Animal welfare standards in Australia's live exportmarkets

Background of submitting person:

| am an Australian veterinarian who graduated in 1884l am a long-term member of the Australian Veteyina
Association. | have followed the live export tradéwady since 1989 when | visited a live sheep tramspoat with
a veterinary colleague. | prepared this submisgidhe Senate Committee Inquiry on Animal Welfar@n8ards in
Australia’s Live Export Markets in conjunction withather veterinary colleague, Dr Susan Foster.

Background relevant to current enquiry

A Senate Enquiry in 198%oncluded that there was sufficient evidence oliane grounds to stop the live
sheep export trade immediately. The report stdtat“the trade is, in many respects, inimical todyanimal
welfare and it is not in the interests of the anitnae transported® Due to economic and practical reasons it
was recommended that the live export trade be ghastover a few years. The findings were ignored a
the trade was expanded to include export of liitlecaThe Australian Government did not respondhi®
Senate Enquiry recommendations, both at the tinseilesequently.

Examining Terms of Reference

1. Investigate and report into the role and effectess of Government, Meat and Livestock Australia,
Livecorp and relevant industry bodies in improvargmal welfare standards in Australia’s live export
markets, including:
a) The level, nature and effectiveness of expereléind efforts to promote or improve animal welfare
standards with respect to all Australian live expoarket countries;

i) expenditure and efforts on marketing and pbny live export to Australian producers;

Comment: not in a position to make informed comment

if) ongoing monitoring of the subscription tmd practise of, animal welfare standards in el &xport
market countries;

Comment:

With respect to the Australian Government, theufailto follow the recommendations of the 1985 Senat
Enquiry of 1985, suggests that monitoring animal welfare issuesf imiinimal importance or interest. The
fact that so many valid complaints made to varimlevant ministers over the years have been cemsigt
ignored highlights the reluctance of the governmteninterfere with rural industry even when faceihw
legitimate reports of poor animal welfare and aniatause (Appendix 1). The Australian Government has
been unwilling to act on informed advice that pitises animal welfare over industry profits.

With respect to MLA and LiveCorp, only they can aely answer this question as such informatiamois
necessarily available to the public. A comprehemsgport exposing most of the Indonesian cattlegsiter
issues observed by Australian viewers on Four Gemas made available to the public in May 26The
commissioning of an independent evaluation woulticate that some monitoring does occur but it would
appear that there has been limited or no respent&t monitoring. In essence, this repakescribes critical
issues of transport, feedlotting and slaughtertjpes. The written description of slaughter praedimatches
that shown on the Four Corners report (includinggeaand average of number of head slaps and ramje a
average number of incisions required for slaughtBng report indicates that the industry was wefhee of
the animal abuses that were occurring in Indonesia.

Similarly, MLA and LiveCorp failed to respond apprately to their own monitoring and external reigsan

the situation in Egypt between 2000 and 2006 (ggeeAdix 1). The consistent failure of MLA and Liva@®

to address the issues in Egypt led to media expasuAustralia that resulted in the Federal Govesnim
banning the live cattle trade to Egypt in 2006. Wheade resumed in 2010, the first shipment on the
Wellard’s flagship vessel, Ocean Shearer, provakedi\QIS investigation into the deaths of 295 cattte
board. The investigation exposed inexcusable miliranand neglect. At the time, it was noted tlag tvas



not an isolated incident. The RSPCA made the faligwpublic comment: “As such, it would appehat if
monitoring is appropriate, and it may be, that it is purely a public relations exercise and has minima
impact on practices within the live export tradé (RSPCA comment 2013) That comment would still
appear to still be valid with respect to respomsmonitoring by MLA and LiveCorp.

iii) actions to improve animal welfare outcasria all other live export market countries and ¢lvédence
base for these actions.

Comments:

Again, documentation from the relevant companiesild/de required to analyse whether any actions had
been taken to improve animal welfare outcomes istralia’s live export market. What can be said glasn

the MLA/LiveCorp 2010 repofi,is that any actions that had been taken were abljoineffective or
insufficient. Slaughter practices as judged from mhedia footage in 2011 and the MLA/LiveCorp report
2010 indicate that practices remain unchanged.p8fgpatrocities such as that occurred on Oceanr8hea
also demonstrate that actions taken from any mongaf shipping practices over 20 (or more) ydaase
also been insufficient or non-existent.

