sound and humane food sources by 2020.103 By signing the Real Food Campus Commitment, colleges and
universities pledge to buy at least 20% “real food” annually by 2020. “Real food” adheres to several
sustainability principles, including “nutritious feed free of non-therapeutic antibiotics and hormones.”104
Forty schools around the nation have dedicated at least 20-40% of their purchases to the Challenge, while
University of California and California State (33 campuses) have pledged a system wide change. The Real
Food Challenge provides a guide on its website on how to start a campaign at schools that have not yet
pledged.105
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Hospital Procurement, the Medical Sector’s Influence
on the Food Market
Thus far, the bulk of the effort to control antibiotic resistance in the United States has focused on healthcare
settings. Tellingly, the U.S. National Action Plan for Combating Antibiotic-Resistant Bacteria proposes
numerical targets for reducing antibiotic use in human medicine, while omitting similarly concrete goals for
reducing antibiotic use in livestock.106 Healthcare providers have begun reducing antibiotic use in human
medicine through sometimes sweeping changes in treatment protocols.107 At the same time, however, a
consensus has emerged around the need for a “One Health” strategy to combat antibiotic resistance, which
recognizes the interconnectedness of the bacterial ecosystem and the role that animal agriculture plays in
breeding resistance.108 Attentive to this reality, and the costs of both changing care protocols and treating
patients with resistant infections, many healthcare providers have turned their attention to antibiotics in
agriculture.
Like cites and schools, medical facilities are leveraging their collective purchasing power to push producers
towards more sustainable animal husbandry practices. In some cases, hospitals are teaming up to create a
network of buyers or join campaigns that pledge to purchase meat and poultry from animals raised without
antibiotics.109 An influential organization in this sphere, working with hospitals and facilitating their
procurement transitions, Health Care Without Harm (HCWH) has facilitated several major projects that
encourage hospitals to purchase meat and poultry raised without routine antibiotics. Under HCWH’s Healthy
Food in Health Care program, hospitals participate in the Less Meat, Better Meat campaign, whereby they
commit to purchasing 10% less meat per year and to increase purchases of meat raised without routine
antibiotic by 5% each year, up to 20% overall.110 As the program’s name suggests, hospitals save money by
purchasing less meat, and invest those savings into purchase of meat raised without antibiotic.111 HCWH
helps hospitals review menus to
determine where certain meat
purchases can be replaced with “no
antibiotics ever” or CRAU products.112
The challenge has led to dramatic
changes in the food offered at many
hospitals. For example, at Union
Hospital of Cecil County in Elkton,
Maryland, 60% of beef and 51% of
poultry purchased in 2012 was
produced without the routine use of
antibiotics.113
Health Care Without Harm also works
in partnership with Practice
Greenhealth, another major player in
hospital procurement, which assists
hospitals committed to serving meat
raised without antibiotics by helping
them implement the Less Meat, Better
Meat campaign.114 Practice
Greenhealth and Health Care Without Harm convene a joint working group called Market Transformation
Group.115 That organization provides trainings and consultations to overcome procurement barriers hospitals
face when transitioning to Less Meat, Better Meat policies.116 Market Transformation Group is exclusively for
Practice Greenhealth member hospitals; however, they provide resources to non-members if contacted
directly.

