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PREVENTION OF EQUINE CRUELTY ACT OF
2008, AND THE ANIMAL CRUELTY STATIS-
TICS ACT OF 2008

THURSDAY, JULY 31, 2008

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME, TERRORISM,
AND HOMELAND SECURITY
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to noticel, at 9:34 a.m., in
Room 2141, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable Robert
C. “Bobby” Scott (Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Conyers, Scott, Delahunt, Gohmert,
Sensenbrenner, and Coble.

Staff present: Bobby Vassar, Majority Chief Counsel; Jesselyn
McCurdy, Majority Counsel, Mario Dispenza, (Fellow) BATFE
Detailee; Karen Wilkinson (Fellow) (AOC) Federal Public Office
Detailee; Veronica Eligan, Professional Staff Member; Caroline
Lynch, Minority Counsel; Kimani Little, Minority Counsel; and
Kelsey Whitlock, Minority Staff Assistant.

Mr. Scort. The Committee will now come to order, and I am
pleased to welcome you today to the hearing before the Sub-
committee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Security on H.R.
6597, the “Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008,” and H.R. 6598,
the “Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008.”

According to many sources, animal cruelty is a widespread prob-
lem in the United States; however, the Federal Government does
not collect specific data on animal cruelty crimes.

The scant data that we do collect is usually mixed in with other
crimes categories yielding little useful information.

H.R. 6597 will establish a comprehensive and consistent collec-
tion of data on animal cruelty crimes providing heightened aware-
ness for the problem of animal cruelty and assisting in determining
whether legislation is necessary.

H.R. 6597 directs the Attorney General to make appropriate
changes in existing crime databases so that data on animal cruelty
crimes will be collected, made available to the public, and Congress
will have the necessary data for making legislative decisions over
this matter.

H.R. 6598, the “Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008,” ad-
dresses the continuing problem of cruelty to horses through slaugh-
ter for human consumption.

o))
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Despite the fact that in 2007, the last three horse slaughter
houses in the United States were closed as a result of Federal court
rulings, the practice of horse slaughter for human consumption has
not gone away.

After the closures of the U.S. horse slaughter houses, so-called
“killer buyers” simply increased horse exports to Mexico and Cana-
dian slaughter houses. They continued their trade almost
unimpeded by the closures, and their trade is lucrative.

In some parts of the world horse meat is considered a delicacy,
creating a high demand. In fact, as of September 2007, the number
of horses shipped to Mexico slaughter houses has jumped 369 per-
cent from the number shipped in 2006.

The number of horses exported to Canada for slaughter increased
by 46 percent. According to one study, four new horse slaughter
houses opened in Canada between 2007 and early 2008.

Opponents of these bills argue that horse slaughter provides a
service that, without horse slaughter, the number of unwanted
horses would increase dramatically, but this seems unlikely.

Since 1990, the number of horses going to slaughter has de-
creased from a high of more than 350,000 horses to just over
120,000 horses last year with no correlation—correlating epidemic
of unwanted horses.

Moreover, while data is scarce, many people believe that the
large number of horses sold to slaughter houses were not unwanted
but were stolen out of pastures and barns.

In support of this theory, the Humane Society reports that when
California banned horse slaughter in 1998, horse thefts dropped by
34 percent.

Opponents also argue that horse slaughter for human consump-
tion is a form of humane euthanasia, but overwhelming veterinary
sources suggest otherwise. They find that most humane euthanasia
is via relatively painless chemical injection which costs about $225.

Moreover, the slaughter process is very difficult to call humane.
The slaughter process generally starts with the purchase of horses
at a horse auction by the so-called “killer buyers.”

The horses then travel long distances, sometimes more than 24
hours, to the slaughter house with no water, food, or rest.

Procedures for killing the horses at slaughter houses vary, but by
all accounts, each is very disturbing.

H.R. 6598 responds to this problem. It criminalizes the posses-
sion, shipment, transport, purchase, sale, delivery, or receipt of any
horse with the intent that it be slaughtered for human consump-
tion. The bill also criminalizes the shipment of horse carcasses or
flesh for the purpose of human consumption.

[The bills follow:]
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129 HL R. 6598

To amend title 18, United States Code, to prohibit certain conduct relating
to the use of horses for human consumption.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JuLy 24, 2008
Mr. CoxYERS (for himself, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. JONES
of North Carolina, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. Scorr of Virginia, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. NADLER, and Ms. SUTTON) introduced
the (ollowing bill; which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL

To amend title 18, United States Code, to prohibit certain
conduct relating to the use of horses for human consumption.

1 Be il enacled by lhe Senale and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

4 This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Prevention of Equine

5

Cruelty Act of 2008”7,
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1 SEC. 2. SLAUGHTER OF HORSES FOR HUMAN CONSUMP-
2 TION.

3 (a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 3 of title 18, United
4 States Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol-

5 lowing:

6 “§50. Slaughter of horses for human consumption
7 “(a) Except as provided in subsection (b), whoever

8 knowingly—

9 “(1) possesses, ships, transports, purchases,
10 sells, delivers, or receives, in or affecting interstate
11 commerce or forcign commerce, any horse with the
12 intent that it is to be slaughtered for human con-
13 sumption; or
14 “(2) possesses, ships, transports, purchases,
15 sells, delivers, or receives, in or affecting interstate
16 commerce or foreign commerce, any horse flesh or
17 carcass or part of a carcass, with the intent that it
18 is to be used for human consumption;

19 shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than

20 three years or both.

21 “(b) TF—

22 “(1) the defendant engages in conduct that
23 would otherwise constitute an offense under sub-
24 section (a);

25 “(2) the defendant has no prior conviction
26 under this section; and

*HR 6598 TH
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3
“(3) the conduct involves less than five horses
or less than 2000 pounds of horse flesh or carcass
or part of a carcass;
the defendant shall, instead of being punished under that
subsection, be fined under this title or imprisoned not
more than one year, or both.

“(¢) The Attorney General shall provide for the hu-
mane placement or other hwimane disposition of any horse
seized in connection with an offense under this section.

“(d) As used in this section, the term ‘horse’ means
any member of the family Equidae.”.

(b) CLERICAT, AMENDMENT.—The table of sections
for chapter 3 of title 18, United States Code, is amended

by adding at the end the following new item:
“50. Slaughter of horses for human consumption.”.

©

*HR 6598 TH
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129 HLR. 6597

To require the collection of data on animal cruelty crimes.

IN TIIE ITIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JuLny 24, 2008
Mr. CoNYErs (for himself, Mr. GaLLucLy, Mr. NapLER, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
and Mr. MORAN of Virginia) introduced the following bill; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL

To require the collection of data on animal eruelty crimes.

—

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

wN

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Animal Cruelty Statis-
ties Act of 20087,
SEC. 2. DATA ON ANIMAL CRUELTY CRIMES.

Not later than one year after the date of the cnaet-
ment of this Act the Attorney General shall make appro-

priate changes to existing crime data bases maintained

O DO 00 NN N

within the Department of Justice so that data on all



2

2
1 erimes of antmal cruelty will be collected and made pub-
2 Tiely available in a manner that facilitates analysis.

O
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Mr. ScortT. It is my pleasure now to recognize the Ranking Mem-
ber of this Subcommittee, the gentleman from Texas, Judge Louie
Gohmert.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you, Chairman Scott.

Today’s hearing will focus on H.R. 6598 as one of the bills. This
one would criminalize the sale, possession, and transport of horses
if a person knows the horse would be slaughtered for human con-
sumption.

We will also focus on a second bill, 6597, which seeks to require
the Department of Justice to collect data on animal cruelty crimes.

It seems like there is a divergence of opinion on some of these.
I know some of us were very concerned in the last Congress, when
I was here for the first time, some of the inhumane ways in which
horses were being put down in the slaughter houses; very dis-
turbing.

But then we did have information in the—my friend, Chairman
Scott had mentioned the veterinary sources—and I know we have
a witness that will address that.

But, you know—then we got a letter from the American Veteri-
nary Medical Association last Congress saying they were opposed
to the bill to close the slaughter houses, actively pursuing defeat
and then gave some factual information from their standpoint.

Just this week, we have gotten a letter from the American Quar-
ter Horse Association. It says it was addressed to Chairman Scott
and to me and Lamar Smith, and also from the Animal Welfare
Council dated July 30th.

They were—the Animal Welfare Council says they want to ex-
press their serious concern regarding H.R. 6598. And then they
raised some of the concerns regarding the bill that they have, and
the American Quarter Horse Association expressed their regret
about being able to get here for the hearing that they were not
aware of until this week.

And so I would ask that those two letters from Animal Welfare
Council, and also the American Quarter Horse Association be en-
tered as part of the regard with unanimous consent.

Mr. Scort. Without objection.

[The information referred to is available in the Appendix.]

Mr. GOHMERT. But regarding the first bill, reading some of the
information from those sources, I have been concerned about the
reports that this could add to the already-growing number of cru-
elty to and abandonment of horses.

And I know Ms. Ross addresses this issue in her testimony, but,
you know, anecdotally, I have been hearing those reports. We are
having more horses released in east Texas, people telling me, well,
they hear folks say they paid $300 to $500 for a horse and they
can’t afford to have a vet put him down.

And, you know, they can’t afford to keep them going, and the
horse is one of the most important—most expensive animals to
keep as a pet if that is what you are going to do. So that has
caused some concern.

But under current law, transporting horses for slaughter to for-
eign countries, such as Mexico or Canada, is legal and regulated
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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The sponsors of the legislation seek to expand Congress’ jurisdic-
tion and affect extra territory by adding this crime to our Federal
code, which others have raised, causes issues of treaty violations.

Professor John Baker, of Louisiana State University Law School,
recently published a report on this trend—revisiting the explosive
growth of Federal crimes.

In his paper, Professor Baker writes that over the past 25 years,
Congress has, on average, created over 500 new crimes per decade.
His research indicates there are at least 4450 Federal crimes in the
U.S. Code, 452 of which being created since 2007.

And one of the issues in so many of these new crimes is the mens
rea, or the requirement of intent or guilty mind. But one concern
is that 6598 would criminalize the possession, transport, or sale of
a horse that is intended to be slaughtered that it may allow people
to be pursued that did not intend to commit a wrongful act.

We have heard many stories of these rising rates of horses being
abandoned because the owners could not afford to keep them. And
so we will be interested in hearing and gathering more information
on that.

It does make it difficult, like in my days as a judge, when you
have got two sides that paint completely different pictures of get-
ting down to what really is the true situation.

We previously heard heartrending information about how some
horse slaughter facilities, most or all, had to have been inhumanely
killing horses.

We have seen photographs, films, and, obviously, that is a con-
cern to anybody with a heart or eyes to see.

But my main concern with 6597, the second bill before the Sub-
committee today, is that it may not likely get us the information
that is being sought, though most of us would really like to have
that kind of data to know just how significant a problem this is.

The bill requires the Department of Justice to change existing
crime databases so that data on all crimes of human—or animal
cruelty will be collected.

The department’s crime database is a national repository for fu-
gitive warrants, criminal charges, and trial dispositions. Currently,
the department merely maintains a database that state and local
law enforcement officials upload information into.

The department could create a category for animal cruelty cases,
and I would expect would do that, but state and local law enforce-
ment officials have no obligation to provide statistics for category
of cases.

A problem is that many animal cruelty charges are mis-
demeanors, and law enforcement officials only provide information
on felonies.

Also, many animal cruelty cases are, apparently, investigated by
civil animal welfare agencies rather than criminal law enforcement
officials. These civil agencies do not report statistics about the civil
penalties they impose to the department though it would be helpful
information.

Many of these civil agencies also are barely able to meet their
obligations financially as it is and would not welcome additional
unfunded mandates.
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I do welcome the witnesses and look forward to hearing their tes-
timony on these issues that remain so very difficult.

With that, I yield back the balance of my time, Chairman.

Mr. Scort. Thank you.

Mr. Conyers, Chairman of the full Committee?

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you very much, Chairman Scott and Judge
Gohmert.

I am going to ask unanimous consent to have my statement put
in the record.

Mr. ScoTT. With no objection, so ordered.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Conyers follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOHN CONYERS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Horse slaughter for human consumption has aptly been called by T. Boone Pick-
ens as “America’s Dirty Secret.”

In the United States, horses serve recreational and work purposes, but not as a
fsood source which explains why there are no horse slaughterhouses in the United

tates.

Americans generally do not support the slaughter of horses for human consump-
tion. So why do we allow our to horses to be shipped to other countries to face cruel
and inhumane deaths so that they can become horsemeat?

I want to put an end, once and for all, to the slaughter of American horses for
human consumption, and that is why I have introduced two important pieces of leg-
islation.

H.R. 6598, the “Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008,” will make it illegal
to slaughter American horses for human consumption.

And, H.R. 6597, the “Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008,” will require the col-
lection of data on all types of animal cruelty crimes.

I want to respond to three arguments that proponents of horse slaughter for
human consumption.

First, they claim that this practice is somehow humane. I ask, how it can possibly
be humane to take a horse from a farm or ranch, transport it for more than 24
hours without food or water to a strange location, force it into a “killer shoot” slip-
pery with blood, stab it repeatedly in the neck, hoist it up by one leg while it is
still alive, and then slit its throat to let it bleed to death. How is this practice be
anything but inhumane?

Second, these proponents claim that this practice simply serves to get rid of “un-
wanted” horses. The truth is that horse rescue groups often attend these slaughter
auctions and bid on these so-called “unwanted” horses, only to be out-bid by the
buyers for the foreign slaughter houses. I'm told that these rescue groups would give
these horses good homes.

I'm also told that many people sell their horses at auctions without knowing that
they are sending their horse to its death. When they find out the truth they are
devastated. And, if there truly are such “unwanted” horses, isn’t there a better way
to solve the problem that the cruel system of horse slaughter?

Third, proponents of horse slaughter for human consumption is a slippery slope.
If they say that if we ban the slaughter of horses for human consumption today,
then slaughter of cattle for human consumption will be banned tomorrow. I know
John Boyd, with the National Black Farmers Association, is supporting my bill. He
also is a cattle farmer. He is not buying into the “slippery slope” argument.

It seems to me that we have always treated horses differently from cattle. We
have never raised horses for the purpose of human consumption. This is a big dif-
ference rooted in hundreds of years of tradition and culture. It would seem to stop
any “slippery slope.”

I thank Mr. Scott for holding this important hearing and look forward to hearing
from our witnesses as they talk about “America’s dirty secret.”

Mr. CONYERS. And then—I only want to tell you that T. Boone
Pickens calls horse slaughter “America’s dirty secret.” And I
haven’t talked with him about why he has used this phrase, maybe
we will find out here today.
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I will yield back my time.

Mr. Scort. Thank you.

We have a distinguished panel of witnesses with us today to dis-
cuss the legislation before us.

Our first witness is Ms. Liz Ross, Federal policy adviser, Animal
Welfare Institute.

Before her work with the Animal Welfare Institute, she worked
at the Doris Day Animal League for more than a decade. She has
over two decades of work in animal protection with a specialty in
equine protection. Since 2001, she has been deeply involved in the
campaign to end slaughter houses for human consumption.

She earned her Bachelor of Science degree from Middlesex Uni-
versity in London.

I think the Chairman of the Committee requested to introduce
the next witness, a former representative, Mr. Stenholm.

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, I wanted to introduce Charlie Stenholm be-
cause I am one of the few people still around that was here when
he was here, and I am delighted to see him again.

He is a senior policy adviser in the Olsson Law Firm. He rep-
resented Texas for many years, was senior Member on the Agri-
culture Committee.

He was in the Congress for 26 years, and he is the immediate
past president of the American Association of Equine—wait a
minute. No, he wasn’t the past president. [Laughter.]

He has received honorary law degrees from a number of univer-
sities. And he was—I remember his bills on economic policy very
well across the years.

He enjoyed the great support of our leadership, and I am happy
to see him again.

Mr. Scort. Thank you.

And you are not the only one that served with Charlie Stenholm.
We all very much respected his work with fiscal responsibility,
helping to guide us through the years when we actually balanced
the budget and ran into surplus to a large extent to the—through
the work of Charlie Stenholm and others.

So thank you, Representative Stenholm, for being with us today.

It would be great privilege and honor to introduce the next wit-
nesses from the Commonwealth of Virginia, however, the gen-
tleman from Michigan has asked to introduce him, too.

So I will yield to the gentleman from Michigan to introduce my
good friend from the Commonwealth of Virginia.

Mr. CONYERS. I didn’t know I was trespassing on your state sov-
ereignty prerogatives. [Laughter.]

But—nor did I know you had been around that long either. I had
forgotten that you, too, had served with Charlie Stenholm.

But John Boyd and I go back a long time. He is not from Michi-
gan, but I have known him longer than the Chairman is the only
thing I can claim.

He created—because of the disparity in the way farmers of color
have been treated in terms of being able to enjoy some of the Fed-
eral legislation to support those in the agriculture industry, he
formed the National Black Farmers Association.
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He himself is a fourth-generation farmer, still has a huge farm
in Mecklenburg County and has owned horses and has a bachelor
degree. But he is an activist. That is the thing I like about him.

He is still on the battlefield fighting for minority farmers all
these years, and we are happy to have him here.

Mr. ScorT. Thank you. And he is a friend of many people and
very much honored in Virginia and throughout the Nation for his
work with the National Black Farmers Association. So welcome.

Our next witness is Douglas Corey of Adams, Oregon. He prac-
tices equine medicine at Associated Veterinary Clinic, a five-person
mixed animal practice.

He is the immediate past president of the American Association
of Equine Practitioners and has held many leadership positions
within the organization including chair of the Equine Welfare Com-
mittee.

He is a graduate of Whitman College in Walla Walla, Wash-
ington and earned his veterinary degree from Colorado State Uni-
versity.

Dr. Nicholas Dodman is the section head and program director
of the animal behavior department of clinical sciences at Tufts
Cummings School of Veterinary Medicine in Massachusetts.

He specializes in animal behavior and has written for best-selling
books, two text books, and more than a hundred articles.

He graduated from Glasgow University, a veterinary school in
Scotland. He is a member of the American Veterinary Medical As-
sociation, the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons, American Col-
lege of Veterinary Behaviorists, and the American College of Vet-
erinary Anesthesiologists.

He is a founding member of the Vets for Equine Welfare and a
member of the leadership council of the Humane Society Veteri-
nary Medical Association.

Wayne Pacelle is president and CEO of the Humane Society of
the United States, the Nation’s oldest—excuse me—the Nation’s
largest animal protection organization.

He has worked extensively in Congress and state legislatures to
prohibit the slaughter of horses for human consumption.

He has written countless articles on animal protection. He has
a bachelor’s degree from Yale with a dual major in history and
studies in the environment.

Now, each of our witnesses’ written statements will be made part
of the record, each statement in its entirety.

We would ask that each witness summarize his or her testimony
in 5 minutes or less and stay within that time. There is a timing
device at the table which will start off green, go to yellow when 1
minute is left, and finally red when their 5 minutes are up.

We will begin with Ms. Ross.

TESTIMONY OF LIZ CLANCY ROSS, FEDERAL POLICY ADVISOR,
ANIMAL WELFARE INSTITUTE, ALEXANDRIA, VA

Ms. Ross. Good morning. I am Liz Ross. I am Federal policy ad-
viser for the Animal Welfare Institute here in Washington.

I just want to thank you Chairman Scott, Chairman Conyers,
and Judge Gohmert for holding this hearing today and the staff
who I know put so much work into bringing this together.
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I truly appreciate the opportunity to testify in favor of the Con-
yers-Burton Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act and, Chairman Con-
yers, we can’t thank you enough for sponsoring the bill.

Before I start into my testimony, I would like to also just go on
record that I and my organization support, as well, H.R. 6597, the
Animal Cruelty Statistics Act.

I would also like to correct part of my record. Congressman Sten-
holm corrected me this morning that he is not working—the
slaughter houses are not a client of his, and that was in my written
testimony. So I wish to correct that for the record.

With more than two decades of experience in the animal protec-
tion community, I have had the honor of working with legislators
here in Washington as well as in the British and European par-
liaments. I have been integrally involved in the effort to end horse
slaughter via the legislative process.

I am a founding member of the Home 4 Horse Coalition. I and
my organization have partnered with the National Black Farmers
Association to place at-risk horses in good homes.

And I also serve on the board of directors for Global Federation
of Animal Sanctuaries.

I first became aware of horse slaughter back in 2000 when I
went to the New Holland Sales Stable in Pennsylvania. This is a
weekly sale where hundreds of horses are sold, many of them going
to slaughter.

And the animal cruelty and terror that I witnessed that day and
everything that I learned about the slaughter trade thereafter was
so disturbing to me that, upon returning to Washington, I sat down
with my colleagues, including Chris Hyde of the Animal Welfare
Institute, and started piecing together a legislative fix to this prob-
lem.

Chris and I had the honor of working with then Representative
Connie Morella, who introduced the first incarnation of the Amer-
ican Horse Slaughter Prevention Act, the predecessor to the bill be-
fore you today.

Her bill was introduced in the 107th Congress. It was reintro-
duced in subsequent Congresses gaining great congressional and
public support. In fact, in the 109th, it passed the House by a land-
slide vote of 263 to 146, but failed to do so in the Senate.

Sponsors reintroduced this at the start of the 110th. It currently
has 206 co-sponsors in the House and 39 in the Senate. But, again,
it stalled in Committee.

Attempts to remedy the situation through the appropriations
process have also hit a brick wall.

As you noted before, horses are not currently being slaughtered
in the United States. Under state law, the plants in Texas and Illi-
nois were shut down.

But our horses are still being slaughtered and butchered for
human consumption overseas by high-end diners. They are simply
being transported further to Canada and Mexico where, if you can
imagine, the process is even more brutal than it is or was here in
the United States.

That, combined with the patchwork of state laws that actually
could have it so that plants could reopen in states with lesser laws
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than those in California, Illinois, and Texas, really cry out for a
strong Federal statute to shut down this trade.

You may hear that horse slaughter is a necessary evil without
which horses will suffer abuse and neglect. The horse slaughter in-
dustry exists to turn a profit, and it exists because of the money
to be made. It actually engenders abuse and neglect.

Regarding what to do with all of the unwanted horses should we
shut this trade down again, you noted at the start, Mr. Chairman,
that 350,000 horses were slaughtered in 1990 and that dropped to
just over 100,000 last year. There has been no flood of unwanted
horses running in our fields and streets because—this is again, a
market-driven industry.

If slaughter were no longer an option, old and sick horses could
be euthanized, humanely euthanized by a vet and their bodies ren-
dered or buried, which is what this country does with hundreds of
thousands of horses every year.

But most horses going to slaughter are good, healthy, sound
horses. In fact, the USDA cites that 92 percent of horses going to
slaughter are in good condition, so they don’t need to be lethally
disposed of.

Some have tried to blur the line between slaughter and humane
euthanasia. There is nothing similar between the two.

Humane euthanasia is a peaceful process. Slaughter is a brutal
process. And if there is any doubt in your mind about this, I have
submitted pictures that are quite graphic along with my testimony
that shows just how brutal this trade is.

Mr. Chairman, the ultimate goal for genuine equine advocates
has always been the passage of a Federal bill, and were it not for
the people who are opposing this bill while, at the same time decry-
ing the export of horses to Mexico and Canada, we wouldn’t be be-
fore you today asking for your help.

Some have actually questioned whether it makes sense to take
the judiciary route and to criminalize horse slaughter via Title 18.

Not only is there a legislative precedent for doing so, but horse
slaughter, in every respect, is a form of animal cruelty and ought
to be recognized and treated as such.

Every 5 minutes, an American horse is slaughtered. We don’t
raise them for human consumption, we don’t eat them, yet our
horses continue to be brutally slaughtered.

These are our pets, our work horses, our race horses, and they
are suffering an unimagined terror and pain so that someone can
make a buck.

There can be no doubt that this is cruelty, and it ought to stop.
We respectfully request that the Committee and the United States
Congress quickly pass the Conyers-Burton Prevention of Equine
Cruelty Act into law.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ross follows:]
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| first became aware that horses were being slaughtered in this country for human consumption
overseas when | was contacted in 2000 by a woman who frequented the New Holland Livestock
Sale in Pennsylvania. She urged me to attend the auction, which is held every Monday and
through which hundreds of horses are sold each week, so that | could see first-hand the brutal
manner in which many of the horses there were being treated. It is a known fact that many of
the horses sold at New Holland end up being slaughtered for high-end diners in Europe and
Asia.

| made my first journey to New Holland that April, arriving late on a Sunday night to see the
horses being brought in for sale the next morning. While many of the horses there were
beautiful animals who would certainly end up in good homes others had clearly been neglected
or abused. Dozens of horses were already in the kill-pens destined for slaughter. Of those
horses that went through the auction ring | was able to purchase three, all of whom
undoubtedly would have otherwise gone to slaughter. One was in such bad shape that she
should have never been brought through the ring and we had her euthanized on the spot. The
other two were placed at an equine rescue facility in New Jersey where they still live today.
Hundreds of other horses that day were not so lucky. Although most of the animals were
healthy and marketable, they were loaded into cramped trailers with unfamiliar horses and
endured lengthy trips across hundreds of miles to the then-functional slaughterhouses in Illinois
and Texas where they were brutally slaughtered.

The pure animal suffering and terror | witnessed that day at New Holland was so fundamentally
disturbing as was everything | subsequently learned about the horse slaughter industry that
upon returning to my office in Washington | began formulating ideas with my colleague at the
Animal Welfare Institute, Chris Heyde, on how to tackle this issue legislatively. We had the
honor of working with then Representative Connie Morella (R-MD), who sponsored the first
incarnation of The American Horse Slaughter Prevention Act, the predecessor to the Conyers-
Burton Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act 2008.

The bill was first introduced in the 107" Congress by Representative Morella and was referred
to the House Agriculture Committee where it languished. While bipartisan support for the
measure continued to grow, the bill met a similar fate in the 108" Congress. At the start of the
108th Congress we worked with its sponsors to redraft the bill so that it would be referred to
the House Energy & Commerce Committee. A companion bill was introduced in the Senate and
both gained enormous Congressional and public support, with the House version (H.R. 503)
going to the floor and passing by a landslide vote of 263-146-1.

Unfortunately, the Senate did not act in like style and the bill’s sponsors were therefore
compelled to reintroduce the bill at the start of the 110" Congress. To date that bill, The
American Horse Slaughter Prevention Act {H.R. 503/S. 311) has 206 and 39 cosponsors
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respectively but, despite being approved by the Senate Commerce Committee, is once again
languishing in a House committee.

Attempts to hamper horse slaughter via the appropriations process have also hit a dead-end.
Although both the House and the Senate passed language via the Fiscal Year 2006 and 2008
Agriculture Appropriations Bills designed to halt horse slaughter, the move has been
circumvented by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Meanwhile tens of thousands of
American horses continue to be slaughtered by foreign-owned companies for human
consumption overseas.

Mr. Chairman, there is an urgent need to address this form of abject animal cruelty head-on
with sound federal legislation, which is why | am before your committee today advocating
speedy passage of H.R. 6598, the Conyers-Burton Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008. As
you know, horses are not being slaughtered currently on U.S. soil following the closure last year
of the three remaining slaughter plants — all of which were foreign-owned — under Texas and
Illinois state law. However, our horses are still being horrifically butchered for their meat to
feed luxury diners abroad and to line a few foreign pockets. They simply are being transported
further to Canada and Mexico where, if imaginable, conditions are even worse than they were
here. Furthermore, there is the distinct possibility that with the current patchwork of state
laws specific to horse slaughter, processing plants could begin to operate in states with lesser
laws than those of Texas, Illinois and California. The United States Congress can and must pass
H.R. 6598 into law so that we can ensure that our horses are no longer subjected to this ugly
and wholly un-American trade.

I’d like to take this opportunity to address some of the fallacious arguments I've heard
presented against this bill and the larger effort to end horse slaughter. But before | start |
would like to point out that the lobbyists leading the effort against this bill and against ending
horse slaughter are on the payrolls of the horse slaughter facilities and thus clearly have a
vested interest in keeping the industry alive regardless of the facts. My colleagues and |, on the
other hand, have nothing to gain from ending horse slaughter except to know that we will have
ended an egregious form of horse abuse that the vast majority of Americans detest.

The first claim our opponents like to make is that we actually need horse slaughter, that itis a
“necessary evil” without which horses would suffer neglect and abuse. In fact, they have gone
so far as to suggest that banning horse slaughter would be irresponsible and would actually
harm America’s horses. Mr. Chairman, as someone who has dedicated her life to protecting
animals from abuse and neglect | can tell you that ending horse slaughter will be enormously
beneficial to horses. It will also be good for horse owners. Following California’s ban on horse
slaughter the state witnessed a 34% drop in horse theft, a trend that will undoubtedly be

replicated nationwide when the slaughter market is finally closed. Prior to this campaign there
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was little discussion about ending indiscriminate breeding, providing for a horse's long-term
care and so much more. Generally speaking, the campaign to end horse slaughter has already
had a very positive effect on horses and that will only continue into the future.

Despite claims to the contrary, horse slaughter doesn’t exist to provide a humane method for
disposing of old and unwanted horses. It exists because there is money to be made from the
trade, in this case by several foreign owned companies. The truth is that very few horses are
purposely sold to slaughter by their owners. Instead, most horse owners do the right thing and
have their horses humanely euthanized by a licensed veterinarian when the time comes. The
cost — approximately $225 —is simply a part of responsible horse ownership and is the right
thing to do.

As for the question of what to do with horse carcasses if slaughter is removed as an option,
consider that approximately 920,000 horses die annually in this country (10 percent of an
estimated population of 9.2 million) and the vast majority are not slaughtered, but euthanized
and rendered or buried without any negative environmental impact. Well over 100,000
American horses were slaughtered in 2007. If slaughter were no longer an option and these
horses were rendered or buried instead, this would represent a small increase in the number of
horses being disposed of in this manner - an increase that the current infrastructure can
certainly sustain. However, most slaughter-bound horses are marketable, healthy horses and
needn’t be lethally disposed of.

There can be no doubt that horse slaughter is a brutal process from beginning to end. Killer-
buyers — the men who frequent the livestock auctions where they purchase horses from
unknowing sellers for resale to the foreign-owned slaughterhouses - have no regard for the
horses’ welfare. Because the horses’ final destination is slaughter, little concern is paid to their
treatment when they are collected, during transport or in the slaughterhouse. A former equine
investigator for the Pennsylvania state police summed this industry up perfectly when she said
“...horses were deprived of food and water because they were going to slaughter anyway. My
conclusion is that the slaughter option actually encourages neglect.”

I'd also like to speak to the idea that animal protection advocates have increased animal
suffering by campaigning for the closure of domestic horse slaughter plants under state law.
The citizens in those states wanted the plants gone and in the absence of a federal law
prohibiting the trade, the states of Illinois and Texas invoked their right to control what
happens to horses within their own state lines. However, the ultimate goal for genuine equine
advocates has always been passage of the federal bill, and were it not for the tactics of our
opponents — who publicly decry the increased shipment of horses over our borders for
slaughter while actively working with the slaughterhouses to lobby against the very bill that
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would shut the trade down — we would not be before you today asking for your help in ending
this atrocity. The trade would have been stopped long ago.

There has been a concerted campaign of misinformation by those who wish to perpetuate the
horse slaughter trade, and a key tenant of that campaign has been the ludicrous position that
horse slaughter is a form of humane euthanasia. While the mechanism used in some
slaughterhouses — the captive-bolt gun — can in theory be used by a trained veterinarian to
euthanize a horse, the similarity between truly humane euthanasia and slaughter ends there. |
know of no veterinarian nor have | heard of one who would advocate the captive bolt gun as a
means of euthanasia aside perhaps from those lobbying against this bill. Chemical euthanasia is
the primary means while some individuals and veterinarians may use a single gunshot in certain
circumstances.

In slaughter, horses suffer long before they reach the slaughterhouse. Crammed onto double-
deck trailers designed for cattle and sheep, horses travel in a bent manner for more than
twenty-four hours without food, water or rest. In fact, so paltry are current regulations and so
brutal is the trade that heavily pregnhant mares, blind horses and those with broken limbs are
regularly sent to slaughter.

At the slaughterhouse the horses are unloaded and handled in a savage manner. Prodded into
the kill box they are often hit in the head multiple times by slaughterhouse workers. Simply put,
it is disingenuous and factually incorrect to suggest that horse slaughter is a form of humane
euthanasia. The use of a captive-bolt gun in any circumstance is strongly criticized by the
Veterinarians for Equine Welfare in their recent white paper on horse slaughter, which can be
found on their website.

It is also noteworthy that in Mexico the captive-bolt gun is often passed over in preference to
the “puntilla” knife which is used to stab the horse in the spinal cord to the point of paralysis
before the animal is strung up and quartered, often while still alive. In fact, one of the Mexican
plants that was the subject of an undercover investigation exposing this horrific practice
employs lobbyists who work the halls of Congress to defeat this bill. Mr. Chairman, this is pure
animal cruelty, through and through, and it must end.

I’d also like to address the notion that the current campaign to end horse slaughter — including
the closure of the country’s remaining plants — has led to a flood of ‘unwanted’ horses in
America. The same number of horses is going to slaughter now as was prior to the plants’
closures. There has also been a huge drop in the number of horses gong to slaughter in the
past few decades, from a high of more than 350,000 horses in 1990 to just over 120,000 last
year, yet there has been no correlating epidemic of ‘unwanted’ horses in our streets and fields.
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The Animal Welfare Institute has looked into claims of abandoned horses and they are largely
unfounded. There is, however, a very real economic crunch that everyone is feeling including
horse owners. Rising fuel prices combined with rising hay prices as a result of severe drought
are negatively impacting horse owners, not the closure of the slaughter plants in lllinois and
Texas. While the U.S. based, foreign-owned plants have closed, their killer buyers are still
operating throughout the country collecting horses at a rate higher than last year. Currently
people still have the option of taking their horses to auctions to find buyers, including killer
buyers, should they choose to exercise this option. If horses are being abandoned and abused
it clearly has nothing to do with the horse slaughter industry. To claim otherwise is pure
fantasy and exists solely as a political shell game and not a valid concern.

Some have questioned whether it makes sense to take the Judiciary route to address the issue
of horse slaughter. | would respond that this is a perfect fit. Not only is there legislative
precedence for doing so {an earlier incarnation of the American Horse Slaughter Prevention
Act, H.R. 503 from the 108t Congress, which had 228, cosponsors allowed for penalties to be
assessed under Title 18 of the U.S. Code) but horse slaughter, in every respect, is a form of
animal cruelty and ought to be recognized and treated as such. Should there remain any doubt
in your minds about the level of cruelty involved in this trade, | have included a series of graphic
photographs at the end of my testimony depicting horses during their trip to slaughter. One
need only glance at these images to begin to understand the atrocities that are being
committed against America’s horses in the name of profit.

The bill's sponsors have, therefore, rightly sought to criminalize equine cruelty under Title 18 of
the U.S Code but have done so in a most responsible manner, using a tiered penalty system
whereby first-time offenders will be charged with a misdemeanor. Second time offenders or
those found to be moving five or more horses in violation of the statute would be charged with
the lowest felony available, a Class E felony. Further, the sponsors have restricted possible
prison time under the felony provision beyond that allowed under Title 18. Also, knowledge of
and intent to commit a crime must be proven by a prosecutor. In short, this is responsible
legislation that sets a high burden of proof to ensure that only those truly guilty of committing
equine cruelty will be affected.

Mr. Chairman, America is long overdue in ending horse slaughter. This issue has been vetted in
Congress on multiple occasions and every time any measure to prohibit or restrict horse
slaughter comes up for a vote the tally is overwhelming in favor of ending this form of animal
cruelty. This should come as no surprise. Affected states have taken as much action as they
can. The American people have made their opposition to horse slaughter quite clear. Poll after
poll reflects this desire, including one from the Great State of Virginia, which found that 67% of
those surveyed agreed horse slaughter should be stopped. Support is also reflected on the
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Animal Welfare Institute’s impressively long list of animal protection and equine rescue groups,
celebrities, industry leaders and others who have publicly endorsed the Prevention of Equine
Cruelty Act, a copy which has been submitted for the record as well.

Every five minutes an American horse is slaughtered to fill the demand of high-end European
and Asian diners. Americans do not raise horses for slaughter, nor do we eat them yet tens of
thousands of our horses continue to be brutally butchered annually to satisfy the palates of
overseas consumers. These are our pets, our work horses, our race horses and our wild horses
and they are suffering unimaginable pain and terror so that a handful of foreign-owned
companies can profit. Mr. Chairman, there can be no doubt that horse slaughter is a form of
animal cruelty which must be stopped. We respectfully request that the United States
Congress act now to end this animal cruelty by swiftly passing the Conyers-Burton Prevention of
Equine Cruelty Act into law.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, thank you for your time and your consideration of
this important bill. | look forward to working with the sponsors as it makes its way through
Congress.
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Page 2 of 14 Supporters of Ending Horse Slaughter
Animal Welfare Institute

National Humane Groups (cont’)

United States Equine Sanctuary & Rescue
Veterinarians for Equine Welfare

Wild Horse and Burro Freedom Alliance
World Society for the Protection of Animals

Celebrity Supporters
Ed Asner

Mrs. Gene Autry

Shane Barbi-Wabhl

Sia Barbi

Barbara Bosson

Bruce Boxleitner

Jeff Bridges

Christie Brinkley

Keely and Pierce Brosnan
Kenny Chesney

Leonard Cohen

Rita Coolidge

Stewart Copeland

John Corbett

Alex Cord

Catherine Crier, Court TV
James Cromwell

Tony and Jill Curtis

Ellen DeGeneres

Ron Delsener - Ron Delsener Presents
Bo Derek

Clint Eastwood

Mike Epps

Will Estes

Shelley Fabares

Morgan Fairchild

Mike Farrell

Morgan Freeman

Kinky Friedman

Melissa Gilbert

Whoopi Goldberg

Jane Goodall, PhD.

Merv Griffin

Arlo Guthrie

Gene Hackman

Merle Haggard

Jack Hanna, Director Emeritus, Columbus Zoo and Aquarium, Columbus, Ohio
Daryl Hannah

Tess Harper

Tippi Hedren

Mariel Hemingway

Laura Hillenbrand - author of Seabiscuit
Shooter Jennings

George Jones
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Page 3 of 14 Supporters of Ending Horse Slaughter
Animal Welfare Institute

Celebrity Supporters (con’t

Ashley Judd

Toby Keith

Eddie Kilroy, Program Director, "Willie's Place" XM 13
Carole King

Johnny Knoxville

Carson Kressley

Kris Kristofferson

Chief Arvol Looking Horse - 19th generation keeper of the White Buffalo Calf Pipe Bundle
and holds the responsibility of spiritual leader among the Lakota, Dakota and Nakota People
George Lopez

Mrs. Roger (Mary) Miller

Steve Miller

Mary Tyler Moore

Sir Paul McCartney

Ali McGraw

Jesse & Joy McReynolds of Jim & Jesse and the Virginia Boys - Entertainer, Member of the
Grand Ole Opry, Bluegrass Music legend
Connie Nelson - Outlaw Management

Willie Nelson

Olivia Newton-John

Tatjana Patitz

Alexandra Paul

Ray Price

The late Richard and Jennifer Lee Pryor
Bonnie Raitt

Carl Reiner

Keith Richards

Eric Roberts

Dale Robertson

Kid Rack

Theresa Russell

William Shatner

Nicollette Sheridan

Chris Shivers - two-time PBR World Champion
Paul Sorvino

Mira Sorvino

Marty Stuart

Loretta Swit

Bernie Taupin

Billy Bob Thornton

Rob Thomas

Marisol Thomas

John Trudell

Tanya Tucker

Shania Twain

Ken Wahl

Mike White — 1999 PRCA World Champion
Noah Wylie

Dwight Yoakam
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Page 4 of 14 Supporters of Ending Horse Slaughter
Animal Welfare Institute

National Horse Industry Organizations
American Walking Pony Association

The American Holsteiner Horse Association, Inc.
The American Sulphur Horse Association
American Indian Horse Registry

Blue Horse Charities

Campaigning For Barbaro

Churchill Downs Incorporated

Eaton & Thorne

Eaton Sales, Inc.

Fasig-Tipton Company, Inc.

Hambletonian Society, Inc.

Horse Industry Partners

Hughs Management

International Pleasure Walking Horse Registry
Keeneland Association Inc.

Magna Entertainment Corp.

National Show Horse Registry

National Steeplechase Association, Inc.
National Thoroughbred Racing Association
New Jersey Racing Commission

New Jersey Thoroughbred Owners and Breeders Association
New York Racing Association

New York State Thoroughbred Racing and Development Fund Corporation
New York Thoroughbred Breeders, Inc.

Ocala Breeder's Sales Company (OBS)
Palomino Horse Association, Int.

Racetrack Chaplaincy of America
Thoroughbred Racing Protective Bureau
Thoroughbred Retirement Foundation

United States Eventing Association

Horse Industry Leaders

Josephine Abercrombie — Owner, Pin Qak Stud

Joe L. Allbritton — Owner, Lazy Lane Farms, Inc.

Peggy Augustus - Owner, Keswick Farm

Niall and Stephanie Brennan - Niall Brennan Stables

Nadia Sanan Briggs — Padua Stables

Maggie O. Bryant - Locust Hill Farm

W. Cothran "Cot" Campbell - Dogwood Stables

Norman Casse - Chairman of the Ocala Breeder's Sales Company (OBS)

Nick and Jaqui de Meric — Nick de Meric Bloodstock

Richard L. Duchossois — Chairman, Arlington Park

Tracy & Carol Farmer - Owners, Shadowlawn Farm

John Fort - Peachtree Racing Stable

John Gaines - the late founder of the Breeder's Cup World Thoroughbred Championship
Gainesway Farm

GaWaNi Pony Boy

Randy Hartley — Hartley/De Renzo Thoroughbreds

Charles E. Hayward — President and CEO, New York Racing Association, Inc.

John Hettinger — Owner, Akindale Farm, Principal stockholder Fasig-Tipton Co, Inc.,
Chairman Emeritus Grayson-Jockey Club Research Foundation, Trustee NY Racing
Association



34

Page 5 of 14 Supporters of Ending Horse Slaughter
Animal Welfare Institute

Horse Industry Leaders (con’t)

Tom Meeker — Churchill Downs

Reiley McDonald - Partner, Eaton Sales

Herb and Ellen Moelis - Candyland Farm

Nick Nicholson — President and Chief Executive Officer, Keeneland Association
Madeline Paulson Pickens — Owner/Breeder

George Stout - National Cutting Horse Association Members Hall of Fame
Frank Stronach - CEO, Magna Entertainment

Dan and Jocelyn Sumerel — Sumerel Training and Therapy

Becky Thomas - Sequel Bloodstock

D.G. Van Clief, Jr. — NTRA Commissioner, CEO & Breeders' Cup President
Walnut Hall Limited

Donna Ward

Marylou Whitney and John Hendrickson - owners of BIRDSTONE, 2004 Belmont Stakes
winner

Russell Williams - VP, Hanover Shoe Farm

Kentucky Derby Winning Owners

Roy and Gretchen Jackson (BARBARO - 2006)

Jerry and Ann Moss (GIACOMO - 2005)

Patricia Chapman (SMARTY JONES - 2004)

Sackatoga Stable, Jack Knowlton, Managing Partner (FUNNY CIDE - 2003)
John and Debby Oxley (MONARCHOS - 2001)

Beverly Lewis (CHARISMATIC-1999, SILVER CHARM - 1997)

Mike Pegram (REAL QUIET - 1998)

William T. Young, Jr, Overbrook Farm LLC (GRINDSTONE - 1996)

Joseph and Eileen Cornacchia (GO FOR GIN - 1994, STRIKE THE GOLD - 1991)
Bill Condren (GO FOR GIN - 1994, STRIKE THE GOLD - 1991)

Mrs. Paul Mellon (SEA HERO - 1993)

Arthur and Staci Hancock (SUNDAY SILENCE - 1989, GATO DEL SOL - 1982)
Howard Keck, Jr. (FERDINAND - 1986)

Dell Hancock (SWALE - 1984)

Bert and Diana Firestone (GENUINE RISK - 1980)

Penny Chenery (SECRETARIAT - 1973, RIVA RIDGE - 1972)

Thoroughbred Trainers and Jockeys

Jerry Bailey — Hall of Fame Jockey

W.A. "Jimmy" Croll, Jr — Hall of Fame Trainer

Neil Drysdale - Hall of Fame Trainer

Julie Krone — Hall of Fame Jockey

Chris McCarron - Hall of Fame Jockey

Richard Mandella - Hall of Fame Trainer

Gary Stevens - Hall of Fame Jockey

Nick Zito — Two-time Kentucky Derby Winning and Hall of Fame Trainer

Horse Industry Press

Horse Connection Magazine

Living Legends Magazine

Natural Horse Magazine

Texas Horse Talk Magazine

The Gaited Horse

The United States Harness Writers Association
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Page 6 of 14 Supporters of Ending Horse Slaughter
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Political Leaders

The Honorable Robert J. Dole (R-KS), former US Senator

The Honorable Charles Grandison Rose, III (D-NC), former US Congressman

The Honorable James Albon "Jim" Mattox (D-TX) former US Congressman and Texas
Attorney General

The Honorable David M. McIntosh (R-IN) former US Congressman

rpor: L I
Les Alexander - Owner, Houston Rockets
Gary Bisantz - Founder, Cobra Golf Clubs
Alex Campbell - Chairman, Shakertown & Triangle Foundation
Jess S. Jackson and Barbara R. Banke - Kendall-Jackson Wine Estates
Summerfield Johnston - Retired Chairman and CEQ, Coca-Cola Enterprises
Robert McNair - Owner, The Houston Texans
Paul Oreffice - former Chairman Dow Chemical Co, Inc.
T. Boone Pickens - Founder and CEQ, BPCapital
Leonard Riggio - Founder and CEO, Barnes & Noble
Satish Sanan - Chairman and CEQ, Zavata, Inc.
Richard Santulli - Chairman, Net Jets
Barry Schwartz - Co-Founder, Calvin Klein Inc.
Nina DiSesa - Chairman, McCann Erickson New York
1.V. Shields - Chairman and CEQ, Shields & Co., Wall Street, NYC
George Steinbrenner - Owner, New York Yankees
George Strawbridge - Private Investor
Stuart Subotnick - General Partner and Chief Operating Officer, Metro Media
Daniel V. Tully - Ex CEQ Merrill, Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith
William Ziff - Ziff Brothers Investments, New York City

Alabama

Dusty Trails Horse Rescue, Inc.

Mobile SPCA

The Peruvian Pasobilities Mounted Drill Team
Peruvian Drill and Trail Club

Alaska
Alaska Equine Rescue
Haines Animal Rescue Kennel

Arizona

Arizona Racing Commission

Conquistador Equine Rescue Program (In Defense of Animals)

Equine Voices Rescue & Sanctuary

Hacienda de los Milagros, Inc.

The Horse Rescue of North Scottsdale Inc.

Humane Education Club - Barry Goldwater High School (Phoenix)

In Defense of Animals At Arizona State University (Student Organization)
Keepers of the Wild

Morningstarr Animal Sanctuary

Superstition Horse Ranch

Sheriff Joseph M. Arpaio, Sheriff of Maricopa County - “America’s Toughest Sheriff”
Wildhorse Ranch Rescue

Whisper's Sanctuary
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Animal Welfare Institute

Arkansas

ARTEX Animal Welfare

Humane Society of Clark County
Humane Society of Marion County

California

California Coastal Horse Rescue

California Equine Retirement Foundation

Cooper Racing (Carol Cooper) - Qtr Horse Breeding, Training and Layups
Dignity After Racing, D.A.R.