With respect to actions taken to improve animalfavel outcomes, MLA has tried to implement improved
practices at slaughter by researching and devejopinumber of different slaughter boxes (Marks .174)e
RSPCA has a detailed document titled “Mark 1 BoRes they Acceptable?” which describes why these
restraint boxes are inhumah@&he report provides a direct quotation from aerinational expert Dr Temple
Grandin (Professor of Animal Science, Colarado eStamiversity): “The handling of cattle in the Maitk
restraint box is atrocious. A system that is desiljto make an animal fall should never be useduad
shocked to see the Australian Meat and Livestockenan the side of this dreadful contraption”. Tater
from Dr Susan Foster to Minister Ludwig regardihg tuse of these boxes is also included (Appendix 2)
Development of these boxes has undoubtedly imprslagyhter practices but the fact that the improam
seems to only have been from “atrocious” to “tdyripoor” is a sad indictment on MLA, their spendiafy
research money and their lack of true understandingnimal welfare. If Australian and US standards
demand upright slaughter then it belies understanavhy a company would invest so much money in
developing and implementing this form of restrdartAustralian cattle in overseas abattoirs.

b) The extent of knowledge of animal welfare preagiin Australia's live export markets including:
i) formal and informal monitoring and reportisguctures;
i) formal and informal processes for reportangl addressing poor animal welfare practices.

Comments:

1b i) It would appear from the MLA/Live Corp repoof 2010 that some formal monitoring has been
undertaken in Indonesia at least. However, thabntefighlights the fact that for many aspects @& trade,
records and reports within the importing countryrevasually not kept or available for scrutiny eagcurate
numbers of pregnant heifers in feedlotting (p20)nuortality rate in feedlotting (p1%9)The report also
highlighted numerous aspects that the observers umable to directly assess (e.g. the provisicioad and
water to cattle left unloaded in trucks for upheee days (p12))It is doubtful that MLA/Live Corp followed
up on these issues and checked themselves.

1b ii) With respect to the live cattle and sheegdr, it would appear that both MLA and LiveCorp dav
consistently failed to address animal welfare issteported to them by their external consultants lay
independent observers. The fact that a report eniih cattle trade in Indonesia highlighted so ynasues

of animal welfare issues in 2010 and that no sattsfy action was taken to resolve these issudsndt 12-
month time frame indicates an inappropriate respossd/or response time to these reported issues. A
background statement on the previous situationgypE (Appendix 1) demonstrates that this seemseta b
recurring problem with MLA and LiveCorp.

It is also an uncomfortable reflection on the Aakém Government generally, that federal intervamntihas
only occurred when issues, that had been repeatepéyrted to them informally, have been finally esed in
graphic detail to the Australian public by telegisifootage. This would suggest a clear failuremfegnment
policy and concern in addressing poor animal welfamactices. The Australian Government has comgigte
relied upon industry, MLA and LiveCorp assuranced placed more faith in their collective assurartbas



in the informal reports of concerned observersudiclg trained veterinarians and members of resgecte
welfare organisations such as RSPCA.

2. Investigate and report on the domestic econdammpact of the live export trade within Australiainding:
a) Impact on regional and remote employment@sfly in northern Australia;
b) Impact and role of the industry on locakbtock production and prices;
¢) Impact on the processing of live stock witAiustralia.

Comment:

I am not in a position to provide detailed informeamment and analysis of this issue. The very ggner
economic comments that can be made are as follows.

This trade is never guaranteed. It is a high-mslustry. With respect to Indonesia, a permit isvjated on a 3
monthly basis. There is no certainty or stabilidy farmers or their animals. Indonesia is beconmmge self-
sufficient and it is unlikely that they will keeplying on imported cattle. It is also not in the@st interest to
do so. This trade could be halted abruptly andtradily at any time by Indonesia (or other impogtin
countries) and Australian farmers have no “fallfo@osition”. Northern Australia has limited or nbildy
(depending on location) to process cattle if thiduistry is halted and there is no financial inoenfor setting
up processing facilities whilst the high profitydi export trade exists. As such, it is an extrenredigy
economic venture. Like most high risk venturest féils, business fails. In the case of Australfarmers, it
is not just a loss of business, it is loss of hoimepme, way of life and total livelihood. In addit,
Australian animals may also be adversely affeci@dexample, if there is no money to buy dieseptonp
water through a dry season or if farmers have rimoput to abandon their farms and animals ongHaems
if they are forced to just “walk-away”. This trafteces a risk that really has no parallel in thdevibusiness
community.

If this trade were to be phased out, jobs in north&ustralia could be created with the developmeit
processing facilities in northern Australia. Doni@grocessing creates jobs and “value-adds” toexmpprted
meat. Profits to the producer may be lower butrtbks entailed would be considerably decreasedtand
more in line with the risks farmers are requireddke every day and every year: weather, markeegyi
Australian dollar, etc.

3. Other related matters.

i) Exported Australian livestock are not protectedthe same standard as set and maintained witgn t
country. World Organisation for Animal Health (OlEgcommendations and standards are well below
Australian standards. They do not require uprigle-glaughter stunning and they do not exclude pin
restraint, tripping and casting of animals as og¢nmost Indonesian abattoirs. Presumably, thegal@lso
forbid the distressing “cultural” practice of hogimwater or throwing buckets of water on helplessstc
animals as occurs in Indone$ik.should not be acceptable in Australia that Australian animals are only,

at best, protected by an animal welfare code watbebevel standards. Whilst technically difficdtibstitute
and maintain in importing countries, upright, ptaaghter stunning must be made mandatory for Alistra
animals if this trade is to continue. This practiggarently is appropriate for Halal slaughtertsere is no
cultural reason to prevent it becoming a mandastapdard.