Going Local | Consumer Federation of America

14

Currently, over 1,000 hospitals nationwide have committed to Health Care Without Harm and Practice
Greenhealth programs.117 Participating hospitals gain access to a network of health care facilities and create
regional meat alliances to help alleviate procurement barriers, such as supply chain challenges or budget
restraints.118 For example, after encountering difficulties sourcing affordable meats from major suppliers like
US Foods, University of California San Francisco Medical Center used Health Care Without Harm’s network
to connect with San Francisco General, UCLA, Stanford, Kaiser, John Muir Health, Washington Hospital
and University of San Francisco hospitals. In 2013, the hospitals made a joint commitment to phase out meat
raised with non-therapeutic antibiotics through their purchasing policies, and they began sourcing grass-fed
beef raised without routine antibiotics from a supplier called Estancia beef. Soon after, in 2014, US Foods
began carrying Estancia beef.119
These types of partnerships have allowed not only hospitals to access more sustainable products at lower
costs, but also institutions like schools and correctional facilities, which are increasingly partnering with
healthcare institutions on procurement. ProcureWorks, a joint initiative between Health Care Without Harm
and School Food Focus, joins together six California school districts and eight California health care systems.
Together, these entities control a collective food budget of $100 million dollars.120 Each member commits to
incorporating value-based food guidelines into their procurement plans, and PrucureWorks helps to
coordinate purchases of products like CRAU poultry.121 The North West Buyers Alliance, described above in
the food hub section, operates a similar partnership – working between hospitals, schools, and correctional
facilities to purchase local meats raised without antibiotics. 122
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Conclusion
The prospect of a post-antibiotic future is perplexing, but solutions are emerging. Leaders across the country,
from state legislatures to hospital boards of directors, are creating demand for better products and fostering
awareness. As more people learn about how animal agriculture is contributing to antibiotic resistance, more
opportunities for advocacy will arise. Already, industry is responding, with some of the largest poultry
companies now phasing out all use of antibiotics in their operations. Credit for these changes is due in no
small part to individual consumer demand. As described in the attached appendix, advocacy efforts have
helped to convince private companies like McDonald’s to purchase only chicken raised without antibiotics.
More change is needed, however, and it will not come easy. Chickens are often alive just seven weeks before
slaughter in modern industrial farming operations. Cattle and hogs live much longer, and raising them
without antibiotics will entail more significant changes to prevailing industry models. Ultimately, both
individual consumer demand and strong public policies are critical to an adequate response.

Going Local | Consumer Federation of America

16

Appendix: How Personal Consumption
Decisions Can Influence Animal
Antibiotic Use
Advocates have tapped into the power of individual consumer demand, shining a light on restaurant,
producer and grocer practices to help consumers channel their purchases away from businesses that support
the overuse of antibiotics in animal agriculture. This appendix gives an overview of some of those efforts,
with the goal of helping more consumers to demand meat, poultry and dairy products from animals raised
without antibiotics, and to facilitate the transition of more food companies to antibiotic free practices.
Consumer pressure has already helped to usher in some dramatic transitions towards meat and poultry raised
without antibiotics. Perdue, the fourth largest poultry producer in the country, recently adopted a “No
Antibiotics Ever” protocol for all of its chickens.123 Major restaurant chains, like Chick Fil A and Chipotle,
have committed to buying meat and poultry from animals raised without antibiotics.124 These changes are, in
large part, due to increased consumer awareness and insistence. In 2009, consumers spent less than $0.4
billion on poultry raised without antibiotics, but by 2013, this figure jumped to over $1 billion.125 The increase
occurred in no small part due to organizational efforts to help consumers locate meat and poultry raised
without antibiotics in grocery stores and restaurants. In particular, this appendix highlights two resources—
Chain Reaction and Crying Fowl –that have helped consumers to focus their purchases.

Eating Out: Which Restaurants Support Responsible
Antibiotic Use?
Since 2015, a collection of consumer and environmental advocacy groups—Natural Resources Defense
Council, Friends of the Earth, Consumers Union, Food Animal Concerns Trust, and Center for Food
Safety—have reviewed and rated 25 restaurant chains in the United States on their antibiotics use policies and
practices, including an assessment of overall transparency in the restaurants’ meat and poultry supply chains.
The groups publish their results each year in a report called Chain Reaction.126
The Chain Reaction report assigns each restaurant a letter grade from A to F for meat and poultry antibiotic
policies. One year after the first report issued, twice the number of companies rated received a passing grade.
In the latest report, for 2017, more than half of the companies reported having taken steps to restrict the
routine use of antibiotics in the production of the chicken they serve. The 2017 score card featured below
provides a quick reference to help consumers make educated choices about the meat they eat and encourage
large food chains to adjust their sourcing policies. Grade “A” is reserved for companies that have policies
limiting routine antibiotic use across all meat categories, including poultry, beef and pork. Chipotle and
Panera are the only two companies that received an “A.”127 Six restaurants, all with strong antibiotics policies
for chicken, received grades of “B+” to “C-”. Another six restaurants received a “D” grade for reasons that
include having limited policies, lack of implementation, and insufficient auditing of suppliers to ensure
compliance. The companies with “F” grades have either failed to adopt or to disclose effective antibiotics
stewardship policies.
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Notably, no new commitments to limit antibiotic use in beef and pork were reported in the latest scorecard.
This is partly due to the industry’s production model. Since chickens have shorter life cycles, they have fewer
chances to contract a disease or infection than cows or pigs.128 A few companies have announced steps
toward reducing antibiotic use in pork, beef and turkey production. For example, Tyson recently announced a
new line of pork raised without antibiotics, and Cargill announced its intention to reduce the use of medically
important antibiotics in beef by 20%.129 For the foreseeable future, however, consumers are likely to find
chicken products more accessible and affordable than other meats produced without antibiotics.