East Bay Animal Advocates

Hooves for Hope

Jack Auchterlonie Memorial Equine Sanctuary (J.A.M.E.S.)
Lifesavers Wild Horse Rescue

Return to Freedom Wild Horse Sanctuary

Standardbred Rescue

The Piedra Foundation

Tranquility Farm

United Pegasus Foundation

Colorado

Aba Bahabas Arabians
Colorado Horse Rescue

The Epona Project Horse Rescue
Front Range Equine Rescue
Love Can't Wait Pony Rescue
Lucky Three Ranch, Inc.
Nordquist Arabians

Political Voice for Animals
Project Equus

Spring Creek Horse Rescue

Connecticut
National Institute for Animal Advocacy
The Humane Organization Representing Suffering Equines (H.O.R.S.E.) of Connecticut, Inc.

Delaware

Delaware General Assembly - Resolution calling for passage of the American Horse
Slaughter Prevention Act

The SummerWinds Stables

Whimsical Equine Rescue

Florida

Aloha Equestrian Center

Caring Fields Animal Sanctuary

Darlynn's Darlins Inc.

Dreamfinder Farms, Inc.

F.R.I.E.N.D.S. (Florida Research Institute for Equine Nurturing, Development and Safety)
Horse Protection Association of Florida

Retirement Home for Horses

Saving Animals Via Education (S.A.V.E.)
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Animal Welfare Institute

Georgia

Big Sky Farm - Quarter Horse boarding and breeding facility
Browntree Farm

Georgia Equine Rescue League

Horse Rescue, Relief and Retirement Fund, Inc .

Magic Hollow Farms

STARS (Sound Trail And Rail Society, Inc.)

Sunkissed Acres Rescue and Retirement, Inc.

Triple "L" Horse Rescue, Inc.

Hawaii

Three Ring Ranch Animal Sanctuary
East Maui Animal Refuge

Keawewai Ranch

Idaho
Horse Haven Rescue
For the Love of Horses Rescue and Sanctuary

Illinois

Arlington Park Racecourse

Balmoral Park Racetrack

Blackberry Station Feed Store

Block Thoroughbred Farm

CANTER Illinois

Central Illinois Humane Society

Crosswinds Equine Rescue, Inc

Chicago Barn to Wire

Drexler Horse Transportation

Eastland Farm and Training Center

Fairberry Farm

Fairmount Park

Hawthorne National Racecourse

Hill 'N Dale Farm

Horsin' Around TV

Illinois Thoroughbred Horseman's Association
Illinois Thoroughbred Breeders and Owners Foundation
Illinois Harness Horseman's Association

Illinois Horseman's Benevolent Protective Association
International Brotherhood of Teamsters Local 727
John Marshall Law School, Animal Law Society, Chicago, IL
Manhattan Acres

Maywood Park Racetrack

Oak Tree Farm

Pam Kuhl Horse Transportation

RERUN Illinois

Shawnee Hills Farm

Three Way Farm

Top of the Hill Farm

Tower Farm
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Indiana

Animal Protection Coalition
CANTOR of Indiana
Friends of Ferdinand
Indiana Horse Rescue

Supporters of Ending Horse Slaughter
Animal Welfare Institute

Indiana Horse Rescue Coalition, the Equine Division of the Animal Protection Coalition, Inc.

Iowa

Humane Society of North Central Iowa
Iowa City Animal Care and Adoption Center
Iowa Racing and Gaming Commission

Kansas

Animal Outreach of Kansas
Bourbon Road Animal Sanctuary
Lawrence Humane Society

Kentucky

Blairs Equine Rescue

Bluegrass Equine Products, Inc.

Brandeis Student Animal Legal Defense Fund
DreamCatcher Stables, Inc.

Hidden Creek Friesians

Holly's Place Animal Rescue

Home at Last animal sanctuary

Humane Society, A.L.L. of Madison County
Humane Society of Gallatin County
Kentucky Animal Relief Fund, Inc.

Kentucky Animal Rescue Alliance

The Kentucky Coalition for Animal Protection, Inc.
Kentucky Equine Humane Center

Lexington Humane Society

Marion Co. Humane Society, Inc.

Mountain View Rescue

Speak Up For Horses, Inc.

Wolfrun Wildlife Refuge, Inc.

Woodstock Animal Foundation

Louisiana
Aid for Animals and Humanity
The Coalition of Louisiana Animal Advocates

Maine

Barrel Race in Maine

Beckwith Stables

Downeast Border Riders Saddle Club

Maryland

The American Quarter Horse Rescue Organization
Celtic Rein Equine Rescue & Sanctuary, Inc.
Heather Knisley Racing

Horse Lovers United, Inc.

Horsenet Horse Rescue



39

Page 10 of 14 Supporters of Ending Horse Slaughter
Animal Welfare Institute

Maryland (con’t)
MidAtlantic Horse Rescue
University of Maryland Equestrian Club

Massachusetts

Kings Bridge Equine Rescue, Inc

M.S.P.C.A. at Nevins Farm

Pentucket Regional High School (S.A.V.E. Group and German Club)
Suffolk Downs

Michigan
Horses' Haven
C.A.N.T.E.R Michigan

Minnesota

Midwest Horse Adoption Program

Misfit Acres Inc.

Minnesota Hooved Animal Rescue Foundation
Save Our Souls Equine Rescue

Mississippi
Humane Society of South Mississippi
Mississippi Horse Rescue

Missouri

Animal Protective Association of Missouri
Horses of Hope Missouri, Inc.

Humane Society of Missouri

Montana

Pryor Mountain Mustangs

Rolling Dog Ranch Animal Sanctuary
WindDancer Foundation

Nebraska

Angel Heart Rescue Ranch

Break Heart Ranch Horse Rescue
Epona Horse Rescue

Horse Rescue United

Lone Oak Farms

M & J Horses

Nevada

High Desert Equine Rescue

Miracle Horse Rescue, Inc.

Shiloh Horse Rescue and Sanctuary
Wild Horse Preservation League
Wild Horse Spirit, Ltd.
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Animal Welfare Institute

New Hampshire

Brown Lane Horse Farm

Independence Farm

Jill Lorenz - president, New Hampshire Horse Council
Linden Tree Riding Program

Live and Let Live Farm

The Runnymede Stables

New Jersey

Manes and Tails Organization

Save the Animals Foundation
Standardbred Retirement Foundation

New Mexico

A.N.N.A. - Animals Need No Abuse

Animal Protection of New Mexico
Independence Farm

Perfect Harmony Animal Rescue & Sanctuary
Walkin "N" Circles Equine Rescue Ranch

Wild Horse Observer's Association (W.H.O.A.)

New York

Animal Chat Room

Carpe Diem Equine Rescue, Inc. (NY, PA, NJ)
DMD Design

Equine Rescue Resource, Inc.

Equine Advocates

H.O.R.S.E. Rescue & Sanctuary

JMF Group, LLC

Suffolk County Legislature — Memorializing Resolution in support of the American Horse
Slaughter Prevention Act

Spring Farm CARES

Vassar Animal Rescue Coalition

Western New York Equine Sanctuary, Inc.

North Carolina

Jus Linda's Stables

North Carolina Equine Rescue League
Stillwater Farm

North Dakota
North Dakota Animal Acres
Tremont's Pet Sitting Service

Ohio

Angels4horses Adoption-Placement Foundation
Circle-B-Stables

Darvic's Equine Place

Last Chance Corral

Living Legend Arabians

Serenity Horse Rescue

Sound Horse Organization of Ohio
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Animal Welfare Institute

Oklahoma

Angel Horse Rescue, Inc.

Blaze's Tribute Equine Rescue, Inc.
Greener Pastures Horse Rescue Foundation
Prism PMU Foal and Horse Rescue

Oregon

Emerald Valley Equine Assistance Horse Rescue
Equine Angels Horse Rescue

Hooves and Halos Animal Rescue

HyTyme Equine Rescue

Tennessee Walking Horse Association
Whispering Winds Equine Rescue

Pennsylvania

Angel Acres Horse Haven RescueAnimal Care and Welfare/SPCA
Another Chance 4 Horses

Back in the Saddle Horse Adoption, Inc.
Bran Manor Equine Rescue & Placement
Bright Futures Farm

CANTOR Pennsylvania

Cozee Valee Farm

Eastern University Equestrian Team
Lost and Found Horse Rescue
OohMahNee Farm Animal Sanctuary
Pennsylvania SPCA

R.A.C.E Fund, Inc.

Ryerss Farm for Aged Equines

Rhode Island

Horse Play

New England Equine Rescues (cover RI, CT, MA, NH, VT, ME and NY)
Potter League for Animals

South Carolina

Equus Sorority

Hollow Creek Farm Equine Rescue

Neverending Farms Horse Rescue

Palmetto Equine Awareness & Rescue League (P.E.A.R.L.®)

South Dakota

Black Hills Wild horse Sanctuary

Helping Hands Equine Rehabilitation and Rescue
Horse Help Providers, Inc.

Tennessee

Egyptian Cross Arabians
Horse Haven of Tennessee
Misfit Ranch
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Animal Welfare Institute

Texas

Animal Connection of Texas

Animal Sanctuary of the United States/Wild Animal Orphanage
Austin Zoo

Black Beauty Ranch

Brighter Days Horse Refuge

City of Flower Mound, TX

Common Ground Foundation

Creekside Farm Rescue

The Crows Nest Miniature Horse Farm

Greater Houston Horse Council

Lone Star Equine Rescue, Inc.

Lone Star Park

Madden Investigations

Oak Cliff Breeders

The Queenie Foundation

R-9 Ranch

Sound Horse Organization of Texas

Texans for Horses

SPCA of Texas

The Texas Federation of Humane Societies

Texas Humane Legislation Network

Texas EquuSearch Mounted Search and Recovery Team
Texas Thoroughbred Owners and Breeders Association
Utopia Animal Rescue Ranch

Wild Horse & Burro Refuge & Registry

Utah

Best Friends Animal Society
Desert Duns Sulphur Horse Ranch
Sound Horse Organization of Utah

Vermont
H.O.R.S.E. of Vermont
The Humane Organization for Un-Raceable Standardbred Equines, Inc.

Virginia

Ches-N-Oak Farms

Dream Catcher Farm Horse Sanctuary

Parkway Quarter Horse, Inc.

Virginia Thoroughbred Association

White Bird Appaloosa Horse Rescue - Stillwater Farm

Washington

Blue Mountain Humane Society
Columbia Basin Equine Rescue
Cowgirl Spirit Rescue Drill Team
Equine Rescue Association

For the Horses Equine Rescue
Save A Forgotten Equine (S.A.F.E.)
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Animal Welfare Institute

West Virginia

Santiburi Farm

Second Wind Adoption Program
West Virginia Equestrian Association
West Virginia Horse Center

Wisconsin

All God's Creatures Equestrian Center
American Standardbred Adoption Program
Animal Rescue and Farm Sanctuary
Midwest Horse Welfare Foundation, Inc.

Wyoming

Fair Dinkum Farm Equine Rescue
Hay Hounds for Horses

Wyoming Animal Network
Wyoming Alliance Against NAIS
Wyoming Horse Rescue
Wyoming Mustangs
Wy_Saddle-Up_Riders
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Mr. Scott. Thank you.
Representative Stenholm?

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE CHARLES W. STENHOLM,
FORMER MEMBER OF CONGRESS, TEXAS

Mr. STENHOLM. Chairman Scott and Ranking Member Gohmert,
Chairman Conyers, it is indeed a pleasure for me to be here today.
I thank you for your kind remarks of my previous service.

Now, I want to correct one thing in my record, also, where I say
that I speak for all animal agriculture. That is a misstatement.

There is a minority voice in animal agriculture that disagrees
with my opinion, and I respect that.

We are a Nation that believes in majority rule. We are all enti-
tled to our opinions, but we are not all entitled to our facts. And
I respectfully differ with the opinions of those here at this table.

We can all agree, though, on one thing—99.9 percent of us ac-
knowledge that all animals should be treated humanely from birth
until death. There is no argument on that one from me or anyone
else that I purport to represent.

But the definition of humane treatment is debatable. I have been
to a horse processing plant. I have witnessed it. I have been to
beef, pork, poultry, and fish plants. I would not describe it as pleas-
ant, but it is humane and what happens in our society and the ani-
mal industry.

Now, we warned Congress, those of us who have a different opin-
ion, last year, if you pass this legislation and you prohibit the proc-
essing of horses, there will be unintended consequences, and there
are unintended consequences all over the country today.

As ascertained by our National Association of Counties, National
Association of State Departments of Agriculture, and Sheriff's De-
partments, there is no question that there are unintended con-
sequences. Horse owners are having a difficult time finding a place
for their unwanted horses.

It is true that exports of live horses to Mexico have increased
dramatically. It is true that exports of live horses to Canada have
increased dramatically. If you pass this legislation, theoretically,
that will stop—theoretically.

I do represent the livestock markets of America, some 800 indi-
vidual small businesses, basically, that have in the past sold
horses. If this legislation passes, they will no longer be able to sell
horses because they can not assume the responsibility for a horse
that comes to their sale for which there is no buyer.

That is another problem with this legislation. The problem with
banning the processing of horses is the price floor for unwanted
horses that the processing industry has provided will be gone. And
this is what the majority at this table would like to see, but Dr.
Corey and I have a different opinion.

Now, you hear a lot about unfunded mandates. Mr. Chairman,
Members of this Committee, if this legislation were to pass and if
horse processing for human consumption is absolutely totally
banned the state, county, and local governments are going to have
to assume a tremendous amount of additional responsibility be-
cause there are no funds being provided.
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There are some excellent horse sanctuary organizations. We have
one in Texas. Judge Gohmert, you are aware of Black Beauty. They
do a great job, but they are extremely full. And there are others
that do a great job.

But there is not enough money and there is not enough effort to
take care of all of the unwanted horses. And I can understand, per-
sonally, if an individual horse owner does not wish their horse to
be processed for human consumption. I am for you; don’t sell your
horse. Do with it as has been suggested that you should all do.

But why would this Committee superimpose your will on a horse
owner that does not object to their horse being processed for
human consumption?

Why would you want to superimpose your will on an individual
horse owner that does not object? That would rather have their
horse consumed in countries that do eat horse meat as long as it
is done humanely? We don’t.

Why would you want to superimpose your views on them, of say-
ing what they can and can’t do with their horse? Except, of course,
to treat your horses humanely

That is the problem that has always been a concern to me. We
are a Nation of laws. We are a Nation of private property rights,
and why would we superimpose our views on a minority or a ma-
jority of those who do not object?

If you would prefer to have your horse euthanized and sent to
a garbage dump, I am for you. But why would you oppose a horse
owner that does not object to their horse being consumed by some-
one that does believe it is okay according to their customs?

Mr. Chairman, again be careful on unfunded mandates. There is
an excellent op-ed in the Washington Post this morning from the
governor of New York about unfunded mandates and the costs that
are occurring.

This will be one of the biggest unfunded mandates on many
small towns and communities that could possibly be passed.

A final interesting point, we are importing our horse meat back
in the United States to feed our zoo animals because, as you all
know, zoo animals prefer horse meat.

When this meat comes into the United States, it is fit for human
consumption because, contrary to popular opinion, any horses that
are processed in Canada or Mexico that go into international trade
must meet U.S. food safety requirements, of which all of us agree,
must be met.

Thank you for your attention.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stenholm follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CHARLES W. STENHOLM

Congressman Charles W, Stenholm
Ericksdahl, Texas

Chairman Scott, Ranking Member Gohmert, and Members of the Committee, I appreciate
the opportunity to testify here today on behalf of all animal agriculture. Twant to start by
stressing one thing: we can afl agree that all animals should be treated humanely from
birth to death, but we can agree to disagree on the definition of humane treatment.

We have all been told a time or two to be careful what you wish for, because you might
just get it. That is no less true now than it has ever been. The livestock industry, horse
owners, and professional experts continuously warned Congress of the unintended
consequences that would arise from a ban on processing unwanted horses; but Congress
chose to act anyway. In fact, the larger part of this Subcommittee has, in the past,
repeatedly voted for measures to further restrict the processing and consumption of
horses. While I respect the views of everyone, even those activist groups who choose lo
exploit and distort the issues based on emotion rather than fact, T believe everyone is
entitled to their own opinion—but not to their own facts.

Activist groups and Congress got what they wished for. The problem is they got a whole
lot more. Since the banning of horse processing in the United States, the abuse and
abandonment of animals has increased, honest and legal businesscs have suffered, and
American exports of horses and imports of horse meat have dramatically increased. I
hope this hearing allows the opportunity to shine a light on the negative consequences
from this ban that are being experienced around the country today.

The legislation we are discussing, H.R. 6598, the Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of
2008, would criminalize the domestic or international sale, delivery, or receipt of a horse
for processing for human consumption. Passage of HR. 6598 would further complicate
an already dire situation and increase the negative impact on horses and the industry.

Industry Warning Becomes Reality

Policy makers needed a more comprehensive plan to deal with unwanted horses after
they banned horse processing. They did not have one, so we have seen the unwanted
horse situation manifest into the problem it is today. Some might claim the “problems”
are not as bad as they seem, but this is simply not the case.

According to the Illinois Department of Agriculture, the number of horse welfare
complaints increased from 210 in 1995 (17 percent of all dockets) to 618 in 2007 (38
percent of all dockets) when the Cavel processing plant was permanently closed, A
recent report entitled, “Colorado Unwanted Horse Environmental Assessment, Executive
Sunimary, A report of the Colorado Unwanted Horse Alliance,” includes Colorado
Bureau of Animal Protection data stating that Colorado equine cruelty investigations
increased from 1,067 cases in fiscal year 2006 to 1,498 cases in fiscal year 2007. And



47

these are just two states. Many livestock markets around the country no longer accept
foals for sale because neither processing nor other buyers want them. These animals
become the most at risk for inhumane treatment and abandonment in a decreased market,
where there is no cost-effective humane disposal available to their owners.

According to U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) statistics, U.S. horse trade has
seen a significant shift since the closure of our domestic horse processing facilities.
USDA estimates that U.S. exports of horses for processing to Mexico increased from
10,783 head in 2006 to 44,475 in 2007, a 312 percent increase, and exports to Canada
rose from 24,866 head in 2006 to 35,000 head in 2007, a 41 percent increase. With this
dramatic increase in exports, it is important to note the significant differences between
humane processing regulations in the United States and those in Mexico. The United
States currently has a system for the humane processing of horses, but Congress chose to
remove the funding for this system.

U.S. imports of horse meat have also increased from 30,864.4 pounds (worth $17,000) in
2006 to 708,778.9 pounds (worth $502,000) in 2007, when in years 2004-2005 imports
were zero. A coniribuling factor to the steep increase in horse meat imports is that zoos
rely heavily on horse meat for numerous breeds of animals, and with the closure of U.S.
lhorse processing facilities, they must rely on imported horse meat. The meat zoos
purchase is labeled “for human consumption” and comes from facilities that meet USDA-
equivalent animal welfare and food safety standards. Therefore, domestic indusiries are
losing out on a one-half million dollar market that is safe and humane becausc of
restrictions our own government imposcd.

Market operators have indicated that if their processing buyers disappear because horses
can no longer be transported across our borders to Mexico or Canada, they will be forced
to close their horse sales altogether, removing an important outlet for the sale and transfer
of horses for all manner of purposcs. One particular market in the United States, with a
large monthly horse sale, has indicated that about half of the 700-800 horses typically
being sold through his market are purchased for processing. If those buyers are no longer
on the seats, he has indicated that he is likely to discontinue his monthly horse salc as it
would no longer be an economically viable business. Once you remove these horse sales
from the rural areas of our country, you will have removed another important aspect of
the economic engine that helps keep the rural areas of this country viable.

Impact of H.R. 6598

As you can see, the current regulations that are in place have created numerous
unintended consequences, and the bill we are here to discuss today will only make the
situation worse. Besides stripping horse owners of their private property rights, the
legislation will create enforcement difficulties, cause negative economic impacts, and
further decrease the welfare of unwanted horses.

This bill requires the goverument to ensure the “humane placement” of horses that would
otherwise be processed. The placement of these animals requires additional resources,
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both physically and financially. Increasing concerns for some rescue facilities include
their capability to care for incoming horses, increases in neglect and abuse, and fimited
euthanasia options.

Currently, there are sanctuaries for unwanted horses in the United Statcs, but realistically
these facilities are too few in number and do not have the capacity to adequately protect
unwanted horses from abuse and abandonment. There is also a lack of government
animal welfare standards that cover these facilities. A comprehensive set of standards
would need to be established by the government, in consultation with veterinarian and
professional experts, to ensure humane treatment is adequately available in retirement
facilities. It has also been reported that with the increased number of unwanted hotses,
the Bureau of Land Management’s National Wild Horse and Burro Program—the largest
manager of wild horses at around 40,000—is experiencing budget problems.

This bill will also have a ncgative economic impact on horse owners, sale companies, and
transportation companics. With increasing difficulty in finding buyers, livestock markets
are sometimes forced to refuse to accept horses from the owner, or they are left with
abandoned horses and must handle the euthanasia process themselves. This situation
creates additional costs for the horse owner, the market, and the transport company.

The Livestock Marketing Association routinely receives reports of the abandonment of
three to four horses at every sale from auction markets with horse sales at their yards.
Horses that go unsold on sale day are routinely left at the market for the market operator
to figure out how to dispose of them. Since most of these horse sales occur only once or
twice a month, the market owner usually has to have them euthanized and disposed of at
his expense, which is on average $300 per animal. Repeated efforts to get the horse
owner to pick up their horse or pay the cost of euthanizing and having the horse rendered
are routinely ignored. If this bill were to pass, an already troubling problem becomes
even more critical for livestock markets. Market operators fully expect hundreds of horse
owners to take the path of abandoning their horses at their facilities, hoping the market
operator will know what to do with them. If not abandoning them at the markets, they
will certainly find other places lo let their horses loose to fend for themselves.

The negative impacts of this legislation reach beyond the industry to taxpayers and
consumers. With the government tasked with enforcement, additional costs will also be
passed on to the taxpayer. It has been estimated that the cost of caring for one unwanted
horse in retirement is around $2,000 per year. With approximately 150,000 unwanted
horses in the United Statcs, this is a pretty hefty price tag to pass along.

An overwhelming majority of states, counties, and local communities are experiencing
difficulties due to the current restrictions on horse processing. The National Association
of Counties (NACQ), the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture
(NASDA), and the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI) all continue to
express concerns with these ill-fated policies. Passage of HLR. 6598 would be a prime
example of federal government regulations that create unintended, negative
consequences-—an unfunded mandate in the truest sense.
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Mr. Scott. Thank you.
Mr. Boyd?

TESTIMONY OF JOHN BOYD, JR., PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
BLACK FARMERS ASSOCIATION, BASKERVILLE, VA

Mr. BoyD. Good morning. Good morning. Thank you, Chairman
Scott, Chairman Conyers, Ranking Member Gohmert.

It is a pleasure to be here this morning, and I appreciate the
kind words during the introduction.

I first learned about this issue through an HBO special that I
saw with Bryant Gumbel that talked about horse slaughter.

I am a fourth-generation farmer. My father was a farmer. My
grandfather was a farmer. And where I come from, we don’t eat
horses. Where I come from, we use horses as a way of living, for
work.

When I was a little kid, my first job in the morning was to get
up and brush my grandfather’s mules and feed them. And I used
to—I asked him one time, I said, Well, granddaddy, why do I have
to brush them? And I got a whooping for about an hour because
that was the way that he made a living for his 15 children, and
that was the way that he made a living to raise his grandchildren
and so on and so forth.

So I beg to differ with Mr. Stenholm, who I have a lot of respect
for. I have known him a long time, as you have, too, for his work
on the Agriculture Committee.

But I agree with T. Boone Pickens. This is America’s “dirty little
secret.” How can I not know that people were slaughtering horses
for food consumption? Nobody on my board of directors knew that
we were slaughtering horses for food consumption. And I think it
comes to a point where you have to draw a line in the sand.

I am a farmer. Nobody is trying to take away the rights to raise
cattle or to raise hogs or to raise chickens. That is not what this
hearing is about, and our opponents may allude to that.

This is about a mere right-and-wrong issue, Mr. Chairman; about
killing horses for consumption. And this is a right-and-wrong issue
about greed from the people, the middle men, who want to make
money.

I don’t know of one farmer in America—Mr. Stenholm may dis-
agree here—that raises horses for slaughter.

I don’t know any members in my organization that raise horses
for slaughter. So I agree with that assumption that some farmers
may allude to that.

When we sell horses, it is not our objective to have a horse
slaughtered. We are thinking that this horse is going to go on to
another farm.

I would like to address one other point: the unwanted theory.
There is not all these horses running around and—in the south—
and people don’t want these horses or anything like that. That is
not the issue. This is about people who want to make money off
of horse slaughter.

So I heard about the issue with HBO and I reached out to the
Animal Welfare Institute, and we wanted to tie our membership
and to place some of these horses in our membership around the
country.
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And we think that is a perfect fit. Most farmers want horses.
Most farmers have horses on their farms. And we think it is a per-
fect fit to help place some of these horses on the farms around the
country.

So with that said, all the issues about all of these unwanted
horses, yes, we have times of economic hard times and farmers are
having difficulties, things of that nature. Feed and hay and all of
these things play a factor.

But most of us hold on to our livestock and we treat our livestock
very well. As you heard to my upbringing, that was one of the
things that we had to do was make sure that we kept up our live-
stock and take care of it.

So a lot of the things that I have heard today, I kind of disagree
with. We want to end horse slaughter in America, and here again,
where I come from, I don’t know about you, but we don’t eat
horses.

We may eat some beef and some other things, but we don’t eat
horses.

So we are here in support of the bill and, Chairman Conyers, we
appreciate you introducing this legislation, and we are looking for-
ward to working with other Members to get the bill passed.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Boyd follows:]
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Testimony in support of H.R. 6598, Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008
National Black Farmers Association

Recently Congress enacted the Black Farmers bill, as a part of the farm bill, which will allow
74,000 Black Farmers to have their cases heard on merit, | am proud to have led the 8-year
effort for relief for our nation’s Black Farmers. | am also appreciative of the leadership of
Chairman Conyers and Chairman Scott and other Members of Congress who were instrumental
in providing the historic relief.

| first learned that American horses are being slaughtered for human consumption overseas
when HBO's Real Sports aired a segment called "Hidden Horses” on May 12, 2008. Like many
Americans, | was previously unaware that such an industry existed and was horrified to learn
that foreign-owned companies are preying on our horses for such an un-American purpose. To
me as a horse-owning farmer, and to the members of the National Black Farmers Association,
horses are part of the farm and part of the family. They are to be respected and treated with
dignity and for that, they provide us with hard labor and companionship. They are not raised
for slaughter and it is unconscionable that any horseman or woman would choose to end his or
her horse’s life in such a brutal manner.

| was so horrified to learn of this secretive trade that | immediately contacted the Animal
Welfare Institute in Washington, D.C. to offer my support for their campaign to end horse
slaughter. Not only did the National Black Farmers Association endorse Congressional efforts to
end horse slaughter including H.R. 6598, the Conyers-Burton "Prevention of Equine Cruelty
Act”, but | offered to place horses at risk of slaughter on my and my members’ farms. From
that initial conversation a collaborative effort between the National Black Farmers Association
and the Animal Welfare Institute emerged. Called “Project Wanted Horse” the initiative is
designed to partner credible horse rescue organizations with my association’s farmers in order
to place at-risk horses on African-American owned and operated farms. We are in the initial
phase of the program but anticipate that we will begin to place horses within the next month or
two. Not only will good horses be placed with good people, but we will address head-on the
notion that we need slaughter as a disposal for so-called ‘unwanted’ horses.

Although | am new to the issue of horse slaughter | have become deeply immersed in the
subject in just a short period of time and have spent significant time on Capitol Hill meeting
with legislators and their staff to express the National Black Farmers Association’s support for
the Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act (H.R. 6598). The experience has been an interesting one
during which | have heard all sorts of excuses about why we need horse slaughter in this
country. As someone whose life is all about agriculture, a working farmer with no sort of
animal protection background, | believe | am particularly well qualified to address these points
and to demonstrate exactly why we can and must end the practice of horse slaughter for good.

Before that, however, | think it is worth noting that prior to my involvement with this effort |
was not only unaware of the practice of horse slaughter but | was unaware —and remain so to
this day — of any flood of ‘unwanted’ horses roaming the countryside, as some of our
opponents have claimed is occurring with greater and greater frequency. The notion that
horses are being turned out, abandoned, neglected and abused in increasing number as a direct
result of the campaign to end horse slaughter simply hasn’t been borne out where | come from,
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and | say this as a working farmer with horses. What | can tell you is that economic times are
tough for a lot of farmers and other folks. Hay costs more, fuel costs more, but in our region
we haven’t seen any noticeable increase in abandoned horses and none of my 94,000 members
have reported similar occurrences in their regions, despite reports to the contrary by those who
oppose the legislation before you today.

This speaks to the first argument raised by those who oppose an end to horse slaughter; the
idea that we need slaughter to dispose of unwanted horses. The truth is that most horses going
to slaughter are being purposely bought by middlemen, known as killer-buyers, working for the
slaughterhouses rather than being sold to slaughter by their owners. In short, the slaughter
market exists not to provide an outlet for unwanted horses but so that the foreign-owned
slaughterhouses can profit from the trade.

However, should anyone have concerns about any surplus of horses that might conceivably
exist should this bill pass into law, the National Black Farmers Association stands ready to assist
by providing homes to such horses through “Project Wanted Horse”. | was honored to attend
the recent Homes for Horses 2008 conference in Washington, D.C. where | met with
representatives from more than twenty-five equine rescues that are ready to work with me to
place horses in good homes. These organizations are just the tip of the iceberg and | look
forward to collaborating with hundreds of horse rescue groups across the country through
“Project Wanted Horse”.

| have also been told that passage of the Conyers-Burton “Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act” will
disproportionately affect economically disadvantaged horse owners and that we must leave
slaughter on the table as an option for those who need to dispose of a horse and whose
pocketbooks are tight. The truth is that it costs a couple of hundred of dollars to have a
veterinarian put a horse down, and that a person can make a couple of hundred of dollars by
selling a horse to slaughter, but money isn’t everything. The fact is that my organization is
largely made up of lower-income, economically disadvantaged farmers and we are saying that
we neither want nor need horse slaughter as an option in this country. We are willing to
provide quality care for our horses and when the time comes to end our horses’ lives we opt to
do so by truly humane means — not by shipping them to slaughter for a quick buck.

Another point I've heard time and time again from those opposed to a ban on horse slaughter is
that horse slaughter is a form of humane euthanasia. This notion is as preposterous as it is
false. There is a huge difference between having a veterinarian put my horse down on my farm
when the time comes, and putting my horse onto a double-deck truck packed with dozens of
other horses to travel for more than a day and night without any food or water or rest, only to
be brutally handled and slaughtered in the most fearful and terrifying environment. A five year
old could see the difference between these two scenarios and it is stunning to me that anyone
would attempt to equate the two practices. Bottom line, horse slaughter isn’t humane, it’s
downright cruel.
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Some have said that banning horse slaughter will be the start of a slippery slope — that the
animal rights people will seek to ban cattle or pig slaughter next. This is a sad political spin on a
serious issue of animal welfare and as a farmer — a cattle farmer at that — | find this notion
ridiculous. If | had any fear that banning horse slaughter would hinder my ability to raise cattle,
sheep, pigs or chickens for food | wouldn’t support this legislation, but the fact is that there is
no connection, no chance that ending horse slaughter will result in such a hampering of
American agriculture. Americans don’t raise horses for slaughter and we don’t eat them.
Horses are a revered animal in American history and culture. They may technically be livestock
but they are much, much more and that is why Americans strongly support an end to their
slaughter for human consumption overseas.

Finally, I've heard more times than | can count the argument that by banning horse slaughter
Congress will be infringing upon the property rights of American citizens, and that the
government has no place in telling people what they can and cannot do with their horses. If |
may be so bold, this is the very same argument that was used more than one hundred years
ago to perpetuate slavery. It seems that the property rights argument is raised when it is
economically advantageous to ignore the plight and suffering of living beings. But the issue at
hand here today — the issue of horse slaughter and the enormous animal suffering that is
caused by the practice —isn’t about economics or property ownership but about what is right
and what is wrong. When it comes to cruelty, property-rights can and should be trumped in
favor of ensuring the humane treatment of all of God’s creatures, including America’s horses.

The fact is that the government already restricts what Americans can and cannot do to their
animals. Federal, state and local laws prohibit many forms of overt cruelty to animals -
including horses — by making illegal their beating, torturing and abuse. Passage of H.R. 6598,
the Conyers-Burton "Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act" would simply extend the logic contained
in those anti-cruelty provisions by recognizing what all of us know —that slaughtering horses for
human consumption is, when it comes down to it, an explicit form of animal cruelty.

Chairman Scott | commend you, Chairman Conyers, as well as the lead cosponsor
Representative Burton and all of the supporters of this important legislation for bringing this
issue to light and for offering a way to end this abject cruelty. | thank you for the opportunity
to present my testimony in support of H.R. 6598, the Conyers-Burton "Prevention of Equine
Cruelty Act" and urge the committee to speedily approve the legislation so that it may move
through the United States Congress and pass into law.
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Mr. ScotT. Thank you, Dr. Boyd.

I want to recognize the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr.
Delahunt, who has joined us today.

Dr. Corey?

TESTIMONY OF DOUGLAS G. COREY, DVM, ADAMS, OR

Mr. CoreEY. Thank you. Chairman Scott and distinguished Mem-
bers of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to appear
before you today.

I am Dr. Douglas Corey. I have practiced equine medicine for
over 30 years. And I am here today as the immediate past presi-
dent of the American Association of Equine Practitioners and as
past chairman of the AAEP’s Equine Welfare Committee.

The AAEP is a professional association representing nearly
10,000 equine veterinarians and veterinary students worldwide.
Our mission is to protect the health and welfare of the horse.

Unwanted horses in the United States are facing a crisis. From
New York to California, horses that are considered at risk in the
equine population are being severely impacted by a struggling
economy, high grain, high hay prices, high fuel prices, and the clo-
sure last year of the three U.S. slaughter plants.

The result, increased equine cruelty in the form of abuse, neglect,
and abandonment.

You have to look no further than the national magazines, your
own local newspapers, to see evidence of the negative impact on the
unwanted horse population.

From Time Magazine, May 2008, an epidemic of abandoned
horses. From USA Today, March 2008, U.S. shelters saddled with
unwanted horses. In The Washington Post, January 2008, Loudoun
County, VA, gets 47 cruelly-treated horses. And from my home
state of Oregon, the Bend Bulletin headline just last week read:
Oregon horse owners face tough decisions.

Headlines aside, those of us who are in the field every day prac-
ticing equine veterinary medicine know the harsh realities con-
fronting horses that are unwanted.

My colleagues are increasingly alarmed by the growing number
of clients who can no longer afford care for their animals. Fortu-
nately, some of these horses are sold to new owners or are able to
be placed in a rescue or retirement facility.

However, more of these horses are left unsold at auctions even
with rock-bottom prices. Others endure a worse fate of being ne-
glected by their owners or abandoned.

In the state of Colorado alone, equine cruelty investigations have
been up 40 percent in 2007.

While it is difficult to get an accurate count of the total number
of unwanted horses in the United States, we know from the num-
ber of horses that are currently being sent to processing plants in
North America that that number is in the tens of thousands.

In 2006, the last year that the U.S. processing plants were open
for the entire fiscal year, the U.S. Department of Agriculture re-
ported that over 102,000 horses were processed in this country
alone. The vast majority of those horses were unwanted.
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And while processing plants alone are currently closed in the
U.S., the only option for many of today’s horses remains processing
at a facility outside of this country.

The AAEP advocates the humane care of all horses and believes
the equine industry and horse owners have a responsibility to pro-
vide them humane care throughout the life of a horse.

Because of a large population of the unwanted horses in the U.S.,
the AAEP believes that processing of unwanted horses is currently
a necessary end-of-life option and provides a humane alternative to
allowing the horse to continue a life of discomfort and pain or en-
dure inadequate care or abandonment.

Our chief reason for opposing this legislation is not because our
association believes that sending a horse to a processing plant is
the best option for reducing the unwanted horse population. Our
opposition exists because this legislation does not address the long-
term care and funding that will be necessary to help the tens of
thousands of horses that would be affected by abandonment.

Assuming a bare minimum cost of $5 per day for a horse’s basic
needs, which does not include veterinary or ferrier expenses, the
funding needed per horse per year is approximately $1,800.

Multiply this, for example, by the number of horses that have
been sent to the Mexican processing facilities thus far in 2008; you
have 30,000 horses with a cost care per year of $55 million. This
does not include the large number of horses going to Canada.

I ask: Can the Federal Government help fund the care of these
horses?

Those who support a ban on horse processing often state that
there are currently a number of equine rescue and retirement fa-
cilities to care for all horses that need homes. I strongly dispute
this claim.

While there are a number of facilities in the United States pro-
viding homes for old and unwanted horses, the capacity of these in-
dividual facilities is usually limited to 30 horses or less.

In closing, this legislation is premature. Horse processing is
symptomatic of a much larger issue, and that is how to provide the
humane care for tens of thousands of unwanted horses in the
United States.

We believe the equine industry must work together to find a so-
lution to this complex issue. We recognize that there truly is a per-
fect storm of factors impacting this issue right now.

One of the AAEP’s priorities is to help these horses by educating
owners and encouraging responsible horse ownership. That is why
the Unwanted Horse Coalition was formed in 2005 by the AAEP
and is currently under the American Horse Council.

Last month, the AAEP polled the membership on this issue. Sev-
enty-five percent of our members believe that horse processing
should remain, at this time, an end-of-life decision.

We, the horse veterinarians of this country, know that passage
of this bill will put the unwanted horse population at an even
greater risk.

I urge you to carefully consider the unintended consequences of
this legislation.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Corey follows:]
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Chairman Scott and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to appear before you today. T am Dr. Douglas Corey and I have practiced
equine veterinary medicine for more than 30 years. T am here today as the immediate
past president of the American Association of Equine Practitioners as well as a past
chairman of the AAEP’s Equine Welfare Committee. The AAEP is a professional
association representing nearly 10,000 veterinarians and veterinary students worldwide.
Our mission is to protect the health and welfare of the horse.

Unwanted horses in the United States are facing a crisis. From New York to California,
horses that are considered at-risk in the equine population are being severely impacted by
a struggling economy, high grain and hay prices, and the closure last year of the U.S.’s
three remaining processing plants. The result: increased equine cruelty in the form of
abuse, neglect, and abandonment.

You have to look no further than national magazines and your own local newspapers to
see evidence of the negative impact on the unwanted horse population:

o From Time Magazine, May 2008: “An Epidemic of Abandoned Horses” —
“Rising grain and gas prices, as well as the closure of American slaughterhouses,
have contributed to a virtual stampede of horses being abandoned — some
starving — and turned loose into the deserts and plains of the West to die cruel
and lonesome deaths.”

e  From USA Today, March 2008: “U.S. Shelters Saddled with Unwanted
Horses” —

“Neglected horses are showing up across the country. While some shelters say
they have room for more horses, shelters in Virginia, Tennessee and Illinois say
they are full.”

e In the Washington Post, January 2008: “Loudoun County (Virginia) Gets
48 Cruelly Treated Horses” —
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“A Loudoun County judge ruled yesterday that 48 horses seized by county
officials last week were "cruelly treated," and he awarded custody of the
thoroughbreds to the county.”

¢ And from my home state of Oregon, the Bend Bulletin headline from just
last week that read “Oregon Horse Owners Face Tough Decisions™ —
“Around Central Oregon, where hay is selling for higher and higher prices in an
otherwise sluggish economy, more people are trying to sell their horses or give
them away to rescue organizations and animal shelters. With so many horses
coming in to the few local facilities equipped to handle large animals, some say
the situation is reaching a crisis point.”

Headlines aside, those of us who are in the field every day practicing equine medicine
know the harsh realities confronting horses that are unwanted. My colleagues are
increasingly alarmed by their growing number of clients who can no longer care for their
animals. Fortunately, some of these horses are sold to new owners or are able to be
placed in a rescue or retirement facility. However, many more of these horses are left
unsold at auctions, even with a rock-bottom sale price. Others endure a worse fate of
being neglected by their owners or abandoned. In the state of Colorado alone, equine
cruelty investigations increased by 40 percent in 2007.'

While it is difficult to get an accurate count of the total number of unwanted horses in the
U.S., we know from the number of horses currently being sent to other processing plants
in North America that the number is in the tens of thousands. In 20006, the last year that
U.S. horse processing plants were open for an entire fiscal year, the U.S. Dept. of
Agriculture reported that over 102,000 horses were processed in this country alone. The
vast majority of these horses were unwanted. And while the processing plants are
currently closed in the U.S ., the only option for many of today’s unwanted horses
remains processing at a facility outside of the United States.

The AAEP advocates the humane care of all horses and believes the equine industry and
horse owners have a responsibility to provide humane care throughout the life of the
horse. We recognize that there truly is a perfect storm of factors impacting this complex
issue right now. Because of the large population of unwanted horses in the U.S,, the
AAEDP believes that the processing of unwanted horses is currently a necessary end-of-
life option and provides a humane alternative to allowing a horse to continue a life of
discomfort and pain or endure inadequate care or abandonment.

Our chief reason for opposing this legislation is not because our association believes that
sending a horse to a processing plant is the best option for reducing the unwanted horse
population. Our opposition exists because this legislation does not help address the long-
term care and funding that will be necessary to help the tens of thousands of horses that
will be affected by a ban. Assuming a bare minimum cost of $5 per day for a horse’s
basic needs, which doesn’t include veterinary or farrier expenses, the funding needed per
year, per horse, is approximately $1,825. Multiply this, for example, by the number of

! Colorado Unwanied Horse Alliance, “Colorado Unwanlted Horse Environmental Assessment,” 2008.
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horses that have been sent to Mexican processing facilities thus far in 20082 and you
have 30,000 horses with a cost of care per year of $55 million dollars. This does not
include the large number of horses that are also going to Canada. Can the federal
government help fund the care of these horses?

Those who support a ban on horse processing often state that there are currently an
adequate number of equine rescue and retirement facilities to care for all of the horses
that need homes. I dispute that claim. While there are a number of facilities in the U.S.
providing homes for old and unwanted horses, the capacity of these individual facilities is
usually limited to 30 horses or less. Rescue operators themselves are having to turn away
horses and are pleading for financial assistance. The infrastructure to care for this many
unwanted horses is simply not yet in place. Many dedicated individuals are doing all
they can on a shoestring budget, but the need is overwhelming.

In closing, this legislation is premature. Horse processing is symptomatic of a much
larger issue, and that is how to reduce the number of unwanted horses in the United
States. We believe the equine industry must work together to help these animals by
educating owners and encouraging responsible horse ownership. That is why the
Unwanted Horse Coalition (UHC) was formed in 2005 by the AAEP and now operates
under the American Horse Council. Current Unwanted Horse Coalition member
organizations include:

¢ American Association of Equine Practitioners

s American Paint Horse Association

¢ American Quarter Horse Association

e American Veterinary Medical Association

o The California Thoroughbred Breeders Association
e Emerald Downs

e TheJockey Club

e Lifesavers Wild Horse Rescue

e Maryland Horse Breeders Association

e Masters of Foxhounds Association of America

¢ Minnesota Horse Council

e Mustang Heritage Foundation

« National Horsemen’s Benevolent Protective Association
« National Thoroughbred Racing Association

¢ Pinto Horse Association of America

+ Primedia Equine Network

s Professional Rodeo Stock Contractors

o Professional Rodeo Cowboys Association

e AHC State Horse Council Committee

e Thoroughbred Owners and Breeders Association
e United States Dressage Federation

e United States Equestrian Federation

e United States Polo Association

2 USDA Markel News Service, “U.S to Mexico Weekly Livestock Exporl Summary,” July 24, 2008.
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e U.S. Trotting Association

This is a diverse group of organizations that represent breed, discipline, veterinary and
welfare interests. The UHC offers an online directory of facilities in the U.S. that provide
placement options for unwanted horses. The UHC has also developed several valuable
resources for horse owners to assist in making responsible decisions regarding the long-
term care of horses. UHC-member groups are committed to reducing the unwanted horse
population.

Society has been working to address a similar overpopulation problem with dogs and cats
for years, and yet millions of animals are still euthanized each year at humane shelters.
But horses are difterent animals, both literally and figuratively. The issues we are
addressing today are very complex. Solving this issue in the horse industry will take
time, but the industry has deemed it an important priority and is working to solve it.

Last month the AAEP polled its membership on this issue, and 75 percent of our
members believe that horse processing should remain, at this time, an end-of-life option.?
We, the horse veterinarians of this country, know that passage of this bill will put the
unwanted horse population at even greater risk. 1 urge you to carefully consider the
unintended consequences of this bill.

Thank you.

* AAEP Membership Survey, June 2008
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Mr. Scort. Thank you.
Dr. Dodman?

TESTIMONY OF NICHOLAS H. DODMAN, DVM, CO-FOUNDER,
VETERINARIANS FOR EQUINE WELFARE AND HUMANE SOCI-
ETY VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, WESTBOROUGH,
MA

Mr. DODMAN. Is this on? Yeah.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to testify on H.R.
6598, the Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act.

I have been introduced, but I would just say about my creden-
tials that as a vet who was trained in Scotland. I am a meat in-
spector, and did my time in the slaughter plants, and I know some-
thing about that.

I am also an anesthesiologist who has anesthetized thousands of
horses, and I think I am—as a board-certified specialist, I am in
a position to judge consciousness and unconsciousness.

I am also currently an animal behaviorist, which I got into
through studies on equine research.

I want to thank the sponsors of this legislative effort, Chairman
Conyers, Representative Burton, Subcommittee Chairman Scott,
Representatives Nadler, Sutton, and Chabot on this Committee,
the original co-sponsors of this legislation.

I would say—I want to testify, really, in my main area of exper-
tise, but just addressing Dr. Corey’s comments just there that I am
aware of numbers that horses have been killed at one time, you
know, 15, 20 years ago at 350,000 horses a year were being slaugh-
tered.

That number at the low, dropped to 42,000 horses a year or
something in that order, you know, almost a 90 percent drop. There
was no increase in neglect. There was no increase in abandonment.
There were no horses running up and down the freeways.

The people who would support the continuing of slaughter would
have you believe that there are unwanted horses to the tune of a
hundred thousand per year. Nobody knows the exact number. They
probably are a small number.

If you take that number that we know we can get down to be-
cause it is factually true, that is 42,000, and you take off both
horses that are stolen—and we know that happens because of the
horse theft figures in California—you take off the number of horses
that are conned from people from tax shops and advertisements,
the ones that arrive in slaughter houses with little pink bridles on
because they belonged to a little girl a few days before who never
would have agreed to this; the ones that are bought out from under
riding school people by being overbid by a killer buyer; the horses
that have been taken from the wild.

If you pare that 42,000 number down, you come up with a much
smaller number than the one that all these antagonists put all
their plans by and frighten people, frighten their memberships into
talking about increased neglect and welfare.

What I can tell you is that the AVMA is saying, you know, we
have got these two terrible situations, and Dr. Corey kind of al-
luded to it, you know, on the one hand, there might be, but it has
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never been proven to be, and all the sources Dr. Corey quotes are
just newspaper reports.

There is no hard evidence that anything bad will happen if you
ban slaughter. I personally believe it is a predatory and brutal in-
dustry that exists solely to generate what I calculate to be about
a billion dollars between all the hands, and they are fighting like
crazy to keep it alive, and they are sucking healthy horses out of
the population just to supply the demand for meat to foreign coun-
tries.

