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The author’s review of “three factors to be considered when determining the feasibility of displacing traditional feeds with DDGS” is based more on opinion than on facts. Their analysis of “challenges” is poorly presented and lacks factual evidence to support their argument. The authors present minimal data and have limited knowledge of DDGS consumption by different animal species. Therefore, the authors are not qualified to evaluate a comprehensive report like the “Update of Distillers Grains Displacement Ratios for Corn Ethanol Life-Cycle Analysis”,  which is heavily based on animal nutrition and animal performance studies using DDGS as feed.  
As a research laboratory, which has conducted numerous studies on nutrients and risk factors related to utilization of DDGS, we are obligated to provide a counter to the information presented by the author’s of this paper. It is our moral and ethical responsibility to provide factual scientific data when commenting about DDGS. 
Variability of nutrient content and availability:

While we agree with the authors that nutrient concentrations in DDGS may vary, we oppose their opinion that nutrient concentrations vary considerably. The authors present no information on sample representation, including but not limited to:

· How many samples were analyzed?

· From what geographic region were the samples gathered?

· What is the market distribution?

· What crop years are represented?

· What methods of analysis were utilized for determining nutrient composition?

 
The author’s make broad general comments such as: “less of the protein in DDGS is nutritionally available to the animal”, “fat content in DDGS is a likely issue for dairy cattle” and “small particle sizes can predispose hogs to gastric ulcers when DGS is used in the feed”. As stated previously, the author’s provide no data of any kind to support such broad based general comments. The author’s comments are based on the importance of a balanced feed ration; instead they base it on a single feed ingredient. 

Handling, storage and transportation of DDGS:
The author’s begin this section of their paper by inaccurately assessing the cost of transporting WDGS. A more accurate statement would be “WDGS transportation is based on as-fed basis and subsequently the cost of transportation has been discounted to accurately reflect the moisture / dry matter of the WDGS”. 

With regards to handling, shelf-life and storage the authors make the following comments, all of which are in accurately portrayed:

· “The shelf-life of the wet product, which is highly dependent upon temperature, is about 3-7 day”. FALSE
· FACT: There are handling and storage procedures in place that can extend the shelf-life of wet coproducts indefinitely. One of these methods includes utilization of “ag-bags”.

· “The size of the farm may also limit use of DGS”. FALSE
· FACT: Small farms throughout North American utilize DGS and other coproducts. One example is Amish dairy farms in Lancaster County Pennsylvania that have been utilizing wet coproducts for more than a decade. Most often, these small farms will have no more than 35-45 lactating cows.

· “Small farms may have insufficient animals to consume a truckload before spoilage occurs”. FALSE
· FACT: Same as above

· “Mycotoxins may accumulate during storage, of wet DGS”. FALSE
· FACT: The mycotoxins, if present, will be found in the incoming corn at the front end of the ethanol production process. There are numerous rapid test kits the ethanol industry is using to test inbound corn for mycotoxins.  
Education of livestock industry:

The author’s statement, “livestock managers generally lack the information they need on the potential advantages of DDGS when utilized in conjunction with the nutrient efficiency management practices” is a disservice to every feed ingredient company, DDGS marketer, and animal nutritionist in the marketplace. Through groups such as the Distiller’s Grains Technology Council, National Corn Growers Association, National Corn-to-Ethanol Research Center, Renewable Fuels Association, U.S. Grains Council, and many others, there is more accurate, factual and relevant data available today than at any time in history of coproduct utilization.  


When author’s use fear mongering statements such as, “The industry faces challenges due to reports of neurological or digestive problems in animals which are likely to cause managers to be wary of including DDGS in diets”, it exemplifies their disdain for the ethanol industry and lack of knowledge on the importance that DDGS is serving to the livestock industry. 


In summary, we recommend the authors to reinvestigate this matter, understand the studies and come up with a scientifically sound assessment.
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