Shopping: Which Grocers Support Responsible
Antibiotic Use?
In 2016, the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) produced a report titled Crying Fowl; Major Grocers
Stumble in Promoting Antibiotic Stewardship to study the antibiotic policies of the top five grocers in the country –
Costco, Publix, Walmart, Albertsons/Safeway and Kroger.130 These retailers represent more than 50 percent
of the North American market.131 NRDC found that the five grocers lacked comprehensive antibiotic use
policies and none publicly committed to eliminating routine antibiotic use.132 All five grocers, however,
offered at least one brand choice that reflected responsible antibiotic use, and some offered many different
choices. The NRDC study revealed that consumers sometimes find it difficult to identify products raised
without antibiotics because of inadequate signage marking brands, producers and correlating policies. In
response, to help consumers navigate the multiple brand options, NRDC’s report provides a helpful snapshot
of brand choices found on grocery store shelves, their labels, the supplier, and the antibiotic policy – whether
it be conventional, raised without antibiotics, or certified organic.133 Out of the five grocers, the report found
that Walmart had the largest selection of chicken products sourced from producers using responsible
antibiotic practices.134 Walmart sources primarily from Perdue and Tyson, both of which have committed to
phasing out routine antibiotic use in their chicken production.135
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Another retailer, Whole Foods, is not among the largest food retailers but nonetheless deserves attention for
its leading role in sourcing sustainable meats. Whole Foods is the only major grocery chain that exclusively
serves chicken, beef, swine and turkey raised without antibiotics.136 The company uses the Global Animal
Partnership (GAP) to certify that all of its producers meet baseline animal raising standards, and to indicate
animal welfare ratings based on factors such as whether animals were pasture raised.137 As a non-profit, third
party certifier, GAP promotes animal welfare in part by certifying that farms do not use antibiotics.138