Most of the money from this does not go to the United States,
it goes abroad.

The whole process, you know, the alternative—people say, well,
let us not let them starve in a field; let us kill them humanely by
slaughter.

It is not humane. It is not euthanasia. Euthanasia means good
death. This is not a good death. This is the worst death you could
possibly imagine.

These plants are like Auschwitz for horses. From the time they
are conned off their people, from the time they got onto that trailer
and they ride a thousand miles in extremes of weather—with peo-
ple who say, why bother watering them? They are going to die any-
Waiy. That is the kind of typical attitude of a driver. They break
rules.

I have been involved in the Canadian situation. They take dou-
ble-decker trailers, which we are not allowed to use in slaughter
plants. They take them to feed lots and dump them there for a
while, or they drive them straight.

I have seen film of trailers, double-deckers arriving that have
driven from, you know, Colorado to Saskatchewan with these
horses on board. They are terrified. They are milling around. They
are brought into facilities that are designed for cattle. The facilities
are atrocious. The floor is slippery with blood and urine. The
horses—many of the horses are so panicked; they are terrified.
Their eyes are rolling in their head. Their feet are spinning around
in circles.

They are trying to jump out. The smaller ones can turn around
because the wrong-sized container. The larger ones get their heads
stuck through the cattle restraint. The shooter can’t reach around
to kill them.

I mean, the noise is awful. I mean, it is supposed to be quiet. You
are supposed to have high-sides. You are supposed to have non-slip
floors. You are supposed to have proper arrangements.

Even the AVMA says that the animal’s head should be properly
secured. These animals are going back and forth like a shuttle car,
and the man’s trying to reach with a gun and a stick, and you are
trying to shoot something like a fish in a barrel that is the size of
a grapefruit in a horse’s head which is this size. And you have got
to hit that when it is a moving target.

According to one sticker in the plant in Canada, 50 percent of the
horses that are subsequently shackled are actually conscious.

I have seen horses with their mouths going and their feet run-
ning. I estimated 30 percent. He said more like 50 percent.

They then have their throat cut which takes a while for them to
bleed out. This is like the old English equivalent of hung, drawn,
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and quartered. And then the next machine cuts their legs off above
their wrists.

I wouldn’t be surprised—I don’t have direct evidence, but if some
of these horses that have their legs cut off aren’t still alive. I mean,
they are wriggling on the hook like salmon.

If you look at this, you don’t need to be a rocket scientist, you
don’t need to be a veterinary behaviorist, you don’t need to be an
anesthesiologist. This is not humane.

And any group or organization that supports it really has to re-
examine what they are all about.

And these polls you hear about, the people listening to these, the
veterinarians, the AVMA, are being fed wrong information and
they come to the wrong conclusion.

Neither extreme is right. There are two evils. And the second
evil, which is slaughter, there has been no negative consequences
of banning slaughter that have ever been proven. All the people
can do is refer to newspaper articles and stuff like this.

There is no hard evidence—350,000 to 42,000—no change in the
criminal acts of abuse which go on anyway in the background at
a same consistent rate.

Thank you for your time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dodman follows:]
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to testify in support of H.R.6598, the Prevention
of Equine Cruelty Act. T am Dr. Nicholas Dodman, Professor, Section Head and Program
Director of the Animal Behavior Department of Clinical Sciences at Tufts' Cummings School of
Veterinary Medicine in North Grafton, Massachusetts.

I graduated from Glasgow University Veterinary School in Scotland where I received a BVMS
degree. 1 was a surgical intern at the Glasgow Veterinary School before joining the faculty. 1
received a Diploma in Veterinary Anesthesia from the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons,
and am board certified by the American College of Veterinary Anesthesiologists and the
American College of Veterinary Behaviorists.

1 am a member of the American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA), the Leadership
Council of the Humane Society Veterinary Medical Association (HSVMA), the Royal College of
Veterinary Surgeons (RCVS), and the American College of Veterinary Behaviorists (ACVB).

1 founded the Animal Behavior Clinic at Tufts in 1986, and am a founding member of
Veterinarians for Equine Welfare.

I have written four bestselling trade books, two textbooks and more than 100 articles and
contributions to scientific books and journals. I appear regularly on radio and television
programs including: 20/20, Oprah, The Today Show, Good Morning America, Dateline, World
News with Peter Jennings, Discovery Channel, NOVA, Animal Planet, the BBC and CBC,
CNN's Headline News, Inside Edition, MSNBC, NOVA, NPR's "Fresh Air" and A&E. I am an
ad hoc guest on WBUR's "Here & Now."

T want to thank the primary sponsors of this legislative effort — Representatives Conyers and
Burton. 1 also wish to thank the members of this Committee who have cosponsored this
legislation.

Website: bitp://www.vetsforequinewelfare.org | Email: info@vetsforequinewelifare.org
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Veterinarians Oppose Horse Slaughter

Veterinarians for Equine Welfare (VEW) is a group of veterinarians committed to the humane
treatment of all equines, and as such we support measures to end horse slaughter including
passage of the Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act (H.R. 6598). Horse slaughter has never been
considered by veterinary professionals to be a form of euthanasia. Congress and the general
public must hear from veterinarians that horse slaughter is not and should not be equated with
humane euthanasia. Rather, the slaughtering of horses is a brutal and predatory business that
promotes cruelty and neglect and which claimed the lives of more than 100,000 American horses
in 2007,

Given the recent closure by state law of the last remaining foreign-owned horse slaughter plants
operating in the United States, the surge in horses going to a grisly death in Canada and Mexico,
and this opportunity currently before Congress to end the suffering of America’s horses through
speedy passage of the federal Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act, VEW is compelled to interject
its expertise on this subject. I would like to address, from a professional veterinary perspective,
key points on the issue of horse slaughter that warrant a rapid end to this wholly brutal and un-
American trade.

Horse Slaughter is nof humane euthanasia

It is the united professional opinion of the members of VEW that horse slaughter is inhumane,
and that it is an unacceptable way to end a horse's life under any circumstance. One need only
observe horse slaughter to see that it is a far cry from genuine humane euthanasia. From the
transport of horses on inappropriate conveyances for long periods of time without food, water or
rest - to the very ugly slaughter process in which horses react with pain and fear, no evidence
exists to support the claim that horse slaughter is a form of humane euthanasia. Rather, itisa
brutal process that results in very tangible and easily observable equine suffering.

The suffering of horses in slaughter is accentuated by the very fact that they are not raised for
slaughter. Horses going to slaughter have largely been accustomed to close human contact
whether through racing, ranch work, pleasure riding, showing or any of the other ways in which
horses are used in this country. While some are purposely sold into slaughter by their owners
most end up at the abattoir through pure bad luck: they were sold at auction and the winning
bidder was a “killer-buyer” working for one of the slaughter plants. To suddenly be handled and
treated as livestock must be disorienting and frightful, and can only compound their suffering as
they proceed to slaughter.

It is an unethical and dangerous practice to equate horse slaughter with humane euthanasia.

No ethical veterinarian, faced with a client who has a horse that is old, sick or otherwise no
longer wanted, would suggest that the horse in question should be put on a truck and hauled
thousands of miles to slaughter. Instead, the veterinarian would most likely suggest truly humane
euthanasia via chemical injection, after which the carcass can be composted, buried, incinerated,
sent to landfill or rendered.!

! hitp/Awvww vetsforequinewelfare org/facts php
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The AVMA does not advocate slaughter as a form of euthanasia to the general public. The
association’s brochure on equine euthanasia, How do I know it is time?: Equine Futhanasia,
speaks only of veterinarian-administered euthanasia, not slaughter. The brochure states:

“Perhaps the kindest thing you can do for a horse that is extremely ill, severely injured, lame, or
dangerous is to have your veterinarian induce its death quickly and humanely through
euthanasia. Your decision to have your horse euthanatized is a serious one, and is seldom easy to
make.”

Transport of horses to slanghter componnds equine suffering

Despite the presence of federal regulations governing the transport of horses to slaughter,” horses
continue to suffer immeasurably en route to slaughter. Current regulations are paltry, allowing
for horses to be transported for more than 24 hours without food, water or rest. Heavily pregnant
mares can be moved to slaughter, as can horses with broken limbs or who are blind in one eve.
Further, the regulations only cover the final leg of the journey, so slaughter-bound horses moved
from auction to feedlot, for instance, are not covered by the rule.

The ban on the use of double-decker vehicles to haul horses to slaughter only came into effect in
December of 2006, despite pressure from welfare advocates to implement the ban with the final
rule, which went into effect in early 2002 (the “double-decker ban” was phased in so as not to
unduly impact the slaughter industry financially). Further and most significantly, because the ban
only applies to the final leg of the journey to slaughter as previously mentioned, haulers can still
move slaughter-bound horses across the country on double-deck conveyances designed for cattle
and pigs and need only switch to single-deck trailers before arriving at the slaughter plant.
Loading and unloading onto the rigs is stressful and injurious as horses must immediately go
either up or down a relatively steep ramp to access one of the two floors. Because the trailers are
divided into two levels and thus have low ceilings, many horses are unable to stand fully upright
and are forced to travel in a bent position.

Not only are double-deck trailers inhumane, they are dangerous due to their high center of
gravity. Numerous heart-wrenching and lethal accidents have occurred in recent years in which
double-deck trailers were carrying horses to a middle-point along the route to slaughter. The
results were grisly and absolutely avoidable.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has proposed to broaden the scope of the transport
regulations to cover all legs of the journey to slaughter but it is too little too late, particularly
given that the domestic horse slaughter plants have been shuttered.

2 “How do [ know it is time?: Lquine Iuthanasia” April 2003,
http://www.avima.org/conununications/brochurcs/cuthanasia/cquinc/cquine_cuth_brochurc.asp
* Commercial Transportation of Equines o Slaughter, 9 CFR Part 88,
http://www.aphis.usda. gov/animal_hcalth/animal_discases/animal_id/9cfr88.shtmi
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Use of Captive-Bolt in Horse Slaughter Wholly Unacceptable

The use of the captive-bolt gun, which is commonly used in the slaughter of livestock (including
horses), is one of the most egregious aspects of horse slaughter. To clarify, the captive-bolt gun
is a mechanical method by whichanimals are supposed to be rendered immediately unconscious
(not killed) through a quick blow to the brain by a metal bolt prior to actual slaughter. However,
in order for the method to work as intended, the captive bolt must be administered properly.
According to the AVMA’s guidelines, the head of the animal to which the captive bolt is being
applied must be restrained” or still and a highly skilled individual must administer the fatal blow.
Tn the slaughterhouse none of these scenarios is in place: the horse is often panicked, its head is
unrestrained, and the person administering the captive bolt is a low-paid worker who is expected
to move horses through the kill line at high speed. Herein lays the problem with the use of the
captive bolt in horse slaughter.

In its 2007 AVMA Guidelines on Euthanasia, the AVMA rates the use of the captive bolt to
euthanize horses as “acceptable”. However, it is the opinion of VEW professionals that this
categorization was based on studies conducted on species other than equine. No studies are cited
in the 2007 AVMA Guidelines on Euthanasia that any scientific research has ever been
conducted to determine the humaneness or efficacy of the captive bolt gun for use specifically on
horses.

Further review finds that the 2007 AVMA Guidelines on Euthanasia denoted reference #112--
Australian Veterinary Association (AVA), Guidelines for Humane Slaughter and Euthanasia
Australian Veterinary Journal 1987:64:4-7 is contradictory to the opinion of the AVA reference
itself.

The Australian Veterinary Association clearly states the following:
Horses:

Abattoirs--- "An adequate caliber firearm or a humane killer may be used to render the
horse unconscious for bleeding. The eaptive bolt pisiol is not satisfactory for horses since
[firm pressure on the forehead is essential for its effective use and this tends to be resisted
by the horse. This problem applies to a lesser extent with the humarne killer'.

Therefore, it is the united conclusion of VEW professionals that the captive bolt should be used
only in emergency (non-slaughter) situations where no other option exists to humanely end a
horse’s suffering or when advanced circulatory dysfunction might diminish the efficiency of
chemical euthanasia. Even then it must be administered properly by a highly skilled operator.
When used in the slaughter context it is not equitable with humane euthanasia.

Horses stabbed to death in Mexican slaughter plants

Recent investigations by the Humane Society of the United States and the San Antonio News-
Express” reveal that the use of the “puntilla knife” to sever the spinal cord of horses and render

* The AVMA Guidelines on Euthanasia (Tormerly the 2000 Report of the AVMA Panel on Euthanasia), 2007
* hitp://Awww. mysanantonio com/news/mexico/storics/MY S A093007 01 A horscslaughter 3496288 html
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them unable to move prior to slaughter is common practice in Mexican slaughter plants. Footage
shows horses being repeatedly stabbed in the neck with these knives prior to slaughter. Such a
barbaric practice does not render the horse unconscious, it simply paralyzes the animal. The
horse is still fully conscious at the start of the slaughter process during which the animal is hung
by a hind leg, its throat slit and its body butchered.

Inhumane Horse Slaughter Methods in Canada

I personally had the opportunity in June of this year to review hidden camera video of many
horses being slaughtered at the Natural Valley Farm horse slaughter plant in Saskatchewan,
Canada — a plant known to slaughter imported American horses. 1found the slaughter process
inappropriate, inhumane, unsupervised, and in total disregard of the animals’ welfare. Particular
problem areas included:

+ Horses being driven into the kill box were, for the most part, terrified. I believe this was
because of the way they were being treated (horses are accustomed to being led, not
driven); the use of prod sticks; the cacophonous clamor of the place (clanging,
compressed air sounds, yelling); the attitude of the stunners; and the general atmosphere
of inevitability/doom.

+ The floor of the kill box was slippery so that when the terrified horses tried to run or
jump their way out of their dreadful dilemma they often slipped and fell on the bloody
metal floor or their feet would spin around as if they were trying to run on an ice rink.

+ The sides of the kill box were not high enough to prevent them from seeing the disturbing
sights of other horses being hung, bled out and butchered.

¢ Thekill box was too wide and too long, allowing horses to back away from the stunner’s
access site.

o Because of the unsuitability of the slaughter setup, captive bolt operators were often
trying to hit a moving target and in some cases were unable to locate the kill spot on the
horses” forehead because the horse had turned around, slumped down, or moved
backward in the kill box. When the stunner is trying to hit a brain the size of an orange in
a skull the size of a suitcase any movement is likely to lead to incomplete stunning. 1
observed several horses being improperly “stunned.” Mouthing, tonguing, and paddling
of the feet were not uncommonly seen as horses were dragged away to be hung up and
bled out. Some of these horses were likely still conscious as they were being bled. This
experience is not significantly different than often occurred at horse slaughter plants
operating in the U.S.

s Captive bolt operators and their assistants seemed impatient and were unkind to the
horses, hitting them repeating, cussing at them, and generally showing no signs of
empathy.

o Disturbingly, the foot cutter (amputation device) was next in line after the horses throats
were slit (on one side only). It is possible that some may have had their feet cut off while
SeIMiconscious.

e Horses that should not have been transported or slaughtered were present at the plant.
Horses with medical problems should not be shipped for slaughter and some would never
have passed meat inspection.
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Horse slaughter will not lead to an increase in eqnine abandonment and neglect

No increase in the abandonment or neglect of horses has been documented since the closure of
the three domestic slaughter plants in the earlier part of 2007. This is not surprising. The horse
slaughter business is not providing a service for the disposal of “unwanted” horses, but rather is
preying on largely healthy, marketable horses® that might otherwise be used for productive
purposes. Several “news” reports surfaced in late 2007 claiming to show an increase in
abandonment, but all have proven false. In fact, an article in the Oregonian quotes a local law
enforcement officer regarding nine new cases of abandonment. When contacted the officer has
denied any knowledge of the claims. A similar story in Kentucky was exposed as a hoax.”

In fact, when the number of horses going to slaughter declined by nearly 90 percent between the
early 1990s and the early 2000s there was no correlating increase in abandoned or neglected
horses.® To the contrary, the temporary closure of the Cavel glant in Illinois between 2002 and
2004 resulted in a decline in equine abuse and neglect cases.

Horse slaughter does not provide a humane service for “unwanted” horses

The vast majority of horses that go to slaughter are not lame, sick, injured or unwanted. Instead,
the horse slaughter industry exists solely because a profit stands to be made in fulfilling gourmet
demand in foreign countries for horseflesh. Where there is a market demand it will be supplied
by market forces, in this case by unscrupulous companies and individuals who stand to profit off’
the slaughter of American horses. For example, when the three remaining horse slaughter plants
were operating in the US, Cavel International imported horses from Canada for slaughter in
order to fill their demand.

Humane euthanasia is available and affordable

The average cost of having a horse humanely euthanized by a veterinarian and their body
disposed of is approximately $225, less than the monthly overall cost of keeping a horse. It is
VEW’s contention that this expense is simply a part of responsible horse ownership and one that
most horse owners already bear without any reluctance.

9 “A survey of the condition of horses arriving at two Texas slaughter plants indicated that 92.3 percent arrived in
good condition...” Guidelines for Handling and Transporting Fquines lo Slaughter by Temple Grandin, Ph.D. in
Cruidebook for USDA s Slaughter Torse Transport Program issued December 2001

‘ No Abandoncd Horscs Found:, Representative Ed Whitficld, £lorida Times-Union.

® Horse Tllustrated - July 2002 quoting Carolyn Stull, Ph.D., animal welfare specialist al the Veterinary Medical
Extension at the University ol California, Davis on the 1998 California ballot ban ol horse slaughter. “Stull also
notes that there has been no increase in the number of horses being neglected in California as a result of the law.
“Onc concern when the law passed was that there might be an increasc in neglected or starved horscs,” she says.
“This has not been the case.”™

¥ In 2002, the Illinois bascd Hooved Animal Humanc Socicty (HAHS) reccived 262 complaints of potcntial hooved
animal (primarily equine) abuse and neglect in the state of Tllinois. As of December 23, The Society has received
165 complaints for the ycar 2003.-- HAHS testimony to Tllinois General Asscmbly in 2003.
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Proper disposal of horse carcasses no longer slaughtered is readily available

As stated earlier the vast majority of horses currently going to slaughter are in good condition
and are marketable for other purposes.'” There would be no need to dispose of them by some
other method if horse slaughter were prohibited.

However, even if all horses currently going to slaughter would need to be mortally disposed of,
the impact would be insignificant. A generally accepted rate of mortality among livestock in a
given year is 5 - 10%. Therefore, based on the 9.2 million horses currently in the US, 460,000 -
920,000 die naturally or are humanely euthanized each year without notable impact. Another
100,000 (the approximate number of American horses slaughtered in 2007) or roughly 1% will
make no significant impact.

In the overall picture of livestock disposal, horses are barely a measurable consideration.
According to a study commissioned by the National Renderers Association'! in which no
mention of horses was made, almost 3.5 billion pounds of livestock and poultry mortalities were
reported in 2000. During that same year, the US based horse slaughter facilities slaughtered
47,134 horses. Had all of these horses been disposed of by non-slaughter methods resulting in
the need to dispose of approximately 47,134,000 pounds of matter (based on an average weight
per horse of 1,000 pounds), this would have represented a mere 1.3% increase in the total
livestock and poultry mortalities that year. Tf all of the 100,000 American horses slaughtered in
2007 required disposal that would only represent only a 2.8% increase over the entire 2000
livestock mortality figure.

Conclusion

Horse slaughter is not a form of humane euthanasia, nor is it a “necessary evil”. The horse
slaughter industry is a predatory one that exists only because there is a profit to be made by
fulfilling consumer demand in overseas markets for horse flesh. Rather than aiding horse
welfare, horse slaughter results in very tangible animal cruelty and suffering while engendering
abuse and neglect. Horse owners have an affordable, ethical choice of what to do at the end of
their horse’s life — humane, veterinarian-administered euthanasia. Horse slaughter is not a form
of humane euthanasia, but a gross form of animal cruelty. For these reasons, VEW supports an
end to horse slaughter and advocates quick passage of the Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act
(H.R. 6598).

" Senate Report 110-229, “TO AMEND THE HORSE PROTECTION ACT REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON
COMMERCE. SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION on 8. 311,” November 14, 2007, http://thomas loc. gov/cgi-
bin/cpquery/R?cpl 1O:FLDO10: % 1(s1229)

" Livestock Mortalities: Methods of Disposal and Their Polential Cost - March 2002, National Renderers
Association, http://www.renderers.org/Economic_Tmpact/MortaliticsFinal. pdf
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July 28, 2008

Dcar Representative:
RE: Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008 (H.R. 6598)

As veterinary professionals dedicated to ensuring the welfare and humane treatment of animals we urge you
to support the Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008 (H.R. 6598) introduced by Congressman John
Conyers (D-MI), Congressman Dan Burton (R-IN) and many of their colleagues. Last year tens of thousands
of horses are hauled all over the US to one of the three horse slaughter facilities (two in Texas and one in
Illinois). Due to recent bans in these states, the slaughterhouses are now shipping horses even greater
distances to their plants in Mexico and Canada where they face a gruesome death, often by knife to the back
of the nock. Injured, sick or healthy, young or old — all arc subjcct to this crucl industry. However, now there
is an opportunity to address this before the Uuited States Congress.

Opponents of the Prevention of Equine Cruclty Act of 2008 (H.R. 6398) portray horsc slaughter as a form of
humane euthanasia, citing the American Veterinary Medical Association's classification of the captive-bolt as
“acceptable™ for cuthanizing cquines. This simplistic prescentation of the facts fails to acknowledge the vast
difforence between cfficient administration of the captive-bolt by a highly trained veterinarian with
appropriate restraint of the horse’s head (the AVMA specifies that the captive-bolt is acceptable “with
appropriate restraint”) and its improper usc by low-skilled slaughterhouse employees without proper head
restraint. Improper usc of the captive-bolt during slaughter means that horscs may often endure repeated
blows with the device, and may be improperly stunned as they proceed through slaughter.

Further, this misrepresentation of the facts fails to recognize the immense suffering that horses endure before
they ever arrive at the slaughterhouse. Federal regulations currently allow horses to be transported for more
than 24 hours at a time without food, watcr or rest, on double-deck cattle trailers, with broken limbs, with
eves missing. These permitted conditions contrast sharply with generally-accepted practices for moving
horses in a humane manner. Euthanasia of a horse by a licensed veterinarian is a far cry from the suffering
faced by horscs sent to slaughter, and it is disingenuous to suggest that the two arc comparable simply
because the mechanism by which horses are stunned at the slaughterhouse can, in theory, be humane.

Horse slaughter, be it by choice or accident, is NOT humane. Please don’t be misled by a few who profit
from this cruel industry those who may attempt to portray this practice as a necessary choice. The entire
industry must be shut down.

Sincerely,

Elcanor M. Kellon, VMD (AL)
Teresa Marshall, DVM (AL)
Sandra Christensen, DVM (AZ)
Janct M. Furrcr, DVM (AZ)
Jim Clark, DVM (CA)
Gina M. Davis, DVM (CA)
W. Jcan Dodds DVM (CA)
Eric Griesshaber. DVM (CA)
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Sunshinc Eckstrom, DVM (CA)
John J. Etehart, DVM (CA)
Brenda Forsythe, PhD, DVM (CA)
Richard J. Jackson, DVM (CA)
Elliot M. Katz, DVM (CA)
Roger K. Repp, DVM (CA)
David E. Simington, DVM (CA)
Bonnie Yoffe-Sharpe, DVM (City Veterinarian, Palo Alto, CA)
Barbara Stcele, DVM, DACVO (CA)
Joanne P. Thacher, DVM (CA)
Agnes Van Volkenburgh, DVM (CA)
Robert E. Woods, DVM (CA)
Donald E. Moore, DVM (CO)
Karmen Tsa Couret, DVM (CT)
Janc Bicks, DVM (FL)
Ronald L. Dawe, DVM (FL)

Steven A. Gottschalk, DVM (FL)
Donald S. Howell, DVM (FL)
Jeremy C. Sebor, DVM (FL)

Lee Shewmaker, DVM (FL)
A. L. Smollin, DVM (FL)

Laurie Lang Stewart, DVM (FL)
Cheryl Council, DVM (GA)
Monica Danicl, DVM (GA)

Kat Lavell, DVM (GA)
Ron Dawe, DVM (FL)
Dclphine Reich, DVM (FL)
Anne MacFarlane, DVM (GA)
Alcxandra G. Psillos, DVM (GA)

Adrienne Scott, DVM (GA)

Ryan T. Storey, DVM (GA)
Terri Dudis, DVM (IL)

James Gilman, DVM (IL)

Lydia Gray, DVM, MA (IL)
Todd Gray, DVM (IL)
Joan Hinken DVM (IL)

Don Johnson, DVM (IL)
Patti Klein Manke, DVM (IL)
Donald W. Leichty, DVM (IL)
Joan L. McArthur, DVM (IL)
Terry Morgan, DVM (IL)
Nina Moulcdous, DVM (1L)
David Sherman, DVM (IL)
Susan Sherman, DVM (IL)
Dcb Teachout, DVM, MVSc (IL)
Gary Wilson, DVM (IL)
Mark Wroblewski, DVM (IL)
William R. Widmer, DVM, MS (IN)
Joln K. Griggs, DVM (KY)
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Stacey Curtsinger, DVM (KY)
Mark Walls, DVM (KY)
Kerry Zeigler, VMD (KY)

E. Clay Hodgin, PhD., DVM (LA)
Karen G. Gordon, DVM (LA)
Erin Rcif, DVM (LA)

Linda Breitman, DVM (MA)
Debra Campbell, DVM (MA)
Nicholas H. Dodman, DVM (MA)
Thomas A. Judd, DVM (ME)
Roxanne V Knight-Plouff, DVM (MA)
Candacc K. Platz, DVM (Auburn, ME)
Frank T. Marchell, DVM (ME)
Rachel Y Beard, DVM (MD)
Lori Donley, DVM (MD)
Cheryl Latterell, DVM (MD)
Alison Martini, DVM (MD)

Ed Molcsworth, VMD (MD)
Micaela Shaughnessy, VMD (MD)
Lisa M. Carter, DVM (MI)
Alice Marczewski, DVM (MI)
Tanja Molby, DVM (MI)
Kim Culbertson, DVM (MN)
Susan Spence, DVM (MN)
Scott Yonker, DVM (NE)
Gary Burkett, DVM (NC)
Peggy A. Johnston, DVM (NC)
Tara Kipp, DVM (NC)
Geraldine Aviza, DVM (NH)
Sandra Brown, DVM (NH)
David N. Christensen, DVM (NH)
Arthur H. Cutter, DVM (NH)
Susan Denault, DVM (NH)
Michael Dutton, DVM (NH)
Lauren Hill, DVM (NH)

Sara Junkin, DVM (NH)
Frank T. Marchell, DVM (NH)
Michacl Schafer, DVM (NH)
Suzan Watkins, DVM (NH)
Kristi L. Zimmerman, DVM (NH)
Danicl E. Hanf, DVM (NJ)
Patricia Hogan, VMD, AOVS (NJ)
Jim Smith, DVM (NJ)
Pccos Valley Veterinary Hospital (NM)
Holly Cheever, DVM (NY)
Lauric Coger, DVM (NY)
Ken Jaffe, DVM (NY)
Charles Kaufinan, DVM (NY)
Andrew Lang, DVM (NY)
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Kathlcen Makolinski, DVM (NY)
Joan Puritz, DVM (NY)

Kelly Roberts, DVM (NY)
Robert J. Weiner, VMD, ABVP (NY)
Frank E. Reynolds. DVM (NV)
Lesley C. Tomko, DVM (NV)
Sanjay Verma, DVM (NV)
Meg J. Baho, DVM (OH)
Dcborah Lynn Johnson, DVM (OH)
Sarah K. Kirk, DVM (OH)

Jody L. Oelschlager, DVM (OH)
Anggcla Shelton, DVM (OH)
Tad A. Sullivan, DVM (OH)
Connie Wright, DVM (OK)
Mark Revenaugh DVM (OR)

Hans Magden, DVM (OR)
Daniclle Ambrose, VMD (PA)
Robert L. Bebko, VMD (PA)
Stephanie Benner, VMD (PA)
Barbara L. Dymond, VMD (PA)
Dcbra S. Dymond, VMD (PA)

Kristin Edwards, VMD, CVA (PA)
Teresa Garofalo, VMD (PA)
Betty A. Marcucci, DVM (PA)

Shawna R. Rau, DVM (PA)

Tiffany Wagncr, DVM (PA)

Maxon Balmtorth, VMD (RI)
Gary Block, DVM (RI)

John Dennigan, DVM (RI)
Tonya Hadjis, DVM (RI)
Annette Rauch, DVM, MS (RI)
Rebecca Babeock, DVM (SC)
Nicole Winningham, BVSc, MRWS (SC)
Jennifer Dunlap, DVM (TN)
Vic Adoue, DVM (TX)
Sharon Anderson, DVM (TX)
Patricia Banks, DVM (TX)
Nedium C. Buyukmihei, DVM (TX)
Daphne P. Carlson-Bremer, DVM (TX)
Amanda W. Caldwell, DVM (TX)
Lynda L. Casc, DVM (TX)
Patricia Cooper, DVM (TX)
Doug Dawson, DVM (TX)
Cheryl Fitzgerald, DVM (TX)

Amy Garrou, DVM (TX)
Heather Goldsboro, DVM (TX)
Patricia S. Graham, DVM (TX)
James E. Hopper, DVM (TX)
Krista Hunt, DVM (TX)
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Hopc Veterinary Clinic (Amarillo, TX)
Manley R. May, DVM (TX)
Angus MacDonald, DVM (TX)
Tracy T. McAdoo, DVM (TX)
Valerie McDaniel, DVM (TX)
The Montrosc Veterinary Clinic (TX)
Patrick D. Parker, DVM (TX)
Mark Peckham, DVM (TX)
Catherine Perry, DVM (TX)
Catherine Powell, DVM (TX)
Larry M. Putnam, DVM (TX)
Michclle B. Quinn, DVM (TX)
R.L. Robinett, DVM (TX)

Bob Rogers, DVM (TX)
Sunsct Blyd. Animal Clinic, LTD. (TX)
Susan Schweers, DVM (TX)
Ben Tharp, DVM (TX)

Paul R. Young, Jr., DVM (TX)
Marlowe A. Ward, DVM (TX)
Kim Danoff, DVM (VA)

Lori Blankenship, DVM (VA)
Madison Heights Animal Hospital (VA)
Leslic Manning, DVM (VA)
Dalc Sprenkel, DVM (VA)
Theo Antikas, DVM (WA)

Brad Evergreen, DVM (WA)
Hannah Evcrgreen, DVM (WA)

Katherine Femmald, DVM (WA)
Gwethalyn Joncs, DVM (WA)
Viktor Reinhardt, DMV, PhD (WA)
Tara Weikel, DVM (WA)
Tammy White, DVM (Longview, WA)
Lakeland Veterinary Clinic (WA)
Stanley R. Chase Sr., DVM (W1)
Amy Ward, DVM (W])

Ellen Waller, DVM (W1)
Carol Buchanan, DVM
Evelyn Elkin Gicfer, DVM
D. Hardy, DVM
Dan Murphy, DVM
Julic O'Connell, DVM
Greg Schmidt, DVM
Mark Walls, DVM
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Mr. ScotT. Thank you.
Mr. Pacelle?

TESTIMONY OF WAYNE PACELLE, PRESIDENT AND CEO,
HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. PACELLE. Thank you, Chairman Scott, for holding this hear-
ing and for all of your work on animal welfare issues and also to
you, Chairman Conyers, for your leadership throughout your career
on animal welfare.

You know, it was just a short number of years ago when animal
cruelty issues were not taken seriously. And this Congress has al-
ready enacted animal fighting legislation that several of you on
this Committee have led because you believe that it is wrong and
inhumane to stage fights for animals just for simple amusement.

And both bills here today address fundamental issues of animal
cruelty. And the Humane Society of the United States whole-
heartedly supports both because we don’t believe that animals are
just things or commodities.

These animals have the same spark of life that we have. They
want to live just as much as we want to live.

And it is precisely because we are smart and intelligent as a spe-
cies that we should be decent and responsible in our dealings with
other creatures.

And this is not decency. This is rationalizations that we are hear-
ing from folks who are profiting from the exploitation of these
horses.

I will say just a few more words about horses later, but I do want
to say a quick word about the Animal Cruelty Statistics Act, H.R.
6597.

You know, we now treat, as a society, animal cruelty seriously
because we know it is a vice. It is a moral wrong in and of itself.

But we also know that animal cruelty and the violence associated
with it cannot be compartmentalized; that people who are brutal
and harmful and abusive to animals often have those same ill sen-
timents directed toward people.

We see that in 75 percent of cases where there is domestic vio-
lence, there is also animal cruelty and vice versa. One day it is the
animal, another day it is a child, another day it is a spouse.

We need proper reporting of animal cruelty cases because we see
that serial killers start with animals and they move on to people.
And we see all sorts of other violence associated with animals that
then moves on to people.

So we commend you for introducing, Chairman Conyers, the Ani-
mal Cruelty Statistics Act. And we don’t want this data out of curi-
osity; we want it because it will help prevent crime and because
it will stop violence in our communities and in our Nation.

Regarding the Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act, you know, the
other proponents of this legislation have it exactly right. Horses are
not raised for food. These animals are opportunistically collected up
by individuals who want to make a profit.

And any industry that is involved in exploiting animals is—I
have seen it through the years. They have these elaborate rational-
izations to justify their conduct.
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They don’t want to say they are cruel. Of course, you can’t say
that. So you have to concoct some defense that somehow by slaugh-
tering these animals, we are doing them a favor; that we are pre-
v}elznting terrible cruelty because people will neglect them and harm
them.

Well, should policy in this Nation be driven by people who starve
animals or exhibit cruelty to them?

Why are we propping up, as the primary argument of the oppo-
nents of this legislation, the fact that some people will starve ani-
mals and, therefore, we shouldn’t stop cruelty?

Those people should be prosecuted under state anti-cruelty stat-
utes. That is what those statutes allow for, and if Mr. Stenholm or
the other opponents of this legislation have evidence of people with-
in their community starving or neglecting or abandoning horses,
please give it to us because we will work with law enforcement au-
thorities to stop this cruelty.

You know, I really think that horses in our society have moved
more in the category of dogs and cats. You know, we don’t take un-
wanted dogs and cats and ship them to slaughter houses so they
can be exported for human consumption.

And, you know, now that the U.S.-based slaughter houses have
closed, we are talking about a type of cruelty that is more extreme
than ever.

We are talking about transport distances into central Mexico
that may be 1500 miles, horses crammed onto cattle trucks where
they cannot even stand; underfed, underwatered animals on long-
distance transport.

And then when they get to Mexico, no standards for humanely
killing the animals.

We documented. Our humane society investigators have been at
the plant in Mexico, and we have it on tape, and we have sub-
mitted it to the Committee the horses going into the kill box and
being stabbed with a short knife or a boning knife.

You know, the San Antonio News went to a slaughter plant that
we investigated and showed footage of. This was after our inves-
tigation exposed the cruelty. And the reporter described a scene.
She said the American mare swung her head franticly when the
door shuts to the kill box trapping her inside.

A worker jabbed her in the back with a small knife seven, eight,
nine times. Eyes wild, she lowered her head and raised it as the
blade punctured her body around the withers again and again.

At the tenth jab, she fell to the floor of this Mexican slaughter
house, bloodied and paralyzed but not yet dead. She would lay
there for a good 2 minutes before being hoisted from a chained rear
leg so her throat could be slit and she could be bled to death.

You know, we could do better than this as a society. If we are
a humane species, we must be humane to the less powerful among
us.
These creatures cannot speak for themselves. We have laws in
this society that say that cruelty to animals is wrong. If those laws
mean anything, they should be applied to these circumstances
where we are being barbaric to these creatures.

Thank you very much, and I would like to ask that a tabulation
of reports from horse rescuers where they have been competing
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against killer buyers to save these horses be entered into the
record as well as the letter from the ASPCA.

[The information referred to is available in the Appendix.]

Mr. PACELLE. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Pacelle follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF WAYNE PACELLE

Hearing on the Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008 (H.R. 6597) and the
Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008 (H.R. 6598)
U.S. House of Representatives
Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Security

Testimony of Wayne Pacelle
on behalf of The Humane Society of the United States
and Humane Society Legislative Fund

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to testify in support of HR.6597, the
Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008 and H.R. 6598, the Prevention of Equine Cruelty
Act of 2008. T am Wayne Pacelle, president and CEO of The Humane Society of the
United States, the nation's largest animal protection organization with 10.5 million
members and constituents - one of every 31 Americans. T am also testifying on behalf of
our sister organization, the Humane Society Legislative Fund

Cruelty to animals has been a core issue for The HSUS since our inception in 1954, as is
reflected inour mission statement: "Celebrating Animals, Confronting Cruelty."
We have worked successfully atlocal, state and federal levels in advocating for the
adoption of stronger animal cruelty laws, and regularly offer rewards for information
leading to arrests and convictions in animal cruelty and fighting cases. We have
partnered with numerous state Attorneys General in establishing some of these rewards.
We have conducted thousands of workshops for law enforcement, animal control
officers, and prosecutors on the proper investigation and prosecution of animal
cruelty and animal fighting. Moreover, we have offered scores of workshops educating
animal shelter and control officers, social service workers, law enforcement officials,
mental health professionals, veterinarians and others about the connection between
animal cruelty and human violence, while promoting inter-agency collaborations to
reduce animal cruelty and other family and community violence.

Our investigators have documented animal cruelty and worked with law enforcement in
raids of cockfighting and dogfighting operations and puppy mills, and our staft has
provided shelter, care, and kindness to thousands of animals who have been seized by law
enforcement. Our veterinarians have treated the animal victims of cruelty cases and have
provided veterinary forensic testimony in courts across the country to help put animal
abusers behind bars. Our staff psychologists have helped create treatment programs for
juveniles and adults adjudicated for animal cruelty and have contributed to the
extraordinary body of research demonstrating the connection between animal cruelty and
human violence, most recently partnering with the Center on Children and the Law of the
American Bar Association to develop a handbook, "A Common Bond: Maltreated
Children and Animals in the Home.” We are also partnering with the National District
Attorneys Association to create a curriculum for prosecutors handling animal cruelty
cases.
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The Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008, H.R. 6597

The Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008, HR. 6597, directs the Attorney General to
make appropriate changes to existing crime databases maintained within the Department
of Justice so that data on all crimes of animal cruelty will be collected and made publicly
available in a manner that facilitates analysis. We sincerely appreciate the leadership of
Chairman John Conyers and Representative Elton Gallegly on this issue of importance to
all Americans. Representatives Jerry Nadler and Chris Van Hollen are also original co-
SPONSOrs.

The National Consortium for Justice Information and Statistics asserts, “The effective
collection of criminal activity data is crucial to quality law enforcement.” Yet the crime
data bases maintained by the Department of Justice (DOJ) do not collect or do not
facilitate the analysis of animal cruelty crimes (Randour, 2004). Clearly, having accurate
information about animal cruelty crimes would help attack the problems of violence and
antisocial behavior, and add an effective tool to crime-fighting efforts by law
enforcement. Law enforcement personnel, policy makers, and program planners would
have important information with which to track criminal activity, monitor trends, allocate
resources more efficiently, and ultimately fight crime and reduce violence. Without
knowledge of animal cruelty crimes, not just animals—but also children, families, and
communities are more vulnerable to crime. The Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008
would provide information to keep animals, and all citizens, safer. The legislation is
necessary to ensure DOJ acts to identify which databases will yield results across its
various federal programs and make the collection of this important data a permanent
directive.

The collection of data by the federal government of animal cruelty crimes has broad
support from law enforcement, the domestic violence community, and other professional
groups. The National District Attorneys Association and the National Network to End
Domestic Violence have publicly supported this concept, as have many state Attorneys
General and local law enforcement and domestic violence agencies.

The Significance of Animal Cruelty as a Crime — the “Violence Connection”

Animal cruelty was once viewed as an offensive behavior unrelated to other crimes. Now
it is recognized as a serious crime with important implications for human society (Arluke
& Luke, 1997; Ascione, 2001; Davidson, 1998). The Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI) led the way with its discovery that almost all serial killers have had a history of
engaging in repeated animal cruelty incidents as children. Agent Al Brantley, since
retired from the Behavioral Analysis Unit of the FBI, spoke and wrote about this
important connection between animal cruelty and serial killers during his career in public
service. Perhaps because of the connection drawn by the FBI between animal cruelty and
serial killers, investigators discovered that many of the school shooters had killed animals
prior to their attacks on classmates, friends, and parents—Luke Woodham from
Mississippi, Kip Kinkel in Oregon, the “Columbine” school shooters in Colorado, and
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Lee Malvo, one of the “Beltway snipers,” that terrorized the Washington area not too
long ago. These emerging areas of behavioral analysis informed the “violence
connection” and subsequent efforts to interrupt this cycle.

Animal cruelty has not always been considered a crime of significance to society. Before
1990, only seven states had felony provisions in their animal cruelty statutes. Currently,
there are 45 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands that
provide for felony-level penalties for malicious acts of cruelty. Twenty-eight states have
provisions in their cruelty statutes permitting or mandating psychological counseling for
offenders. Since 2005, 10 states have passed legislation that permits pets to be listed in
protection orders of domestic violence victims. Govemment agencies, professional
organizations, and communities have responded to the growing body of evidence of the
animal abuse—human violence connection.

Society’s awareness of the significance of animal abuse as a crime has resulted in the
development of a number of programs. “Safe Pet” programs are being instituted in
communities throughout the U.S. These programs provide safekeeping for the pets of
domestic violence victims allowing them to leave dangerous situations without fearing
for a beloved pets’ safety (Ascione, 2000). Animal control officers are being trained to
look for signs of child and spousal abuse when investigating an animal abuse or neglect
complaint or “cross report”. Likewise, social workers are being trained to report animal
abuse. Intervention programs for children and adults who abuse animals have been
developed and mental health professionals are being trained in this area of treatment
(Jory & Randour, 1999; Randour & Krinsk, 2002). Professional organizations, such as
the American Psychological Association (APA), have initiated a Section on Animal-
Human Interaction within the division structure of APA.

Law enforcement and social science researchers have seen the link between animal
cruelty and violence in general, in the streets they patrol and the studies they have
conducted. Adults who engage in animal cruelty are more likely to participate in other
criminal activities, including violence against people, drug and substance abuse, and
property offenses.

. The severity of violence against animals can indicate the degree of
aggressiveness toward human individuals. The most aggressive among a group of
incarcerated adult males had the most violent histories of animal cruelty (Kellert
& Felthous, 1985).

. The Chicago Police Department study found that “compared to offenders
arrested for non-animal related offenses, persons who act violently toward
animals are much more likely to carry and use firearms in the commission of
other crimes, and are involved in the illegal narcotics trade.” They also found that
59% of individuals arrested for animal cruelty crimes also were member of gangs
(Degenhardt, 2005).
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The Need for Early Intervention

Perhaps most disturbing is that animal abuse so frequently occurs in the context of family
violence (Flynn, 2000). Over 70% of U. S. households with children have pets. When
asked to name the 10 most important individuals in their lives, 7 and 10 year old children
named at least two pets. Frequently, pets are important members of the family and, as
such, they enjoy—or suffer—the same treatment as others in a family. It comes as no
surprise, then, that abusers do not differentiate between whether the family members has
“two” or “four” legs—or who the object of abuse may be. Abusers manipulate those who
they torment by threatening to injure the most helpless in the family—children and pets.

We know there is a close link between child abuse and domestic violence (Renner &
Slack, 2004). We also know that animal cruelty frequently occurs in the context of the
family (Ascione, et. al.,, 2007). In a recent felony arson and animal cruelty case in
California, a man poured gasoline on his family dog and then set fire to the dog during a
family dispute. In Michigan, Christian Harold Boyd, Sr. was arrested after he attempted
to strangle his wife during a dispute, which was witnessed by their 8-year-old son. When
Hannibal, the family dog, tried to intervene, Mr. Boyd stabbed Hannibal so severely that
his internal organs were hanging outside his body when he was found.

These are just two examples. In addition to these anecdotal reports, there is a body of
scientific studies that empirically illustrate the close link between animal abuse and
family violence.

. Pet abuse was identified as one of the four risk factors for intimate partner
violence in a recent study conducted by a nationally-recognized team of domestic
violence researchers (Walton-Moss, et. al, 2005).

. Multiple studies found that from 48.8% to 71% of battered women
reported that their pets had been threatened, harmed, and or killed by their
partners (Ascione, et. al, 2007).

. Animal abuse is one of the earliest indicators for anti-social behavior and
an indicator for a diagnosis of “conduct disorder” (American Psychiatric
Association, 1994). The National Crime Prevention Council, the Department of
Education, and the American Psychological Association all list animal cruelty as
one of the warning signs for at-risk youth. Furthermore, researchers agree that
persistent aggressive behavior in childhood, termed “conduct disorder,” tends to
be a fairly stable trait throughout life and is the single best predictor of later
criminal behavior (Kazdin; 1995).

. A Department of Justice funded longitudinal study on the causes and
correlates of youth violence found that cruelty to people and animals in childhood
is associated with persistence in anti-social behavior throughout adolescence and
into adulthood (Loeber, 2004)

Not all children who abuse animals will become serial killers, school shooters, or
criminals as adults. However, research clearly suggests that engaging in childhood
animal cruelty conditions an individual to accept, or engage in, interpersonal violence as
an adult. Children exposed to violence often become participants in committing violence;
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they develop callousness rather than compassion (Frick, et. al., 1993; McCloskey, et. al.,
1996; Osofsky, 1995). Children who commit animal cruelty crimes deserve and need
immediate attention to proactively interrupt the cycle of violence and prevent the
escalation of that violence.

It is well established that the early identification of problem behavior is critical for
successful intervention (Loeber, Farrington, & Koss, 1995). The Animal Cruelty
Statistics Act of 2008 not only would count “crimes,” it also could provide an important
tool for the early identification of children and families at risk. If we are successful in
identifying, and acting upon acts of animal cruelty, we expect to see fewer juveniles in
trouble and fewer families in peril.

Benefits to law enforcement and violence prevention advocates of collecting statistics on
animal cruelty crimes

Because of the close relationship between animal cruelty and other interpersonal crimes,
having data available on animal cruelty crimes would assist law enforcement, policy
makers, program developers, and researchers make decisions related to policy, resource
allocation, and prevention and intervention efforts.

. It would provide a national data source so that these crimes could be
tracked by a number of factors (frequency/age/geographic area
/gender/identification of patterns of serial offenders), thereby providing more
reliable information to identify problems and develop solutions as well as to
address specific types of crime and offenders.

. Data on all animal cruelty crimes will provide more specific information
to the community to reduce the rate and impact of family violence. Data on all
animal cruelty crimes, including animal fighting, would guide the efforts to
allocate federal and state funding for the investigation, prevention and program
development related to this activity—similar to the considerable attention and
resources that have been—and continue to be—dedicated to youth violence, gang
activity, school violence, and bullying.

. Adding all animal cruelty crimes to existing crime databases would
establish animal cruelty, including animal fighting, as an important crime for
society. This could provide greater focus for prioritizing investigative and
prosecutorial resources to the problem at the state and federal level.

