Methane supressing feed products – consultation response 
1. Importance of animal health in methane reducing tools 
1.1 GHG emissions control does not rely on a shrinking ruminant sector, but instead is built on livestock health and welfare which lays the groundwork for other interventions such as methane supressing feed additives and materials – without this foundation, any supplementary measures will not be as effective. 
1.2 Methane Suppressing Feed Products (MSFP) should not be seen as a standalone tool, but as part of the wider livestock production landscape which has health matters at its centre, as various health conditions can have a significant effect on methane emissions. The Moredun Research Institute’s report Acting on methane: opportunities for the UK cattle and sheep sectors[endnoteRef:1], highlights that “poor animal health is a major constraint on efficient livestock production, and therefore a source of excess methane emission here in the UK, and across the world”.  [1:  https://ruminanthw.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/SO-634-Ruminant-Report-Methane-April-2022-web.pdf ] 

1.3 Looking at the ADAS and ClimateXChange lists of ‘climate diseases’, expert groups have agreed that “most, if not all, of the health conditions that impact on production, welfare and/or economics, align with conditions that have the biggest impact on the carbon footprint of livestock production”[endnoteRef:2].  [2:  https://ruminanthw.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/SO-634-Ruminant-Report-Methane-April-2022-web.pdf] 

1.4 Therefore, as the Moredun Institute’s report highlights, the priority focus must be on improving the health status of our herds not just in reducing the carbon cost of production, but in also creating a stable health platform to underpin future methane-reducing interventions including breeding and feeding.
1.5 Tackling health matters in this context is therefore a win economically, environmentally and for animal welfare. Any interventions such as the use of MSFPs should be considered as part of a suite of methane mitigating measures, and not standalone solutions. 
2. Necessary baseline and inventory infrastructure
2.1 As the Moredun Institute’s report points out, “UK ruminant agriculture has an opportunity to be at the forefront in helping to be part of the solution - but to contribute to a solution, methane emissions from ruminant livestock need to fall”. Many innovations have already been developed in order to combat climate change effects contributed to by the livestock sector, such as precision nutrition and ruminant genetics – however, these are not recognised by the National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory.  Any future, novel tools, including MSFPs must be certified, measured and endorsed as tools which will be incorporated into the National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory, before they can become viable mitigation measures. 
2.2 In order for any changes in enteric methane emissions intensity to be tracked as a result of using MSFPs and other tools, comprehensive baselining of livestock needs to be carried out at farm level, and collated at a Scotland level, in advance. 
2.3 As above, it is crucial that government ensures that validated innovations and tools are documented, quantified and represented in the National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory. Those same standards must apply to officially approved farm level carbon calculators. Unfortunately, systems are not in place to proactively validate new science and update baseline carbon accounting.
2.4 As such, standardising and effectively managing carbon auditing needs to be a government priority. 

3. Considerations for the use of methane suppressing feed additives 
3.1 The use of feed additives has shown a positive impact in reducing methane emissions, although the health risks associated with using these additives need to be considered.
3.2 QMS believes that MSFPs could be used as an effective tool to reduce the amount of enteric methane produced by cattle and sheep, and there is a further benefit in that the use of feed additives would require virtually no change in farm practice nor any extra skills and are applicable to all systems. However, as stated by the Sustainable Agriculture Initiative (SIA) Platform[endnoteRef:3] in its recently commissioned study on greenhouse gas mitigation in livestock, caution must be taken when using feed additives, as it is important to be aware of the acceptable usage levels and to monitor long term impacts on animal performance. [3:  Practical guidance for mitigating GHG emissions in beef & dairy systems — SAI Platform] 

3.3 The SIA Platform study also highlights that the use of feed additives to alter ruminal fermentation to reduce methane emissions will incur an additional cost - this mitigation option directly aims to reduce enteric fermentation and will not increase meat production. This is a considerable implication that must be taken into account in order to be effectively deployed in a sector which is already incurring extremely high input costs. 
3.4 The carbon footprint that is created in producing MSFP needs to be considered in relation to the methane reduction effect they may have in livestock 