Deciphering Meat Labels: What Does It All Really
Mean?
Producers describe their antibiotic practices in a variety of ways. Consumers might notice “no growth
promoting antibiotic,” “no antibiotics ever” or even “raised without medically important antibiotics” on meat
or chicken. Each of these claims has a positive ring to them, but some end up being more reliable than
others. For example, “natural” and “no growth promoting antibiotics” do not mean that the producer raised
the animal without antibiotics. To help decipher these different standards, popular animal raising claims are
explained below starting with the
most reliable options.
Organic: (Certified by USDA –
Reliable) According to USDA, if
meat or poultry is labeled “organic”
than it was raised without
antibiotics. A USDA accredited
third party certifier verifies whether
the facility is abiding by “organic”
regulations by inspecting the farm or
feed lot requesting to use the label.
To maintain the certification, the
facility goes through annual reviews
and inspection processes. So, this is
a reliable label consumers can count
on.139
Raised without Antibiotics:
(Certified by USDA – Reliable)
Producers use many terms like:
“antibiotic free,” “raised without antibiotics,” “no antibiotics ever” or even “no antibiotics administered” on
meat or poultry. According to USDA, these labels mean no antibiotics were used during production.140 To
make any of these claims on labeling, producers must submit documentation to USDA that shows that
animals were not given antibiotics, including a written description of how the animals are raised and the
controls used to ensure that animals that receive antibiotics are segregated.141 This report avoids use of the
term “antibiotic free” because in the past some producers have used it to mean simply that a product contains
no detectable antibiotic residue, a longstanding requirement under federal law. As indicated, USDA has since
clarified that such claims are misleading. Notably, “raised without antibiotics” and similar claims differ from
“organic” labels because they do not require that a third party certifier inspects the production facility.
Instead, claims are certified by an official review of the documentation submitted by the company, unless the
label is accompanied by a “USDA Verified” shield or another third-party certifier, like Global Animal
Partnership (GAP). For more detailed information on accredited third party certifiers, Food Animal Concern
Trust (FACT) provides a “Pocket Label Guide” explaining the numerous certification programs and what they
do.142
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No Medically Important Antibiotics: (Not Certified by USDA – Less reliable) This means the producer did
not use antibiotics that are ranked as important for treating human illnesses, like amoxicillin or tetracycline, in
production.143 Other antibiotics, however, may have been used instead. So, consumers should not rely on this
when trying to buy meat and poultry raised without antibiotics. Consumers might also see “no medically
important drugs for growth promotion.” This label is used at Jack in the Box and Starbucks for example. But,
this too does not mean antibiotics were eliminated. This label simply restates FDA “judicious use”
regulations, which already disallow routine use for growth promotion.144 Therefore, antibiotics could still be
used routinely for disease prevention under this standard.145
No Growth Promoting Antibiotics: (Not Certified by USDA -- Less reliable) Similar to above, this label only
means that antibiotics were not used to “promote growth,” but producers can easily work around this by
allowing antibiotics routinely for disease prevention.146 Consumers should not rely on this label.
Natural: (Not Defined or Certified by USDA, Meaningless When It Comes to Antibiotic Use in Meat) USDA has only
stated “natural” means the final product contains no artificial ingredients or added color and is only minimally
processed. So, this label has nothing to do with antibiotics and should not be relied upon by consumers
wanting to buy meat without antibiotics.147
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https://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/about/organizing-tools/campaign-toolkit; see also Andy Hobbs. “Olympia joins
national fight against antibiotic-resistant bacteria in the food supply,” (Feb. 12, 2015),
http://www.theolympian.com/news/local/article26108113.html
49 Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 37, State of New Jersey, 217 th Legislature, (Session 2016) available at:
ftp://www.njleg.state.nj.us/20162017/ACR/37_I1.HTM
50 School Nutrition Association, Solving the Procurement Puzzle; Managing Complexities of Doing Business in K-12 School Food
Service, (2016) available at:
http://schoolnutrition.org/uploadedFiles/Resources_and_Research/Operations/WhitePaperSolvingtheProcurementPuzzle.pdf
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https://www.urbanschoolfoodalliance.org/broward-county-public-schools-joins-urban-school-food-alliance/
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55 See The Good Food Purchasing Program, “Projected Good Food Purchasing demand in active cities,”
http://goodfoodpurchasing.org/ (last visited Oct. 1, 2017).
56 The Good Food Purchasing Pledge. A Case Study Evaluation & Year One Progress Update (June 2014),
http://goodfoodla.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Good-Food-Purchasing-Policy_Final_0614.pdf
57 The Los Angeles Food Policy Council, Programs and Policy available at: http://goodfoodpurchasing.org/programoverview/
58 LA Executive Directive No. 24 available at: http://lbfresh.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/ExecutiveDirective-No.-24-Good-Food-Purchasing-Policy_Final1.pdf
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60 See Resolution Woodbury County Policy for Rural Economic Revitalization “Local Food Purchase Policy” available at:
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https://www.organicconsumers.org/old_articles/HouseParty/fff.php (last visited Oct. 1, 2017).
62 Kathryn J.A. Colasanti et al. School District’s Interests and Challenges in Buying Chicken Raised Without Antibiotics, Food and
Nutrition Sciences Journal, Vol. 4 (August 2013) available at: http://file.scirp.org/pdf/FNS_2013092008335576.pdf
63 See Amy S. Ackerman, Buy Healthy, Buy Local: An Analysis of Potential Legal Challenges to State and Local