. The ability to use multiple crime collection data bases—as the Animal
Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008 requires—would enhance the soundness of data
analysis. Any one database inevitably has some weakness of design or sampling,
therefore using more than one data base mitigates the particular weakness of any
one of them.
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The Impact of Passage of HR. 6597

The passage of the Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008 would have a direct and
practical effect. Here’s a hypothetical example: A community group in Newport News,
Virginia decides it wants to take some action to proactively address youth violence. It is
interested in prevention, reasoning that the earlier the people involved can spot a youth
engaged in anti-social, aggressive behavior, the more likely they can help that young
person. An analysis of juveniles who engage in animal cruelty behavior indicates that
there are two neighborhoods that seem to have higher incidents of this cime. Working
with the local humane society, the community outreach group develops a voluntary
program that teaches the children certain skills, such as problem solving, perspective
taking, and empathy development. Pet therapy dogs from the local humane society serve
in the program, too.

The information used about animal cruelty offenses, and the action taken by this
hypothetical community group in Newport News, Virginia could be duplicated in other
counties and other states.

We strongly urge the passage of HR. 6597. This important legislation provides valuable

information for detecting and preventing the escalation of crime in our communities, and
ensures that offenders and victims receive early treatment.

The Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008, H.R. 6598

The HSUS has worked to protect horses and other equines in our society from abuse and
neglect since our organization's inception in 1954. We’ve conducted workshops for law
enforcement, animal control officers, and humane society officials on equine neglect and
immunocontraception for wild horses and burros, and we’ve engaged directly in pilot
programs with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for implementation of population
control for wild mustangs. Qur investigators have been undercover at equine auctions and
horse slanghter facilities both in the U.S. and across our borders in Canada and Mexico,
documenting the inhumane treatment of these animals, in transport and during their
slaughter. We have worked at the state and federal level in advocating for the adoption of
strong horse protection and anti-cruelty laws, and we have sought funding and provided
training for enforcement.

T want to thank the primary sponsors of this legislative effort — Chairman Conyers and
Representative Burton. 1T also wish to thank Subcommittee Chairman Scott and
Representatives Nadler, Sutton, and Chabot on this Committee who are original
cosponsors of this legislation.

It is time for Congress to finally pass a ban on horse slaughter for human consumption.
State legislatures have acted to ban horse slaughter, shuttering the last remaining foreign-
owned horse slaughter plants in the U.S., but efforts in Congress to stop the export of live
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horses to Canada and Mexico for slaughter have been stymied, despite majority support
for a slaughter ban. More than 45000 horses have been sent across U.S. borders to
slaughter in Canada or Mexico so far in 2008, surpassing the number of exports to date in
2007 by 5%.

Past congressional actions on horse slaughter have demonstrated an overwhelming,
bipartisan desire to prohibit slaughtering our horses for human consumption. In the 109™
Congress, legislation to stop horse slaughter passed the House of Representatives
numerous times by a margin of more than 100 votes, and passed the Senate by a more
than two-to-one margin. The House and Senate passed identical amendments to the
FY2006 Agriculture Approprations Bill to defund horse slaughter inspections only to
have the U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) thwart Congress’s will. USDA issued
a rule to allow the foreign-owned plants in the U.S. to continue to operate by paying the
salaries of government inspectors. This rule was subsequently struck down in a decision
by federal district court ordering the USDA to halt its inspections of horses for slaughter
in March, 2007. Even though the House passed HR. 503 on September 7, 2006, by a vote
of 263-146, the same legislation, reintroduced this Congress, has not been heard or
marked up in the House Energy and Commerce Committee. It commands tremendous
support and has 206 cosponsors, including a large number of members of this committee.

This new legislation, H.R. 6598, takes a direct and simple approach to the question of
horse slaughter, making it illegal to knowingly and intentionally possess, ship, transport,
purchase, sell, deliver or receive a horse for slaughter. HR. 6598 amends Title 18 due to
the inherent cruelty of the practice of horse slaughter. Title 18 has a chapter on Animals,
Birds, Fish and Plants including prohibitions related to injuring wildlife on refuges,
importation of certain mammals, the use of aircraft or motor vehicles to kill wild horses
or burros, depictions of animal cruelty, and prohibitions on animal fighting. Another
chapter of title 18 has protections for horses and dogs used for federal law enforcement. It
creates a strong enforcement mechanism to prevent killer buyers from crossing the border
with truckloads of horses. It does not include the authorization of $5 million for the Horse
Protection Act found in H.R. 503. This bill focuses on horses being sent to slaughter for
human consumption and seeks to prevent the cruelties inherent in the long distance travel,
even when plants were located within the United States, as well as the inability to
properly stun horses prior to dismemberment during the slaughter process.

Anti-horse slaughter legislation before Congress has over 500 endorsements, including
humane and rescue organizations, countless veterinarians nationwide, and more than one
hundred horse breeding, showing, and racing organizations including Churchill Downs
Inc., National Thoroughbred Racing Association, National Steeplechase Association Inc.,
National Show Horse Registry, American Indian Horse Registry, Arizona Racing
Commission, Towa Racing and Gaming Commission, New Jersey Racing Commission,
New York Racing Association, Virginia Thoroughbred Association, American Horse
Defense Fund, Veterinarians for Equine Welfare, United States Equine Sanctuary &
Rescue, American Walking Pony Association, American Indian Horse Registry,
Palomino Horse Association, and the United States Eventing Association.
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History of Horse Slaughter Issue in Congress and Scope of Proposed Legislation

In 2002, the first bill specifically prohibiting horse slaughter in the United States was
introduced by former Representative Connie Morella (R-MD). Over the years, this
legislation has garnered strong bipartisan support, as demonstrated by its cosponsor list
and floor votes in both chambers, but it has not yet been signed into law.

Congressional Action - FY2006 Agriculture Appropriations Amendment

e To put a halt to horse slaughter for human consumption, Congressmen John
Sweeney (R-NY), John Spratt (D-SC), Ed Whitfield (R-KY), and Nick Rahall (D-
WYV), sponsored an amendment to the FY 2006 Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act
(“Agriculture Appropriations Act”) to de-fund USDA inspection of horses for
slaughter under the FMIA.

e An identical amendment was offered in the Senate by Senators John Ensign (R-
NV) and Robert Byrd (D-WYV) and cosponsored by Senators Jon Corzine (D-NJ),
Jim DeMint (R-SC), Diane Feinstein (D-CA), Lindsey Graham (R-SC), Mary
Landrieu (D-LA), Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ), Trent Lott (R-MS), and Debbie
Stabenow (D-MT).

e The amendments were supported by a broad coalition of over one hundred horse
breeding, showing, and racing organizations such as the National Show Horse
Registry, the National Thoroughbred Racing Association, and Churchill Downs—
as well as numerous horse welfare and humane organizations across the country.

¢ Congressional offices were flooded with calls from constituents urging their
support of the amendment, and newspapers across the country editorialized in its
favor.

o The Amendment passed the House on June 8, 2005 by a landslide vote of 269-
158.

e The identical Senate Amendment was also overwhelmingly approved by a
vote of 69-28 on September 20, 2005,

s Section 794 of the final FY 2006 Agriculture Appropriations Act prohibited
USDA from using congressionally appropriated funds to pay for federally-
mandated inspection of horses prior to slaughter. Specifically, Section 794 states:
Effective 120 days after the date of enactment of this Act, none of the funds
made available in this Act may be used to pay the salaries or expenses of
personnel to inspect horses under section 3 of the Federal Meut Inspection Act
(21 US.C. § 603) or under the guidelines issued under section 903 of the
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996.

e On November 10, 2005, President Bush signed this provision into law as part of
the FY 2006 Agriculture Appropriations Act.

Slaughterhouse Petition

¢ Shortly thereafter, the three horse slaughter plants operating in the U.S. submitted
an emergency rulemaking petition to the USDA requesting that the agency
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promulgate an expedited rule to provide “fee-for-service” inspections for horse
slaughter.

The proposal asked the USDA to circumvent Congress’ intent to prohibit horse
slaughter inspection under the Federal Meat Inspection Act by creating an entirely
new regulatory inspection scheme for horses under the Agricultural Marketing
Act.

Petitioners also requested that this new regulatory system be put in place without
prior public notice and comment rulemaking.

Congressional Requests regarding Implementation of Congress’s Mandate

On December 1, 2005, unaware of the pending petition, Representatives
Whitfield, Sweeney, and Spratt and Senator Byrd wrote to the USDA to ensure
that it would follow Congress’ intent to prevent horse slaughter for human
consumption.

The USDA responded December 21, 2005 informing the Congressmen and
Senator that the Appropriations Act “does not prevent horse slaughter at all,” and
that “notwithstanding the prohibition on expenditure of funds” mandated by
Congress in the Act, the USDA believed it could still provide inspection of horses
on a “fee-for-service” basis.

The USDA then issued a new regulation allowing the slaughterhouses to
implement a “fee for service” horse inspection program. This regulation permits
these European-owned companies to continue butchering tens of thousands of
horses, circumventing the amendment that Congress passed barring the use of
federal funds to inspect horses destined for slaughter for human food.

In January, 40 members of the U.S. House and Senate wrote to USDA Secretary
Mike Johanns demanding that the agency stop all horse slaughter inspections on
March 10, 2006, as required by the law that Congress passed. “The agency must
cease inspection of horses for slaughter. Failure to do so constitutes willful
disregard of clear Congressional intent on the part of the USDA,” the letter said.
“The agency has absolutely no authority to circumvent a Congressional mandate
and effectively rewrite an unambiguous law at the request of the horse-slaughter
industry.” (Letter from members of Congress to USDA, January 17, 2005).

Litigation for Proper Enforcement of FY 2006 Agriculture Appropriations
Amendment

The HSUS and others filed a lawsuit in the U.S. District Court in the District of
Columbia, and sought a temporary restraining order to block the USDA’s new
regulation from going into effect, a motion that the Judge denied.

A federal district court ordered the U.S. Department of Agriculture on March 29,
2007 to stop inspecting horses about to be slaughtered at the Cavel International
slaughter plant, effectively closing the last operating horse slaughtering operation
in the United States. The order was stayed pending appeal, allowing Cavel to
temporarily reopen.

10
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Passage of Authorizing Legislation (H.R. 503) on House Floor

e On July 25, 2006 the House Energy and Commerce Committee held a hearing on
H.R. 503, with four witnesses in favor and four opposed to the legislation. T.
Boone Pickens testified in favor of H.R. 503, describing horse slaughter as
America’s dirty secret.”

e On July 27, 2006, the House Agriculture Committee held a hearing on H.R. 503
with no witnesses in favor and two panels of witnesses opposed to the legislation.
The Committee took votes on multiple amendments that would gut the intent of
the legislation, including amendments making the states of New York and
Kentucky pilot programs for the legislation.

¢ On September 7, 2006, the House of Representatives voted on H.R. 503, passing
it by a 263-146. Two poison pill amendments were defeated prior to passage
(King amendment 149-256 and Goodlatte amendment 177-229)

e H.R 503 was received in the Senate on September 8, 2006. Read the first time.
Placed on Senate Legislative Calendar under Read the First Time.

e HR 503 was read the second time on September 11, 2006. Placed on Senate
Legislative Calendar under General Orders. Calendar No. 603.

e Previous actions were vitiated on September 18, 2006 by Unanimous Consent.
(consideration: CR S9686)

¢ HR. 503 was returned to the House September 18, 2006 pursuant to the
provisions of H. Res. 1011 by Unanimous Consent.

o Papers were returned to House on September 19, 2006 pursuant to H. Res. 1011,

o TH.R. 503 waseceived in the Senate on September 20, 2006,read for the first time,
and placed on Senate Legislative Calendar under Read the First Time.

e TH.R. 503 was read the second time on September 21, 2006 andplaced on Senate
Legislative Calendar under General Orders. Calendar No. 631.

¢ Senate adjourned September 29, 2006 prior to the election.

Texas and Illinois State Law Timeline

e April 18, 2007 — The Illinois House of Representatives approves HB. 1711 to
ban the slaughter of American horses in lllinois for human consumption overseas,
by nearly a two-to-one margin, a vote of 74-41.

¢ May 16, 2007 — The Illinois Senate approves legislation to ban horse slaughter by
a vote of 39-16.

s  May 21, 2007 — The United States Supreme Court refuses to hear an appeal by
the horse slaughter industry in Texas. The industry sought review of the Fifth
Circuit Court of Appeals' decision upholding a 1949 Texas statute that bans horse
slaughter.

e May 24, 2007 — Govermnor Rod Blagojevich signs HB. 1711, banning horse
slaughter in Illinois.

o July 5, 2007 — Judge Frederick J. Kapala of the federal district court in Rockford,
Mlinois upholds H.B. 1711.
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o September 21, 2007 - A 3-judge panel from the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Seventh Circuit unanimously upholds the Illinois state law banning the slaughter
of horses for human consumption in that state.

e June 16, 2008 — The U.S. Supreme Court refuses to overturn the Seventh Circuit
decision upholding the Illinois state ban on horse slaughter for human
consumption.

Currently, there are no equine slaughterhouses in the U.S. — all of the three remaining
foreign-owned plants were closed by state laws and federal court decisions upholding
those laws in 2007. According to the USDA, horses from other countries were imported
and slaughtered in the U.S. as a routine matter. In 2007, only 29,000 horses were
slaughtered in the U.S. prior to the closure of the last three plants, but horse exports for
slaughter increased greatly, to 79,000. As of today’s date, the slaughter of American
horses for human consumption has increased by 5% (44,972 ytd in 2007 vs. 47,399 ytd in
2008) over last year, indicating a massive increase in the export of our horses to Mexico
and Canada (retrieved on July 25, 2008 from http://www statcan. ca/trade/scripts7/trade-
search.cgi and http//www.ams.usda/mnreports/al-1s635.txt)

Horse Slaughter is Inherently Cruel and Should be Banned

Horses are our trusted companions, symbols of grace and beauty, having contributed
greatly to our society throughout history. Horses have never been raised for human
consumption in America. However, American horses are being killed for the palates of
overseas diners in Italy, France, Belgium, and Japan. Tens of thousands of live horses are
transported across the border to Canada and Mexico for slaughter. Show horses,
racehorses, foals born as a “byproduct” of the Premarin© industry (a female hormone
replacement drug), wild horses, carriage horses, and tamily horses are victims of the
horse slaughter industry.

The cruelty of horse slaughter is not limited to the killing — the entire process involves
terrible suffering. Horses bound for slaughter plants are shipped, frequently over long
distances, in inhumane conditions. They are typically given no food, water or rest.
Terrified horses and ponies are commonly crammed together and transported to slaughter
in trucks designed for cattle and pigs. The trailer ceilings are so low that horses are not
even able to hold their heads in a balanced position. Inappropriate floor surfaces cause
slips and falls, and sometimes even trampling. Some horses arrive at the slaughterhouse
seriously injured or dead.

Horses by their very nature, respond to hostile and frightening environments by trying to
flee. For this reason, they cannot reliably be slaughtered in a humane fashion. While
federal law is supposed to require that horses are rendered unconscious prior to slaughter,
usually with a captive bolt pistol (which shoots a metal rod into the horse’s brain), our
undercover footage of the former horse slaughterhouse BelTex showed that horses were
not stunned and were kicking and conscious when they are shackled and hoisted by a rear
leg to have their throats cut. Horses respond to fear by throwing their head, making such
live dismemberment an inevitability. Horse slaughter is inherently inhumane, due to the
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skittish nature of horses. A set of documents we obtained through the Freedom of
Information Act demonstrates that the U.S. horse slaughterhouses had problems with
employees whipping horses across the face with fiberglass rods, horses flipping over
backward because of such whipping and injuring their heads, and the use of long bull-
whips in the holding pen. Other problems included the failure to provide water to horses
in holding pens because of a fear that the watering system would freeze. Government
observers characterized these incidents as “egregious humane handling” problems
(USDA, 2005, 2006, 2007). Death at the slaughterhouse can never be characterized as
“euthanasia” and is not a humane end for horses.

In Mexico, our investigators have uncovered extreme cruelty in the manner in which
horses are slaughtered. At one plant in Juarez, we documented a slaughterhouse worker
stunning horses by repeatedly stabbing them in the neck with a boning knife to sever the
spinal cord, thus paralyzing the animals and rendering them unable to struggle, but
potentially leaving them conscious during the process of bleeding out and
dismemberment. In Canada, horses are either stunned by the same inexact methods that
were used in the U.S ; or are shot in the head with a firearm.

Death at the slaughterhouse, whether in the U.S. or across our borders, is anything but a
humane end for horses.

Legal Slaughter Linked to Illegal Horse Theft

By removing the financial incentive for stealing horses and selling them to slaughter, a
federal ban on horse slaughter will decrease the rate of horse theft in the United States.
Many horses are unknowingly sold to slaughter, while many are stolen and sold for a
profit. When California banned horse slaughter, there was a 31% drop in horse theft
(Stull, 2007) Wild horses often are sold to slaughter. Logs from the last three plants in the
U.S. showed that at least 386 wild horses (with BLM brands) were slaughtered in 2006.
Irresponsible owners who wish to squeeze a final dollar from horses that have served
them for years may seck an easy means of disposing of their animals via the slaughter
industry. However, most are purchased at auction, where their former owners have no
idea that their horses will be butchered. Killer buyers (middlemen hired by
slaughterhouses to secure horses) and slaughterhouse operators try to suggest that all the
horses they slaughter are old and past recovery. But while some horses may be ill or
injured because of neglect — sick, sore, lame, disabled, blind, and pregnant horses can all
be legally trucked to slaughter — many more are sound and in good health. USDA
documents that 92.3% of horses arriving at slaughter plants in the U.S. are in “good”
condition (USDA, 2002).

Public Opinion and Editorial Support

Poll after poll shows that Americans want this practice to end. As reported in August,
2006 by the Public Opinion Strategies National Poll, 69% of those polled opposed horse
slaughter. Similar findings were revealed by the Consumer Research Poll of 2003, the
Mason-Dixon Poll of May, 2002 and a poll conducted by McLaughlin & Associates in
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June, 2004. In these three polls opposition to horse slaughter ranged from 72% to 77%.
There has been extensive media coverage on this issue by newspapers and television
networks nationwide including CNN, The L.A. Times, The Washington Post, USA
Today, as well as many others such as sports columnist Frank Deford’s commentary
heard on National Public Radio.

“Most Americans were horrified when they learned several years ago that Kentucky
Derby winner Ferdinand had been killed for human consumption in Japan. Horses are not
raised as livestock in this country, and this time, Congress must ensure that there is no
loophole for denying them the protection that the public clearly wants them to have.”
Louisville Courier-Journal, Kentucky, July 23, 2006

“The horse has always held a hallowed place in our national identity, much like the bald
eagle. And just as no American would consider ordering up a bald eagle, if only out of
respect, so would none ask for a horse steak.... Certain veterinary groups, rather
ironically, oppose the amendment. They claim that it is humane to put aging or neglected
horses out of their misery. But if anyone actually saw how these noble beasts are
slaughtered -- strung up by their hind legs and bled -- they might think twice before
supporting such conduct.” Washington Times, September 13, 2005

“... no horse is currently safe from that fate. Ferdinand, the 1986 Kentucky Derby
winner, was killed in a Japanese slaughterhouse when his stud services were no longer
needed. This past spring, 41 wild mustangs were slaughtered for food in a Texas plant
after being purchased through a program meant to give them new homes.”

Louisville Courier-Journal, Kentucky September 13, 2005

“Horse slaughter has no place in the United States....Horse meat for human consumption
hasn't been sold in the United States for decades and isn't even used in pet food here. If a
horse is near the end of its useful life, there are more humane ways for an owner to get rid
of it. Adoption groups offer horses a peaceful retirement, and if the horses need to be
euthanized, it can be done painlessly and humanely for a couple hundred dollars. St.
Petersburg Times, Tampa Bay, September 13, 2005

“The bond between horses and humans is as close as the connection between dogs or cats
and their owners. The horsemeat industry is not a vital part of the American economy.
We hope the Senate will pass this humane amendment.”
Charlston Gazette, West Virginia, September 13, 2005

“Long-established neighbors living adjacent to the plant cannot open their windows or
run their air conditioners without enduring the most horrific stench. Children playing in
their yards do so with the noise of horses being sent to their deaths in the background.
Landowners have difficulty securing loans to develop their property.... As a community
leader where we are directly impacted by the horse slaughter industry, 1 can assure you
the economic development return to our community is negative. The foreign-owned
companies profit at our expense -- it is time for them to go.”
-Mayor Bacon, Kaufman, Texas (Dallas Crown “hometown’™)
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Responses to Commonly Raised Concerns

Horse Abuse and Neglect

As is evident with state bans on horse slaughter, HR. 6598 will not lead to an increase in
horse abuse and starvation or neglect cases. In California, where horse slaughter was
banned in 1998, there was no corresponding rise in cruelty and neglect cases, and as
mentioned previously, horse theft has dropped in the state by 31% since enactment of the
ban. There was no documented rise in horse abuse, starvation, or neglect cases in Illinois
following closure of the state's only horse slaughter plant in 2002. In fact, when the
Illinois plant was non-operational for two years from March 2002 — June 2004, the
Tllinois Dept. of Agriculture documented a drop in horse cruelty in the state (Retrieved on
July 25, 2008 from http:www.vetsforequinewelfare.org/white paper.php.). When it
reopened, the horse abuse cases went back up. A recent study released by the Animal
Law Coalition issued June 17, 2008 documents no rise in horse neglect or abuse cases,
but there has been a slight decrease nationwide.'

Allowing one’s horse to starve is not an option — state anti-cruelty laws prohibit such
neglect. Rather, people will have their horses humanely euthanized as allowed by law
and as currently done the vast majority of the horse-owning population. The idea that
horse slaughter is necessary to deal with an “unwanted horse” population is clearly a
myth. According to the USDA, at least 5,000 horses were imported into one of the three
foreign-owned slaughter plants operating in the U.S. for slaughter between August 2004
and the closure of the last plant in 2007 (retrieved on July 10, 2008 from
hitp://www.ams usda gov/mnreports/wa-1503 Tixtverifv date retrieved)). If horse slaughter
were actually a solution to the problem of an overabundance of horses in the United
States, then there would be no reason to import more horses for slaughter.

Horse Slaughter v. Humane Iuthanasia

Horse slaughter is a far cry from humane euthanasia. “Euthanasia” means a gentle,
painless death provided in order to prevent suffering. Unwanted horses should be
humanely euthanized by a licensed veterinarian when no other option exists, rather than
placed on a truck, cruelly transported, and then butchered. The vast majority of horse
owners already provide humane euthanasia for their old or ill horses.

Approximately 920,000 horses die annually in this country (10 percent of the American
Horse Council’s estimated population of 9.2 million horses) and the vast majority are not
slaughtered, but euthanized and rendered or buried without any negative environmental
impact (retrieved on July 10, 2008 from http:/horsecouncil.org/economics. html).
Humane euthanasia and carcass disposal are highly affordable and widely available. The
average cost of having a horse humanely euthanized and safely disposing of the animal's
carcass is approximately $225, while the monthly cost of keeping a live horse is $200 on
average.'In some Western states, renderers we contacted said they would come to any
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part of the state to pick up a horse carcass for $20.00 — and they indicated that the client
can simply leave the money in a jar by the body.

Horse Rescues/Sanctuaries and Humane Futhanasia- a Ready Alternative to Slaughter

Not every horse currently going to slaughter will need to be absorbed into the rescue
community — the vast majority will be sold to a new owner and lead productive lives.
Others will be kept longer by their current owners, and a licensed veterinarian will
humanely euthanize some. Passage of this legislation will not necessarily lead to a
significant increase in the number of horses sent to rescue facilities, precisely because
humane euthanasia is so widely available. It is not the government's responsibility to
provide for the care of horses voluntarily given up by their owners, as these animals are
considered private property.

However, hundreds of horse rescue organizations operate around the country, and
additional facilities are being established. The horse racing community has joined
together in an effort to end the slaughter of racehorses. The New York Racing
Association has partnered with other groups to launch the “Ferdinand Fee” to raise funds
for the care of retired racehorses, and to honor Ferdinand. The Kentucky Equine Humane
Center was recently established to shelter and adopt unwanted horses of all breeds. The
Humane Society of the United States recently announced the opening of our new 1,120-
acre horse sanctuary and rescue facility in Douglas County, Ore. — the organization's
fourth major animal care facility. The Duchess Sanctuary is a sister facility to the
Cleveland Amory Black Beauty Ranch located in Murchison, Texas, a 1,300-acre ranch
operated by The HSUS and The Fund for Animals. The organizations leading the charge
in favor of this bill are the very organizations that are actively working to provide
sanctuaries and solutions for any horses that would otherwise go to slaughter.

Standards of care have been developed and embraced by the hundreds of equine rescue
and retirement facilities that routinely rescue horses from slaughter. The Humane Society
of the United States and the Animal Welfare Institute published "Basic Guidelines for
Operating an Equine Rescue or Retirement Facility.” (Retrieved on July 10, 2008 from
http:-www.homesforhorses.org/pdt/AWI_HSUS_Guidelines.pdf)

These groups, together with leaders in the equine rescue community, founded the Homes
for Horses Coalition in 2007 to advance the highest operating standards for equine rescue
and retirement homes and promote responsible horse ownership. Additionally, the
Association of Sanctuaries and the American Sanctuaries Association provide
accreditation programs and a code of ethics and guidelines for the operation of
sanctuaries and rescue organizations. Horse rescue groups must also comply with state
and local animal welfare statutes, and a growing number of states have enacted rescue
licensing requirements.

Public support has dramatically increased for horse rescues and sanctuaries and their

capacity if fluid, constantly changing and expanding as horses are rehabilitated and
adopted out. The fifteen largest equine rescue organizations in the country have seen their
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public support swell more than 600 percent between 2000 and 2004 from a collective
$7.4 million to $54.7 million). One rescue web site notes that it has facilitated the
adoptions of nearly 2,800 former Premarin mares and foals since December 2003. These
groups work hard to find space for each and every unwanted horse, and clearly their
capacity and support have grown to accommodate more horses, providing greater
opportunities for owners needing to surrender their horses or companies wishing to
abandon horses once used in production of human drugs, for example Draft horses and
horses from feedlots comprised sixteen percent of horses at slaughter houses, according
to a published survey, which would translate into more than 15,000 horse during 2005.
Many of these horses are likely to have originated from one of several Premarin farms.

When a 2007 court decision forced the immediate closure of Cavel International, the last
operational, foreign-owned horse slaughter plant in America, the fates of the horses at the
plant hung in the balance. The HSUS immediately faxed a letter to the owner of Cavel
International offering to take in any and all horses at the plant or in the pipeline to the
plant. We received no response and most of the horses were reloaded onto trailers
destined for slaughter plants in Mexico and Canada. One group of thirty three horses was
returned to its last destination before arrival at the slaughter plant—a stockyard in
Cheyenne, WY—and their owner ultimately decided to turn custody of the horses over to
The HSUS.

HSUS staff were deployed to Cheyenne, and upon arrival were heartened to find the
horses weren’t all old, sick or crippled horses in need of euthanasia, as the stereotype of a
horse bound for slaughter would suggest. Rather they were mostly young, healthy horses
who had previously been loved, cared for, and trained by humans.

The HSUS reached out to the local horse rescue community for assistance with placing
the horses, and the response was overwhelming—we had more offers to take horses than
horses to give. Rescues from Colorado, Wyoming and as far away as California offered
to provide homes and care to the horses. People from the local community of Cheyenne,
including many a tough old cowboy, came down to the stockyard to offer their support
and to provide homes for the horses. We opted to work through the many rescue
organizations who made their services available, but were struck by the way this rural
Western city responded to the plight of these horses. Not one person thought it was
acceptable that these horses had been sent to slaughter. Our staff received a similar level
of hospitality and enjoyed Easter dinner with many new friends in town as we stayed on
to get every horse to a new home.

While a number of the horses were given permanent sanctuary by horse welfare

organizations, including the Cleveland Amory Black Beauty Ranch, many have been
fully rehabilitated and adopted out as riding and show horses.
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Healthy Horses at the Slaughter House

92.3% of horses arriving at slaughter plants in this country are in "good" condition,
according to the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Guidelines for Handling and
Transporting Equines to Slaughter. Horses arrive at slaughter after being purchased by
killer buyers who seek out healthy, fat horses who provide greater profits than older,
leaner horses.

Environmental Considerations

Hundreds of thousands of horses are safely disposed of annually by means other than
slaughter, and the infrastructure can absorb an increase in numbers. Conversely, the
operation of horse slaughterhouses has a very real negative environmental impact, with
all three of the last plants which operated in the U.S. having been cited for multiple
violations of current environmental law related to the disposal of blood and other waste
materials. Former Mayor Paula Bacon of Kaufman, TX — the home of one of the three
former plants— desperately stated “...Dallas-Crown is operating in violation of a
multitude of local laws pertaining to waste management, air quality and other
environmental concerns... Residents are also fed up with the situation. Long-established
neighbors living adjacent to the plant cannot open their windows or run air conditioners
without enduring the most horrific stench” (Bacon, 2005)

Export of Horses to Slaughter

Under this bill, American horses will not be allowed to be exported for slaughter. The bill
will terminate any legal option for sending American horses to slaughter — within the
United States or to any foreign slaughterhouse.

If individuals attempt to ship horses to Canada and Mexico under false pretenses, they
will be criminally liable under the tederal False Claims Act, which makes it illegal to
falsify any information in statements made to the U.S. government. Making it illegal to
move horses this way, as the legislation does, will at the very least, dramatically reduce
the number of horses exported for slaughter and it will make a criminal of anyone who
dares to continue this practice. Killer buyers are the last holdouts in the horse slaughter
business now that all horses must be taken over the border for slaughter for human
consumption. These individuals frequently haul cattle, pigs, and other livestock and
maintain small business licenses and are bonded businesses. It is unlikely they will be
willing to violate the law and risk the serious penalties of the False Claims Act to take
horses to slaughter. We remain committed to supporting enforcement efforts, as we have
been for many years, to ensure that anyone acting illegally is prosecuted.

Transport regulations

The 2002 horse transport regulations, "Commercial Transportation of Equines for
Slaughter” (9 CFR 88), do not provide sufficient protections for horses being shipped to
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slaughter. They allow horses to be shipped for more than 24 hours without food, water or
rest, with eyes missing, even late-stage pregnancies. The regulations only cover the final
journey to the slaughterhouse. USDA has indicated that they will issue a new regulation
to extend the regulations to midpoints like auction houses, but they have not yet issued a
draft regulation. If horses are loaded and unloaded at various places as part of their route
to slaughter, only  the final leg of the trip is covered.
Since enforcement of these regulations only occurs once the truck reaches the slaughter
plant and there are currently no plants within the jurisdiction of the USDA, these
guidelines have little effect. The existing regulations are wholly inadequate and allow
extreme suffering in transport to continue.

Responsibility for Horses no Longer Going to Slaughter

Horses currently going to slaughter would not suddenly become the financial
responsibility of the federal government. Horse guardians, not the federal government,
will remain responsible for the care of their horses. Guardians who no longer wish to
keep their horses and who cannot sell or place their horses in a new home will have the
option of humane euthanasia.

Absence of a Slippery Slope Effect

Horses are not bred for consumption in America, and Americans don't eat horses.
Additionally, horses are different from cattle (and other farm animals specifically bred,
sold, and transported for human consumption in this country) due to their instinctive
flight response in stressful conditions, making it difficult to accurately stun them prior to
slaughter. The American public overwhelming supports a ban on horse slaughter
precisely because horses have a special place in our heritage and they are beloved
companions to millions today.

Health Concerns of Horse Meat Consumption

Horsemeat is potentially dangerous when consumed by people because horses are not
raised for this purpose. American horses are regularly treated with worming medications,
drugs and other injections not intended for human consumption, and banned by the
European Union for use in horses raised in Europe for human consumption (Recent
controversy around the use of steroids in horse racing underscores the potential risks
related to the human consumption of horsemeat. Our investigators saw horses fresh off
the race track or show ring moving directly to slaughter. The recent controversy
following Eight Belles’ death unveiled the drugging underbelly in the horse racing
industry, with commonplace use of steroids, dewormers, painkillers, and other chemical
compounds unsuitable for animals intended for human consumption.
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Horse Meat in Pet I'ood

There is no horsemeat in pet food. This practice stopped decades ago, due in part to the
enactment of protections for America's wild horses in 1971. The U.S. public and
Congress were outraged to learn that federal agencies were rounding up and allowing the
exploitation and slaughter of these national treasures for items such as pet food. Some
by-products of the horse slaughter industry are used in various consumer items, but they
are derived from the rendering of dead horses. Rendering is an entirely different process
from the slaughter of live horses and will not be impeded by H.R. 6598.

The Use of Horse Meal in Zoos

This legislation does not prohibit the use of horsemeat in zoos. Zoos will be able to
continue to feed horsemeat to their big cats, as the bill will only stop the domestic
slaughter of horses for human consumption. The Federal Meat Inspection Act doesn’t
require the same inspections for meat products intended for animal use. However, there
is a growing trend to feed a beef-based diet to captive big cats. Several USDA-licensed
facilities that keep big cats such as lions and tigers have switched to such a diet because it
is better for the cats’ health.

Negative Economic Growth and Environmental Degredation Caused by Horse
Slaughterhouses

In all three communities where horse slaughterhouses were based in the U.S., the
facilities had worn out their welcome. For example, on August 15, 2005, the Kaufman
City Council (home to Dallas Crown, Inc.) — fed up with the ongoing problems since the
plant’s opening in 1986 — voted unanimously to implement termination proceedings
against the plant. Former Kaufman Mayor Paula Bacon wrote a letter to Congress and
traveled to Capitol Hill with several Kaufman residents to request federal legislation to
stop horse slaughter in their community. Both of the other horse slaughterhouses, also
foreign-owned, had repeatedly been fined for violating local laws and creating sewage
overtlows. There is no import or export tariff on horsemeat and most, if not all, of the
profits were sent back to the parent companies in Europe.

Tt was difficult for these communities to attract any new businesses because of the
substantial stigma created by these plants. The minimal financial contributions of these
facilities were vastly overshadowed by the enormous economic and development-
suppressing burden they represented to their local communities and the negative image
they created. As Mayor Bacon said in her letter, "Zhe more I learn about horse
slaughter, the more certain [ am: There is no justification for horse slaughter in this
country. 1he three plants are foreign-owned, employing fewer than 150 people. We do
not raise horses to eat, we do not eat horse meat, our American economy does not profit
Sfrom this industry. My city is little other than a door mat for a foreign-owned business

20



98

that drains our resources and stigmatizes our economic development. There is no
Justification for supporting horse slaughter over my communily. (Bacon, 2005a) As a
community leader where we are directly impacted by the horse slaughter industry, I can
assure you the economic development return to our community is negative. The foreign-
owned companies profit at our expense - it is time for them to go.”(Bacon, 2005b).

The three plants employed a total of fewer than 150 workers who received poor pay and
benefits. They worked with sharp instruments among animals that were often thrashing
and lunging, making this form of employment one of the highest-risk for injury. Horses
are skittish and are difficult to stun properly before dismemberment and the constant
presence of sharp knives combined with thrashing horses can lead to injuries for workers.

Conclusion

H.R. 6598 will prevent the slaughter of some 100,000 American horses annually (both
here in the U.S. and across our borders) for the sole purpose of satiating the palates of
diners overseas. This legislation is urgently needed to establish a meaningful, permanent
ban on an inherently cruel practice for American horses. Our horses deserve more than to
be cruelly transported over thousands of miles, knocked in the head or stabbed in the
neck and shackled and hoisted by a rear leg to have their throats slit. With several
landslide, bipartisan majority votes to ban horse slaughter in both chambers, and the
strong voice of the American public in support of a ban, it is time for Congress to enact
this critical legislation.
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Mr. ScoTT. Thank you. And I thank all of our witnesses for their
testimony. They will be called on in due course.

I would like to recognize, at this time, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, Mr. Sensenbrenner, and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina, Mr. Coble, who are with us today.

We will now have questions, and I will recognize myself for 5
minutes to begin with Dr. Boyd.

Dr. Boyd, you have a Ph.D. in economics?

Mr. Boyp. Yes.

Mr. ScorT. Can you talk very briefly about the impact of a prohi-
bition on the farming business—on our farming business?

Mr. Boyp. Yes, I can.

I think one of the things that I was listening to, Mr. Stenholm,
when he spoke about property rights. I bought these horses and
they belong to me. I can kill them or slaughter them or whatever
it is that I may want to do with the horses.

And it wasn’t that long ago that they viewed African-Americans
in the same way in slavery, as property, and I can do what I want
to do when I want to do it.

And I think it goes back to the line in the sand that I spoke
about there, Mr. Chairman, about a mere right and wrong with
this issue as far as it equates to horse slaughter.

There is no horses running down the street that people don’t
want, that you heard some of the panelists talk about.

We think that we can provide good homes within our organiza-
tion for horses, and we plan to work with the rescues to place these
horses around the country.

So I don’t—and nobody really knows—I have done my own re-
search before I got involved in this issue, Mr. Chairman, nobody
knows the real numbers.

I checked with USDA; they really didn’t know the real numbers
of what they say may be “unwanted horses.”

So to answer your question, they don’t know what the numbers
are. But I can tell you that horse slaughter—horse slaughter is
wrong.

Mr. ScorT. Ms. Ross, Mr. Stenholm mentioned costs to localities,
did you have a response to that?

Ms. Ross. Well, thank you for the question.

What we have seen traditionally is that while localities may cer-
tainly be involved in animal cruelty cases or the seizure of horses,
we have a network of rescues across the country that work in part-
nership with the authorities. And most usually, they are actually
taking those horses in and providing for them from their own pri-
vate funds and from the money of individual donors.

So, again, I do not believe that there will be a significant eco-
nomic impact or any economic impact on local municipalities.

What I would like to say is that with slaughter, there has been
a very negative economic impact on jurisdictions that were unwill-
ing hosts to the slaughter plants.

Paula Bacon, the former mayor of Kaufman, Texas, which was
home to Dallas Crown, fought for years with her city council trying
to get the slaughter house out of there because it was such a nega-
tive economic drain and environmental hazard for that community
in terms of the money that they had to put into revamping their
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sewer system to deal with the blood and other bi-products of the
slaughter industry.

There were people in that town who couldn’t open up their win-
dows or run their air conditioners because the stench was so hor-
rific. There was blood in the streets. The emergency workers and
the fire workers had to work repeatedly with blood that was left
in the road.

And this was a huge economic impact on the community and on
the city.

And so, if anything, there is a very negative environmental im-
pact to this trade.

Mr. Scort. Thank you.

Mr. Stenholm, if you have horses slaughtered for human con-
sumption, how do we know that no inappropriate drugs like
steroids has whatnot were—that the horses were carrying drugs,
steroids, or whatever?

Mr. STENHOLM. When we had the three processing plants in the
United States operating, all of the meat, other than that which
went to zoo animals, went to Europe for human consumption.

All of the health restrictions that applied to the Europeans on
what is in or out of the meat applied to the inspection of those car-
casses.

I have to assume that the food safety veterinarians, the food and
drug experts and all of the people that were concerned about that
very question were doing their job.

Mr. ScOTT. Are there any plants still in operation in the United
States?

Mr. STENHOLM. No.

Mr. ScOTT. Then if they are being used for human consumption,
they would not be slaughtered in the United States? They would
be slaughtered somewhere else?

Mr. STENHOLM. Yes.

Mr. ScorT. How do we know that the horses are, from a health
perspective, appropriate for slaughter for human consumption?

Mr. STENHOLM. Those plants that are operating in Canada and
in Mexico are abiding by the same rules for human consumption
that Europe imposed upon us and Japan imposed upon us when we
were processing horses and shipping the meat to them.

We cannot guarantee 100 percent compliance, no matter how
many laws we pass. I would guess that there is probably a quarter
of a million stop signs in Washington, DC. A few of them are being
run as we speak.

Laws are going to be broken. And I would say here—this emo-
tion—Mr. Pacelle is excellent at emotion.

But when you begin to associate me with child killers because of
the opinion that I have on horse processing, that goes over the top
as far as I am concerned. And I know you will say you didn’t mean
it that way, but when you get into making those innuendos, that
is what makes this such an emotional issue.

And I want to repeat: No horse owner that does not wish their
horse to be processed for human consumption should ever have
their horse processed for human consumption.
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But there are unintended effects now by having no processing
plants available in the United States. We have cost to the horse in-
dustry in excess of $1 billion in economic activity.

Now, Dr. Boyd, I appreciate what you are saying, but I don’t be-
lieve all of your members who own horses would prefer to have
their horse euthanized at a cost of $200 to $2,000, depending on
where you are, versus receiving a value for that horse.

Now, if we absolutely eliminate this, livestock markets will no
longer be able to sell horses.

Mr. ScorT. Thank you.

Mr. PACELLE. May I respond to that, Chairman Scott?

Mr. Boyp. Mr. Chairman?

Mr. ScortT. Very briefly, Mr. Pacelle.

Mr. PACELLE. You know, there are two bills at issue here, and
the Cruelty Statistics Bill—I made the link between animal cruelty
and human violence. It is well documented in the sociological lit-
erature, and I was really confining my comments there.

The sort of cruelty that we see in the horse slaughter industry
is institutionalized cruelty. It is done by the slaughter plants.

And I think that there is a distinction there, but I do want to
just say very, very briefly that this issue that Congressman Sten-
holm mentioned about imposing views—there is a very funda-
mental question as we deliberate our responsibilities to animals.

He says, well, if you don’t want to slaughter your horse, then you
don’t have to, but let us do it.

Well, to me, that is the same as saying, well, if you don’t want
to put your dog in a dog fight, don’t do it. But if I want to put my
dog in a dog fight, then that is acceptable.

The reason that we have laws is we have standards that are
based on social norms. And the norm here is that we don’t think
cruelty is acceptable.

And just because you have the power to do it, doesn’t mean you
should do it.

Mr. ScorT. Thank you.

Dr. Boyd?

Mr. Boyp. I just wanted to respond to Mr. Stenholm. I disagree
that they won’t be able to sell these horses at some of the buying
stations around the country. That is not accurate.

We have had horses in this country since probably before we
were here. And horses were here and nobody was eating horses
that I am aware of.

And to the point of Mr. Stenholm, I don’t know of a Black farmer
that raises horses for food consumption. We just don’t do that, Mr.
Chairman.

So that is—the Senator isn’t quite accurate here.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, briefly for the record, up until
1944, we consumed horse meat in the United States.

In fact, during World War II, it was recommended that we eat
horse meat so that the beef could go to our troops who were win-
ning World War II. That needs to be in the record.

We did. We no longer do.

Mr. ScotT. Thank you.

The gentleman from Texas has asked me to defer first to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, Mr. Coble.
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Mr. CoBLE. I thank both of you. I have a transportation hearing
going on now.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that.

Good to have you all with us, especially our old buddy from
Texas who is back on the Hill. Good to see you again, Charlie.

Mr. Stenholm, I am told that more than 29,000 horses have been
exported to Mexico this year. And that is, obviously, a large num-
ber of horses to place in rescue facilities that are already at capac-
ity.

Where will these horses go?

Mr. STENHOLM. Well, with all due respect to Ms. Ross and her
testimony, there are those that believe that there will be an imme-
diate home for them. And I hope they are right.

You know, if this legislation is passed, I hope they are right.

But you only have to look at the plight of the Wild Horse and
Burro Program right now. We have 40,000 horses that are in pens
and in various sanctuaries around the country.

It is becoming a budget problem for the Congress that you are
going to have to deal with. And that 40,000 is only what we know
about.

I agree with the others who have said we don’t know the num-
bers on this exactly, but we do know what is happening in Illinois.

I refer to my testimony which, Mr. Chairman, I failed to ask to
be part of the record.

Mr. ScoTT. The testimony—the written statements, in their en-
tirety, will be made part of the record.

Mr. STENHOLM. We do know what is happening in Illinois. We
do know what is happening in Colorado. And we do know that
there are unwanted horse problems all over the United States.

But those 29,000 horses that are going to Mexico is what will ef-
fectively stop if this legislation should pass, which is the intent of
it.

But I don’t see how you will enforce it because how do you deter-
mine the use of your horse once you sell your horse? It then be-
longs to the next owner.

And trying to superimpose your will on an owner of a property
is going to be difficult.

Mr. CoBLE. Thank you, Mr. Stenholm.

Ms. Ross, if you will, let me visit with you a minute.

Are existing sanctuaries sufficient to handle the enormous num-
ber of abandoned horses, A? And how much range do they need to
be humanely treated?

Ms. Ross. I would like to start by responding to that question by
saying that the number of horses going to slaughter is reflective of
market demand and the capacity of the slaughter houses to process
those animals. It is not reflective of the number of unwanted
horses.

I actually have reports here that we were able to research these
instances of so-called unwanted horses running at large. And in-
stance after instance, we have got authorities refuting these claims.

If I can just read a few——

The Ohio Division of Forestry said there was no knowledge of
any horses being turned loose in the state’s forests.
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In Kentucky, we have got the governor saying that these state-
ments about horses running at large were filled with inaccuracies.

In Utah, we have got the Department of Natural Resources say-
ing we do not have any reports of horses being abandoned on our
wildlife management areas.

So again and again and again, every time we check these facts
about these stories, we are finding that this simply is not true.

With regard to the infrastructure of sanctuaries, the number of
sanctuaries has actually risen in this country. We have got approxi-
mately 415 now. There is a growing effort to professionalize that
community.

Again, I sit on the board of directors of the Global Federation of
Animal Sanctuaries. We are providing oversight and professional
assistance to these rescues. Rescues ought to be operating at capac-
ity by their very definition. And that is what they do.

They are bringing horses in. They are rehabbing them. They are
re-homing them and bringing more horses in.

Mr. CoBLE. Well, how much range would be needed for you

Ms. Ross. Well, again, it depends what the management style is.
But, again, you want to have the ability to turn out a horse in pas-
ture to have exercise and interaction with the other herd members.

But there is no shortage of ranch and range space in this country
to put those horses on and to operate several sanctuaries.

Mr. CoBLE. Thank you.

Dr. Boyd, how will H.R. 6598 prevent Mexican or Canadian horse
processing facility buyers from simply circumventing the law by la-
beling} horses as breeding stock or for other non-slaughter pur-
poses’

Mr. BoyD. Right. That is a good question.

Well, I think you get into tricky water when we try to regulate
what happens in Mexico and some of these other countries. We
really don’t have jurisdiction to address that. What we should be
looking at, Congressman, is actually with the bill.

How can we allow horse slaughter here in the United States
when there is really not any need for it?

Liz addressed the issues with the horse sanctuary. We don’t have
all of the answers. That is number one.

But number two, we should be looking at other organizations and
reaching out to other constituencies right here in the United
States. For instance, the Farm Bureau.

The Farm Bureau has a far greater constituency than the Na-
tional Black Farmers Association. Has anybody reached out to
them to see what they can do to partner and take some of these
horses, you know, in the future as things arise?

So I think there is things that we can do right here in the United
States to deal with the issue.

And, you know, here again, we just don’t have, you know, juris-
diction over Mexico and what other people are going to be doing to
break the law.

Mr. CoBLE. I thank you. Thank you for being here.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. Scorr. Chairman of the Committee, the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. Conyers, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you, Chairman Scott.
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You know, John Boyd, if your dad had been as violent with you
now as he was then, we would have him up for charges on some
kind of abuse, if so.

That day has come and almost gone. There is still parents that
believe that children are spoiled if the rod is not used, and we are
still working that out as well.

Charles Stenholm, if we weren’t in a $1.3 trillion misbegotten
war, there wouldn’t be any problem.

I need to continue our discussion about that because I know your
fiscal approach during your decades here made that a very impor-
tant matter for you.

Now, what is really tough for me is I have got to persuade my
distinguished judicial friend from Texas about the merits of my leg-
islation. He scrutinizes this with great care.

And we have worked together on several pieces of legislation,
court security and some other matters that brought us together.

So what I wonder, with my time, is just ask a few of you how
I might be able to raise the kinds of considerations that would tend
to bbring Judge Gohmert and I closer together as we explore this
subject.

What would you say about that, Mr. Pacelle?

Mr. PACELLE. You know, I really do think, Chairman Conyers,
that this is a matter of personal responsibility; that, you know, a
lot of the Members of this Congress on both sides of the aisle say
that legislation is no substitute for responsibility.

And in the care of animals, I think that is especially the case.

Really, what we are talking about here is there was no defense
of the commerce of horse slaughter.

People say it is not vital to the economy. It is not vital to the
livelihood of the individual. They have basically said if you don’t
have slaughter, you are going to have neglect or abandonment.

And T think, really, the answer is for all of us to impress upon
people is that we are asking decent people to be responsible in the
care of horses. And if they cannot care for the animal because they
don’t have enough money because of high hay prices, they have a
duty, a solemn duty to euthanize the animal or to place the animal
in a sanctuary; to sell the animal for $200 or $300 or $400 to
slaughter absolves some of the responsibility in a legal sense but
not in a moral sense.

Mr. CoNYERS. Uh-huh.

What do you have to add, Dr. Dodman?

Mr. DopMAN. Well, it seems to me that there are some people on
the side of slaughter who adjust—they adjust all the facts to sup-
port their case, and it doesn’t matter whether it is what are you
going to do with the dead bodies or, you know, $2,000 to euthanize
a horse or the cost of hay or gasoline or any

Every single argument, every single ringer argument that pos-
sibly could be used to defeat this motion is being conjured up. And
most of it, there is little support for.

You know, [—my—for example, on the matter of disposal of the
remains, I wrote a letter to the AVMA Journal which they initially
rejected because they said I hadn’t referenced it.

So I referenced it and I sent it back in to the Journal with the
references. And then they said, actually, they would prefer not to
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publish it because they weren’t so sure about my references which
were about, you know, from agriculture bureaus.

And then they put their own thing up on their Web site, and it
is a Q and A which is full of unsubstantiated, undocumented
mistruths.

So there are people who would have you believe things, and they
are twisting the facts. They are not—I would think everything
should be proven.

If they say there is an increase in abuse and neglect, they should
prove it because right now what is going on is abuse and neglect.
So that is guaranteed.

The other side of the equation, we don’t even know what it is,
but we suspect it is much better than they think.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Corey. Can I make a comment?

Mr. ScoTT. Very briefly.

Mr. CoRrEY. I mean, we have got a—the only two studies that I
am aware of, one in Colorado just recently, has indicated and docu-
mented a 40 percent increase in abuse and neglect and abandon-
ment.

We also have an Illinois study, I don’t have that exact percent-
age, maybe Congressman Stenholm does. But those are docu-
mented.

And we are working to educate equine owners to own respon-
sibly. And that is part of the Unwanted Horse Coalition’s goal; to
own responsibly. So that is happening.

And also, as far as the—Ms. Ross’ comments about rescues and
sanctuaries, there is no data on the exact number of those. How-
ever, AAEP, the members, are out there in the field every day
working, and we see this.

We get reports from our members that we do see an increased
number of horses that are abandoned and neglected and abused.

Just the funds, the economy, and everything, hay prices at $300
a ton, it is very expensive. So those statistics are real.

Mr. Scort. Thank you.

The gentleman from Texas, the Ranking Member?

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you, Chairman Scott.

There are a number of difficult issues, and I agree with the wit-
nesses who said they don’t know anybody that has ever raised
horses for consumption. I mean, I have grown up around horses my
whole life, and I don’t know of anybody that has ever raised them
for consumption, either.

But on the issue of horses being euthanized, you know, I have
tried to get to the bottom of what exactly is involved, what would
be the best way to euthanize a horse; what would be acceptable in
the eyes of most people with caring hearts and common sense?

I have had people who said, you know, we certainly don’t need
the horse slaughter plants because, you know, you can do like my
daddy always did, if you just let them die of natural causes, and
if something happens, you shoot them and then you take your
backhoe and you dig a hole and you bury him.

Then I have had it reported that actually between local, state,
and Federal environmental requirements, you really should be get-
ting the hole supervised, make sure you get the right amount of
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lime, see if there is going to be contamination of the ground water,
and you are subject to heavy fines if you don’t do it right.

So, you know, when the Federal Government gets involved, we
have got so many different aspects to be considered.

But it would be nice to have accurate statistics on these things
so we could just say, okay, here is the right statistic. And I am very
much in favor of that.

The bill says very simply, and—I applaud simplicity, and I ap-
preciate Chairman Conyers’ simplicity in the bill.

It is basically, you know, just barely more than a page that says
the data on all crimes of animal cruelty will be collected and made
publicly available. But as I mentioned in the opening statement,
you know, they are not required to collect and gather that data on
a local level.

I have had sheriffs tell me that—and this is anecdotal, so I don’t
have hard evidence other than just telling me—man, we have had
a lot more horses turned loose and, you know, we just deal with
it. But it has been a problem.

But then they would throw it, but I don’t need all those folks
after me, so don’t get me in the middle of this.

So that gets kind of tough to get accurate information. Is this an-
ecdotal? This is one horse they have dealt with? Is this dozens of
horses?

But then I did personally hear from a dear, sweet lady who is
dedicated to helping underprivileged children. She has got a form
that she uses for underprivileged children.

And she contacted me and said if we can’t sell your horses like
this when they are at the end of their usefulness, I can’t keep ac-
cepting horses that people donate. She said the trouble with that
is these horses really open the kids up. They

And we have got some special-needs schools in my county, in my
district, where they use horses. And horses have an amazing abil-
ity—I am sure most of you all know—to—when kids get around
them, they all of a sudden become more open and become more eas-
ily educated.

But she said, I can’t afford to take money away from what we
use for the kids to dispose of the horses. And so she was supporting
not having laws to close the facilities.

And so I have wondered, you know, is there a middle ground? Is
there some way to make sure that these horses are not so
inhumanely treated?

I am just curious what would be, in your opinion, the best way
to euthanize a horse? I am not terribly convinced that we are all
that humane, oftentimes, dealing with cats and dogs.

So—yeah, Dr. Dodman?

Mr. DoDMAN. Well, I can address that and, you know, if we had
the support of the veterinary bodies like the AVMA and the AAEP,
we could form a committee and come to a consensus.

But, you know, I have dropped to the ground thousands of horses
in my life. I can drop them on a dime. They fall to the ground very
gently and peacefully.

I could design a regimen in a place where a horse is put behind
a squeeze board and is injected with certain drugs where he would
just fall quietly to the ground.
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I did it over and over every day, sometimes several times a day.
I could take a horse in a field, and I can give him a double cocktail,
and I could have him sink peacefully to sleep, and then I can ad-
minister an intravenous—I mean, I could easily:

Mr. GOHMERT. So injection, you believe, is the best way to do
this?

Mr. DopbMaN. Really, the only way.

I was involved a little bit with the human euthanasia situation,
and I don’t think the human situation is particularly kind with the
triple combination that was recently voted as okay.

And my testimony there was that, you know, a straight barbitu-
rate injection would be, by far, the best way to euthanize a person.
And I don’t know why they had that

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, just a follow up on that.

I have been given information that AAEP and the AVMA both
advocate the captive bolt method for euthanasia. Is that correct?

Mr. DoDMAN. Well, a little bit, sir.

See, the thing is what they say is—which is true—is that if you
take, say, a big practice down in Kentucky or something which was
recently talked about by Dr. Bramlidge, his neighboring practice—
under certain circumstances, when a horse is in a situation of
extremeness, when the blood pressure is extremely low, when the
drugs are going to travel slowly to where they are supposed to go,
perhaps, equipment prevailing, if you have a skilled operator and
a stationary horse, a captive bolt may be a second string way of
killing a horse.

But it isn’t humane the way it is done in the euthanasia process
when the bobbing, moving head by unskilled operators who have,
obviously, no compassion for animals, shouting, swearing, banging.
I mean, the horses

Recently, we heard of cattle, which are much quieter animals,
that 2 percent of cattle are improperly stunned. My estimate was
30 percent of horses are improperly stunned for that very reason.

That is a totally different situation from AVMA’s position in the
field with a skilled operator using a captive bolt in an animal that
is not appropriate for IV drugs.

Mr. GOHMERT. Okay.

Can I have unanimous consent to allow Dr. Corey to add—you
had something to add, Doctor?

Mr. COREY. Yes.

If you don’t mind, I would like to comment on that.

First of all, veterinarians—equine veterinarians—euthanasia is
not—is not fun. Nobody likes to—excuse me—euthanize an animal.

But the AVMA did engage a panel in the year 2000, I believe it
was or 2001, on a panel on euthanasia, and they came up with
three forms: The use of barbiturates, the use of captive bolt, and
gun shot were the three.

And those guidelines were reinforced, I believe, in 2007. So those
are up to date, and no matter how you euthanize a horse, not every
one is going to react the same.

I don’t care whether you use barbiturates or captive bolt, every
one will be a little different.
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It would be nice if every one went down—every horse went down
the same, but not all react the same to euthanasia. And never is
it a fun thing to do.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you.

Mr. PACELLE. May I comment briefly on that? All right.

I think, you know, there is one thing when you are talking about
the difference between barbiturates and captive bolt and gun shot.
But the added factor here in terms of the welfare—the animal wel-
fare equation is the long-distance transport.

If you do this to the animal at the site, whether it is a gun shot,
captive bolt, or barbiturates, you know you are basically going to,
you know—the animal may suffer for a couple of minutes more.

But when you transport the animal a thousand miles or 1500
miles, you know it is going to be hours or days. And that, I think,
is the central animal welfare question for us.

On the handling of the carcasses, I do want to point out that
there are 34 million cattle slaughtered in America every year. The
USDA says there are 1 to 2 million dead stock—cattle who die on
the farms.

The farmers are already disposing of those bodies which are
functionally equivalent in terms of the weight.

Mr. GOHMERT. And, hopefully, most of them are doing it appro-
priately.

Mr. PACELLE. Right.

Mr. GOHMERT. I have got concerns about that.

Mr. PACELLE. We are already disposing of large bodies of mam-
mals in farming situations. And there are mechanisms for it, and
there are may be some costs.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you.

And I have to say, I don’t think I have ever heard anybody say
they were able to stop a horse on a—or drop a horse on a dime.
That is a little different.

But anyway, thank you, Mr. Chairman. You have been very in-
dulging of the time.

Mr. ScotrT. Thank you. Are there other questions?

If not, I want to thank the witnesses for their testimony today.

Witnesses, Members may have additional written questions
which we will forward to you and ask that you answer as promptly
as yo&l can in order that the answers may be made part of the
record.

Without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 1
week for the submission of additional materials.

And without objection, the Subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 10:58 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE SHEILA JACKSON LEE, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS, AND MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME,
TERRORISM, AND HOMELAND SECURITY

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership in convening today’s very impor-
tant hearing on H.R. 6598, the “Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008” and H.R.
6597, the “Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008.”

The hearing will examine the paucity of data regarding animal cruelty crimes,
along with H.R. 6597, which would require the Attorney General to collect data on
the commission of animal cruelty crimes. This hearing also will examine current
practices regarding the slaughter of horses for human consumption, and H.R. 6598,
which would criminalize the sale, purchase, receipt, delivery, possession, transpor-
tation, and shipment of horses for the purpose of human consumption.

Legislation is needed on animal cruelty. The government currently does not collect
specific data on animal cruelty crimes. Rather, the data, if collected at all, is usually
included in an “other crimes” section that yields no useful information on the prob-
lem. Numerous data bases exist that could collect this information if the databases
were modified in a manner to require the entry of specific data regarding animal
cruelty crimes.

The comprehensive and consistent collection of data on animal cruelty crimes
would provide heightened awareness to the problem of animal cruelty and could as-
sist in the meaningful allocation of resources to fight the problem of animal cruelty.
In addition, the collection of data on such crimes could also be helpful in combating
domestic violence, as social science research indicates an association between animal
abuse and family violence. Numerous groups fighting domestic violence have sup-
ported the collection of animal cruelty data specifically because of this strong con-
nection with family violence.

A. H.R. 6597, THE “ANIMAL CRUELTY STATISTICS ACT OF 2008”

I support H.R. 6597. H.R. 6597, the “Animal Cruelty Statistics Act of 2008” also
requires the collection of data on animal cruelty crimes. It does not mandate the
creation of a separate offense category or specify the relevant databases. Rather, it
directs the Attorney General to make appropriate changes to existing crime data
bases so that data on animal cruelty crimes will be collected and made available
to the public.

The approach of allowing the Attorney General to determine the best way to col-
lect the data, as opposed to mandating the creation of a new category, was preferred
for a number of reasons. First, the Attorney General is the most familiar with crime
databases and is in the best position to determine how best to collect this informa-
tion. Second, since its creation in the 1920s, the UCR has added only one new cat-
egory, and that was for arson. A bill that mandates the creation of a new category
could create a precedent that could prove cumbersome in the future. Third, the UCR
and certain other crime databases are voluntary and it was determined that man-
dating changes to voluntary systems may not be appropriate and may not yield com-
prehensive results.

B. H.R. 6598, THE “PREVENTION OF EQUINE CRUELTY ACT OF 2008”

I support. H.R. 6598, which has bipartisan support, criminalizes the possession,
shipment, transport, purchase, sale, delivery or receipt of any horse with the intent
that it be slaughtered for human consumption. The bill also criminalizes the ship-
ment of horse carcasses or flesh for the purpose of human consumption. The law
provides for both misdemeanor and felony offenses. A first time offender whose con-

(111)
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duct involves less than five horses or 2000 pounds of horse flesh would be guilty
of a misdemeanor. A repeat offender, or someone whose crime involves more than
five horses or 2000 pounds flesh, faces a felony conviction with a statutory max-
imum sentence of three years prison.

Because legislation is missing in the area of animal cruelty, I laud these bills as
a powerful step toward developing legislation that will be useful in this area. I urge
my colleagues to support these bills

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield the remainder of my time.

————
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LETTERS FROM THE AMERICAN QUARTER HORSE ASSOCIATION, AND THE ANIMAL WEL-
FARE COUNCIL SUBMITTED BY THE HONORABLE LOUIE GOHMERT, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS, AND RANKING MEMBER, SUB-
COMMITTEE ON CRIME, TERRORISM, AND HOMELAND SECURITY

AMERICAN
QUARTER

HQRSE

ASSOCIATION

July 29, 2008

House Judiciary Subcommittee on
Crime, Terrorism and Homeland Security
RE: HR6598

The Honorable Bobby Scott
1201 Longworth House Office Bidg.
Washington, D.C.

The Honorable Louie Gohmert
510 Canon House Office Bldg.
‘Washington, D.C.

The Honorable Lamar Smith
2409 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sirs:

It is with regret that the American Quarter Horse Association will be unable to testify before
the House Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime, Terrotism and Homeland Security on
Thursday, July 31 concerning the recently proposed bilil HR 6598. While we have diligently
atterapted to arrange for AQHA’s Public Policy Committee Chair to attend the hearing, it
appears this is a logistical impossibility. Chairman Seekins resides in Fairbanks, Alaska, and
due to the short notice on the hearing and his prior commitments, we are unable to arrange
for Mr. Seekins or a suitable replacement for him to be in attendance and provide testimony.

The Association, does, however, wish to provide comment with regard to this proposed
legislation, for the subcommittee’s review.

The American Quarter Horse Association, which represents 345,000 members, has been
vehemently oppesed to the current legislation, HR503, as there is no provision for the
humane disposition of an unwanted horse population. The Association receives phone calls
on nearly a daily basis requesting information on services or contacts to take care of horses
that ownets can either no longer afford to feed and care for, or that are dangerous to humans
and other livestock. Rescue facilities are either full or cannot afford to care for the horses
they currently house and horses that go unsold are left abandoned at sale facilities. As
recently as Friday, July 18, AQHA received a phone call from its local humane shelter
seeking information on and ways to care for unwanted horses they are being contacted
about.

PO. Box 200, Amariflo, Texas 79168 « 1600 Quarter Horse Drive, Amarillo, Texas 79104 = 806 -376-4811 ¢ wwwiaghi.com
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Representative Bobby Scott
Representative Louie Gohmert
Reprosentative Lamar Smith
July 29, 2008

Page 2

The new bill 6598 does nat detail provisions on what will be required for verification by
horse owners, transporters, sale companies, or others to prove horses ARE NOT being
transported or held in possession with the intent of slaughter for human consumption. Will -
horse owners, sale companies and transporters be required to obtain a permit with a federal
or state agency allowing the possession, sale ar transport of mare than five horscs?
Additionally, HR. 6598 does not address any educational programs that will be required for
people who will enforce this bill. In a time where the horse industry is experiencing great
economic downtumn due to drought, high hay and feed prices, high fuel prices and low sale
prices, this bill poses yet another hardship to horse owners. Once again, legislation authored
and pramoted by the Bumane Society of the United States will have a negative impact on
not anly horse owners, but other businesses tied to the harse industry such as sale and
transport companies, with no means specified to feed and care for seized or abandoned
harses. The proposed legislation does nothing to promote the humane treatment of horses,
rather the ongoing effarts of the Humane Society have created a storm of unintended
cousequences resulting in more harses being left in inhumane circumstances than was the
case prior to their misguided efforts.

Finatly, the American Quarter Horse Association questions why proposed legislation which
clearly is regulatory in nature and involves the restriction of interstate cammerce would be
introduced within the House Judiciary Committee’s subcammittee on Crime, Terrorism and
Homeland Security. Clearly this bill and its topic are beyond the scope of this committec.
The question of whether HR 503 might be in viclation of the North American Free Trade
Agreement has alrcady been posed to the Office of the United States Trade Representative
by a member of the United States Seniate. It is AQHA’s stance that a bill of this nature
should be referred to the House Agriculture Committee, and all implications under the
Commerce Clause and all current trade agreements must be fully investigated before moving
forward. .

For many of the same reasons the American Quarter Horse Association has opposed other
attempts to ban humane slaughter of horses, the Association opposes this bill. HR. 6598 and
the way it is coming through this subcornmittee is a haphazard attempt to prohibit something
without considering further consequences, ramifications and long-term welfare of the horse.
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Specifically, H.R. 6598 does not address the following issues:

Disposition of Affected Hlorses: H.R. 6598 docs not address the status of the unwanted
horses affected by this bill nor does it propose any other euthanasia alternatives or where
and how to properly dispose of carcasses.

Costs Related to the Care of the Horses: Enacting legislation of this type without
providing funding for care is an unfunded mandate. Care must potentially be provided
for unwanted horses. This bill does not address financial support required for unwanted
horses that are voluntarily given up by their owners, for the Attorney General’s office
that will be responsible for seizure and placement, border guards that will confiscate
horses or innocent people who find themselves with additional horses that have been
abandoned. Inadequate funding already is creating problems with respect to inadequate
care. o

Animal Welfare: HR. 6598 does not address the long-term welfare of horses that could
be scized. Horse resouc groups and retirement facilities arc at capacity and unregulated —
and that is a recipe for disaster. While many of these facilities are well Tun, regulations
must be put in place to establish standards of care to ensure the humane care of these
unwanted horses.

Untrained Individuals Seizing Horses — As proviously stated, FLR. 6598 makes 1o
attempt to address educating those who will be seizing harses. Harses are moved for a
variety of rcasons and under the right circumstances, sometimes dozens of horses can be
hanled at one time. Inexperienced people could hold or confiscate horses that are being
transported for reasous other than for slaughter.

The conditions this. bill has the potential to create will do more harm than good for the
welfare of horses. Enacting legislation without properly understanding, exploring and
examining all the surrounding issues will harm an industry that is already diligently working
to seck solutions for with unwanted horses without government intervenition.

Thank you.

AMERICAN QUARTER HORSE ASSOCIATION

B Koze—er

Bill Brewer
Executive Vice President
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July 30, 2008

House Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism and Homeland Security

The Honorable Bobby Scott
1201 Longworth House Office Building
Washington , DC

The Honorable Louie Gohmert
510 Canon House Office Building
Washington, DC

The Honorable Lamar Smith
2409 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington , DC

RE: H.R. 6598
Dear Sirs:

On behalf Animal Welfare Council, a networking organization promoting the humane use of
animals in industry, sport, recreation and entertainment, I would like to express serious concern
regarding HR 6598.

H.R. 6598 is similar to other bills to crafted to ban the processing of horses for human
consumption and is an unfunded mandate that does not provide for the unwanted horses in
the United States . A total ban on the slaughter of horses for human consumption may sound
like the humane thing to do, but in reality it will only causes unwanted horse to have no value
and create a higher likelihood that America’s horses will be abandoned or neglected. We have
already seen the affects of the closure of the USDA regulated processing plants in the US and
now many of our horses are being shipped to Mexico to meet their fate in a Mexican slaughter
house without USDA regulation for transportation and processing. Now proponents of this bill
are continuing with their campaign which has caused the current situation without making
provisions for the unwanted horses in the U.S. With the closure of the USDA regulated horse
processing plants in the U.S. the problem of the unwanted horse has escalated.

The horse industry is responding to the issues surrounding the unwanted horse and is
working to educate horse owners about the issues, gather documented information and respond
accordingly. Solutions are not coming from the proponents of the bill, only denial that horses are
being abused, neglected and abandoned.

Leaders in the Colorado Horse Industry have begun to address the issues in our state and
have commissioned an environment assessment of the issues surrounding the unwanted horse.
The entire executive summary is attached:

+ Equine cruelty investigations increased from 1,067 cases in FY 2006 to 1,498 cases in FY
2007 (Colorado Bureau of Animal Protection).
« Cost of emergency care for recent cases of impounded horses ranged from $25,000 to $120,000
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per incident (Animal Assistance Foundation).

« The Colorado horse rescues interviewed (61% of those that could be identified) have a carrying
capacity of 611 animals (Animal Assistance Foundation).

« The placement rate (roughly comparable to live release rate) was 60% of facility capacity for
the year 2007 (AAF).

» Numbers of horses originating from Colorado that were exported to Mexico and Canada
increased 62% (276) from Dec 2006 to Dec 2007 (APHIS).

« Conservative estimates put the cost of maintaining one unwanted horse in retirement for 11
years at $25,740 (AWC).

Clearly the state of equine welfare in Colorado has been compromised and the infrastructure to take
carc of unwanted horses docs not cxist at this time. Passing a bill that would attempt to closc our borders
would do two things, increase the number of unwanted horses and illegal shipping of horses across the
border further compromising them.

We urge the members of the subcommittee to seriously consider the ramifications to the welfare of the
horse in the United States by passing a bill that does not offer solutions or funding for caring for
unwanted horse in the United States .

Please feel free to contact me with any questions you may have regarding this issue or the Colorado
Unwanted Horsc Alliance’s environmental Asscssment.

Sincerely,
Cindy Schonholtz
Animal Welfare Council, President

Animal Welfare Council ¢ 6660 #D-451 Delmonico ¢ Colorado Springs , Colorado
¢ 719-440-7255
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LETTER FROM THE AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION (AVMA)

1910 Sunderland Place, NW
Washington, DC
20036-1642

phone 202.789.0007
800.321.1473

fax 202.842.4360

A uartars
1931 N. Meacham Rd.
Suite 100
Schaumburg, IL
60173-4360

phone 847.925.8070
800.248.2862

fax 847.925.1329

WA BVINAO

August 7, 2008

The TTonorable Bobby Scott The IMonorable Loute Gohmert

Chair Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism
and Homeland Sccurity and Homeland Sccurity

Judiciary Committee Judiciary Committee

U.S. TTouse of Representahives U.S. TTouse of Representahives

1201 Longworth House Office Building 510 Cannon House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Scott and Ranking Member Gohmert:

On behalf of more than 76,000 LS. veterinarians engaged in every aspect of veterinary
medicine and public health, including more than 16,000 members of the Ametican
Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA) currently active in equine practice, thank you for
the opportunity to submit this information for the record of the July 31% ITearing on TLR.
6598, 'The Prevention of liquine Cruelty Act of 2008.

The AVMA gpposes ILR. 65398 because it does not adequately ensure the welfare of
“unwanted” horses that can no longer be cared for by their owners, nor docs it propose
specific solutions to this multifaceted issue. While ILR. 6598 provides for the humane
disposition of horses that are seized under this act, it does not address the status of the
thousands of other unwanted horses affected by this bill. - As many as 100,000 unwanted
horses per year will need to find an alternate home, or will need to be euthanized and
have their carcasses propetly disposed of.  Furthermore, it does not address the welfare
of horses that will not be slaughtered; many of these unwanted horses will be donated to
horse rescue and renirement facilities, which do not have the capacity for the additional
horses, and are not currently regulated.  While many of these facilitics are well run,
regulations must be put in place to ensure the humane treatment of these unwanted
horses in accord with the American Association of liquine Practitioners’ Care Guddelines for
Resee and Retirement Facilities.)

The AVMA, the equine industry, and humane organizations are working together as the
Unwanted ITorse Coalition to educate owners to think through all aspects of horse
ownership, including retirement, begfore purchasing a horse and are urging them to Onn
Responsibly. More information  on  this initiative  can be  found  at
antedbhorsecsaliton.ore.

WEW.L

During the Hearing there was debate regarding the effectiveness of the captive bolt when
used for stunning horses. In 2004 the European Food Safety Authority’s Scientific Panel
on Animal Health and Welfare released an opinion® on a request from the Commission
related to the welfare aspects of the main systems of stunning and killing the main
commercial species of animals. According to that opinion, “When performed correctly,



119

captive-bolt stunning is an cffective method of stunning horses and loss of consciousness is
immediate,”  In April 2004, The Horse magazine completed a survey on this topic and published an
article,” “Captive Bolt: Comments from the Tndustry.” The results of the survey were remarkably
consistent and there was general agreement that, “...the penctrating captive bolt s considered
humane when done properly.” One responder specifically addressed the importance of the skill of
the operator, “A captive bolt in the hands of an experienced person is completely humane because the
horsc i

immediately rendered unconscious.” Similar comments have been made by AVMA members
who have devoted their entire careers to equine medicine and surgery and who have visited equine
slaughter facilitics both in the United States and abroad. These equine experts felt that the captive-
bolt was both an cffective and humane stunning method in the U.S. horse processing facilitics under
the regulation of the United States Department of Agriculture.

During the discussion between Drs. Dodman and Corey regarding the “best” method for equine
euthanasia, Mr. Tacelle intervened and suggested the issue at hand isn’t the method of euthanasia but
concerns about the transport of horses over long distances to slaughter.  Unfortunately, H.R. 6598
does nothing to ensure horses are transported humanely in the United States. The AVMA shares
concerns about the humane transport of horses and has formal policy addressing this issue:

Humane Transport of Equines
(Oversight: AWC; EB 4/08)

Studies published in peer-reviewed journals and the professional experience of
veterinarians indicate that more equines are injured during transport in double-
deck trailers than in single-deck trailers. The AVMA supports the use of best
practices when transporting animals and therefore opposes the use of double-
decked trailers to transport equines. In addition, the AVMA encourages state and
federal agencies that govern the transport of equines to adopt rules, regulations,
and enforcement provisions that ensure equines are transported humanely.

In general, the AVMA believes conveyances used to transport equines must:

« Be designed, constructed and maintained to protect the health and welfare of the
equines being transported at all times;

« Accommodate segregation of stallions and aggressive equines so that no stallion or
aggressive equine can come into contact with other equines on the conveyance;

« Have sufficient interior height to allow each equine on the conveyance to stand
with its head extended to its fullest normal postural height;

+» Not comprise animal cargo space that is divided into two or more stacked levels
(conveyances with collapsible floors may be configured to transport equines on one
level only, so long as the collapsed configuration meets the height requirements
previously specified);

« Provide adequate ventilation;

« Contain no sharp protrusions that can injure horses;

« Be equipped with doors and ramps of sufficient size and location to allow safe
loading and unloading;

« Be loaded so that each equine is provided with sufficient space to shift its weight as
needed, and is not crowded in a way that is likely to cause injury or discomfort;
and

+ Afford secure footing for equines during loading, offloading, and transport.
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As such, the AVMA is supportive of ILR. 6278, the TTorse Transportation Safety Act of 2008, If
humanc transport is the primary concern, then we should be working to ensure the humance transport:
and treatment of horses (while they are within the United States and under the jurisdiction of the
Cnited States Department of Agriculture), rather than simply criminalizing the rransport of horses
intended for human consumption. Not only will H.R. 6598 be difficult to enforce, but it also fails to
adequately address the concerns Mr. Pacelle raised during the Hearing.

Tinally, questions were raised during the Hearing regarding the AVMA’s policies for acceptance of
Letters to the Editor for publication in the Journal of the AVMA. Instructions for writing a letter to
the editor and conditions for acceptance are published in the JAVMA cach month and arc as follows:

Readers are invited to submit letters to the editor, Letters may not exceed 500
words and 6 references. Not all letters are published; all letters accepted for publication
are subject to editing. Those pertaining to anything published in the J41MA should
be reecived within one month of the date of publicaion. Submission via ¢-mail
(Touenall @ a.org) or fax (847-925-9329) is encouraged; authors should give
their full contact information including address, daytime telephone number, fax
number, and ¢-mail address.

Letters containing defamatory, libelous, ot malicious statements will not be
published, nor will letters representing attacks on or attempts to demean veterinary
societies or their committees or agencies. Viewpoints expressed in published letters are
those of the letter writers and do not necessarily represent the opinions or policics of
the AVMA.

During the hearing, Dr. Dodman discussed a letter to the editor that the Journal of the AVMA
declined to publish. This letter contained statements regarding unwanted horses that Dr. Dodman
could not support with verifiable data, as well as information regarding the AVMA and other
individuals and organizations that was not accurate. Untortunately, Dr. Dodman was unwilling to
revise the letter to address these concerns, and the letter was not accepted for publication.

It you have questions or need additional information, please contact Dr. Angela Demaree at (202)-
289-3211 or ademarce@avma.org,

Respecttully,

A

Dr. Ron DelIaven
Executive Vice President/CEQ

'American Association of I'quine Practictioners. Care Cuidelines for Rescue and Retirement Facilities.
Available at: aaep.org/pdfs/rescue_retirement_guidelines.pdf. Accessed August 7, 2008.

2Opinion of the Scientific Panel on Animal Health and Welfare on a request from the Commission
related to weltare aspects of the main systems of stunning and killing the main commercial species of
animals. ELSA Journal 2004:45:1-29.

“Brown KS. Captive bolt: comments from the industry. Available at:

www.theho m/ ViewAricieaspx?ID=5135. Accessed August 7, 2008.
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SPRACTICE WITHIN THE DISTIUCT OF COLUMBIA
1S LIMITED TO MATTERS AND PROCEDURES
BEFORE FEDERAL COURTS ARD AGENCIES

August 8, 2008

The Honorable Bobby Scott

Chairman

Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism and Homeland Security
Committee on the Judiciary

2138 RHOB

‘Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Louie Gohmert

Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism and Homeland Security
Committee on the Judiciary

2142 RHOB

Washington, DC 20515

RE: H.R, 6598, the “Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008”

Dear Chairman Scott and Ranking Member Gohmert:

EVAN P. PHELPS

JOLYDA O. SWAIM
KATHRYN E. BALMFORD
JONATHAN M. WEINRIEB
NANCY W. MATHEWSON*
SUSAN D. BASTONE*
COUNSEL

ROGER R. SZEMRAJ

OF COUNSEL

JUR T. STROBOS
JACQUELINE H. EAGLE
KENNETH D. ACKERMAN
MARK L. ITZKOFF
DAVID A BIEGING
ELLIOT BELILOS

SENIOR POLICY ADVISORS

JOHN R. BLOCK
CHARLES W. STENHOLM
SALLY S. DONNER
BRENT W. GATTIS
BARBARA J. MASTERS

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on July 31, 2008, before the House Committee on
the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Security regarding H.R. 6598, the
“Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008.” I would like to submit this letter for the record as an
addition to my statement on behalf of the Livestock Marketing Association. H.R. 6598 would
further complicate an already dire situation, and I reiterate my opposition to this legislation.

T oppose H.R. 6598 because not only would it have significant enforcement difficulties, but it
would create an unfunded mandate that crosses the boundaries of private property rights. In his
written testimony, Mr. Pacelle asserts, “It is not the government’s responsibility to provide for the
care of horses voluntarily given up by their owners, as these animals are considered to be private
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OLSSON FRANK WEEDA
Letter to Congressmen Scott and Gohmert TERMAN BODE MATZ PC
August 8, 2008
Page 2

property.” Mr. Pacelle is absolutely correct: the private property of an individual citizen is not the
responsibility of the government. However, this legislation would mandate what an individual
citizen may or may not legally do with his or her property.

Ifindividual horse owners wish to sell their horses—their private property—for the purpose
of humane processing, they should be able to do so. If the federal government is going to prohibit
the sale of horses for processing, it should account for some source of funding for the alternative
options. This legislation would place financial burdens on horse owners, livestock markets,
retirement facilities, and state and local authorities. The notion that the federal government should
enforce these regulations with no responsibility toward funding them is illogical.

T respectfully urge you to consider the undue burdens this unfunded mandate will generate
should this legislation become law.

Sincerely,

Closee

Charles W. Stenholm
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED BY WAYNE PACELLE, PRESIDENT AND CEO,
HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES, WASHINGTON, DC
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July 30, 2008
RE: H.R. 6598

The Honorable John Conyers
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Dan Burton
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Conyers and Representative Burton:

On behalf of Equine Advocates and our supporters all across this
country, we thank you and support you for introducing the Conyers-
Burton Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008 (H.R. 6598) to
prohibit the slaughter of horses for human consumption and the export
of these animals for slaughter abroad.

Equine Advocates is a national non-profit equine protection
organization which I founded in 1996. Since then we have saved and
helped thousands of horses from slaughter abuse and neglect. We
operate a 140-acre horse sanctuary and humane equine education
center in Chatham, NY.

This organization was founded because of the slaughter issue. It is our
hope that by taking this new route, horse slaughter will be banned
once and for all. You have our full support. Thank you, again!

Sincerely,

Susan Wagner

President

Equine Advocates

P.O. Box 354

Chatham, NY 12037

Telephone: (518) 245-1599
Email: info@eguineadvocates.orq

www,equineadvocates.org
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6598 ENDORSEMENT LETTER

The Honorable John Conyers
United States House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Dan Burton
United States House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Conyers and Representative Burton,

Freedom Hill Horse Rescue would like to thank you for introducing the Conyers-Burton
Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008 (H.R. 6598) to prohibit the slaughter of horses for
human consumption and the export of these animals for slaughter abroad.

Freedom Hill Horse Rescue is firmly against horse slaughter because we consider it CRUEL
AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT for animals that have served their human care takers
throughout their lives. Many of the horses that are purchased for slaughter at auctions have been
in loving homes and sent to auction because they are victims of circumstance and their owners
feel they no longer can keep them. The does not mean the horses are unwanted it simply means
their current owner could not use them in the capacity they have been in. They are horses that
certainly can serve another person or family in another way. 1 know this to be true because our
job as arescue is to re home horses and find them a new job and that’s exactly what we do.

As founder of Freedom Hill Horse Rescue 1 can’t thank you enough for championing this
legislation to protect Americas Horses. We have been in operation for 5 years. Ever since T found
out horses were still being sent to slaughter. T was one of the ignorant majority of Americans that
thought horse slaughter ended when horsemeat was not used in dog food anymore. When 1 found
out these gallant animals were still being shipped in double decker trucks for thousands of miles
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with no food, water or rest T went straight into action and opened a rescue to save as many horses
as I humanly could. Since then I have found homes directly through my rescue for at least 50
horses and indirectly through the world wide web another 50 more. 1 KNOW these animals can
find good homes again. They simply need a hand to help them.

I believe the current breeding practices in the United States need to change. This is where we
need to work for change when we finally get transport for slaughter banned. Our throw away
society needs to make many changes in this world and the use and misuse of animals and many
other natural resources is one LARGE part of the changes needed.

T have many pictures to and stories to tell of horses that have been saved from the slaughter
trucks. One is of a lovely kind gentleman we call Gabe (or big guy) this wonderful kind horse
was thrown into an auction by a family that had no idea he could be slaughtered. Gabe was
owned by one single elderly gentleman, and was raised and loved him. He trained him to ride
and drive and this horse was in excellent condition. Unfortunately his owner died and the heirs
sent him to auction and there he was purchased by a killer. A volunteer of our rescue saw him in
the “kill pen” and eventually made his way to our rescue. This horse was only with us for a
month before he was adopted a therapy group in our home County. Now he is a teacher and
greatly loved by the children that get to spend time with this wonderful gentleman.

We STRONGLY stand with you in this fight to finally save our horses from slaughter and we
thank you tor your leadership. Please do all you can to pass this legislation immediately !

Sincerely,

Melody Parrish

Founder/President

Freedom Hill Horse Rescue

8705 Sam Hill Drive, Owings MD 20736
410-474-7662

poniesonly@yahoo.com
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To whom it may concern,
Spring Creek Horse Rescue being totally against the inhumane practice of
horse slaughter, & any transportation from the US to anywhere needs to be
abolished. We do not eat horse meet, & consider our equine friends to be a
great tribute to the great American life.
Diane McCracken/ Executive Director
SpringCreekHorseRescue
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The Honorable John Conyers
United States House of Representatives
Washington , DC 20515

The Honorable Dan Burton
United States House of Representatives
Washington , DC 20515

Dear Chairman Conyers and Representative Burton,

On behalt of Mississippihorses.org, thank you for introducing the Conyers-Burton
Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008 (H.R. 6598) to prohibit the slaughter of horses
for human consumption and the export of these animals for slaughter abroad.

Mississippihorses.org is an online network of horse rescues, veterinarian groups, horse
owners and concerned citizens. Through this network we have been able to establish a
medical fund called Operation Mississippi Horses for horse owners who can no longer
treat or euthanize their horse. The fund is administered by the Mississippi Animal
Rescue League, the oldest and largest animal rescue organization in our state.

Operation Mississippi Horses was established in April, 2008. At this time, the fund has
been used to euthanize two horses and geld to colts at animal shelters. 1am obviously
anti-slaughter, however, we are working with pro-slaughter groups to find a solution in
our state so that no horse will have to sufter.

You can go to the website Mississippihorses.org and read about the wonderful job that
rescues are doing in our state. Some of these are 401 C3 while others are horse training
facilities and private individuals that are doing what the can to save these magnificent
animals from a cruel and unnecessary death. We strongly stand with you in this fight to
finally save our horses from slaughter and we thank you for your leadership. Please do all
you can to pass this legislation immediately.

Sincerely,

Stephanie Billingsley
Mississippihorses.org
569 N. Old Canton Rd.
Madison, MS 39110
601-201-8522
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New England Equine Rescues

Hello,
My name is Mary Martin and Iam registered voter from Massachusetts writing in support of the
Conyers-Burton Prevention of Equine Cruelty Act of 2008 (HR 6598) .

No stranger to horses, I am the Ma representative for New England Equine Rescues and I belong
to the West Newbury Riding and Driving Club. I have been involved with horses most of my life.

As a child I was very active in 4-H, and later the United States Pony Club. My riding horses were

rescues that had been rehabilitated at my Grandfathers Farm In Topsfield, Ma.

I support the Essex County Trail Association, The Essex County Horse Association, and Windrush
Farm Therapeutic Riding for the Handicapped. My family has a history with Cattle and horses. I
also showed young cows at the Topsfield Fair. Draft horses plowed the fields and Thoroughbreds
off the track were shown at local horse shows.

I currently oversee a lovely horse saved from a kill pen in PA in Nov. 08. He is doing
exceptionally well at local horse shows and is our rescue mascot helping to show people what a
slaughter-bound horse really look like — 9 years old, very people friendly, sound and talented.

Horse slaughter promotes cruelty, neglect, and illegal activity. It also rewards those who
overbreed and also rewards irresponsible owners. HR6598 will promote responsible horse
ownership and a more humane horse industry.

Thank you for your time.

Respectfully,
Mary Martin — MA Rep.
New England Equine Rescues
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ATTACHMENTS TO PREPARED STATEMENT OF WAYNE PACELLE, PRESIDENT AND CEO,
HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES, WASHINGTON, DC
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REVIEWS & RESEARCH RIEPORITS

Cruelty to animals in normative, sexually
abused, and outpatient psychiatric
samples of é- to | 2-year-old children:
Relations to maltreatment and exposure
to domestic violence

Frank R Ascione’,William N. Friedrich’, John Heath?
and Kentaro Hayashi®
"Utzh State University, USA, Mayo Clinic, USA, *Auburn University, USA,
fGeorgia State University, USA

Abstract

We examined the associations of children’s reported “cruelty to animals”
and “touching animal’s sex parts” with the reported presence of physical
abuse and parental physical fighting for three groups of children. Maternal
caregivers of 1433 6- to 12-year-old children completed the Child
Behavior Checkdist (CBCL) “and the Child Sexual Behavior Inventory
(CSBI). These children were categorized into three groups: a normative
sample screened for the absence of sexual abuse (n=540), a sexually
abused sample (n=481), and a psychiatric comparison group (p=412)
without a history of sexual abuse. The caregivers also provided informa-
tion on comorbid physical abuse and domestic violence. Single items from
the CBCL and the CSBI related to cruelty to animals and sexual contact
- with animals were examined across. the three groups. Gender and mal-
treatment history were significantly related to cruelty and sexual contact,
with physical abuse and domestic violence, in some cases, having an addi-
tive effect. Cruelty to animals was significantly associated with cruelty to
amans for all three groups; however, cruelty to animals was significantly
associated with sexual contact with animals only for the sexually abused
group. The reported prevalence of cruelty to animals was more than five
times higher for the sexual abuse (17.9%) and psychiatric (15.6%) groups
than for the normative group (3.1%). The results point to the critical need
to assess cruelty toward, and sexual behavior with, animals in future stud-

Address correspondence to: Frank R. Ascione, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, Utah State
University, 2810 Old Main Hill, Logan, Utah 84322-2810, USA. E-mail: Frank.Ascione@usu.cdu.
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ies of children who are maltreated, exposed to domestic violence, or psy-
chiatrically distressed. ©2003 b ional Society for Anth logy

Keywords: animal abuse, bestiality, children, cruelty to animals, domes-
tic violence, physical abuse, psychiatric outpatients, sexual abuse

ingly recognized as a potentially significant symptom of psychological

dysfunction associated with child maltreatment and exposure to domes-
tic violence (Lockwood and Ascione 1998; Ascione and Arkow 1999;
Ascione 2001; Miller 2001; Duncan and Miller 2002). One contributing fac-
‘for to this increased recognition was the decision to include the abuse of ani-
mals among the symptoms of Conduct Disorder in the DSM-TII-R (American
Psychiatric Association 1987) and DSM-IV (American Psychiatric
Association 1994). In one recent study of 93 youths diagnosed with Conduct
Disorder, 29% displayed cruglty toward animals (Burns et al. 2001). Similar
findings have been reported by Guymer et al. (2001) and Luk et al. (1999).

Animal abuse has also been associated with Pervasive Developmental
Disorder Not Otherwise Specified (Sverd et al. 1995), juvenile fire setting
(Stavkin 2001), Antisocial Personality Disorder { Gleyzer, Felthous and
Holzer T 2002), adult criminal offending (Merz-Perez, Heide and
Silverman 2001), and serial homicide (Wright and Hensley 2003). Despite
longstanding acknowledgement that animal abuse or cruelty to animals
may be a marker for psychological disturbance (¢.g., Pinel 1809), remark-
ably little research has specifically examined this symptom of antisocial
behavior in childhood and adolescence.

Animal abuse has been defined as socially unacceptable behavior that
intentionally causes an animal pain or distress and may result in an animal’s
death (Ascione 1993). Animal abuse categories parallel those developed for
child malireatment (e.g., physical, sexual, emotional, neglect). Most infor-
mation about animal abuse by children and adolescents is derived from
checklists completed by parents or other caregivers {e.g., Achenbach’s
[1991] Child Behavior Checklist [CBC), Larzelere, Martin and Amberson’s
[1989] Toddler Behavior Checklist, and Friedrich’s [1997] Child Sexual
Behavior Inventory [CSBI]) in which respondents are asked whether their
children have been cruel to animals or have touched animal’s sex parts. The
use of children’s self reports about such behaviors is still the exception in this
research domain (Essau, Petermann and Emst-Goergens 1995).

Following a review of previous research on animal abuse in the con-
text of child maltreatment and domestic violence’, we report on data

] [ n the past ten years, cruelty to animals or animal abuse has been increas-
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derived from three large samples of 6- to 12-year-old children categorized
into three groups; normative, substantiated victims of sexual abuse, and
psychiatric outpatients. These samples were drawn from a comprehensive
study on sexual behavior in children (Friedrich et al. 2001).

Corporal Punishment

A raft of studies attests both to the ineffectiveness of, and deleterious con-
sequences associated with, corporal punishment as a child rearing tech-
nique (Straus 1991). Two recent studies examined the relation between
corporal punishment and animal abuse. Flynn (1999a) surveyed 267
undergraduates, 68.4% of whom were women. He asked participants about
their hiétory of abusing animals (e.g., hurting, torturing, or killing pets or
stray animals, sex acts with animals) and then assessed their attitudes
toward spanking and husband-on-wife abuse. Approximately 35% of the
men and 9% of the women reported at least one childhood incident of ani-
mal abuse. Participants (regardless of gender) admitting to animal abuse
were significantly more likely to endorse the use of corporal punishment
and to approve of a husband slapping his wife.

In a second study with these same undergraduates, Flynn (1999b)
found that, for men, having abused animals was positively correlated with
the frequency of their fathers” use of corporal punishment in adolescence
(spanking, slapping, or hitting). Animal abuse self-reports by these men
were 2.4 times higher than for men not physicaily disciplined (57.1% vs.
23.1%, respectively, p<0.005).

Physical abuse

Only one published study was specifically designed to examine the rela-
tion between child maltreatment and animal abuse. DeViney, Dickert and
Lockwood (1983) enlisted as participants 53 New Jerscy families meeting
state criteria for substantiated child abuse and neglect. These families were
selected because all currently had pets in their homes. Using home obser-
vations, the authors reported that in 60% of these families pets were also
abused or neglected. Animal abuse was significantly higher (88%) in fam-
ilies where child physical abuse was present than cases where other forms
of child maltreatment occurred (34%). One or both parents and their chil-
dren were responsible for abusing the families’ pets.

Sexual abuse

Friedrich etal. (1992) studied a normative sample of 880 2- to 12-year-olds
and 276 2- to 12-year-olds with a confirmed history of sexual abuse in the
past 12 months, Data from this study were reexamined (Friedrich, person-

196 Anthrozobs, 16 (3) - 2003 Ascione, et al,
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al communication, 1992). Information on cruelty to animals was derived
from non-perpetrating caregivers” Child Behavior Checklist reports on
children. Children with a sexual abuse history were significantly (7<0.001)
more likely to have been cruel to animals (34.8% for boys and 27.5% for
girls) than children in the non-abused normative group (4.9% for boys and
3.3% for girls).

A study of 499 seriously mentally ill 5- to 18-year-olds hospitalized at
a tertiary care psychiatric facility (McClelan et al. 1995) also found cruel-
ty to aniinals to be more prevalent for sexually abused than for non-sexu-
ally abused patients (p=0.004).