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government: Suggestions for policymakers and advocates” (April 2010), available at: https://tinyurl.com/ybmyse3w
(citing various local government “local food” procurement policies).
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66 Alliance for a Healthier Generation; Smart Food Planner; Product List, available at:
https://foodplanner.healthiergeneration.org/products/10-0-oz-hvl-bf-abf-hot-dog-fc-fz-8ct-10lb/
67 The Chef Ann Foundation supports schools through various grant programs focused on school food change. Boulder
Valley School District is one such district. See The Chef Ann Foundation, Our Story, available at:
http://www.chefannfoundation.org/
68 Kathryn J.A. Colasanti et al. School District’s Interests and Challenges in Buying Chicken Raised Without Antibiotics, Food and
Nutrition Sciences Journal, Vol. 4 (August 2013) available at: http://file.scirp.org/pdf/FNS_2013092008335576.pdf
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70 Colasanti et al., supra note 70.
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76 School Food Focus, Certified Responsible Use Standard (September 29, 2016) available at:
http://www.schoolfoodfocus.org/wp-content/uploads/dlm_uploads/2016/05/CRAU-Rationale-andStandard_FIN.pdf
77 USDA, Agricultural Marketing Service, Certified Responsible Antibiotic Use; Auditing Requirements available at
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Childhood Obesity Vol. 8 No. 4 (August 2012) available at: http://www.schoolfoodfocus.org/wpcontent/uploads/dlm_uploads/2016/05/Childhood-Obesity_A-Real-Chicken-Revolution__082012.pdf
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80 USDA Official Listing of Approved Responsible Antibiotic Use Programs available at:
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sible%20Antibiotic%20Use%20FOCUS.pdf
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Buyer’s Alliance, Oregon Tilth (April 5, 2016) available at: https://igt.tilth.org/inside-the-nw-food-buyers-alliance/
92 See, e.g., Vermont Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets; Using Food Hubs to Create Sustainable Food to School Programs
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97 FoodHub, http://food-hub.org/home
98 USDA, Agricultural Marketing Service, Local Food Hub Directory, available at: https://www.ams.usda.gov/localfood-directories/foodhubs
99 University of Washington, The Whole U; Antibiotic Free Meats, What Are They and Why do They Matter? available at:
https://www.washington.edu/wholeu/2014/06/02/antibiotic-free-meats/
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Yale University, Hospitality, Sustainability is a Core Value For Yale Hospitality, available at:
http://hospitality.yale.edu/sustainability-core-value-yale-dining
101 Mike Bulzaka, U-Mass Commits to all Antibiotic Free Chicken, Food Management (August 13, 2015) available at:
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Policy Clinic, (October 2012) available at:
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104 The Real Food Standards Package; Real Food Standards 2.0, available at
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105 Id.
106 2017 Expert Commission Report, supra note 19.
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108 OIE. One Health at a Glance. http://www.oie.int/en/for-the-media/onehealth/.
109 Healthier Hospitals, A Practice Greenhealth Program, available at: http://healthierhospitals.org/hhichallenges/healthier-food
110 See Health Care Without Harm, Antibiotics in Animal Agriculture, Purchasing, available at: https://noharmuscanada.org/content/us-canada/purchasing
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sustainable meat consumption. Health Care Without Harm, Balanced Menus Booklet, available at: https://noharmuscanada.org/sites/default/files/documents-files/469/BalancedMenus_Hybrid_R8_Booklet_hiRes.pdf
112 Hospitals can sign up at healthyfoodinhealthcare.org, See also Health Care Without Harm, Less Meat, Better Meat
available at: https://noharm-uscanada.org/content/us-canada/less-meat-better-meat
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animal are not given antibiotics unless diagnosed with a disease. Health Care Without Harm, Healthy Food in Health Care
Pledge, available at: https://noharm-uscanada.org/content/us-canada/healthy-food-health-care-pledge. See also Union
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%20Hospital.pdf
114 Practice Greenhealth titles its program the Healthy Hospitals Initiative, available at: http://healthierhospitals.org/hhichallenges/healthier-food
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116 Id.
117 Health Care Without Harm, “Antibiotics in Animal Agriculture,” https://noharm-uscanada.org/issues/uscanada/antibiotics-animal-agriculture
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Sustainability Stories (September 2014) available at: http://sustainability.ucsf.edu/1.498
119 See Sapna Thottathil et al, Hospitals Say No to Meat Raised With Antibiotics, Civil Eats (May 20, 2013) available at:
http://civileats.com/2013/05/20/hospitals-say-no-to-meat-raised-with-antibiotics/
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122 Food Hub, North West Buyers Alliance, available at: https://food-hub.org/nwfba; Chris Schreiner, Inside the NW
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http://www.perduefarms.com/responsibility/animal-care/2017-highlights-report/
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127 Id.
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(may 2017) available at: https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/antibiotic-stewardship-retail-chicken-ip.pdf
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134 Supra 152
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139 USDA Organic Livestock Requirements, available at: https://www.ams.usda.gov/grades-standards/organicstandards
140 Food Safety Inspection Service, Labelling Guide on Documentation Needed To Substantiate Animal Raising Claims
for Label Submissions (September 2016) available at: https://www.fsis.usda.gov/wps/wcm/connect/6fe3cd56-68094239-b7a2-bccb82a30588/RaisingClaims.pdf?MOD=AJPERES
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143 Trisha Calvo, What those “No Antibiotic Claims Really Mean,” Consumer Reports (April 12, 2017) available at:
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145 Id.
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