One form of cruelty to animals that has received scant attention in the Lit-
erature is the sexual abuse of animals, or bestiality (Beetz 2002; Miletski
2002). Bestiality may range from touching or fondling the genitals of animals
to sexual intercourse and violent sexual abuse (Kattolinsky 1937). Some
species of animals may be seriously injured or die as a result of the abuse
inflicted (e.g., penetration that damages internal organs). Beime (1997) pro-
vides an excellent theoretical overview of this issue but empirical studies;
especially with children, are rare (e.g., see case study by Wiegand, Schmidt
and Kleiber 1999; see also Fleming, Jory and Burton 2002, described below).

Lane (1997) notes that juvenile sex offending may include bestiality,
sometimes combined with other violent behavior toward anirnal victiros.
Sexual offenders of all ages may also use threats of harm to pets as a way
of gaining compliance from their human victims (Kaufman, Hilliker and
Daleiden 1996). Ressler, Burgess and Douglas’s (1988) study of incarcer-
ated sexual homicide perpetrators found that 40% of the men who said
they had been sexually abused in childhood or adolescence reported hav-
ing sexual contact with animals, Itzin (1998) reports anecdotal case mate-
rial in which bestiality was forced on children who were also sexually
abused and involved in the production of child pornography.

Fleming, Jory and Burton {2002) studied 381 institutionalized, juve-
nile male offenders whose mean age was 16.9 years. The ethnic identities
of the participants were described as follows: African American - 55%,
White - 28%, Hispanic - 6%, and Other - 11%. Examining the offenders’
self-reports, Fleining et al. found that 6% (#=24) admitted to “doing some-
thing sexual with an animal” (Animal Sex Abuse Group - ASA), 42%
(7=161) admitted to sex offenses against humans but not against animals
(Human Sex Abuse Group - HSA), and 51% (196) reported neither type of
sex offending (Non-Abuse Group - NA). Twenty-three of the 24 ASA
group youths also admitted to sex offénses against humans. The three
groups did not differ on age or 1acial distribution,

Ascione, et al. Anthrozodés, 16 (3) * 2003 197

- na



252

AZ VOL. 16 1/9/04 ~ 10:18 AM Page 198 $

b

m Sexually
Abused Boys

=3

Sexually
L3y ~ #~ Abused Girls

«©

. ~ . Nonabused
o 6.8 | Boys

- - o Nonabused
- 47 Girls

R 06

: 05e= = e gy
2-to 6- to 10- tor

5-yr-olds 9-yr-olds 12-yr-olds

(= A~ o
w
~

T 1

Percent Caregivers Reporting Behavior
at Least Once in Past Six Months

Figure |.Responses to Item 4, “Touches Animal’s Sex Parts” from Friedrich (1997)
Child Sexual Behavior inventory.

Using a variety of assessments, Fleming, Jory and Burton (2002)
found the family characteristics scores for the ASA and HSA groups dif-
fered significantly from the NA group scores as follows: ASA and HSA
lower on affirming family communication, attachment, and family adapt-
ability and higher on incendiary communication. Using self-reports of the
youths’ own victimization history, ASA and HSA scores were significant-
ly higher than NA scores for emotional neglect, emotional abuse, physical
abuse, and sexual abuse. In addition, ASA group scores were significantly
higher than HSA scores for emotional neglect, emotional abuse, and num-
ber of sexual victimization events. Perpetrating sex offenses against
humans (number of offenses) was also significantly higher for the ASA
than HSA group, further documenting the association between animal and
human maltreatment. :

Although it is challenging to obtain information about sexual behavior
in childhood and adolescence, especially sexual behavior with animals,
Friedrich (1997) does provide some information on this issue with data
obtained with his Child Sexual Behavior Inventory (CSBI). Caregivers of
1,114 non-abused (normative group) and 512 sexually abused children
reported on a variety of sexual or sexualized behaviors in their 2- to 12-year-
old children, including one item asking about whether the child “touches
animal’s sex parts.” Caregivers’ (who were not the perpetrators for the sex-
ually abused group) responses to this item are shown in Figure 1. Although

198 Anthrozots, 16 (3) - 2003 Ascione, et al,
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this behavior is relatively infrequent, it is clear that, for the two older age
groupings, sexnally abused children are more likely to display this behavior
than non-abused children. And while it appears that “touches animal’s sex
parts” dectines for sexually abused 10- to 12-year-olds, we might speculate
that the decrease may be accounted for, in part, by a greater secretiveness in
acting out sexually with animals in older children. The decrease may also
be related to older children moving from animal to human victims of inap-
propriate sexnal activity. ‘

Further evidence for the sexual abuse/bestiality relation is provided by
Whetry et al. (1995). They administered the CSBI to caregivers for 24 6-
to 12-year-old boys who were psychiatric inpatients. Eight of these boys
had been sexually abused. “Touches animal’s sex parts” was reported for
50% of abused boys but none of non-abused boys (p<0.01). Details from
seven clinical case studies involving bestiality committed by youth evalu-
ated for perpetrating sexual abuse can be found in a report by Duffield,
Hassiotis and Vizard (1998).

Domestic violence

Animals may also be abused in the context of family violence between inti-
‘mate acult partners. Ascione (1998) reported an interview study of 38 women
who were battered and had sought shelter. Fifty-eight percent of the women
had children and 74% had pets. When they were asked whether their adult
partner had ever threatened or actually hurt or killed one or more of their pets,
71% of women with pets responded “yes.” Thirty-two percent of women with
children reported that their children had hurt or killed one or more family pets.
High rates of animal abuse by batterers in samples of women seeking shelter
from domestic violence have also been found by Ascione (2000) and Flynn
(2000) in the United States and studies conducted by the Ontario SPCA (Earle
2001) and Calgary Humane Society in Canada (Thomas and McJntosh 2001).
Expanding the scope of such research by including non-shelter samples of
domestic violence victims, McCloskey (2001) also found significant relations
between partner abuse and the harming of pets.

‘We hypothesized that maltreatment and domestic violence would be
related to both cruclty to animals and sexual contact with animals. We fur-
ther hypothesized that multiple maltreatment experiences would increase
the strength of this relationship. We hypothesized that given the propensi-
ty for boys to externalize their behavior, gender differences would be
noted. Finally, we hypothesized that cruelty to animals and sexual contact
with animals would be related to other cruelty (for example, bullying and
being mean to other children).

Ascione, et al. Anthrozods, 16 (3) - 2003 199
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Methods

Participants

We selected data for 6- to 12-year-old participants from a larger pool for
which demographics are described in detail in Friedrich et al. (2001),
which included participants from the norming of the CSBI The 540
children in the normative group (NORM) were drawn from pediatric and
medical clinics in Rochester, Minnesota and public and private daycare
centers in Los Angeles. Potential participants were excluded if caregivers
reported suspected or substantiated sexual abuse or if mental or physical
handicaps were present.

The 481 children in the sexually abused group (SEXAB) were refer-
rals drawn from 13 US, Canadian, and European clinics. Sexual abuse had
been confirmed by the local social services or child protection agency. For
the majority of children, the most recent sexual abuse incident had
occurred within the past year. In the SEXARB group, the mother ot care-

* giver was not the perpetrator of the abuse.

The 412 children in the psychiatric outpatient group (PSY) were drawn
from six clinical settings in the US and one in Germany, These children
were being seen for psychological or psychiatric evaluations and their pri-
mary caregivers reported no suspicions of child sexual abuse. For both the
SEXAB and PSY groups, participants were usnally consecutive referrals.

Measures

In addition to providing demographic information, each child’s mother or
primary female caregiver completed two standardized behavior checklists.
Child Behavior Checldist (CBCL)

Matemal caregivers completed the 4- to 18-year-old version of the CBCL
behavior problems section (Achenbach 1991). Their responses to itern #15,
“cruel to animals,” were examined. Respondents could indicate that this
characteristic of their children was: a) “Not true [as far as you know] -
scored “0,” b) “Somewhat or Sometimes True”—scored “1,” or ¢) “Very
True-or Often True”—scored “2.” The time frame for reports was “now or
in the past six months” In our analyses, we scored “cruel to animals” as
absent if a child received a 0 and present if the child received either a 1 or
2. Reports for item #16 of the CBCL, “cruelty, bullying or meanness to
others,” were scored in a similar fashion. Cases of missing data for these
items resulted in the following number of participants for whom data were
available for analysis: for item #15 — NORM 483, SEXAB 341, PSY 353;
for item #16 — NORM 484, SEXAB 340, PSY 352.

200 Anthrozods, 16 (3) - 2003 Ascione, e1 al,
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Child Sexual Behavior Inventory (CSBI)
This 38-item inventory assesses a variety of sexual or sexualized behaviors
" (Friedrich 1997). Ttem #14 asks respondents to indicate whether their child
“touches animal’s sex parts” and, if so, how often this has occurred in the
past six months. We scored touching animal’s sex parts as absent for
responses of “never” and present for responses reporting any frequency level
(less than once per month 10 at least once per week). Cases of missing data
for this item resulted in the following number of participants for whorn data
were available for analysis: NORM 538, SEXAB 481, and PSY 409.

Physical abuse victimization and domestic violence

The presence or absence of physical abuse, for child participants, was
determined by caregivers’ responses to, “Has your child been physically
abused?” The presence or absence of domestic violence was determined by
respondents’ answers to, “Have your child’s parents hit, slapped, or shoved
each other?” (Caregivers were not asked directly about children’s exposure
to parental physical fighting.) Responses to these two items were used in
analyses of cruelty to animals data. The number of participants in each
group with complete data for both these items was as follows: NORM

* 540, SEXAB 462, and PSY 410.

Results

Sample differences

The presence of physical abuse was reported for 0.2% of the NORM,
36.4% of the SEXAB, and 11.7% of the PSY groups. Parental physical
fighting was reported for 5.9% of the NORM, 35.7% of the SEXAB, and
18.5% of the PSY groups.

These résults confirm that physical abuse was virtually nonexistent in
the NORM group, although a small percentage of children came from fam-
ilies experiencing domestic violence. The SEXAB group had substantial
rates of physical abuse and parental fighting. Reports for the PSY group
revealed lower levels (<19%) of physical abuse and parental fighting.
These results reveal that some SEXAB and PSY group children experi-
enced multiple forms of victimization. The percentages of children in the
SEXAB and PSY groups for whom physical abuse and/or parental fight-
ing were reported are shown in Table 1 (p. 202). '

Cruelty to animals

Overall, the presence of cruelty to anitals was reported for 3.1% of the
NORM, 17.9% of the SEXAB, and 15.6% of the PSY groups.

Ascione, et al. Anthrozois, 16 (3) - 2003 201

o —4—



256

AZ VOL. 16 1/9/04 10:18 MM Page 202 $

Table ). Reported presence of physical abuse and parental physical fighting for the
sexually abused and psychiatric outpatient groups.

SEXUALLY ABUSED GROUP (n=462)
PARENTAL PHYSICAL FGHTING

NO YES
NO 47.4% 15.4%
PHYSICAL ABUSE
YES 16.9% 20.3%

PSYCHIATRIC OUTPATIENT GROUP (n=410)
PARENTAL PHYSICAL FIGHTING

NO YES
NO 75.1% 13.4%
PHYSICAL ABUSE
YES 6.3% 5.1%

Among NORM group children, scores on this item were similar for
boys (2.9%) and gixls (3.3%) and were somewhat higher if patental phys-
ical fighting was present (7.7% for boys and 7.1% for girls). Because of the
extremely low rate of physical abuse and absence of suspected sexual
abuse, we conducted no further analyses with this group.

SEXAB Group

Cruelty to animals data for the SEXAB group are presented in Figute 2 and
are categorized by child gender and the presence or absence of physical
abuse and/or parental physical fighting,

Descriptively, when neither physical abuse nor parental physical fight-
ing is present, more boys than girls are reported to be cruel to animals
(25% vs. 6.1%, respectively). For boys, the presence of physical abuse
alone, but not parental physical fighting alone, is associated with an even
higher rate of cruelty to animals (36%). The addition of parental physical
fighting to physical abuse victimization does not appear to further increase
the rate of cruelty to animals (36.8%) for boys.

For girls, cruelty to animals is higher when either physical abuse
(17.1%) or parental physical fighting (20%) is present and highest when
both have been reported (29.4%).

In addition to these descriptive statistics, we used the logit model with
categorical data (see, for example, Agresti 2002, section 5.3) to examine sub-
group differences. SAS Proc Caimod (see, for example, Stokes, Davis and
Koch 2000, section 8.9) was used in which the logit (i.e., log odds-ratio) of

202 Anthrozods, 16 (3) - 2003 Ascione, et al.
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Figure 2. Mother/caregiver reports of “cruel to animals” sexually abused group
{SEXAB) — n=341. Percent reporting “Sometimes” or “Often” present.
PA=physically abused  PPF= parents physical fighting

the binary variable “cruelty to animals” served as the dependent variable and
the child gender and physical abuse/parental physical fighting (PA/PPF) com-
binations (both present, both absent, abuse only present, and fighting only
present) served as the categorical explanatory variables (Stokes et al. 2000).
In our model, for the SEXAB group, both child gender and PA/PPF fac-
tor main effects were statistically significant but the interaction was not. In
a subsequent analysis, we dropped the interaction term from the model to
determine how well the main effects only model fit the data. The likelihood
ratio test suggested that the fit of the model was adequate (x’=3.81, df=3,
p=0.2828). The analyses revealed a significant gender difference (x*=9.14,
df=1, p=0.0025), with cruelty to animals reported more frequently for boys,
and differences associated with the PA/PPF (x*=12.97, df=3, p=0.0047).
Post-hoc tests (using overall alpha levels adjusted to 0.05 as in
Bonferroni tests) revealed that reports of cruelty to animals were higher in
the group where both PA and PPF were present than in the group in which
. neither was present (z=3.77). Reports of cruelty to animals were also
higher in the group with PA alone than in the group with neither PA nor
PPF present (z=2.75); other pairwise comparisons were not significant.
PSY Group
Cruelty to animals data are presented for this group in Figure 3. In the
absencc of either physical abuse or parental physical fighting, cruelty to
animals was reported for 15% of boys and 10.7% of girls, rates five and
three times higher, respectively, than those for NORM group children.

Ascione, et al. Anthrozobs, 16 (3) * 2003 203
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Figure 3. Mother/caregiver reports of “cruel to animals” outpatient psychiatric
group (PSY) — n=351. Percent reporting “Sometimes” or “Often” present.
PA=physically abused ~ PPF= parents physical fighting

Descriptively, for boys, cruelty to animals is somewhat higher when
physical abuse alone is present (26.3%), but is similar to the no abuse/no
parental fighting rate (15%) when parental physical fighting is present
(12.1%). However, when both physical abuse and parental physical fight-
ing are present, the rate of cruelty to animals (60%) is more than double .
the rate for the presence of physical abuse alone.

For girls, the rate of cruelty to animals is somewhat higher when phys-

" ical abuse alone is present (16.7%) than absent (10.7%). However, for girls
where either parental physieal fighting alone is present or both parental
physical fighting and physical abuse are present, there were no reports of
cruelty to animals.

Statistical analyses parallel to those conducted with the SEXAB group
(the Jogit model with categorical data) were performed for the PSY group.
Both the child gender main effect and the gender X PA/PPF factor inter-
action were significant (x*=12.64, =1, p=0.0004 and x*=14.86, df=3,
7=0.0019, respectively). The likelihood ratio test suggested that the fit of
the model was good (x*=4.52, df=3, p=0.2106). Post-hoc tests (again, with
overall alpha levels set at 0.05) revealed the following significant differ-
ences in reports of cruelty to animals for the pairwise comparisons:

» Neither PA nor PPF for boys < both PA and PPF for boys (z=-4.30)

« Neither PA nor PPF for girls < both PA and PPF for boys (z=4.56)

» Neither PA nor PPF for boys > PPF only for girls (z=3.66)

* PPF only for girls < PA only for boys(z=4.71); PA only for girls

(z=3.68); PPF only for boys (z=3.17); both PA/PPF for boys (z=7.28)
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Figure 4. Mother/caregiver reports of “touches animal’s sex parts” sexually abused
group (SEXAB) ~ n=460. Percent reporting any incidence.
PA=physically abused ~ PPF= parents physical fighting

Touches animaP’s sex parts

Reports of this behavior from the CSBI are shown in Figure 4 for the
SEXAB group only (this behavior was reported for only 0.37% of the
NORM group children and 0.9% of the PSY group children). Overall,
touching animal’s sex parts was reported for 6.3% of the SEXAB children.
Given the number of empty cells for the NORM and PSY groups on this
variable, we did not pursue statistical analysis.

In our statistical analysis of group differences for the SEXAB partici-
pants (again, using the logit model with categorical data), neither the child
gender nor PA/PPF main effects were significant (x=0.78, df=1, p=0.3767
and x*=4.58, df=3, p=0.2051, respectively); the interaction was also not
significant (x*=4.84, df=3, p=0.1842).

Relationship of cruelty to animals with other cruelty
Responses to Item 15, “Cruel to animals,” from the CBCL and Item 14,
“Touches animal’s sex parts,” were correlated with Item 16, “Cruelty, bul-
lying, or meanness to others,” from the CBCL. For the entire sample, the
. Pearson correlations were as follows:

« Cruel to animals/Cruel to others r=0.42 p<0.001

+ Cruel to animals/Touches animal’s sex parts  »=0.12 p<0.001

» Cruel to others/Touches animal’s sex parts  »=0.12 p<0.001

Analyses for the three groups show that the correlation between cruel-
ty to animals and cruelty to others was significant in each case, including
the NORM group (=0.26, p<0.001). However, correlations between
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touching animal’s sex parts and both forms of cruelty only reached signif-
icance in the SEXAB group:

SEXAB

* Cruel to animals/Cruel to others =042 p<0.001

« Cruel to animals/Touches animal’s sex parts 7=0.19 p<0.001

+ Cruel to others/Touches animal’s sex parts  #=0.19 p<0.001

PSY

+ Cruel to animals/Cruel to others 1=0.38 p<0.001

» Cruel to animals/Touches animal’s sex parts =-0.04 ns

» Cruel to others/Touches animal’s sex parts ~ #=-0.05 ns

Discussion

‘We reexamined data from a large sample of 6- to 12-year-old children in
an effort to study the relationship of child maltreatment and/or domestic
violénce with cruelty to animals and sexual contact with animals. Three
groups were utilized, a normative group that had not received mental
health services in the past and which was screened for the absence of sex-
ual abuse, a psychiatric group also screened for the absence of sexual
abuse, and a group of children with a substantiated history of, typically
recent, sexual abuse. We found gender differences in the rates of cruelty to
animals for both the sexual abuse and psychiatric groups, and noted that
cruelty to anirnals was more frequently reported when there was comorbid
physical abuse in both clinical samples and, to a less consistent degree,
when both physical abuse and domestic violence were reported.

The behavior, “touches animal’s sex parts” was less frequent overall,
and seemed primarily related to a sexual abuse history. It demonstrated lit-
tle varjability with the addition of either physical abuse or domestic vio-
lence, and gender differences were not noted. Higher rates of sexual
involvement with animals have been reported by Sandnabba et al. (2003)
but their definition of such involvement was confined to “interest in ani-
mals’ reproduction” and talking “about the sexual behavior of animals,”
which may or may not be related to acting out sexually with animals.

Both cruelty to animals and sexual contact with animals were signifi-
cantly related to other cruelty ( e.g., bullying, being mean) in the SEXAB
group. Cruelty to animals and other cruelty were also significantly corre-
lated in the NORM and PSY groups; however, sexual contact with animals
was not correlated with either form of cruelty for these two groups.
Although there appear to be relations among physical abuse, domestic vio-
lence, and cruelty to animals, sexualized forms of cruelty may be more
specifically related to a history of sexual abuse.

206 Anthrozods, 16 (3) - 2003 Ascione, et al.

o 4



261

AZ VOL. 16 1/9/04 10:18 AM Page 207 $

The relation between - perpetrating animal abuse and exposure to
domestic violence and to others abusing animals was recently examined by
Baldry (2003) in a stedy of 1,396 students, 9 to 17 years of age, attending
schools in Rome, Italy. Approximately 82% of the students reported cur-
rent or past pet ownership. Instead of using a parent-completed assessment
Tike the CBCL (with its “past six months™ reporting period), Baldry asked
students to self report on their own /ifetime prevalence of harming, tor-
menting, bothering, hitting, or being cruel to animals; as well as their expo-
sure to domestic violence and animal abuse perpetrated by others.

For the entire sample, 50.8% of the students admitted to one or more
forms of animal abuse (66.5% for boys and 33.5% for girls). As noted by
Baldry, “Of all students admitting some type of animal abuse. ..almost all
reported a higher level of exposure to domestic and animal violence, espe-
cially for boys.” (p. 270) Although this study used a presumably normative
sample, the resulis parallel our findings for the SEXAB and PSY groups
where parental physical fighting, either by itself or in combination with phys-
ical abuse, was associated with substantial levels of cruelty to animals. This
association also appeared stronger for boys in our study, especially in the PSY
group. However, in our study, cruelty to animals was never reported for PSY
group girls in families with parental physical fighting (alone or in combina-
tion with physical abuse). Perhaps, in psychiatrically distressed girls, domes-
tic violence may suppress the expression of some externalizing behaviors.

There are limitations to this study, with the first being that all data
came from a single source, the child’s primary female caregiver, who,
almost exclusively, was the child’s biological mother. Pet ownership was
not ascertained and responses to CBCL cruelty to animals and CSBI
touching animal’s sex parts items may have been affected by the presence
or absence of animals in these children’s homes. In addition, the temporal
relation between the occurrence of physical abuse to the time period when .
the other behaviors were rated was not known. It is also likely that this
behavior was under-reported, as well as subject to variability in parents”
definitions of what constituted physical abuse. A similar interpretational
issue exists for “cruel to animals” Future research in this area would ben-
efit by using a more precise measure of physically harsh parenting, for
example, the Conflict Tactics Scale? (CTS2—Straus et al. 1996) as well as
a more differentiated assessment of animal abuse (e.g., frequency, severi-
ty, types of animals abused, whether the abuse is chronic or episodic [see
Ascione, Thompson and Black 1997]).

A similar problem exists with the variable related to domestic vio~
lence. It is likely that this is also under-reported, and, in addition, we have
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no information on its frequency, the degree to which the child was
exposed, or its temporal relationship to the completion of the rating scales.
Future researchers should focus on greater precision when examining this
variable, again, by using the CTS2 or an equivalent measure.

Despite these limitations, the data add to our understanding of cruelty
to animals, suggesting that it is more frequent in children who have expe-
rienced physical abuse themselves and is usually more common in boys,
although gender differences were not as consistent when there were mul-
tiple types of violence in the home. The association of sexual abuse vic-
timization and other adverse life experiences has been noted by others
(Dong et al. 2003), and sexual abuse victimization, later sex offending in
adulthood, and cruelty to animals were correlated in a recently published
longitudinal study (Salter et al. 2003). Furthermore, cruelty in one
sphere—toward animals—is related to cruelty to others suggesting the
need to explore the similarities and differences in the etiologies of these
antisocial behaviors. Rates of cruelty to animals were also substantially
higher for the SEXAB and PSY groups than for the NORM group, high-
lighting the importance of assessing this symptom in abused and psychi-
atrically distressed samples (Bell 2001). '

Finally, we focused on children’s problematic relations with animals.
Except for the one subgroup of boys who were psychiatric outpatients and
who had experienced both physical abuse and parental physical fighting,
the majority of children in alf other subgroups were #ot reported to have
been cruel toward, or sexually involved with, animals. Animals may be a
source of support in the lives of children who have experienced significant
emotional abuse (Doyle 2001) or been victims of sexual abuse (Barker et
al. 1997). We must begin to examine more extensively these nurturing and
potentially buffering roles played by animals in the lives of children who
are maltreated.
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Notes

1. Portions of this material are based on Ascione, 2001.
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INCLUDING ANIMAL CRUELTY AS A FACTOR IN
ASSESSING RISK AND DESIGNING INTERVENTIONS

Mary Lou Randour
Doris Day Animal Foundation, Washington, D.C.

Abstract

Animal cruelty is not only ollen a precursor to disruptive and delinquent behavior, it olien co-occurs with the
commission ol [amily violence and other criminal behavior. The American Psychological Association, the
National Crime Prevention Council, and the National School Safety Council cite animal cruelty as one of the
warning signs for identifying at-risk youth. In 1987, the Diagnostic and Statistical Style Manual added animal
cruelly as an indicator ol the presence ol conduct disorder in children. In recognition of this important link
between animal cruelty and juvenile delinquency, 27 states have added statulory requirements (or juveniles
adjudicated for animal cruelty, or possibility of animal cruelty, to submit to psychological counseling.
Despite this clear link between animal cruelty and youth violence, and the importance of accurately
identifying risk factors that increase the likelihood of delinquent behavior, researchers and policy makers do
not always grasp the utility ol looking at animal cruelty as an important variable to consider. The
development of disruptive and delinquent behavior takes place in a progressive fashion. Could the detection
of animal cruelty generate earlier and more effective interventions and allow the research community to
better understand the development of deviant behavior? This paper will assess the feasibility and usefulness
of including animal cruelty as a variable in future research and practices, as well as make recommendations
of how this can be accomplished. In addition, recommended policy changes will be discussed, including the
practices of maintaining statistics on juvenile animal cruelty and the current proposal before the Federal
Bureau of Investigation to add ammal cruelty as a separate category in the agency’s crime data collection
system.

Introduction

Animal cruclty is a precursor to disruptive and delinquent behavior; it also co-occurs with the comumission of
family violence and other criminal behavior. For example, a number of state and national surveys determined
that between 46.5 percent to 71 percent of women seeking shelter from domestic violence report that their
partners had injured or killed a family pet, or threatened to do so (Ascione, 1998; Ascione, 2000; Flynn,
2000). Another review of data over a twenty year period that compared the criminal records of men convieted
of animal cruclty with a group of “next door neighbors” found that those convicted on animal cruclty charges
were five times more likely to have been arrested for crimes of violence against people, four times more
likely to have records for property violations, and three times more likely to have been charged with drunk or
disorderly ofTenses (Arluke and Luke, 1997).

In 1987, the Diagnostic and Statistical Style Manual added animal cruclty as an indicator of the presence off
conduet disorder in children. The diagnostic criteria for conduct disorder are clustered into four groups. The
first symplom cluster is “aggression 1o pcople and animals,” distinguishing these actions rom destruction ol
property, deceitlulness or thell, and scrious violations of rules (American Psychiatric Association, [994).
Ascione (2001) notes, “Crueltly Lo animals may be one of the (irst CD symptoms to appear in young children”
(p- 5). Additionally, a recent study (Verlinden, 2000) found that five of the 11 perpetrators ol school
shootings between 1996 and 1999 had histories ol'animal abuse. In recognition ol this link, the American
Psychological Association, the National Crime Prevention Council, and the National School Safety Council
cite animal cruelty as one ol the warning signs [or identilying at-risk youth,

The Problem of Not Considering Animal Cruelty in Data Analysis and Developmental Models

The longitudinal research from the Pittsburgh Youth Study showed that the development of disruptive and
delinquent behavior takes place in a progressive fashion. Youth exhibit less serious problem behavior first,
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and then gradually advancc to committing mote scrious, disruptive and delinquent behavior (Kelley, Locber,
Kcenan, and DeLamatre, 1997). As noted carlicr, animal cruclty may be onc of the first indicators of the
development of problem behavior. Despite this clear link between animal cruclty and youth violence, and the
importance of accurately identifying risk factors linked to the development of delingquent behavior, rescarch
and policy makers do not always grasp the utility of looking at animal cruclty as an important variable to
consider. Lawmakers at the state level have demonstrated an increasing awareness of how animal cruelty is
linked 1o human violence. In 1990, only seven states had [elony provisions in their animal cruelty statutes.
Currently, 41 states and the District of Columbia have (clony-level penalties for egregious acts of animal
cruclty (Retrieved May 3, 2004, [rom hitp://www.ald(lorg/uploads/Felony Status List.pd(). Classificd as a
misdemeanor or a (elony, animal cruelly is a crime in all [ifly states and the District of Columbia. Tn addition
1o adding (elony provisions, twenly-seven state legislatures have either recommended or mandated
psychological counseling (or juveniles or adults convicted ol animal abuse.

National data collection systems concerned with child abuse and neglect, juvenile justice, and youth violence
demonstrate the importance such data collection has for understanding the problem and [or designing and
evaluating interventions, It is proposed here that the systematic inclusion and analysis of animal cruelty into
national data collection systems could generate earlier and more effective interventions and allow the
research, policy, and practitioner communities to better understand the development of deviant behavior.

Solving the Problem of Including Animal Cruelty as a Factor in Data Collection and Analysis

If animal cruelty is an important factor for understanding the development of delinquent and disruptive
behavior in children, and in designing interventions, how can this important information be obtained? This
paper proposes strategies for federal, state, and higher-education officials. The strategies entail either the
minor revisions of the survey questions of data collection systems, the secondary analyses of relevant
databascs, or the review of how animal cruelty is catcgorized in databascs.

Revision of key national data collection systems
The Statistical Bricfing Book (SBB) developed by the National Center for Juvenile Justice for the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) lists the following cight national datasets (Retricved
April 30, 2004 (rom hitp://ojjdp.nejrs.org/ojstatbb/):

. Census ol Juveniles in Residential Placement

. Monitoring the Future: A Continuing Study of the Lifestyles and Values of Youth
. Uniform Crime Reporting Program

. National-Incident Based Reporting System

. National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997

. National Youth Risk Behavior Survey

. National Crime Viclimization Survey

. National Child Abuse and Neglect Child Data File

Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement

In 1997, the Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement (CJRP) was administered by the U, S, Bureau of
the Census for the OJIDP, replacing the Children in Custody (CIC) census, The CJRP is conducted
biennially. The most serious crime committed by each juvenile is recorded. The Offense Code Card uses five
categories: offenses against property; offenses against persons; drug-related offenses; offenses against the
public order; and probation or parole violation. One of the sub-categories under “offense against public
order” is “other public order offenses” (Retrieved May 2, 2004 from
http://ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/Cjrp/pdf/CIRP1999form.pdf).

104
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At present, animal cruclty is categorized with the “other public order offenses,” making it impossible to
retricve the data on the rate of animal cruclty among juvenile offenders in residential placement. Again, there
is vital information that is lost by not having animal cruclty reported in a way in which the data on it can be
retricved and analyzed. One possibility would be to assign animal cruclty to its own sub-category within the
“offenses against the public order” category.

Uniform Crime Reporting Program, National Incidenti-Based Reporting System, and “national indices
initiative”

The Federal Bureau of Tnivestigation (FBI) has adminisiered the Uniform Crime Reporting Program (UCR)
since 1930. The purpose of this dala collection sysiem is 1o obtain nationally representative estimates of the
level and change in level ol crimes, which is reported by state and local police organizations. Crimes in the
UCR are calegorized inlo lwo categories: Part I, which includes the most serious crimes that constitute the
Crime Index, and Part IT crimes.

UCR’s usefulness is limited.

The amount of data on juveniles in the UCR is quite limited, Coverage problems in the
system further limit the usefulness of the available data, Moreover, because the system is
jurisdiction-based rather than incident-based, the data cannot be manipulated extensively to
provide estimates useful in national estimation or policy research (Retrieved April 20, 2004
from http://ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/Compendium/asp/Compendium. asp?selData=3).

The FBI sought to address some of the shortcoming of the UCR system with the developinent of the National
Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS). NIBRS entails an incident-based reporting rather than
Jurisdiction-bascd, or summary, reporting. It provides morc complete information on crimes, victims, and
offenders than UCR. Implementation has been slow and to date only 18 percent of local and state police
agencics participate, covering Iess than half of the U.S. population. Although NIBRS’ coverage is quite
limited, it has been cited as,

... arevolution in law enforcement data collection and reporting. It cnables analysis of
incidonts involving juveniles as vietims or offenders and can provide a wealth ol detail about
the type of offense(s), relationship between offender and vietim, number of offenders and
viclims, severity ol injury, incident seiting, weapon and substance use, and incident timing
(Retrieved April 10, 2004, from
hup://ojjdp.nejrs.org/ojstatbb/Compendium/asp/Compendium. asp?selData—4).

Currently, the FBI is developing a third version ol the crime data collection system, relerred 1o as the
“national indices inilialive.” This new initiative is in the siralegic planning slages ol development with
approximately 20 local, slate, and federal agencies participating in a pilot project. Kirkpatrick (2003) has said
this latest version of the FBI crime report data collection system,

... is envisioned as a national repository of incident/case report information that would yield
expanded details concerning a subject’s criminal history, known associates,
employment/trade, modus operandi, etc. (M., D. Kirkpatrick in personal communication to
ITonorable Paul Sarbanes, September 10, 2003, with Post Copy to author).

Adding animal cruelty to the FBI's crime data collection system. Animal cruelty is a crime in every state and,

as noted, some acts of animal cruelty are a felony in forty-one states and the District of Columbia. Animal
cruelty also is linked to other crimes, including child abuse and spousal abuse. Yet, there is no category
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cxeept “other” for local and state police agencics to report data on crimes of animal cruclty, making its future
retricval and analysis impossiblc.

Assigning animal cruclty a scparate catcgory in the FBI's crime data collection system could be added
without any additional costs to local pelice agencics. As police agencics convert from UCR to NIBRS, or
adopt the forthcoming national indices systen, this new category could be incorporated into the system and
absorbed in the general costs entailed by converting 1o a new system.

Although they have made no commitment to do so, the FBI recognizes that the inclusion ol animal cruclty as
a separate category in the national indices initiative would add considerable data analysis capabilities.

(V)ariables such as [elony animal abuse arrests could be linked with a vast array ol other
stalistics 1o develop use(ul demographic information (M. D. Kirkpairick in personal
communication to Honorable Chris Van Hollen, May 5, 2003, with Post Copy to author).

The National Crime Victimization Survey

The NCVS, a nationally representative sample of approximately 49,000 households, obtains information on
the frequency, characteristics, and consequences of criminal victimization in the United States. Crimes are
categorized as personal or property. Vandalism is one type of property crime covered by the NCVS
(Retrieved May 3, 2004 from http://ojidp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/ Compendium/asp/Compendium.asp?selData=7).

In the “TIousehold Respondent’s Vandalism Screen Questions,” question 46b asks, “What kind of property
was damaged or destroyed in this/these act(s) of vandalism? Anything else?”” One of the possible responses to
question 46b 1s “Animal (pet, livestock, etc.).” The following question 46¢ asks, “What kind of damage was
done in this/these act(s) of vandalism? Anything else?” Again, one of the responses is “Injured or killed
animals” (Retricved May 3, 2004 from http://www.icpst.umich.cdu/cgi/archive. prl?study=3691).

Although data about the ratc of injured and/or killed animals is not presently analyzed in NCVS, it is possible
for that data to be extracted from the current NCVS databasc (T. Zelenock, personal communication, April 9,
2004). As there arc currently no statistics on the rates of animal cruelty, a very uscful first step would be to
analyze the NCVS for this information.

Expanding the reach of the National Child Abuse and Neglect Dala System Child File

Including animal cruclly as a variable in these datasets offer more information on at-risk youth, familics, and
perpetrators, and can guide intervention clTorts. For example, the National Child Abuse and Neglect Dala
Sysiem Child File is a national data collection and analysis program on child abuse and neglect. The
Children’s Bureau in the Adminisiration for Children and Families maintains the national data collection and
analysis program (Retrieved April 30, 2004 [rom hitp://ojjdp.nejrs.org/ojstaibb/Compendium/
asp/Compendium.asp?selData—7).

One of the areas of interest addresses caretaker risk factors, e.g., for the primary/family caretakers, data are
sought on the presence of substance abuse, mental or physical disability, emotional disturbance, domestic
violence, financial strain, and inadequate housing (Retrieved April 20, 2004 from
http:///www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/cb/dis/ncands98/ record/recordal .pdf).

As animal cruelty is an integral part of family violence, which overlaps with both child abuse and spousal
abuse, separate questions about the presence and type of animal abuse by primary/family caretakers would
add useful information. The more serious degrees of animal injury could indicate advanced pathology and a
more lethal situation; identification of members who are participating in animal cruelty also could help
identify the extent to which children in the family have been affected by their abuse and are now
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cxternalizing that experience. If animal cruclty is present, other resources in the community could be
mobilized that would add to the cfforts being madc to protect children and familics. Animal control officers,
many of who ate now trained to recognize and report child abuse, could coordinate visits with child
protective service agencics, offering the family greater coverage.

State Juvenile Justice Agencics

The data collection by state agencies ol juvenile erime statistics mirrors the FBI’s approach to collection and
recording animal cruelty arrests. Despite the utility ol animal cruclty as a marker for the development of
delinquent behavior and its association with other risk [actors, such as [amily violence, state systems do no
collect juvenile crime slatistics on animal cruelly. For example, in Maryland, juvenile crimes are organized
into [our categories: (1) person-io-person oflenses, (2) property offenses, (3) alcohol and drug related
ollenses, and (4) uncalegorized olTenses. Specilic subcategories of “uncategorized oflenses” include
conspiracy, loitering, motor vehicle/trallic violations, pager al school, lelephone misuse, and tobacco
violations, but nol animal cruelly (Maryland Department ol Juvenile Justice, 2002).

A preliminary review of the data collection of state agencies could not identify any state that collects or
reports animal cruelty as a separate category in its juvenile crime data. An examination of the FBI Arrest
Statistics for juveniles for the years 1994-2001 reveals a total of 6,896 per 100,000 and the number of arrests
within “all other offenses” include 1,205 per 100,000, or 17.47 percent of all arrests for juveniles in this time
period, making it the subcategory with the largest number of arrests in the entire crime index (Retrieved April
20, 2004 from http://ojjdp.ncirs.org/ojstatbb/ezauct/).

Presumably, somne portion of those arrested for “all other offenses” committed acts of animal cruelty, yet
because of the way in which juvenile crime statistics are ordered, there is no way to determine this. The lack
of such information has at least two important consequences. First, not reporting animal cruelty crimes
among juveniles implics that these behaviors are not important, which contradicts cvidence that they arc.
Sccond, lack of information about the demographics and other factors associated with animal cruclty restricts
the ability to identify at-risk youth as carly as possible and to design the most cffective interventions for them
(Snyder, Puzzanchera, and Kang, 2003; Retricved May 2, 2004 from http://ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/czauct/).

University-based rescarch

As has been noted carlier, as one of the first indicators of troubled youth, animal cruclty can lead to carlior
identification and therefore more effective interventions. Although there are a number ol university-based
rescarch studies with dala bases that include information aboul animal cruclly, the benelits of analyzing that
data with this in mind has not been recognized. Additionally, there arc a growing number ol programs thal
pair at-risk youth with shelter and other animals. These programs, designed (or mutual bene[it, have
promising results (Hanselman, 2001). However, there has been no systematic aitempt to evaluale them so that
their elfectiveness can be assessed and adjustments can be made to improve them. In large measure, this lack
ol scrutiny is a result of the [ailure to include animal cruelty as a risk (actor (or youth into the thinking of
researchers and policy makers.

The Pittsburgh Youth Study illustrates the potential that some university-based research databases have for
shedding additional light upon the problem of at-risk youth by examining animal cruelty as a key factor. This
well-designed and comprehensive study’s findings provided valuable information to researchers,
policymakers, and program planners by showing that “the development of disruptive and delinquent behavior
by boys generally takes place in an orderly, progressive fashion, with less serious problem behaviors
preceding more serious problem behaviors” (Kelley, Loeber, Keenan and DeLamatre, 1997, p. 1-2). With
study sites in three locations, the three research teans interviewed 4,000 participants at regular intervals for
nearly a decade. One result of the Pittsburgh study was the construction of a developmental pathway model,
as well as an ordering of the various manifestations of disruptive and antisocial behaviors in childhood and
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adolescence, and the temporal sequence of developmental tasks televant for prosocial development. In the
construction of its developmental pathway modcl, the tesearchers used an carlier study by Frick, Lahey,
Locber, Tannenbaum, Van Ilorn, Christ, Llart, and [lanson (1993), which produced a Multidimensional Scale
of Disruptive Behavior (MSDB) with a destructive-nondestructive dimension and a covert-overt dimension.
These two dimensions produced four quadrants: property violations (covert, destructive), aggression (overt,
destructive), status violations (covert, nondestructive) and oppositional (nondestructive, overt).

[n the MSDB developed by Frick ct al. (1993), animal cruelty appeared in the higher end of the destructive
pole, with property violations, but very close to the aggression quadrant. The (ormulations provided by the
Pittsburgh study did not include animal cruelty in their listing of component behaviors used to develop their
conceptual model of covert, overl, and authority conllict categories, which [ormed the basis [or the
construction of their developmental pathways model.

Why does animal cruelty disappear as a laclor in building models of disruptive behavior? It is a behavior
identified by DSM-III-R as a sympiom ol conduct disorder; it is recognized as an early “marker” ol troubled
youth; it is associated with other forms of violence. Additionally, animals play an important role in the lives
of families and communities, In a re-examination of the Pittsburgh study, researchers might address the
following questions. If animal cruelty is considered in the development of disruptive and delinquent
behaviors, where does it appear in the sequence of the age of onset for these behaviors? Is animal cruelty
associated with other behavioral problems, such as ADIID? Are the type, severity, and other characteristics
of animal cruelty relevant to understanding the degree of risk the child faces? If animal cruelty were
considered a crime of violence in the Multidimensional Scale of Disruptive Behavior, how would that effect
its usefulness as a factor for understanding the development of disruptive and delinquent behavior?

Discussion

Once the clephant in the room has been noticed, it scems pretty obvious—at Icast to the initial obscrver. What
obscurcs the clephant that is animal cruclty as a factor in assessing risk and designing intcrventions for at-risk
youth?

There are, of course, many possible answers for this neglect. It only has been in the last twenty years that
social scientists and law cnlorcement have recognized the significance of animal cruclly to other erimes. In
1987, the DSM-III-R added animal cruclty as an indicator of conduct disorder and in 1990 only seven states
had lelony-level provisions in their animal cruelty statutes, compared to the 41 who do so today.

Although various calegories are used by the juvenile justice communily 1o classily juvenile crime, none
include animal cruelty. In his review ol animal abuse and youth violence, Ascione (2001) notes the value of
national data collection sysiems in the area of child abuse and neglect, but observes, “it is not clear how
animal abuse offenses could be incorporated into the existing categorization (person, properly, drug, public
order) o[ juvenile arrests” (p. 10). The OJIDP provides a slightly dilferent list of categories. OJIDP’s “crimes
and behavior youth may be arrested for” are violent crimes, property crimes, other crimes (non-indexed by
the OJJDP), and status offenses. Some of the “other” non-indexed crimes are loitering, suspicious behavior,
vagrancy; animal cruelty is not on the list within any of OJJDI’s categories (Retrieved April 12, 2004 from
http://www .nejrs org/pdfiles1/o0ijdp/ 191729 pdf).

The Pittsburgh study observes a difference between the juvenile justice community and mental health
practitioners as to what constitutes disruptive behavior. Citing the American Psychiatric Association, Kelly et
al. (1997) note that mental health practitioners consider a range of diagnostic labels as disruptive child
behaviors, including conduct disorder, which may involve aggression toward people and animals. Contrasted
to the mental health community, which recognizes animal cruelty as an indicator of conduct disorder,
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Juvenile justice practitioners define delinquent and disruptive behaviors as property crimes, violent crimes
against persons, salc or alcohol or drugs, illegal posscssion of weapons, and status offenscs.

There arc at least two ways to notice the clephant in the room and to incorporate the behavior of animal
cruclty into juvenile justice and mental health community rescarch, policics, and programs.

The first approach would entail an updated and enhanced legal definition of property. David Favre (2000) of
the University of Michigan Law School obscrves, “As property laws arc a human construct and not an
inherent characteristic ol physical objects, there is always conceptual space (or innovation” (p. 2). Ina
carelully articulated legal argument, which cannol be described here, he makes the case [or animals being
assigned a qualitatively difTerent position within property law. Such a “special designation” ol animals as
property would salisly the concerns expressed by Alex Foster, Assisiant Stale’s Atlorney [or Monigomery
County, Maryland. At a senlencing hearing [or a person convicled ol felony animal cruelty, Mr. Foster urged
the judge to ignore the recommendation of the sentencing guidelines. He noted that because animals were
categorized as property, the [ormula used underestimated the seriousness ol the crime. Mr. Foster noted,
“Animals are not human beings, of course. But they are also not just property. They are sentient beings, so
that cruelly injuring and killing an animal has a different motivation and consequence” (Alex Foster, personal
communication, January 15, 2003).

Another approach is to adopt the three categories of crime offered by NIBRS, which are (1) crimes against
persons, (2) crimes against property, and (3) crimes against society (Retrieved February 20, 2004 from
http://www . fbi.gov/ucr/nibrs/manuals/v1 all pdf).

There are several advantages to this approach. First, the FBI, which often sets the standard for law
enforcement, established this framework. Second, the framework has been in operation for over 15 years so it
has been tested. Finally, the category of “crimes against socicty” would be the most logical place for crimes
of animal cruclty. Like other crimcs in that category—including drug usc, disordetly conduct, and nonviolent
family offenses—animal cruclty is a crime that often reflects distress in familics and communitics. In addition,
classifying animal cruclty under “crimes against socicty” would recognize that the neglect, injury, and killing
of a sentient creature, albeit a being legally defined as property, are actions that arc qualitatively different
than other destructive acts against property.
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POLICY AND PRACTICE

Integrating Animals
into the Family Violence Paradigm:
Implications for Policy
and Professional Standards

Mary Lou Randour

SUMMARY. Noting the established link between -animal abuse and
family violence, this paper outlines the implications for policy and pro-
fessional standards. Federal policies related to the collection of crime
statistics by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, as well as the collection
by federal agencies of data on family violence, including domestic abuse
and child abuse and neglect, are cited and proposals for including ques-
tions about animal cruelty into these federal databases are offered. Vari-
ous types of state legislation, such as cross reporting and increased
penalties for individuals who commit violence in the presence of minors,

are described, and the implications for the link between animal abuse
and family violence are discussed. Finally, the important area of profes-
sional standards—how the mental health profession sets and maintains
standards. for education and training—is reviewed and suggestions for
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the inclusion of animal cruelty as an important component for assess-

ment and treatment are proposed. doi:10.1300/3135v07n03_06 [Article cop-
ies available for a fee from The Haworth Document Delivery Service:
1-800-HAWORTH. E-mail address: <docdelivery@ haworthpress.com> Web-
site: <htip:/fwww.HaworthPress.com> © 2007 by The Haworth Press. All
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John Jefferson pleaded guilty in a Brooklyn courthouse to robbery,
burglary, stalking, criminal contempt, and animal cruelty. Jeffer-
son, who had been stalking his ex-girlfriend Eugenia Miller, had
hurled Ribsy, a 16-year-old terrier poodle mix of Miller’s, off her
balcony. State Supreme Court Justice James Yates sentenced Jeffer-
son to 12 years in prison; the judge said that two were for Rigby.

The case of John Jefferson dramatically illustrates two points: the
close connection between animal abuse and family violence and how
the enforcement of animal cruelty laws can not only protect animals, but
also families. Other authors in this issue offer detailed information on
the link between animal abuse and family violence (see Schaefer,
" Onyskiw, this volume). The link between animal abuse and domestic
violence, a topic that has attracted numerous research studies, has been
firmly established over the last 20 years: “(P)et abuse is common in the
lives of significant proportions of battered women and in a number of
cases (18-48%) concern for pets’ welfare affected women’s decisions
about whether to enter or the timing of entry into domestic violence
shelters” (Ascione et al., 2007, p. 3). Previous studies on the connection
between animal abuse and domestic violence, as Ascione noted in his
most recent study (2007), have been limited by their reliance on anec-
dotal reports, use of convenience samples, and small samples sizes.
Two recent studies, however, have overcome the limitations of the ear-
lier studies, thereby providing firmer evidence of the association of inti-
mate partner violence (IPV) with animal abuse. Comparing a group of
women residing in domestic violence shelters, Ascione and his col-
leagues found that these women were nearly 11 times more likely to re-
port that their partner had hurt or killed pets than a comparison group of
women who had not experienced intimate partner violence (Ascione et
al., 2007).

The significance of pet abuse to family violence also was confirmed
by a recent gold standard study that sought to identify risk factors for



328

Mary Lou Randour 99

partners perpetrating IPV. The case-control study of 3,627 women and
845 controls was conducted from 1994 to 2000 in 11 United States met-
ropolitan cities (Walton-Moss, Manganello, Frye, & Campbell, 2005).
Pet abuse was one of four risk factors identified for IPV. In addition to
the identification of pet abuse, the other three factors included not being

- a high school graduate, being in fair or poor mental health, and having a
problem with drug or alcohol use. :

Although the link between animal abuse and child abuse has gained
acceptance in the research and practice communities, it is interesting to
note that there are very few studies published in scholarly journals that
demonstrate such a link. The most frequently cited study on this topic
was one conducted in 1983 of 53 families under investigation for sus-
pected child abuse (DeViney, Dickert, & Lockwood, 1983). The inves-
tigators found that pet abuse was documented in 60% of the families
surveyed and in 88% of those families under supervision for physical
abuse.

Despite the lack of empirical documentation of this link, there are
‘other means to make the judgment that an important link does exist be-
tween child abuse and animal abuse. In 1998, Howard Davidson, Center
for Children and the Law, American Bar Association, wrote an article
about the link between animal cruelty and child maltreatment. In it he
noted that although animal abuse is an underreported problem, animal
cruelty has been used in criminal prosecutions. In one case, a court
joined two charges, one for child neglect and the other for animal mis-
treatment, at one trial as if they were the same act or transaction. A
threat of animal abuse to silence child sex abuse victims also has been a
factor in a number of criminal convictions (Davidson, 1998). '

Also, by way of analogy, the research linking intimate partner vio-
lence (IPV) with child maltreatment makes the case that animal abuse is
a family matter. By using samples derived from child welfare systems
to identify the incidence of IPV, and the use of domestic violence and
homeless shelter samples to document the occurrence of child maltreat-
ment, one often-cited study found that domestic violence and child mal-
treatment overlaps in between 30 to 60 percent of families (Edelson,
1999).

As Renner and Slack (2004) note, the two systems of domestic vio-
lence and child maltreatment do not collect data on violence that is un-
detected by the other system. As a consequence, “these rates probably
overstate the rate of co-occurrence in a more general population, (how-
ever) they clearly underestimate the number-of cases in which both
forms of violence occur” (p. 2).
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Still another signal that practitioners recognize the reality that ani-
mals are a part of the family violence equation has been the develop-
ment of “Safe Haven” programs. These programs provide for sheltering
of the pets of domestic violence victims, typically through a cooperative
effort between a domestic violence agency and animal sheltering orga-
nization. The existence of these programs, and their. rapid expansion
“across the country, reflect the growing awareness of the role of pets in
the dynamic of family violence and provide a practical solution to one
aspect of this problem: allowing women to feel free to leave a dangerous
situation without fear for their pets’ safety (Ascione, 2000).

Concomitant with the greater recognition of interpersonal violence as
a serious societal problem has been the increased awareness of the im-
portance of examining all forms of family violence (Renner & Slack,
2004). There is growing agreement that approaches to domestic vio-
lence, child and elder abuse and neglect need to examine violence in the
larger context of families for purposes of identification, treatment, or le-
gal responses, rather than to treat the types of violence as distinct,
non-overlapping categories. Attention is being directed at the necessity
to develop and implement interventions from an “ecological frame-
work,” i.e., based on the individual, family and community (McKinney,
Sieger, Aghata & Renk, 2005).

Despite this progress in the conceptualization and response to family
and youth violence, there is still a persistent lack of systematic attention
being paid to one important category of family and community violence—
ammal cruelty—and the integral role that animal cruelty crimes plays in
the prevention and treatment of violence. The following section will of-
fer detailed examples of how policy and practice can integrate animal
cruelty into approaches to family violence.

IMPLICATIONS F OR POLICY, LEGISLATION,
AND PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS

As noted carlier, rescarch clearly demonstrates (and common sense
. dictates) that children who witness violence in the family are at greater
risk. One way in which children too frequently witness violence in fam-
ilies, and are subjected to a form of indirect violence themselves, occurs
when children observe animal abuse. In the recent study noted earlier
(Ascione et al., 2007), 61.54% of the children of domestic violence vic-
tims witnessed pet abuse compared to 2.9% of children in the control
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group. Shelter-group children were more likely to exhibit problem be-
havior and to have a history of abusing animals themselves.

To successfully integrate animals into the research, policy, and prac-
tice of the family violence field will require changes at many levels: fed-
eral, state, and professional. The following discussion proposes specific
ways in which federal and state actions, as well as changes in professional
standards, could advance this integration of animals into the thinking
about, and approaches to, family violence. Moreover, the discussion de-
tails how such an integration of animal welfare into human welfare re-
sponses would strengthen protection and enhance interventions for all
members of society. :

Federal Policies

Increasingly, policy makers and practitioners are recognizing that the
crime and behavior of animal cruelty, and its many implications for
child development, juvenile delinquency, and family violence, and
other crime, is a significant problem that needs to be addressed. For ex-
ample, 42 states and the District of Columbia now have felony provi-
sions in their animal cruelty laws. Felony provisions encourage the
investigation and prosecution of animal cruelty cases.
~Since animal cruelty is so often linked to other types of crime (e.g.,
family violence, drug and substance abuse violence toward others, and
offenses against property [Arluke & Luke, 1997]), these strengthened
animal cruelty laws offer police agencies and prosecutor’s offices more
tools with which to investigate and try cases. Although these felony ani-
mal cruelty laws are an important addition, their effectiveness has been
mitigated by the failure of juvenile and adult crime data reporting sys-
tems to establish a separate category of crime for animal cruelty. This
failure has many serious implications for law enforcement as'well as the
animal and human service communities.

*Once a problem, like animal cruelty, has been identified, it is neces-
sary that researchers, policy makers, and practitioners be able to gather
data about it, track it, and plan effective interventions. Although local
police departments document animal cruelty arrests and convictions for
both juveniles and adults, they do not have a crime data collection sys-
tem into which animal cruelty crimes can be entered as a discrete cate-
gory. For example, in Montgomery County, Maryland, the police
department (MCPD) enters animal cruelty crimes under the category,
“Other traffic offenses,” making it impossible to disaggregate data on
animal cruelty offenses once collected.
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Data collection for animal cruelty crimes. The Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation (FBI) determines what crimes are tracked and the defini-
tions for identified crimes. These crime categories and definitions, in
turn, are used by state law enforcement agencies to report their crime
data to the FBI. The FBI’s crime data reporting program is a nationwide
effort that collects crime statistics from nearly 17,000 local and state
law enforcement agencies. In 2000, the participating agencies repre-
sented 94 percent of the U.S. population (Office of Juvenile Justlce and
Delinquency Prevention, 2006).

Reported crimes vary from criminal homicide in Part I to curfew and
loitering laws in Part II. Law enforcement, criminologists, legislators,
sociologists, municipal planners, the media, and others interested in
criminal justice use the statistics for research and planning purposes.,
However, under the current FBI crime data reporting system, there is no
category to report crimes of animal cruelty. Although crimes of animal
cruelty, some of them felonies, are being recorded by local and state po-

“lice agencies, they have no category established by the FBI in which to
place them. In the example cited earlier of the Montgomery County Po-
lice Department in Maryland, there have been several successful prose-
cutions using felony-level animal cruelty laws adopted by Maryland in
2002, yet this data will be absorbed into information about traffic
offenses.

Without such knowledge, responders are operating in the dark, with-
out the necessary knowledge they would need to plan effective preven-
tion and intervention strategies. In the last 20 years, we have witnessed a
vigorous response to youth violence and domestic violence. Alarmed
by the rapid increase in youth violence in the 1980s, federal resources
were directed at developing a better understanding of the causes of the
problem and the identification of effective interventions for it. As are-
sult, 2003 witnessed the ninth consecutive year of decline in the Violent
Crime Index. Between 1994 and 2003, the Juvemle arrest rate for Vio-
lent Crime Index fell 48%, its lowest level since 1980 (Snyder, 2005).

Devoting resources to a problem helps. One result of this concen-
trated attention to the problem of youth violence was the development
of Blueprints for Violence Prevention Initiative, launched in 1996 by
The Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence (CSPV). After
conducting a national review, 11 youth violence prevention and inter-
vention programs that met a rigorous scientific standard for program ef-
fectiveness were chosen. The 11 model programs, or Blueprints, have
been proven to be effective in reducing violent adolescent crime (Center
for the Study and Prevention of Viclence, 2006). Similar trends can be
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found in family violence. The rate of family violence fell between 1993
-and 2002 from an estimated 5.4 victims to 2.1 victims per 1,000 U. S.
residents age 12 or older (Durose et al., 2005).

The advances made in addressing youth and family violence confirm
the assertion that “access to sound datais an integral aspect of assessing
and addressing any problem effectively” (Flores, 2003). The omission
of animal cruelty statistics from the FBI crime data reporting system,
however, prevents access to “sound data” and therefore to the vital in-
formation needed to design, implement, and evaluate interventions.

Assigning the crime of animal cruelty to its own classification would
have a number of advantages. Law enforcement agencies, researchers,

_policy planners, and others would be better able to understand the fac-
tors associated with animal abuse, track trends at the state and national
level, and determine the demographic characteristics associated with
animal abuse, all of which would assist in promoting more effective in-
tervention and prevention strategies for interrupting the cycle of
violence.

Officials at the FBI have acknowledged that designating a separate
category for animal cruelty crimes in the national indices initiative now
being developed would add considerably more data analysis capabili-
ties: “. .. variables such as felony animal abuse arrests could be linked
with a vast array of other statistics to develop useful demographic infor-
mation” (Letter from Michael D. Kirkpatrick, FBI, to U. S. Senator Paul
Sarbanes, September 30, 2003). The expanded databases of the new
system would enable law enforcement agencies to identify and track
individuals with histories of violence.

Following the lead of the FBI, state law enforcement agencies do not
collect or report animal cruelty crimes when collecting and analyzing ju-
venile crime statistics. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP) compiles arrest information and traces the trends,
rates, and statistics of juvenile criminal activity. Crime categories include
crimes of violence, property offenses, and Status Offenses (e.g., truancy,
curfew violations). A social policy programmer who wanted information
for planning an anti-youth violence campaign could determine how much
vagrancy, vandalism, and suspicious behaviors occurred among adoles-
cents in an identified area. However, since animal cruelty crimes are re-
corded in the category of “all other offenses” and does not have its own
separate category, it is not possible to analyze data on animal cruelty of-
fenses, even though they are linked to many other crimes and are an early
indicator of an at-risk child. : '
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There is now scientific consensus that earlier interventions with chil-
dren and families are more effective and that the development of disrup-
tive and delinquent behavior takes place in a progressive fashion
(Kelley, Loeber, Keenan, & DeLamatre, 1997). Animal cruelty often is
one of the first indicators of a disruption in development or a problem in
the family. A recent analysis of a 20-year longitudinal study on the
causes and correlates of youth violence determined that animal cruelty
was one of four factors associated with the persistence of aggressive
and criminal behavior (Loeber, 2004). )

Domestic violence data collection. Similarly, the close association of
animal abuse with domestic violence has been firmly established, most
notably in the two recent studies cited earlier. However, the federal
standards for the collection of data on domestic violence fail to mention
animal cruelty as a factor to consider. The Centers for Disease Control
(CDC) develops and publishes a guidebook for researchers, Intimate
Partner Violence Surveillance: Uniform Definitions and Recominended
Data Elements. This set of recommendations is designed to promote
consistency in the use of terminology and data collection related to IPV.
Under the CDC framework, violence is divided into four abuse catego-
ries: physical, sexual, threat of physical or sexual, and psychologi-
cal/femotional (Saltzman, Fanslow, McMahon, & Shelley, 1999). The
category “Threat of Physical or Sexual Violence” is defined as follows:
“The use of words, gestures, or weapons to communicate the intent to
cause death, disability, injury, or physical harm. Also the use of words,
gestures, or weapons to communicate the intent to compel a person to
engage in sex acts of abusive sexual contact when the person is either
unwilling or unable to consent.” Threatening to harm, or harming, a
family pet should certainly be cited within this description, yet it is not.
No mention is made of the way in which family pets are frequently are
used to threaten or coerce victims, despite documentation of this
practice (Boat, 1995; Davidson, 1998.)
~ In addition to the category of “Threat of Physical or Sexual Vio-

lence,” animal abuse could, and should, be included in the examples
used to illustrate the category “Psychological/emotional abuse.” Multi-
ple examples are given to illustrate that category, e.g., humiliating the
victim, getting the victim to engage in illegal activities, threatening loss
of custody of children, smashing objects or destroying property. Again,
threats to harm, or the actual harming, of a family pet is not cited as an
example of a way in which psychological/emotional abuse could occur.

Federal agencies establish the conceptual framework by which a
problem is examined, data is collected, and responses are designed. The
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framework that is created also influences academic researchers, policy
makers, and program planners. The omission of animal cruelty as a
form of family violence in the CDC guidebook for researchers could re-
“sult in missed opportunities to make earlier interventions and otfer
greater protection to families, including the animals in them.

Child abuse and neglect. Child abuse and neglect is another area in
which the federal government keeps databases so that policymakers, re-
searchers, and others can track trends, better understand the nature of
the problem, and propose more effective interventions for this funda-
mental area of public concern. The Children’s Bureau in the Adminis-

“tration for Children and Families maintains the national data collection
and analysis program, the “National Child Abuse and Neglect Data Sys-
tem Child File NCANDS)” (Administration for Children and Families,
2006). :

One section of the questionnaire in the NCANDS file addresses care-
taker risk factors, asking about substance abuse, mental health or physi-
.cal disability, emotional disturbance, domestic violence, financial
strain, and inadequate housing. The identification of caretaker risk fac-
tors supports the earlier identification of children and families at risk.
Once again, questions about animal cruelty, although potentially quite
useful, are not included. For example, information gained from the ear-
lier study cited (Walton-Moss et al., 2005) that found that one of four
risk factors for individuals becoming batterers was anjimal abuse can as-
sist in the earlier identification of family violence. Similarly, including
a question on caregiver risk factors about animal cruelty could provide
useful information that would allow agencies to make earlier identifica-
tions and also make determinations on level of risk a caregiver repre-
sents. '

State Legislation

In many ways, states are ahead of the federal government, as can be
witnessed by the rapid expansion of felony provisions in state animal
cruelty laws—from seven states in 1990 to 42 states and the District of
Columbia in 2006. With enhanced knowledge, there have been more so-
phisticated, and inclusive, approaches to family violence and crime in
general. It is one that recognizes the patterns and interactions between
different types of violent and criminal behavior, e.g., between child
abuse and domestic violence, animal abuse and both child and domestic
violence, the link between illegal drugs and animal fighting and gangs.
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In the past 10 years, there is more attention being paid to the signifi-
- cance of, and effect on, children witnessing violence, in particular, fam-
ily violence. Prior to this awareness, little notice was given to the very
real effects that witnessing, or being in the presence of, such violence
had on other family members. That has changed. Resources and atten-
tion have been devoted to understanding the effect on children who wit-
ness violence at home, and the findings are significant. Children who
witness family violence are at a much greater risk of exhibiting aggres-
sion or anxiety (Friday, 1995; McCloskey, Figueredo, & Koss, 2005;
Osofsky, 1995).}

At the state level, Massachusetts House Bill 898, “Subjecting Chil-
dren to Animal Cruelty,” would impose severe sanctions against any
person who commits or simulates the killing, torture, or mutilation of an
animal in the presence of a child age 18 or under (The Humane Society
of the United States, 2006). Two similar bills were introduced in Mary-
‘Jland. One would have increased the penalties for any individual found
guilty of committing acts of violence in the presence of a minor; in this
legislation animal cruelty was not specifically cited as an example of vi-
olence. The other bill'had a similar intent, but was focused on animal
cruelty as the violent act. It would have increased the penalties for ani-
mal cruelty if a minor witnessed animal abuse. Neither bill passed this
session of the Maryland General Assembly, however, their introduction
demonstrates that there is a more sophisticated understanding of the
effects of violence, whether one is the subject of it, or the witness to it.

Other state legislatures have responded by considering legislation that
would mandate cross-reporting of animal cruelty and child abuse. This
legislation recognizes the benefit of formalizing interactions between
animal cruelty investigators and child protective services personnel.
Legislation in New York was introduced that would establish cross-re-
porting of animal cruelty and child abuse, noting “it is essential that
those who respond to animal abuse and those who respond to family vi-
olence are aware of the connection between violence toward animals
and violence toward humans. Cross-reporting helps everyone con-
cemned to work together to establish a coordinated response” (The Hu-
mane Society of the United States, 2006). The States of Michigan and
Tennessee also are considering similar legislation. Recently, West Vir-
ginia signed into law a bill that requires law enforcement officers who
are investigating domestic violence to report animal abuse to humane
officers, if suspected (The Humane Society of the United States, 2006).

‘Even without formal legislation, inter-agency agreements can en-
courage humane officers and child protective service workers to share
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relevant information. Additionally, both animal services personnel and
child protection professionals can be provided with cross-training, so
that they are sensitized about the issue and feel competent to make a re-
ferral. In addition to legislation, and formal agreements between human
service and animal service agencies, the sharing of information can be
accomplished on an informal basis. One example of such sharing can be
found in Frederick County, Maryland. The animal control officers there
have been trained to look for signs of child abuse and domestic violence
when they are visiting families on animal-related matters, and, if suspi-
cious, the appropriate humane service agencies. Heartly House, the
Frederick area domestic violence shelter, keeps in contact with animal
services and will contact endangered women who have been referred to
them by the animal service personnel. An added benefit of this sharing
of information between animal service and the human services commu-
nity is that professionals who work in the human service area become
more aware of the imponant link between animal cruelty and family
violence.

Professional standards. Standards for education, training, and recer-
tification of ‘mental health professionals and the delivery of mental
health services are maintained by the professional groups themselves
and also by state agencies. Professional associations, such as the Ameri-
can Psychological Association, the National Association of Social
Workers, American Association of Marriage & Family Therapists, and
the American Counseling Association help shape the requirements
needed to become a licensed mental health professional as well as for
maintaining licensure. In addition to the core requlrements State
Boards and professional associations may add training or recertification
requirements on particular topics, such as substance abuse, ethics, and
domestic violence.

Professional standards are developed for good reason: to ensure that
mental health professionals are adequately trained in the topics for
which they provide treatment. At one time, domestic violence, as an
area of study, was not established; health care professionals were not
trained to ask questions about the possibility of domestic violence, and
there were no programs developed to treat domestic violence victims
and batterers. Once recognized as a serious societal problem, however,
we witnessed the development of a variety of training and treatment
programs related to domestic violence and professional standards estab-
lished for them. Currently, no states have continuing education requlre-
ments for mental health professionals that mention tralmng in the
assessment and treatment of animal cruelty.
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California licensed psychologists must renew their licenses every
two years and during that time are required to complete 36 hours of con-
tinuing education for renewal. Three specific courses are required for
continuing education: four hours on the laws and ethics for each re-
newal period; a one-time requirement for a course on spousal or partner
abuse assessment, detection, and intervention strategies; and another
one-time requirement to complete a three hour course in aging and
long-term care (California Board of Psychology, 2006). Psychologists
in Florida are required to complete a total of 40 hours of CE every two
years. Included in the mandatory 40 hours of CE credits is one hour of
domestic violence, two hours of medical errors preventlon and three
hours of professional ethics.

Other states, however, such as Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, and
Michigan have no continuing education requirements for psycholo-
gists; the continuing requirements in Delaware vary by professional
group. Social workers are mandated to take continuing education
courses that address substance abuse, while psychologists and profes-
sional counselors of mental health have no specific course require-
ments.

One influence on changes to professional education and training so
that they address training in the assessment and treatment of animal cru-
elty may originate at the federal level. As noted by the National Task
Force to End Sexual and Domestic Violence Against Women, the pas-
sage of the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) in 1994, and its
reanthorization since, “. . . has changed the landscape for victims who
once suffered in silence . . . and a new generation of families and justice
system professionals have come to understand that domestic violence,
dating violence, sexual assault and stalking are crimes that our society
will not tolerate” (The National Task Force to End Sexual and Domestic
Violence Against Women, 2005, p. 1).

As noted earlier, empirical evidence supports this claim: the rate of
family violence fell between 1993 and 2002 from an estimated 5.4 vic-
tims to 2.1 victims per 1,000 U. S. residents age 12 or older (Durose et
al., 2005). Although any domestic violence is too much, there has been a
notable decrease in the rate of its occurrence. New systems responses
were created by VAWA, which created a federal leadership role, en-
couraged community-coordinated responses between key agencies,
recognized and supported the efforts of domestic violence responders,
and defined the crimes of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual as-
sault and stalking, as well .as identified the promising practices to re-
spond to these crimes. Explicitly stating in a federal statute that “animal
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cruelty is a crime that our society will not tolerate” would encourage the
development of similar responses and ensure that all types of violence
in a family receive attention.

Emanating from this focused approach to combat domestic violence
was the emergence of batterer intervention programs. These programs
have grown into a distinct field of treatment, with training required for
practitioners and specific requirements needed for programs to be certi-
fied. Every state provides some type of oversight to ensure standards for
programs and training for practitioners. In Michigan, standards for
batterer intervention were created by the Governor’s Task Force on
Batterer Intervention Standards (Michigan Domestic Violence Preven-
tion and Treatment Board, 1998). These standards contain great speci-
ficity about requirements for program content and structure, including
curriculum, modality (use of groups, group size, group facilitation, and
mixed gender groups, contra-indicated modalities) and methods (e.g.,
anger management, couple counseling); completion criteria for contrac-
tual discharge; and criteria for noncompliance discharge.

The responsible agency for oversight of batterer intervention programs
varies by state. The Massachusetts Department of Health developed
guidelines and standards for the certification of batterer intervention
programs, which includes standards for intake and evaluation, interven-
tion methodology, educational standards for program staffing, discharge
criteria, and more (The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 1995). In
some jurisdictions, such as Los Angeles, the County Probation Depart-
ment maintains the standards for batterer intervention programs (Los
Angeles County Probation Department, 1999).

Unfortunately, unlike batterer intervention, there are no local or state
agencies that are responsible for overseeing the development and deliv-
ery of mental health services related to the treatment of animal cruelty.
This lack of standard setting potentially can exacerbate the problem of
animal cruelty. Reviews of youth violence programs found that occa-
sionally, some programs made the problem they were trying to redress
worse (Kazdin, 1995). Because of the similarity and overlap in etiology
and treatment between children with conduct disorder and children who
engage in animal cruelty, it is clear that empirically-based standards
need to be constructed for animal cruelty treatment programs. Other-
wise, the services provided could have either no effect, or the opposite
effect from the one intended.

As yet, the American Psychological Association and the National Associ-
ation of Social Workers have not recognized that the assessment and treat-
ment of animal cruelty is an emerging treatment area and that this new area



339

110 ANIMAL ABUSE AND FAMILY VIOLENCE

demands the same type of guidance and standards as previous emerging
treatment areas, such as batterer intervention programs, substance abuse,
post-traumatic stress, and others. The American Psychological Association
supported the development of a curriculum on partner abuse and relationship
violence, which was designed for undergraduates and graduates. The “Int-
mate Partner Abuse and Relationship Violence Working Group,” which was
comprised of members from five divisions of the American Psychological
Association, observed, “If no specific questions are asked regarding relation-
ship violence, then it is highly likely that important issues will not be treated” -
(American Psychological Association, no date, p. 36). Until the professional
organizations of psychologists, psychiatrists, social workers, and other men-
tal health professionals delineate the importance of asking specific questions
about the role and treatment of pets in the family, many professionals will not
inquire. As noted, if the question is not asked, the tleatment will not be of-
fered, and the problem will continue.

Currently there is a clear trend in state legislation to include provisions
in animal cruelty legislation that either mandates, or suggests, treatment for
animal cruelty, especially when juveniles are involved. There are now 27
states that contain a counseling provision for juveniles. Regrettably, there
also is another trend: these laws are being crafted so that they specify the
treatment before an assessment is made, and many specifically mention
“anger management” as the type of treatment that should be ordered by the
court. Interestingly, “anger management” is specifically excluded in the
specifications for batterer intervention programs. _

There can be a number of reasons why an individual is cruel to an ammal
a problem with anger is only one, and assumptions should never be made
about the cause. Similarly, some programs that developed to respond to bul-
lying in schools assumed that self esteem must be the major factor causing a

* child to bully. In fact, children who are bullies often have inflated self esteem
and need help in making more realistic assessments of themselves.

Until the relevant professional associations recognize the signifi-
cance of animal abuse, in particular its significance in understanding
and treating family violence, the responsibility for shaping professional
standards and identifying assessment and intervention options are being
developed by individuals outside the field of mental health.

DIRECTIONS FOR CHANGE

Researchers, policy makers, and practitioners are opening the con-
ceptual lens with which family violence is viewed, whether it is child



340

Mary Lou Randour : 111

maltreatrent or intimate partner violence, so that all forms of family vi-
olence are captured in that picture. This can be seen in the current trend
to report statistics on “family violence” rather than domestic violence
and child abuse separately. It also can be seen in the world of legal
scholarship in which propositions have been advanced to admit evi-
dence of animal abuse in criminal trials for child and domestic violence
(Campbeli, 2002) and including animals in protective orders (Gentry,
2001). As seen in the earlier discussion, states are now beginning to
adopt legislation that adds pets in the household to protection orders.
Other expansions of the role of animals in family life could also be
folded into legal definitions of family violence, for example, including
pets in the definition of “interfamilial violence” that is used to secure
protection orders. : ,

This emerging holistic approach to family violence is encouraging. Thus
far, however, there has been no systematic approach to the integration of
the treatrment of animals into family violence paradigms at the state, fed-
~eral, or professional levels. Government and professional responses to
family violence will be hampered and incomplete until this oversight is
corrected and questions about animals in family and community life are in-
corporated into policy, research, and practice in the field.

A systematic survey is recommended of all federal agencies respon-
sible for the collection of crime data, as wéll as the collection of data on
child abuse and neglect, intimate partner violence, as well as data on
youth behavior and lifestyle, to ensure that questions about the treat-
ment of animals are incorporated into the questionnaires in a way that
allows retrievable data (Randour, 2004). Professional associations for
the mental health profession at the national and state level could benefit
by updating their education and training requirements, as well as the re-
quirements for re-licensure, to ensure that they include recent data on
the significant role animals play in child development and family life. In
order to fulfill the important function of professional standard setting
and quality control, state agencies and professional societies need to
recognize the emerging field of the assessment and treatment of animal
cruelty, both for juveniles and adults. '

Shifts in policies and professional standards, however, will take time.
In the meantime, any professional who comes into contact with children
and families can take steps to include animal-related questions into
screening instruments. There also is an urgent reason not to wait before
official sanction is given to ask questions about animals. Youth vio-
lence has declined, but there are disturbing trends. The juvenile justice
system has seen a steep increase in the number of child delinquents, i.e.,
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offenders younger than age 13. Youth referred to juvenile court before
the age of 13 are far more likely to become chronic juvenile offenders
than youth whose initial contact comes at an earlier age (Loeber,
Farrington, & Petechuk, 2003).

We also know from research that animal cruelty may be one of the
first signs to indicate that a child is developing deviant and delinquent
behavior, and that the median age for diagnosed animal cruelty is 6.5
years of age (Frick et al., 1993). In addition to providing expanded pro-
tection to animals, which is in and of itself a worthy goal, the systematic
inclusion of animal-related questions into all systems that serve chil-
dren and families would offer an important tool for detecting pathologi-
cal development earlier. This would result in enhanced opportunities to
offer effective and earlier interventions. .

There are several extant instruments that focus exclusively on ani-
mal-related experiences that could be used for reference by those inter-
ested in incorporating animal-related questions. The Boat Inventory of
Animal-Related Experiences is a semi-structured inventory, which is
useful in clinical settings. It provides in-depth information about a
child’s relationship with an animal (Boat, 1995). Another instrument,
designed to measure animal maltreatment, is a semi-structured inter-
view for children and their parents, the Children and Animal Assess-
ment Instrument (CAAI), developed by Frank Ascione (1997). The
CAALl is very thorough, assessing several dimensions of cruelty to ani-
mals, such as severity, frequency, duration, and level of empathy. Be-
cause it requires extensive time to administer and to code answers, its
use may be limited to research and clinical settings.

A promising new instrument is the P.E.T. Scale for the Measurement of
Physical and Emotional Tormenting against Animals. It has the advantage
of being a self-administered 9-item scale that measures indirect as well as
direct animal abuse. The shortness of the test and the ease of administration
make it potentially more useful to a wider audience (Baldry, 2003).

Animals play a vital role in child development, as well as in family and
community life. The sooner we recognize that this is the case, and integrate
that awareness into our policies and professional standards, the better it will
be for all members of the community, including animals.

NOTE

1. A quick review of the many federal initiatives targeted at identifying and helping
children who have been exposed to violence demonstrates the importance of this phe-
nomenon. The National Youth Vielence Prevention Resource Center (www.safeyouth.
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org), which acts as a repository for such information, lists the following organizations
or resources under the topic “Witnessing Violence”: National Center for Children
Exposed To Violence (www.nccev.org); Silent Realities: Supporting Young Children
and Their Families Who Experience Violence (www.cwresource.orgtotTopics/
silentRealities/SR htm); Breaking the Cycle of Violence: Recommendations to Im-
prove the Criminal Justice Response to Child Victims and Witnesses (www.ojd.
usdoj.gov/ovc/publications/factshts/pdftxt/monograph.pdf); Children Exposed to Vio-
lence: Criminal Justice Resources (www.ojp.usdoj.gov/ovc/publications/factshts/
pdftxt/cevcjr.pdf); Assessing the Exposure of Urban Youth to Violence (www.ncjrs.
org/pdffiles/exposure.pdf); Safe from the Start: The National Summit on Children Ex-
posed to Violence (www.ncjrs.org/pdffiles1/ojjdp/182789.pdf); Violence and Young
Children’s Development (www.eric.ed.gov/contentdelivery/servietERICServlet?
accno=ED369578); and Early Childhood Violence Prevention (www.eric.ed.gov/
contentdelivery/servlet/ERICServlet?accno=ED424032). .
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RISK FACTORS FOR INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE
AND ASSOCIATED INJURY AMONG URBAN WOMEN

Benita ]. Walton-Moss, DNS, APRN, BC; Jennifer Manganello, PhD, MPH;
Victoria Frye, DrPH; Jacquelyn C. Campbell, PhD, RN, FAAN

ABSTRACT: The objective of this study was to identify risk factors for
abuse and IPV related iujury among an urban population. This study
reports an additional analysis of a case-control study conducted from
1994 to 2000 in 11 USA metropolitan cities where of 4746 women, 3637
(76.6%) agreed to participate. Control group women (N = 845). were
identified through random digit dialing. Significant risk factors for abuse
included women’s young age (adjusted odds ratio (AOR) 2.05 p = .011),
being in fair or poor mental health (AOR 2.65 p < .001), and former
partner (AOR 3.33 p < .001). Risk factors for partners perpetrating IPV
included not being a high school graduate (AOR 2.06 p = .014), being in
fair or poor mental health (AOR 6.61 p < .001), having a problem with
drug (AOR 1.94 p =.020) or alcohol use (AOR 2.77 p =.001), or pet
abuse (AOR 7.59 p =.011). College completion was observed to be
protective (AOR 0.60, p <.001). Significant risk factors for injury
included parter’s fair or poor mental health (AOR 2.13, p = .008),
suicidality (AOR 2.11, p=.020), controlling behavior (AOR 4.31,
p <.001), prior domestic violence arrest (AOR 2.66, p =.004), and
relationship with victim of more than 1year (AOR 2.30, p =.026).
Through integ'mtion of partner related risk factors into routine and/or
targeted screening protocols, we may identify more abused women and
those at greater risk of abuse and injury.

KEY WORDS: women; intimate; partner; violence.

INTRODUCTION

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a major cause of morbidity and
mortality for women in the United States (US). According to the National
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Violence Against Women Survey (NVAWS) approximately 25.5% of US
women reported 1PV (physical or sexual assault) or stalking at least once in
their lifetime.! Past year IPV grevalence in population- based surveys has
ranged from 1.5% to 18.6%."% According to estimates from the National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), 20% of the violent crime committed
against women between 1993 and 2001was attributed to IPV and at least
one-third of female homicide victims were killed by an intimate partner
IPV is currently the most common cause of nonfatal injury in the Us.*
Between 1992 and 1996, 36% of emergency department visits made by
women were related to IPV.5 Our definition of intimate partner violence is
taken from a consensus panel for the US. Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) as follows: physical and/or sexual assault or threats of
assault against a married, cohabitating, or dating current or estranged
intimate partner by the other partner, also including emotional abuse and
controlling behaviors in a relationship where there has been physical and/
or sexual assualt.®

Identifying abused women is increasingly being acknowledged as a
potential way to decrease the morbidity and mortality associated with IPV.
Thus, identifying risk factors for IPV is an important public health
endeavor. In population and clinic based samples, the following factors
differentiated -physically abused from non-abused women: educational
achievement discordance,’ specifically when the woman has a higher
education than her partner, cohabltatlng, unmamed 7 African Amen—
‘can,? youn7g age, 7 low income without health insurance or Medicaid,” cig-
arette use, hlstory of physical abuse, self percepnons of poor physical and
mental health® and chlldren in the home.®

Thompson et al.® sought to identify factors associated with injury of
a woman due to abuse by her partmer by comparing risk factors for IPV in
two national surveys, the Canadian Violence Against Women Survey
(CVAWS) and the NVAWS. Results indicated that children witnessing
partner violence, partner’s alcohol use, history of prior victimization by the
same partner and the woman reporting fear of injury or death were asso-
ciated with physical injury. However, only two factors, partner’s alcohol use
and chronic victimization by the same partner, were independently asso-
ciated with injury in both data sets.

* As an increasing number of professional association guidelines and
health care agencies and fac111t1es implement targeted and universal TPV
screening or routine mqulry, %itis helpful to be able to offer empirically
validated profiles of women likely to suffer abuse, and the partners likely to
perpetrate it. It is particularly important that such results emanate from
population-based surveys as they are more likely to be generalizable to the
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population of women in the US. Identifying risk factors for abuse and
injury resulting from abuse is critical for designing interventions to prevent,
screen, and treat IPV. Thus, the objective of this analysis is to identify fisk
factors for IPV and IPV related injury among an urban random sample of
women who were the control group of a case control study of intimate
partner homicide.

METHODS
Setting and Participants

The case control study of intimate partner homicide was conducted
in 11 geographically dispersed US cities from 1994 to 2000.'" Cases were
women who had survived an attempted homicide (n = 183) or proxies of
women who did not (typically mothers, sisters, or friends) (n = 220). A
control group was also included to compare with the cases. Women in the
control group were identified through random stratified digit dialing from
the same metropolitan areas as the femicide cases. A total of 4746 women
met the age (18-50) and relationship criteria (intimate partner within the
past year) and were read the full consent statement as approved by the
Johns Hopkins University Institutional Review Board (IRB) as well as a local
IRB at each site. Of these, 3637 (76.6%) agreed to participate. A modified
version of the Conflict Tactics Scale'® was used to identify abused women.
Women who reported physical and/or sexual assault or being threatened
with a weapon during a current or past relationship within the past 2 years
constituted the abused group (n = 427). An equal number of nonabused
women comprised the control group (n = 418), randomly selected from
women who reported no abuse during the past 2 years.

Assessments

All controls interviewed included questions on sociodemographic
factors, relationship characteristics, weapon availability, drug use, psycho-
logical abuse, perceived mental health of self and partner, and prior arrest
of partner, as well as responses to standardized instruments such as the
Danger Assessment'® and the HARASS.'* Additionally, the same five
questions used in the CVAWS® to evaluate emotional abuse were used in
this study. A safety protocol was implemented, adopted from the telephone
safety domestic violence protocol developed by Holly Johnson that includes
providing domestic violence resources for all participants.15 This analysis is
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a comparison of the abused with the nonabused women in the control
group.

Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed with STATA, version 8.1 Univariate and bivariate
analyses were conducted to determine differences between abused and non-
abused women including t-tests for continuous variables and Chi-square
tests for categorical variables. Backward stepwise logistic regression analysis
was then utilized for those variables noted to be statistically significant at the
p £0.10 level in the bivariate analyses for inclusion in the multivariate
model. Missing data (~9%) was handled by substituting mean or median
values as appropriate. This was not done for the injury analysis.

RESULTS

The prevalence of intimate partner violence in the sample was 9.8%
(n = 356). Most of the women in the sample were over 25 years of age (as
were their partners), unmarried, living without children in the home, a high
school graduate, and employed full time. Approximately half (563%) of the
sample was White, 19% African American, 19% Hispanic, and 8% of “other”
ethnic background. The association of abuse status and woman-level, part-
ner-level, and relationship-level characteristics hypothesized to be related to
IPV from prior research were investigated through bivariate analysis. All of
the woman-level characteristics, and all but one of the partnerlevel char-
acteristics were significantly associated with abuse. The only partner-level
characteristic not associated with abuse was history of ever being in the
military. Similarly, the only relationship-level characteristic not associated
with abuse was the presence of a biological child of the woman but not the
partner’s (stepchild) in the home. Table 1 illustrates the findings of the
bivariate analyses.

In the multivariate analysis, two characteristics of the women were
independently associated with abuse: younger age and fair or poor mental
health. Women who were less than 26 years of age were about twice as likely
to be abused. Women who reported fair or poor mental health were more
than twice as likely to be abused compared with the non-abused group. In
contrast, five partner characteristics were associated with abuse, including
not being a high school graduate (adjusted odds ratio (AOR) 2.05),
woman’s perception that the partner’s mental health was fair or poor (AOR
6.61), woman’s perception of partner’s problem drug (AOR 1.94) or
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TABLE 1

Associations by Abuse Group

Abuse Non-abused
N (%) (n=427) (n=418)
Total n (%) n (%) P value

Woman's Characteristics n = 845

Age <.001
18-25 years 219 (25.92) 154 (36.07) 65 (15.55)

26-50 years 626 (74.08) 273 (63.93) 353 (84.4b)

Employment .017
Full time (reference) 494 (58.6) 233 (54.57) 261 (62.74)

Part time 147 (17.44) 89 (2.84) 58 (13.94)

No job 204 (24.14) 105 (24.59) 99 (23.68)
Education <001
- Not high school graduate 101 (12.01) 70 (16.51) 31 (7.43)

High school graduate 740 (87.99) 3854 (83.49) 386 (92.57)
Race/Ethnicity .002
Black 161 (19.24) 96 (22.80) 65 (15.63) :
White (reference) 447 (53.41) 200 (47.51) 247 (59.38)
Hispanic 160 (19.12) 92 (21.85) 68 (16.35)
Other 69 (8.24) 33 (7.84) 36 (8.65)

Individual Income <.001
< $20,000 416 (49.23) 254 (5948) 162 (38.76)
>$20,000 429 (50.77) 173 (40.52) 256 (61.24)

Health . <.001
Excellent/Good 730 (86.39) 345 (80.80) 385 (92.11)
Fair/Poor 115 (15.61) 82 (19.20) 33 (7.89)

Mental Health <.001
Excellent/Good . 674 (79.76) 288 (67.45) 386 (92.34)
Fair/Poor 171 (20.24) 139 (32.55) 32 (7.66)
Problem Drinker 37 (4.38) 30 (7.03) 7 (1.67) <.001
Drug Use ‘85 (10.08) 57 (13.38) 28 (6.71) .001

Partner’s Characteristics

Age <.001
18-25 years 180 (21.3) 135 (31.62) 45 (10.77)

373 (89.23)

26-50 years 665 (78.7) 292 (68.38)
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

Abuse Non-abused
N (%) (n=427) (n=418)
Total n (%) n (%) p value

Employment <.001
Full time (reference) 661 (79.16) 284 (67.78) 377 (90.63)

Part time 79 (9.46) 52 (12.41) 27 (6.49)
No job 105 (12.43) 91 (21.31) 14 (3.35)

Education <.001
Not high school graduate 146 (17.85) 108 (26.47) 38 (9.27)

High school graduate 672 (82.15) 300 (73.53) 372 (90.73)
College graduate 326 (38.58) 109 (33.54) 217 (66.56)

Race/Ethnicity } <.001
Black 185 (32.08) 108 (25.47) 77 (18.6)

White (reference) 440 (52.51) 192 (45.28) 248 (59.9)
Hispanic 158 (18.85) 93 (21.93) 65 (15.7)
Other 55 (6.56) 31 (7.81) 24 (5.8)

Health <.001
Excellent/Good 719 (85.09) 330 (77.28) 389 (93.06)
Fair/Poor 126 (14.91) 97 (22.72) 29 (6.94)

Mental Health <.001
Excellent/Good 597 (70.65) 210 (49.18) 387 (92.58)
Fair/Poor 248 (29.35) 217 (50.82) 31 (7.42)
Problem Drinker 159 (18.84) 133 (31.15) 26 (6.24) <.001
Drug Use 157 (18.6) 130 (30.44) 27 (6.46) <.001
Partner ever in military 127 (15.17) 69 (16.35) 58 (13.98) .338
Partnér ever arrested 55 (6.7) 46 (11.27.) g (2.18) <.001
for violence
outside home
Partner ever had 113 (18.76) 84 (20.59) 29 (7.02) <.001
nonviolent arrest
Gun in home 141 (16.69) 68 (15.93) 73 (17.46) .549

Relationship Characteristics
Relationship Status <.001
Current Partner 578 (68.4) 220 (51.52) 358 (85.65)
Former Partner 267 (31.6) 207 (48.48) 60 (14.35)

Relationship Status: Type <.001
Husband 340 (40.52) 107(25.30) 233 (56.01)
Ex-Husband 34 (4.05) 32 (7.57) 2 (.48)
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

Abuse Non-abused
N (%) (n=427) (n =418)

Total n (%) n (%) p value

Boyfriend 1217 (225.86) 98 (23.17) 119 (28.61)

Ex-Boyfriend 132 (15.73) 104 (24.59) 28 (6.73)

Common law husband 3 (0.36) 2 (0.47) 1 (0.24)

Ex-Common law husband 5 (0.60) 4 (0.95) 1 (0.24)

Same-sex partner 12 (1.43) 10 (2.36) 2 (0.48)

Former Same-sex partner 0 . 0 0

Estranged husband* 9 (1.07) 8 (1.89) 1 (0.24)

Other ‘ 87 (10.37) 58 (13.71) 29 (6.97)
Biological Children in Home 268 (31.79) 112 (26.23) 156 (37.50) <0.001
Stepchildren in Home 138 (16.35) 78 (18.27) 60 (14.39) 0.128

*(still married, no legal action).

alcohol use (AOR 2.77), or threat or actual abuse of a pet (AOR 7.59). In
contrast to the four risk factors, being a college graduate (AOR 0.60) was a
protective factor. Only one relationship-level characteristic, the perpetrator
being the woman’s former partner (AOR 3.33), was associated with abuse.
Table 2 illustrates the findings of the multivariate analyses.

Because it is likely that physically abused controls who were also
injured may have been experiencing more severe abuse than other physi-
cally abused controls, an additional multivariate logistic analysis (not
shown), identified factors independently associated with injury among both
abused and non-abused controls. The four partner-level factors associated
with injury were: suicidality (AOR 2.11, 95% CI 1.13-3.56, p = .020), con-
trolling behavior (AOR 4.31, 95% CI 2.44-7.61, p < :001), fair or poor
mental health (AOR 2.13 95% CI 1.22-3.72, p = .008), and prior domestic
violence arrest (AOR 2.66, 95% CI 1.36-5.22, p = .004). The one relation-
ship-level factor that was significant was duration of relationship greater
than 1 year (AOR 2.30, 95% CI 1.10-4.81, p = .026). No woman-level factor
was statistically significant in this analysis. ’

As expected, the overwhelming majority of the non-abused controls
answered “no’’ to almost all of the questions appearing on the Danger
Assessment, HARASS, and the emotional abuse questions from the CVAWS.
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TABLE 2

Crude and Adjusted ORs for Predictors of Abuse

Characteristics Crude OR (95%CI) Adjusted OR (95%CI) pvalue
Woman’s Characieristics (n = 845)
Age
18-25 3.06 (2.20, 4.26) 2.05 (1.18, 3.57) 011
26~50 1.0 (Referent) 1.0 (Referent)
Mental health :
Fair/poor 5.82 (3.85, 8.80) 2.65 (1.59, 4.49) <.001
Good/excellent 1.0 (Referent) 1.0 (Referent)
Partner’s characteristics
Education
<High school 3.52 (2.36, 5.26) 2.06 (1.16, 3.66) 014
2High school 1.0 (Referent) 1.0 (Referent)
College graduate 0.32 (0.24, 0.43) 0.60 (0.37, 0.95) <.001
Not college 1.0 (Referent)
graduate
Mental health )
Fair/poor 12.90 (8.54, 19.48) 6.61 (4.00, 10.43) <.001
Good/excellent 1.0 (Referent) 1.0 (Referent) -
Alcohol ‘
Problem drinker 6.80 (4.35, 10.63) 2.77 (1.60, 4.78) .001
Not problem 1.0 (Referent) 1.0 (Referent)
drinker
Drug use
Problem w/drugs 6.59 (4.24, 10.25) 1.94 (1.11, 3.39) .020
No problem 1.0 (Referent)
Pets
Pet abuse 19.15 (4.58, 80.07) 7.59 (1.61, 35.96) .011
Relationship characteristics
Former partner 5.61 (4.02, 7.83) 3.33 (2.02, 5.49) <.001

Current partner

1.0 (Referent)

1.0 (Referent)

That is, 5.98% of the nonabused women answered ‘‘yes’”’ to no more than 1
question on the Danger Assessment, for example, “‘Is he partmer) violentdy
and constantly jealous of you?” Almost no (.72%) nonabused women
answered “yes” to no more than 1 question on the HARASS, for example,



360
Benita J. Walton-Moss, Jennifer Manganello, Victoria Frye, and Jacquelyn C. Campbell 385

*“Did he ever follow you or spy on you?” Finally, 7.42% of the nonabused
women answered ‘“‘yes’”’ to no more than 1 question for the emotional
abuse CVAWS questions, for example, “He calls you names to put you
down or make you feel bad.”” There were however, particular items from
these scales that differentiated injured women from non-injured physically
abused controls. Injured women were much more likely to report that their
partner made unwanted calls (40% vs. 2%, p < .0001}, restricted them from
talking with others (63% vs. 3%, p < .0001), wanted to know everything
(74% vs. 7%, p <.0001), and called the victim names (33% vs. 3%,
P < .0001), as compared with non-injured physically abused women.

DISCUSSION

We found in this study that young women, reporting fair or poor
mental health, or women separated from their partners, were more likely to
be abused. Perpetrators of IPV were more likely to have not graduated from
high school, have problems with drug or alcohol use, be in fair or poor
mental health, and have a history of threatened or actual pet abuse.
Women whose partners completed college were significantly less likely to
be abused. These findings generally concur with those from the NVAWS'
and the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS),7 and many
other population-based and clinical studies.*!”'® In particular, there was
overlap with our findings with respect to the following factors: relatively
young age, separated or divorced marital status, substance use, and per-
ceptions of poor mental health. As has been pointed out in other studies,
since this is cross-sectional data, we do not know if the separation or divorce
that is associated with IPV came.before the violence or occurred after or
both. Similarly, it could be that abused women were more likely to leave
their partners, not that ex-partners were more likely to abuse women.

Although our findings of association of pet abuse with IPV has been
observed in other investigations,'®?! ours is the first controlled investiga-
tion that we have found. This risk factor is particularly important as Flynn20
as well as Faver and Strand®' observed that for some abused women, con-
cern for their pet’s welfare delayed their seeking shelter and safety from
their abusers. This factor has also been incorporated in some clinical set-
tings as exemplified by Siegel and colleagues who reported use of a brief
screen for domestic violence in the pediatric setting that included a ques-
tion inquiring about pet abuse.”

In addition, we found no independent associations between abuse
status and presence of a stepchild in the home, as has been found by Daly,
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Singh and Wilson.? It is important to note that the presence of stepchil-
dren in the home was significantly associated with intimate partmer femi-
cide in the larger casecontrol study from which these data come'! as was
also found by Daly, Wiseman, and Wilson.?* We also found no independent
associations between abuse and race or ethnicity; consistent with findings
from the NVAWS' and other population- based studies in the US®27 a5
well as the larger parent study when risk of intimate’ partner femicide was
the outcome.'!

We also found that women whose partners had a prior domestic
violence arrest, was in a relationship with their partner for more than 1 year,
and who perceived their partner to be controlling, in fair or poor mental
health, or suicidal were more likely to be injured compared to physically
abused women who were not injured. In our study partner’s alcohol prob-
lem was not independently associated with injury status unlike the CVAWS®
and NVAWS.! In these studies women were asked about their partner’s use
of alcohol at the time of abuse and while we also asked women about
partner’s alcohol use when they were injured in our study, we also asked
about their perceptions of their partner’s lifetime problematic alcohol use.

In this study, the self-rated mental health of both the woman and
her partner were consistently related to abuse and injury status. It is
unclear, however, whether mental health status is not a precursor of abuse
and/or injury, or if it instead reflects an outcome of being abused and
injured. Women’s perceptions of poor mental health however, may be a
useful marker for case finding. Although some women may not initially
disclose their abuse status, they are frequently well-known to the health care
system for a myriad of physical and mental health problems known to be
associated with abuse.”® Through careful listening health care providers
'may suspect abuse based on references she makes about her or her part-
ner’s mental health.?®

The finding that the presence of a gun in the home increased the
risk of injury by more than three times for women underscores the danger
of guns in cases of domestic violence.!! Stalking behaviors were also asso-
ciated with injury demonstrating the importance of assessment for stalkin
in cases of domestic violence and to consider stalking as a form of 1py.3%3

This analysis importantly adds to the body of knowledge from
population based studies of the prevalence and risk factors of IPV for
women using a population based sampling approach. However, there are
also important limitations. One limitation is that all partnerlevel charac-
teristics were ascertained retrospectively and reported by the woman, not
the male partner. However, other studies of abused women, such as both
NVAWS! and CVAWS®, have also relied on female partner self-reports on
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their male partners’ characteristics and behaviors. Further, it is not well
known what impact partner non-participation has on prevalence of risk
factors for abuse.** The findings are also limited to urban women which
increased the ethnic diversity of the sample but neglected an important
segment of the population, rural women, about which little is known in
terms of IPV. Since the questionnaire was designed primarily around risk
factors for homicide and near homicide of abused women, important risk
factors for IPV were not measured such as history of childhood abuse.
Nonetheless, the findings reported here have implications for cur-
rent abuse screening practice in health care and social service settings.
Among the woman characteristics, perceived mental health had the
strongest relationship to abuse along with a similar strength of association
to that of being separated from their abusive partner. Routine assessment
for IPV should not be limited to women asserting current involvement in a
relationship, particularly if they report poor mental health. Our findings
that it is characteristics of the partner more so than the victim that are most
strongly and most often associated with abuse reinforces the importance of
focusing not primarily on the woman or her relationship, but on her
partner’s characteristics as risk factors for abuse in terms of both identifi-
cation and intervention. Focusing on the partner accomplishes two things:
(I) it more accurately identifies women who are being abused, and (2) it
communicates that it is her partner who for the most part is in control of
and responsible for the abuse, not her. By integrating partner-level char-
acteristics into routine and/or targeted assessment protocols, we may
identify more abused women and women at greater risk of abuse and in-

jury.
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of the data on the nonabused controls (S, Wilt, PI). We would like to
thank all of the participants in the study a well as all of the co-investiga-
tors: Daniel Webster, ScD, MPH, Phyllis Sharps, PhD, RN, Janet Schollen-
berger, MHS, and Kathryn Laughon, PhD, also from Johns Hopkins
University, as well as Jane Koziol-McLain, PhD, RN, Carolyn Block, PhD,
Doris Campbell, PhD, RN, Mary Ann Curry, PhD, RN, Faye Gary, PhD,.
RN, Nancy Glass, PhD, MPH, RN, Judith McFarlane, PhD, RN, Carolyn
Sachs, MD, MPH, Yvonne Ulrich, PhD, RN, Susan A. Wilt, DrPH, and-

Xiao Xu, PhD, RN.
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As the Mayor of Kaufman, Texas, [ am all too well acquainted with en issue that has been getting plenty of attention on
Capitol Hill recently: horse slaughter.

Kaufman is “home™ to Dalias-Crown, one of only three horse slaughterhouses that continue to operate in this country
(the other plants are in Ft, Worth, TX and DeKalb, IL). Together, the plants killed more than 65,000 of out hotses last
year for human consumption sbroad. Afl three plants are foreign owned, and all tiree are out of step with American
public opinion. 78% of Texans oppose horse slavghter and polls from other parts of the country reflect this
sentimeat, Both of the Texas plants are operating in violation of state law which prohibits the sale of h for
human consumption. And Dallas-Crown js operating in violation of s multitude of locsl laws pertaining to waste
management, air quality aod other onvironmental concerns.

When the District Attomeys in the two Texas jurisdicti moved to p under the state law, the plants filed suit
and the District Attorneys wexe prevented from proceeding, Horses conti d to be slaughtored while the case
languished in fedsral court, Rocently, the judge ruled in the plants’ favor. The District Attorneys are considering an
appeal. ‘

Mlenﬂlecitytookmﬁnnagainstﬂwplmtﬁnmlﬂsingpolhnlmsintnthamlysmmfuin excess of legally
acceptable limits, we ended up in court and are now forcad to mediste on an issuc that can't be mediated. Meapwhile,
our municipal sswer gystem is overburdened, but we simply cannot afford to refurbish the system 50 that it can tolerato
the overload from Dallas-Crown. Nor should we have ta.

Residents are also fed up with: the situation. Long-established neighbors living sdjscent to the plant cannot open their
windows ot run their air conditioners without enduring the most horrific stench. Children pleying in their yards do 50
with the noise of harses being sent to their deaths in the background. Landowners have difficulty securing ioans to

develop their property. The resid have petitioned the city council 1o take cotractive action againist the plant. On
August 1S the Kaufman City Council voted i to bmph ination p dings nguinst the

plant.

But the ultimate remedy rests with the foderal government, which has the authority ~ and opportunity — to close this
shameful industry down. I urge you to cosponsor the American Horse Slaughter Prevention Act when it is i

by Senator John Ensign, aad to support the Ensign amendment to the Senate Agrioulture Appropriations Bill for Fiscal
Year ‘06 that will prohibit the use of foderal funds to failitate hotses slaughter,

As a community leader where we are directly impacted by the horse slaughter industry, I can assuro you the economic
Gevelopment return to our community Is pegative. The foreign-owned companies profit at our expense — it is time
for them to go. If I can provide you with further information, please don’t hesitats to contact me at 972-932-2856.

Sincerly, /)
Paula W
Mayor of , Texas

209 S. WASHINGTON « KAUFMAN, TEXAS 75142 » (972)932-2216 » MEYRO 962-5321 « FAX (972) 932-0307
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Mayor Paula Bacon
City of Kaufman
Kaufman, TX 75142

September 15, 2005

Dear Senator Ensign and Senator Byrd:

Thank you for your leadership and introduction of an amendment to the fiscal year 2006
Agriculture Appropriations bill preventing federal tax dollars from being used to support the
horse slaughter industry. The industry causes significant hardship to my community which is
home to Dallas Crown, one of only three horse slaughter plants in the United States. All three
plants are foreign-owned.

This horse slaughtering facility has been in operation in Kaufiman since 1986 and from the
beginning has caused probleins both economically and environmentally. I have listed some of
the issues below.

I left with you staff reports from my City Manager, Police Chief, and Public Works Director
regarding odor and wastewater effluence violations at the Dallas Crown horse slaughter plant in
the City of Kaufman. The reports reference “decaying meat [which] provides a foul odor and is
an attraction for vermin and carrion,” containers conveyed “uncovered and leaking liquids,”
there are “significant foul odors during the daily monitoring of the area,” and “Dallas Crown
continually neglects to perform within the standards required of them.”

I have asked the City Secretary to fax you a copy of the August 2005 City Council minutes
pertaining to the council’s unanimous decision to send the Dallas Crown issue to the Board of
Adjustment for termination of non-conforming use.

Dallas Crown has repeatedly described itself as a “good corporate citizen.” In speaking with
your staff, [ was very straightforward in asserting that they are the very antithesis of such. To
reiterate some of what we discussed:

e Dallas Crown has a very long history of violations to their mdustnal waste permit,
‘loading’ the capacity of the wastewater treatment plant.

e Dallas Crown denied the City access to their property for wastewater testing beginning
October 1, 2004 until July 6, 2005, despite requirement by city ordinance, city permit
agreement, and court order.

e City staff reports that a $6 million upgrade to our wastewater treatment plant will be
required in the next 3 years even though the plant was planned and fmanccd to last
through 2015.

e Odor problems resulting from the outside storage of offal and hides over several days
persist not only in traditionally African-American neighborhood known as “Boggy
Bottom™, but at the nearby Presbyterian Hospital, the daycare center, and surrounding
areas.
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» Transport of offal and fresh hides on City and state thoroughfares is conducted in leaking
containers without covers.

» City documents reveal an extended history of efforts to have Dallas Crown address
various environmental issues. Reports include descriptive language including such as
“blood flowing east and west in the ditches from your plant,” “It has been over 45 days [it
had been 59 days] and no apparent cleanup has occurred,” “Your system has not
improved and subsequently it has gotten a lot worse,” “[W]ords cannot express the
seriousness” of recent violations and the “adverse effects on the wastewater treatment
plant,” and “Please be sure trailers are secured before leaving your premises to prevent
spills,” noting also “bones and blood laying in front of the facility,” problems with bones
and parts in neighboring yards and the attraction of “dogs and other animals.”

» Inresponse to 29 recent citations for wastewater violations, each accompanied by a
potential fine of $2,000, Dallas Crown has requested 29 separate jury trials, potentially
causing yet another economic strain to the City’s budget. We cannot afford to liti gate in
order to extract the fines.

e The City’s Volunteer Fire Department was unable to recover from Dallas Crown the cost
of the foam used to contain the 600-800 gallons of blood spilled on the service road and
into the ditches fronting the plant on September 30, 2003.

e Dallas Crown took 11 months to submit a mandatory “slug control plan” to assist
efficient operation of the wastewater treatment plant though City staff requested it orally-
and in writing many times. )

e Last week the City Manager advised me that in the next few months the City will have to
spend $70,000 in legal fees because of Dallas Crown problems, which is the entire legal
budget for the fiscal year.

¢ Dallas Crown paid property taxes last year that were less than half of what the City spent
on legal fees directly related to Dallas Crown violations.

® Generally, Dallas Crown has the economic ability to prevail, to exceed the constraints of
the City’s budget.

» Dallas Crown has a negative effect on the development of surrounding properties, and a
horse slaughter plant is a stigma to the development of our city generally.

It is my understanding that both of the cities where the other two existing horse slaughter plants
are located have had similar significant environmental problems with the plants. Fort Worth’s
Beltex horse slaughter plant has also violated Ft. Worth's wastewater regulations several times,
clogged sewer lines, and both spilled and pumped blood into a nearby creek (San Antonio
Current, June 19, 2003). Texas state Rep. Lon Burnam, D-Fort Worth, whose district includes
Beltex, and Rep. Toby Goodman, R-Arlington, fought hard against legislation that would have
legalized horse slaughter in Texas in 2003 (Fort Worth Star Telegram, May 30, 2003).

The horse slaughter plant in DeKalb, IL has also been “fined by the DeKalb Sanitary District for
consistently exceeding a wastewater discharge guideline” (DeKalb Daily Chronicle, April 08,
2005).

Now I have learned that a White House staffer estimates $5 million in Federal funding is spent
annually to support three foreign-owned horse slaughter plants.

The more I learn about horse slaughter, the more certain I am: There is no justification for horse

slaughter in this country. The three plants are foreign-owned, employing fewer than 200 people,
and shipping their profits overseas. My city is little more than a door mat for a foreign-owned

2
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business that drains our resources, thwarts economic development and stigmatizes our
community. Americans don’t eat horses, and we don’t raise them for human consumption. There
is no justification for spending American tax dollars to support this industry at the expense of
Americans and our horses.

Thank you so much for your leadership on this issue. Your amendment offers a clear solution to
a significant problem that our community has been unable to resolve for decades. IfI can be
helpful to you in any way, please don’t hesitate to contact me at 972-932-2856.

Sincerely,

Mayor Paula Bacon
Kaufman, TX
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@ongress of the Wnited States
Washington, BE 20515

January 17, 2006

By Overnight Mail

The Honorable Mike Johanns

Secretary of Agriculture

United States Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20250

Dear Secretary Johanns:

We are writing in response to United States Department of Agriculture’s - December 21,
2005 correspondence concerning your agency’s plans for implementation of :séction 794 of the
Agriculfure, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 2006, Public Law 109-97 (2006 Amendment). We were shocked and deeply
upset to learn that the agency has apparently decided it need not carry out Congress® clearly
expressed intent to halt horse slaughter for human consumption in FY 2006, but, rather, intends
1o engage in a complex regulatory maneuver to willfully circumvent legislation that was passed
by an ovetwhelming majority in both the House and the Senate.

mehter

As clearly stated in a letter by the Amendment’s SpONSors,
G i i din

dated December
] sl .

3 srepresentation of this clearly expressed intent, your
acting general counsel has suggested that “section 794 does not prevent horse slaughter at all,”
and has shared the agency’s plan to continue horse slaughter inspeetion under a “fee-for-sérvice”
arrangement pursuant to a convoluted interpretation of an entirely different federal law.:We are
simply astounded by these statements in light of the bipartisan and overwhelming expression of
Congress’ intent to stop, and not just alter the funding mechanism for, horse slaughter for human
consumption. :

Each year an estimated 90,000 U.S. horses are slaughtered and processed for human
consumption in foreign countries. To end this practice, Congress, with widespread public
support, passed the 2006 Amendment by a landslide vote in both the House and the Senate.
Section 794 of the final 2006 Act prohibited USDA from using congressionally appropriated
funds to pay for federally-mandated inspection of horses prior to slaughter.

Instead of deferring to Congress’ intent, the agency appears poised to continue horse
slaughter inspections under a different law. This action is a direct defiance of Congressional
intent. Every statement of record regarding this amendment reflects the directive mandated by
Congress. After introducing the Amendment, Senator John Ensign declared that *[t}he goal of
our amendment is simple: to end the slaughter of America’s horses for human consumption

PRINTEC ON A{CYCLED PAPEAR
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at_e‘d T.he purpose ‘_bf ‘the Amendment, declaring

The  House
Amend.ment squarel

& 'bé" voted om: “What is the effect of this
1 stop thc slaughter- [ﬂor human consumptlon

-aware, for many years Congress has used language
94 «of the. FY 2006 Appropriations Act to effectuate

‘nome of th fundw’ dé availablein this Act may
out. Accordmgly, we can
, reasons for attemptmg to
circumvent ‘this ‘part col F st that “you u'nmedxately
provide our offices with topic gency:documems concermng its actions in this matter ~
including any and all contacts and correspondence with industry representatives -- so that we can
ensure that USDA is carrying out its duly assigned role of implermenting congressional policy,
rather than attempting to defermine or circumvent such  policy for itself,

We understand that the USDA is- considering implementing this without prior pubhc
notice and comment ruiemakmg As'should be plainly apparent to the agency by now, the issue
of horse slaughter is of significant national interest, and each and every one of our constituents is
entitled to prior notice and a full opportunity to comment on the USDA’s proposal before it is
implemented.

Therefore, should USDA coﬁtinue the course of directly violating Congressional intent,
we request that any new rule or regulation promulgated to allow “fee-for-service” inspections of
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horses intended for human consumption not be in done in an expedited manner, Furthermore,
we also request that you detail the exact procedure for determining who will be required to pay
for such inspections, how such costs will be determined, what inspections will require payment,
will a contract need to be signed for such service, how do you plan to insure 21 U.S.C. §331is
properly enforced, ete. -

As required by the 2006 Amendment, the agency must cease inspection- of horses for
slaughter. Failure to do so constitutes willful disregard of clear Congressional intent oni the part
of USDA. The agency has absolutely no authority to circumvent a Congressional mandate and
effectively rewrite an unambiguous Jaw at the request of the horse slaughter industry. We would
appreciate your prompt response on this important matter.

Sincerely,

o i

Rep. Ed Whitfiell 7
Member of Congress

" Rep. Nick Rahall' 1
Member of Congress

Senator Trent Lott *
mber of Congress

enator Diane Feinstein
Member of Congress

E (ool e,

Senator Evan Bayh {3 : Rep. Peter King f

Member of Congress Member of Congress

W
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53 | {
Member of Congress N ember of Congress
A ] -
‘TS O, Mafsul
Rep. Doris Matsui Rep Fra.nk PalIone
Member of Congress Mernber of Congress
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Rep. Donald Payne
Member of Congress

Rep, Walter Jones

Rep. Rush Holt
Member of Congress

Member of Congress

ember of Congress

Tom [ anT=

Rep. Tom Lantos -
Member of Congress

: (&
Meénfber of Congress

Senator Mary Jndrien
Member of Chngress
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California and the “Unwanted_” Horse

Carolyn L. Stull, PhD
Veterinary Medicine Extension
University of California, Davis

clstull@ucdavis,edu

More than one million horses reside in California, which is approximately 15 to
20% of the nation’s horses. A grass-roots organization, “Save the Horses,” developed
Proposition 6 for the November 1998 California ballot, Proposition 6 was entitled
“Prohibition of Horse Slaughter and Sale of Horsemeat for Human Consumption Act of
1998,” and made it a felony to possess, tﬁmsfer, receive or hold any horse; pony, burro or
mule with intent to having it killed for human consumption. Sale of horse meat is also
prohibited as a misdemeanor offense, with subsequent violations punishable as felonies.
More than 3,000 horses were shipped out-of-the state in 1997 for slaughter and marketing
as meat for human consumption. Arguments for suppdrting Proposition 6 contend that
historically humans and horses have enj oyed a special relationship. Supporters believed
that Californians wanted to protect their companion and recreational animals from
slaughter for human consumption, as previously prohibited legally in the state for dogs
and cats. Opponents of the Proposition suggested this violated free market principles and
the commerce clause of the US Constitution, Other arguments in opposition included the
abandonment of unwanted horses, which may spread disease or contaminate ground

water. Proposition 6 was successfully passed by 60% of the voters in November 1998.

. The direct impact of Proposition 6 has not been extensively analyzed. No
violations have been recorded or violators prdsecuted. Since 1991, The California
Department of Food and Agriculture had the authority to enforce the California Equine
Protection Act which included mandatory inspection of all horses leaving the state for
slaughter. This program was designed to assist in detecting and recovering stolen horses.
But the program has been dissolved since the passage of Proposition 6, thus modifying
the mechanism to recover stolen or missing horses. In the years of 1994 through 1998
prior to Proposition 6, 199 horses were reported missing or stolen and 90 of these horses

(45%) were recovered. This compares to years of 1999 through 2004 following the
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passage of Proposition 6, when only 138 horses were reported stolen and 36 horses (26%)

were recovered.

Other impacts of Proposition 6 are less easily evaluated, such as thé shipment of
horses through diverted marketing channels in neighboring states, an increase in the
number of abandoned or neglected horses, and the lower residual value of unwanted or
unusable horses in California. Certainly the success of Proposition 6 in California acted
as a “springboard” for the development and support of the proposed federal legislation in
2003, currently in 2005 denoted as H.R. 503. This proposéd legislation, if passed, would
prohibit the shipping, transporting, rﬁovhg, delivering, receiving, possessing, purchasing,
selling, or donation of horses and other equines for slaughter for human consumption.

One area of public concern is the transportation conditions of horses to slaughter
facilities, especially during long distances that may cross several states. Since the

_passing of Proposition 6, the Animal Plant and Health Inspection Service established
(December, 2001) specific regulations on commercial transportation of equines to
-slaughter (9 CFR Parts 70 and 88). The regulations cover maximum transit times, fitness
of the horse for travel, and two or more stacked levels (“pot-belly” trailers) are prohibited
from transporting equines 5 yeafs from the date of publication of the final rule (e.g.,
2006). ’

One proposed impact of Proposition 6 is the decrease in the number of horses
presented at local auctions and the loss in their residual value (meat market value) in
California. Personal communication with the owner of an established central valley
livestock market (J. Warren, Livestock 101, Aromas, CA) has observed other interesting
trends in selling horses at auction. Prior to Proposition 6, approximately 300 horses per
year were sold with more than 90% as usable riding horses at the auction facility. Since
Proposition 6, less than 30 horses per year are sold at the facility. Currently, horses
appear at the auction to be much older and have experienced a loss in care and ability.
This may be due to owners losing interest in horse activities, but still considering the
horse a companion animal within the family. Then as time marches on, this relationship

weakens, often with horses placed in pastures or other facilities with less care and
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training. Subsequently, a decision is made to sell the horse through the auction. Since the
horse is now older and less fit with a guarded potential physical activity level, its market
value and the number of new prospective owners are also compromised. Thus, the value
of equine candidates at auction is depressed due to the older age, and loss of fitness with

extended length of ownership prior to making the decision to market the horse.

California Equine Retirement Foundation (CERF) was founded in 1986, and in
the past 19 years has evaluated more than 400 Thoroughbreds for Uansiﬁoﬁjng from
racing careers to new performance careers. Their $350,000 annual budget supports the
Foundation’s activities with the majority of the budget providing salaries for five
caretakers/ﬁaﬁers and a secretary. Under the guidance of Director Grace Belcuore,
racing Thoroughbreds are brought to the facility by their racing owners. Typically an
adoptable horse stays between 1 month and a year while undergoing a rehabilitation
program depending on their individual soundness and “psychological” status. Owners
are charged $275 per month board, which covers all expenses. The adopting party is
screened and works with the horse at the Foundation prior to relocating the horse. Horses
are not sold, but adopting parties are asked to give a donation. Some horses are
permanent residents at the facility. Director Belcuore has not experienced any change in
the number of horses presented to the facility following the passing of Proposition 6. She
feels that Proposition 6 has extended the “agony” of the horses going to slaughter, since
there is no mechanism or financial commitment for enforcement of Proposition 6’s
regulations. Horses in California may be collected, loaded and then shipped to an

intermediate site out-of-state, and subsequently transported to slaughter facilities.

Animal control and protection service in California is a working entity consisting
of both non-profit and governmental organizations. Their expertise in the care of horses
and facilities for horses varies throughout the state from no expertise to extensive shelter
facilities for horses. The non-profit organizations of the Humane Society and Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals operate under a variety of names at the local level.
These organizations provide investigative efforts, education outreach, rescue services,

legislative activities, and may have both paid and/or volunteer staff. The Societies can
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appoint humane officers for the enforcement of laws for the prevention of cruelty to
animals. These duties may include the ability to make arrests and serve search warrants,

and the officer may carry firearms after satisfactory completion of specified training, 7

Animal Control agencies are entities of city and county govefmnent and their
Amnimal Control officers are granted enforcement powers for local and state laws. Animal
Control programs are usually administered by the Police or Sheriff’s department,
Agricultural Commissioner, or Public Works/Park department. Funding is provided by
taxes and other service and license fees. A Society can contract with cities or counties to

provide Animal Control services.

Two major organizations, State Humane Association of California and California
Animal Contro] Directors’ Association, répresent the non-profit organization and
goVernmental agencies concerned with animal welfare, protection, and control in
California. These associations provide extensive training, networking, professional

standards, and legislative support for the members.

Most Societies or Animal Control agencies do not have full-time equine
veterinarians on staff, but will contract with a local private practitioner depending on the
need. Some veterinarians are hesitant to interact with animal protection due to a variety
of factors including the lengthy time element, legal proceedings, lack of proper facilities
for examining the horses, fee cbverage, media attention, and lack of training in
investigative or legal procedures such as record keeping and sejzure proceedings. Some
veterinarians are cognizant of their professional reputation in the equine community
depending on details and extent of the case. Another challenge is that the veterinarian
may be expected to be the “expert” in areas with little or no training such as nutritional
formulations for horses. However, often the veterinarian’s opinion carries maximum
credibility with both the legal system and the animal protection investigators. Another
difficult challenge for a veterinarian is reporting cruelty or neglect of a client owned
horse. This presents an ethical dilemma between client confidentiality and the horse’s

welfare. Often, education of the owner by the veterinarian will remedy the situation, but
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other factors such as an owner’s chronic sickness or economic constraints are sometimes

the basis of the compromised welfare state of the horse.

The only data that is published on the number of equine neglect and cases in
California is from a mail survey collecting information from the years 1994 and 1995,
prior to the passing of Proposition 6. Questionnaires were mailed to 410 Animal Control
services and Societies requesting information on cases of equine malnutrition. There was
a 38% response, with 45.6% of the agencies indicating théy did not investigate equine
cases. Of the 3,242 total investigations, 1,484 and 1,758 investigations were conducted
in 1994 and 1995 respectively. There were a total of 2,177 malnutrition cases, with 321
horses impounded for periods ranging from 15 days to 7 months. The average cost for
impounding was $10.50 per day or $225 per month. The-most common reason (67%
response) for equine neglect was owner ignorance, with economic hardship as the second
leading cause. Approximately half of the respondents stated that there were often more
than one horse per location suffering from malnutrition, and owners were frequently
repeat offenders. Litigation costs averaged $5735 per case. From recent personal
communication with several directors of Societies and Animal Control services in
California, there does not appear to be an increase in the number of equine neglect cases
since the passing of Proposition 6. The number of requests for equine training of Animal
Contro] or Humane officers has not noticeably increased (personal communication) over
the last few years, and this may be supported by an apparent lack of growth in the number

of equine investigations conducted in their jurisdiction.

One equine neglect case in California recently “tested” the capacity of the system
including the community, multiple agencies, volunteers, number of adoption prospects,
budgets, shelter resources, and the legal system. This case was initiated in August 2003
in Santa Barbara County with complaints from neighbors, many with extensive equine
experience, that there were hundreds of weak and thin mustangs roaming the 2,000-acre
ranch. Two seizures were conducted by the Santa Barbara Sheriff’s Department and
Animal Control Services to confiscate 167 thin and emaciated horses. Ultimately, a plea

agreement (no contest) was reached (September 2004) with the owner agreeing to
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relinquish the remaining 460 horses to the County to be offered for adoption. This
“adoption” process immediately exceeded the capacity and budgets of non-profit
sanctuaries and rescue shelters in California, such as Wildhorses in Need and Lompoc
Return to Freedom Wild Horse Sanctuary. Over half the horses (220 horses) were
“adopted” in six states other than California, while 48 horses are presently waiting on the
ranch to be adopted. A total of 26 groups or individuals have accepted the adoptions of
these horses. Thus, the potential number and capacity of facilities/individuals to adopt
these “unwanted” horse is exhausted. The cost of this investigation exceeded $500,000,
and much of the assistance with the initial seizures was through volunteers in the equine

community.
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Introduction

This guidebook will provide useful information
and guidance to stakeholders involved in han-
dling and transporting equines for slaughter, It
contains provisions set forth in the Federal
Agriculture Improvernent and Reform Act of 1996
(commonly known as the 1996 farm blii). This
book contains the following:

. Guidelines and recommendations for han-
dling equines to slaughter

. The final rule

Documents required for transport of equines
to slaughter

IV. Agencies, Programs, and Contacts

- V. Location of the Area Veterinarians-in-Charga
of the U.S. Departiment of Agriculture (USDA),
Animal and Plant Health Inspsction Service
(APHIS), Vaterinary Services, and State
Vatarinarians nationwide.

Ristorical Background

Since 1989, about 2 million horses have been
slaughtered at USDA-approved horse slaughter
plants. Although the number of horses slaugh-
terad in the United States has fallen substantially
aver the years, about 65,000 were siaughtered at
4 plants during 1999. These horses, some quite
old, some lame, and some blind, are soid at
auction terminals and then transported in
double-deck, straight, or gooseneck trailers to
plants in Texas, Nebraska, and ilfinos.

To ensure that equines dsstined for slaughter are
handled and transported in a humane way, and
in response to action taken by various humane
organizations, Congress Included in the 1998
farm bill authority for the Secretary of Agriculture
to issue guidelines to regulate the commercial
traneportation of equines to slaughter by per-
sons regularly engaged in that activity within the
United States.

To meet Congress’ charge, USDA~-APHIS:
* Convened &an interagency committes to

develop a meaningful yat workabie set of
guidelines.

Participated in two meetings called by the
American Horse Coungil and the American
Horss Protection Association to develop a
strategy for implernenting a proactive program
to address &ll the provisichs contained in the
congressional charge,

Commissioned three research projects to
study requirements for food and water, posi-
tion of various types of equines within a
conveyance, and behavior of stallions and
aggressive mares in confinement.

Identifisd the need for an educational pragram
which includes preduction of a training video
and the publication of a guidebook for distri-
bution to alf slaughter plants and to the truck
drivers who deliver horses to them.

Published as a final rule in the Federal
Register on December 7, 2001, Docket No,
98-74-2.
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Guidelines for Handling and
Transporting Equines for Slaughter

By Temple Grandin, Ph.D.

Dr. Grandin is with the Oepartrient of Afitmel Sclancas, Cotorado
State University, Fort CO_Hina. GO.

Photo credits: The Images In figures figures 3, 4, 5, B, and 9 were
taken by the atther and are used by psrmission. The remaining
photographs wera taken by APHIS photographer Ann Czapiewakl,
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Horse Handling and Transport Guidelines

These guidelines contain recommeandations for
handling and transporting horses loose in a
trailer without being tied with a halter and lead
rope or held in an individual stall. A survey of the
condition of horses amiving at two Texas slaugh-
ter plants indicated that 92.3 percent arrived in
good condition but 7.7 percent had severe
walfare problems. Of these severe welfare
problems, 6 percent were caused by neglect or
abuse by owners, and 1.7 percent had injuries
that occurred while the horse was in transport
and marketing channels,'? Examples of these
types of horses includs those that anive in an
emaciated and weak condition or with severe
founder or sarious injuries.

Some horses clearly are not fit for transport or
sale at an auction market. Horses that are weak
or have difficulty walking should not be sold at
auctions or transported to slaughter. Horses that
cannot stand on all four feet are not fit for long-
distance transport. Horse owners need to take
responsibility and either market horses when
they are atill fit or euthanize them.

Behavior Problems

Observations at auctions and in slaughter piants
indicate that behavior problems are a major
reason why some good-looking, sound, young
horses are sold for slaughter. At one iarge
auction, 7 percent of the horses exhibited obvi-
ous behavior problems (such as bucking a rider
off, rearing in the auction ring, or kicking) or were
announced as unridakle by the auctionser.
Many behavior problems can be prevented by
avoiding the use of abusive, rough training
methods.

The fear mechanism in the brains of animals has
been fully mapped.'? Traumatized animals can
develop fear memories which cannot be erased.®
Horses traumatized during training may develop
fear memorias that can never be eliminated. For
example, a horse might rear or becoms difficult
to handle during loading onto a trailer. This is
more likely to oceur if the horse's first experience
with loading was bad. A bad first experience
auch as hitting its head can create a permanent
fear memory.34

Behavior problems are most likely to oceur in
rervous, flighty horses that become scared
easily. If a horss rears because it is scared,
punishing it will often make it more scared and
waorsen the behavior. Horses with a genetic
tendency toward a calm demeanor, such as draft
horses, are less likely to have severe behavior
problems because thay are less likely to become
scared. The increasing use of gentler training
methods will help prevent behavior problems
that may result in sound, young horses being
sent to the slaughter markst. The emphasis
must be on preventing behavior problems. See
the References Cited list for more information,
especially citations 5-8.

Prevention of Injuries Caused by Fighting at
Auctions, at Dealer Pens, and on Trailers

A survey of 1,008 horses indicated that 51
percent of all bruises were caused by horses
fighting: Observations at slaughter plants and
auctions indicate that a relatively small percent-
age of horses are very aggressive and cause
severe injuries to other horses. This overly
aggressive behavior is most often found in
horses raised in social isolation that do not know
when to stop fighting.
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. James Tucker, General Ms James Tucker
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7. SECTION/PAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN [ macce . [ ssop I ommr
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-10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE
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hitting these harses causing the ane in the end of the line to slip and fall. This is a violation of 9 CFR Ch.I¥ regnlation 313.
2(a) & (b) which state that animals will be handled with & mins of exci and discomfort. Also 313.1(b) requires
floors to be maintained so as to provide good footing for livestock to prevent slipping auid falling. I informed Mr. Milan, of
the violation of these regulations and advised him that all employees hendling the horses must be trained in how to handle
them humanely. Cummmﬂmmpwmmmmddemm«m
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He was reminded that the plant's response to'the last humane handling NR was to have only appropriately trained
individuals handling the horses. mmphyeewhowasw}uppmgﬂwmmalhmwasmtonenﬂhosehmuiﬁmﬂyl

required the second downed horse to be i ious by a captive bolt stunner and dragged to the
knock-box. )
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failure to comply with regulatory requirements could result in additional regnlatory or administrative action.
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FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE
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10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE

At approximately 8:30 am today, while performing ante mortem inspection on‘ horses, I saw that there was no water m
the water troughs in any of the ante mortem pens, Thehorseun]oadmghadbegmatappmxmﬂy.ﬂnthmmnmg
and there harses in every ante mortem pen. The plug to the drain for the water throngh an the east end of the room was ot
in place. | informed the plant manager, Raul Milan of the violation. He immediately provided water to the horses and
stated that he would tak to the personnel who work in the ante mortem pens and have them increase their monitaring.

9 CFR Ch. T}, regulation 313.2(¢) states * anmalsshallhaveaccessmwamrmnllhold:mgpms These animals were
provided no water at the time of my ination and therefore the h was in violation of the regulati

11, SIGNATURE QE INCREgg

by XS

* 12.PLANT E (mmediate laimn(s)):
PlatMace o — I VPP o I /9-'-—-" e e ]

dmrm unm — A »./L—-—‘ PSRN & v -

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE {further planned action(s)):

SeTVES 85 Whitten ion that your fallure tp comply with reguintory requirement(s) couldl resnlt in edditional regutatory or adminktrative petion,
14. SIGNATURE OF MANAGEMENT 15. DATE
o : /21
YEE ’, . DA
ol lpfat fos—
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F s for this i s voluntzry. i _,FSlecblamﬁneMr
. / mkmmhwmnmmagnmm. m&“:: OMB No. 0583-0069. OMB Publle

The
" reporEng

LDATE 2.RECORD ND, ] f 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.
10/09/2006 . 0013-2006-8243 15849 E/1
4.7O (Name and Titic) 5, PERSONNEL NOTIFIED
Jim Tucker, General Manager ) Raul Milan
. 6 RELEVANT REGULATION(S) :
3132 .
7. SECTIOM/PAGE OF EST. PROCEDUREPLAN .| HACCP T ssop - . -1 omEr
8. ISP CODE
" " 10 DESCRIPTION OF RONGOMPLIANGE ) )
Atapproximately 0745 after conducting the 0601 procedire,  am animal health techmician with APHIS,
nuﬁﬁedmeabmtnhofsethntwnsdnwnonihelastmﬂ:mmmeesfnb premises. This harse wes Yying in

Imﬂmmbmyhmenppummmofapuhﬂidnﬂm%uhm;uwiﬂﬁlmewmpmmwm )
trampling the downed horse, FSIS DhgcﬁwmlmﬁnmawhidcwryingﬁvmnkmManoﬁﬁdﬂ slaughter

the; ises of the official establisk until they are } ly slaughtered or disposed. Non-zmibulatory disabled

livmtuckaretobehmdledwiﬂnmirﬁmmnhfenitemmt,pain, injury, or discomfort. I notified Raul Mitan, slaughter
floor and processing floor supervisor, about the deficiency. The establishment instituted appropriate comective action.
Upon fisrther investigation, | visibly saw two horses down in the middle upper compartment, nat just one horse as

originatly firought. The other horses jammed into this compartment were trampling all over both of the downed horses

®)6), BY(THe)

son as delfssoted by 306.5 andlor 381,35 of 9 CFRL ] .
12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (lmmediate sctions)F . . :
L IR T S A ORI § B K R Y
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Fnr‘- iy seeld l,.‘),;‘» a (o g sed— rcs\ln.;_.',-;—* it o u.an.khql. .
S doch Frnlems aud sondiny galy horcer MK s imere. codtam wenves Mo W,
B:mmmmmmmmmpmhm)x\a_quu b wocll bn et allowef Fyba o buyer.

e qnmrﬁhmma-wﬂm'vm.; yeault br odk o 7y or
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Reptaces FSIS Fom. (O%57), which may b tsed unfil exbmsted (798) .
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13 7 -
i M US Department of Agricuiturc TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

NONCONPLLANCE R DRD taas AT [0 ooty [X] s o Prcsin
1.DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.
10/09/2006 0013-2006-8243 15849 E/1
4. TO (Name and Titie) 5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED
Jim Tucker, General Manager Raul Milan
6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)
332
7. SECTIONAPAGE OF EST, PROCEDURE PLAN T Hacer I ssop I omEr

Hurpape Handling
" B.ISPCODE 9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS ’
04C02 PRODUCT - Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE

mlsmgmcreasedpmna.ndsuﬁmmg While unloading the horses 7 d exch and i
——trampling of the downed: hurses:*@nce*thﬂmmsmenﬁ’ioadcd; one horse was-able-t0-get-up on-it's-own-aceord: The
other horse was in Jateral recumbency with imperceptible shallow breathing, ‘With uvu'tsdmnlaﬁfnuhishmsewm}dmove

4972846, With little stmggl;.thehomewashummelyemhmimdwi&xamp&veboh. The establishment properly disposed
of the carcass. According to 9 CFR 313.2 (d), Disabled livesiock and other animals unable to move shall be dane with 2
L of exci o di

11. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE N
¥
R

FSIS FORM 54004 (7/98) ) DISTRIBUTION: Ovigiual & { Copy to Establishment, ) Copy to Inspector
Replaces FSIS Form S400-4 (997), which may be used wnl eximsied (7/96) Pape 2 of 2
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Tmremeslhmk\hmnﬁmisvummam nkmmmmmamr@msysm. Itis used by FSIS b determine whether

esiablishmenis ara in eompliance. 6 CFR 301 and & CFR 581, FORM OMB No. 05330089, OME DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Fublic

mmmmm&mmmswnmmmwmmmmhmm searching
" v A i Bocdon of i peobiy

i s o Bt et B 1315 b, 4 Deparinier . uechi
Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W. Washington, DC 20250; mmmamnm& Offices of Mananerment snd Butget.
US Depatment of Agricultire TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

O NONCOMPLIANE REGORD. 0] oot saey Oter Gt Prtton
1.DATE 2.RECORDNO, 3, ESTABLISHMENT NO.
01032007 0001-2007-8243 15849 E/1
4,70 (Name wnd Tite) . PERSONNEL NOTIFIED
Jimm Tucker, General Manager Mr. Rant Milan, plant manager
6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)
3132(2)
7. SECTION/PAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN I nacep T ssop I omEr

Page 1

3.1SP CODE 9 NONCOMFLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

04c2 (X8}, BX7)(c) PRODUCT - Protoce!
10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE
At about 0800, came to the FSIS office and handed me two pen cards. He wanted me to perform znte-
mortem examination ofi presentinﬂlepm#slﬁn’u4.lwenttoﬂ|eyatdsax:dobservedﬂmhmminﬁmpmxl

noﬁced!hﬂlha:wmmwmhbuﬁmfﬂwmnwghs.%wmtwghhbawmﬂmw#l&2‘ and the second
waiﬂ'tmughisbmweenthepm#3&4.[hfmmdM.RmﬂMﬂmofthisdeﬁa‘mcymdMﬂhhnﬂmlwouldmmdﬁﬁs
incidemmsmmw}dmmmwﬂdmmﬁﬁhﬂyéﬂﬂrmm@smmmum@
Water was added to bath ufﬁlescwatcrmgrs,bcfmelpafmmedmmoﬂmmspwﬁmofﬂnmm

IhadameuingwiﬂnMr.RmﬂMﬂmmdinfmm:dhimMvjnhﬁomofhsmehmdlingoﬂtvmkmmva‘ysuious

md»mzyleadwelﬁ'mmtadiws. C{}‘) @)

Y6, BXNS

12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Itumediate mimw)t ‘ =y m Amég,\

w8 Lok ‘“""‘"j';' e id.

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE {further planned actio(s)):

m sosle G‘JQMMQN‘{*LL‘:—M%

This docsinsent serves =3 written notification that your fallare t comply wiih regultory requirement(s) coukd result o additionz] segnlatory or edmiatstrative action,
14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT—~~, . . ‘ 15. DATE / / =
. Lol  ho A 1500 7
16. VER OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE, e) )1.DATEA !
(YE» K j—17-0"]

SIS DISTRIBUTION: Origizal & | Copy to Estebiishment, 1 Copy to
Replaces FSIS Foora 54004 (997), which may be vsod o] exhausted (798) Page 1 of 1




"‘ Themuastfnrmhhinnnaﬁmiswmntary, hhmadhmmdmfmmdhmhspdmsm ngusedbyl‘siﬁhdetemhswhamer
DISC

> You ae herety o

394

establsimansagrbmmwame. ;CFRSM 2nd 8 CFR381. FORM-AFPROVED OMB Ho. 0583-0088. 3: hLOSURESTATEMEN'I’! Public
reporting burden is collection msmmm7mwmm time § mllmmdrudlmsseuuing
- existing irces, pathering . data. d g Collection Send regarding this

data so! end the neaded, g
uum«:wmmwmymmaumummmmm hmmmmbbmmdwmmcham
Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, DC 20258: mmmd%mmm Office of Menagement ang Budet,

US Department of Agriculture TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

. AND

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD [ FoodSafety Otber Constmer Protection
1.DATE 2.RECORDNO. : 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.
012412007 0006-2007-8243 : 15849 E/1
4. TO (Name and Title) 5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED :
Jim Tycker, General Manager B MWM@__ :
6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S) : g .
3132, L ' ] : ‘
* "7 SECTION/PAGE OF EST. PROCEDUREPLAN | HACCD [ ssop | oraEr

. . menaHmd]iﬁg

& ISP CODE ‘ 9. NOGNCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS
. 04002 PRODUCT - Protocol ' - B0, HDE B

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE ; ] - R
Atappeﬁme]yn700whﬂamgﬁuﬁngslmgm;uﬂmwﬁviﬁm, an Animal Health Technician with APHIS,

noﬁﬁedmeabmntwoho;mbemgdnwamﬁgsemndm]ast to enter the establishment's premises. Both horses

were down in the same back middle compartment of & horse trailer, Oneﬁmsewss)yingh]ntmlmbencyattheﬁnm
endofﬁecompmmmdmeoﬂzmhome,wlymgin-mmnﬁbmcyattheba:kmdofﬁmcompartment.'{hehme.
ttailerwuﬁﬁdﬁhmhwcmymﬁﬁﬁeﬁmaﬂh&cmpmﬁbﬁngnﬂhﬁmﬁsmﬁdﬂetwo :
compartments, mmdﬂﬂcm@mmﬁnjngbdﬁofﬁehwmdhmmwmmdwfeﬂh
length. ‘There were ten other horses besides the two downed horses ined in this comgp I saw the two downed
hmsesbeingtmp]eduponby'theuﬂmrhmssmweﬂuﬂleﬂ‘omhmsebeinglddmdwiﬂ:thehindfectﬁomanothwhme.
FSISDirecﬁveGDOO25ﬁhsthatoneeavehiclemyingﬁvxbckmmsmnﬁiﬁd Langh ablishmeat's premi

the vehicle is considered to be part of that establisk 's premises. The animals within that vehicle are to be handled i

- accordance with 9 CFR 313.2. 1 took regulatory control acﬁonbypladngﬂzemkaiﬂlthedown'edhmattheﬁﬂut of

. d and confi Jﬂcahsedmmknmplingofﬂwdownedhmesandwmpmdjngﬁlepmbhmwasﬂle
~ following: there was a step down: from the back mi . into the back  of the frailer in onder for

11. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMFLOYEE

®X6), (5)7)(o)

Iﬂaq( (b)( 3 ‘ X

R T e s —— — ]
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- <%,
13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (firther plansed action(s): : . ] * /
Thi 28 written uoti lhlt_yn;zrhlnnhmw v : 14 resuit in : y i
14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT 15. DATE
[ S— : Wiy iYd
1 EMPLO  12'DATE
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S ptneatof Agiculrs TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

Noncmusfnﬂ R%Encmmui%\gglsm [ FootSfty  [X] Citer Consmser Proection
L. DATE 2. RECORDNO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.
012472007 0006-2007-8243 15849 E/1 B)
4. 70 (Name and Tille) 5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED AT
Jim Tucker, General Manager Raut
6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S) -
3132
7. SECTION/PAGE OF EST, PROCEDURE PLAN I Hacer I ssop ! OTHER

Humsane Handling
8.ISPCODE 9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS
04ca PRODUCT - Brotocol PR

10. DESCRIPTION OF KONCOMPLIANCE At

the horses to exit. This step down was approximately 18 inches in height. The downed horse at the back of the trailer was
lying in lateral recumbency next to this step down. As the horses exited the trailer, in order to navigate the step down,
almost every horse fell down on the downed horse bearing their foll weight. FSIS Directive 6900.] states that FSIS
persotme] are to monitor diszbled livestock handling procedures carried out by establishment employees to ensure hurnane
hmdlhxgol'disabled].iwsmekﬁmﬁeﬁmﬂmwmﬂmpmhsofmemmabﬁmmmme

hummnely slaughtered or disposed. a disabled Yivestock are to be handled with & minimum of excitement,
Ppein, injury, or discomfort. am Supervisor, and Raul Milan, Plant Superviser, was notified about the
noncomplignce. The establi proper corrective action. Once off joaded, both downed horses were in a

moribund condition. The back horse was barely breathing with no overt signs of movement. The front horse, with overt
stimulation, would try to move all four legs. Both horses were condemned on amte mortem for being moribund with red tag

numbers Z-4972859 and Z-4972860 respectively. With little strupgle, both horses were brumanely enthanized with a
captive bolt at 0745. Both were Ty di d :

PLUpCHy disp

- Past Similar NRs - Previous Ineffective Plant Actions: A written notice to-all the Buyers, that more care needed to be taken
in selecting and loading horses for transport to Cavel. This action has been ineffective in menitering for downed horses
that come onto the presmises. .

NR: 13-2006 dated 10/9/2006
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