ii) Australian regulatory arrangements are inadégua protect exported Australian livestock. Onge a
Australian animal has left Australia, they have protection against inappropriate stress let alouteight
cruelty. Importing countries do not have basic alirwelfare legislation so no amount of Australian
regulatory arrangements can protect animals exgpdreen Australia. Mishandling, mistreatment, inadatg
housing, poor transport facilities and cruelty ar@atural consequence of our inability to regukténal
welfare in the importing countries.

iii) In my opinion, no live animals should be expoted from Australia as feeder or slaughter animals.
Exporting animals live, under any circumstancegnewith best-practice ships (and over the yearsyyma
have been shown to be sub-standard) directly comiges animal welfateAround one thousand cattle and
40,000 sheep die at sea every year while beingrieghdor slaughtetWhen there is also loading, unloading,
transport to feedlots, feedlotting itself (sometameith poor conditions and, consistently in Indoagsvith
inadequate roughage of a desirable length to deerte risk of lactic acidosfs)transporting to and from



feedlots (which could be up to 3 days with no udlog in Indonesia according to MLA/LiveCorp’s own
reporf) then slaughter, there are so many opportunitepéor animal welfare and unacceptable suffering
that this trade cannot be condoned at any level.

It is simply impossible (as outlined in numerouaggs in the MLA/LiveCorp report 20f0lo ensure that
skilled animal handlers are involved or the aninigs involved in transport, feedlotting and slataghin an
importing country are minimised. Every step, adlioatl in the MLA/LiveCorp report is problematic and
none can be regulated as often independent, nariatipgnon-trained operators are involved similar
observation was made by a specialist slaughteruttams$ reporting on the situation in Egypt (Appentt).

Stress is cumulative. From the moment Australiaesiock are loaded onto a truck at a farm, thestréss. If
this is minimised with short transportation and #alan slaughter then it is acceptable. It is axateptable to
keep adding stress: boat trip, feedlotting, intetransport in non-specialist vehicle (usually with non-slip
floors and no facilities for unloading if transp@tprolonged or halted), adverse slaughter caotietc.

Conclusions

As far as a veterinarian member of the public caigg¢, the efforts made by the Australian Government
MLA and LiveCorp to improve animal welfare have besther inadequate or ineffective. It is diffictidt
know whether adequate money has been spent on aringitor whether money that has been spent on
monitoring has been wasted due to inappropriateooaction. That the Egyptian trade was banned e t
an almost identical situation occurred in Indonasiggests that this problem is not taken with cumasness

by MLA and LiveCorp and that their responses tejmehdent reports have been consistently inadequate

a 10 year period.

However, no amount of industry money could everressi the issues exposed in the 2010 Indonesiant repo
prepared for MLA and LiveCofpor any subsequent independent reports of theelport tradeThe trade
itself is incompatible with good animal welfare This means even if MLA and LiveCorp had the best
intentions and an unlimited budget, they would hiitéie ability to effect enough change to prevamimal
suffering and cruelty in the live export trade. Tfhet that they have never acknowledged this aadttiey
have consistently maintained that animal welfares weaceptable, despite evidence to the contrarygemak
them guilty of misleading interested parties beytigeneral public, farmers or government. Few, if an
Australian farmers would have let their animalsexported had they been truly aware of the suffetivag
they would and could endure.

This trade is not acceptable at any level basedvelfare grounds. It is also not acceptable on egono
grounds. As such, and in line with the 1985 liv@ax enquiry’ it needs to be replaced with a refrigerated
meat trade and local processing. The live expadetrshould be phased out so that there is timboww this
infrastructure to be instituted. Whilst it is beiphased out, strict regulations with independenstralian
government monitoring, especially at the point laughter, need to be in place to minimise animakity
and stress as much is as possible.

Dr Linda Fleeman BVSc PhD MACVSc
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Appendix 1: Background document for Media: Why Animals Aub&ravas forced to undertake this
investigation and provide evidence to the Austraiammunity A history of concerns and failed/flawed
responses.

http://www.animalsaustralia.org/media/press_releggm?release=54

Since 1995 over 1 million Australian cattle and diwaus of thousands of sheep have travelled ontéicks
vessels 10,000 kms by sea to Egypt to be slaughtekaimals Australia has repeatedly brought conser
regarding the treatment of animals in Cairo’s majoattoir — Bassatin to the attention of the Fddera
government and live export industry. On each sicea action was taken only when issues at Bashatia
been publicly exposed in the media, or the thréakposure existed.

Egypt has no animal welfare laws. The treatmemtatie at Bassatin has been brought to the atteofi the
Egyptian Government and the Government VeterinaryiSe on a number of occasions. The majority of
Australian cattle are slaughtered at Bassatin aipatt

The current investigation shows that the treatmoéanimals at the abattoir has not altered.
History:

October 2001

Animals Australia is alerted by eye-witness Vetarian Dr Petra Sidhom to the horrendous slaughter
practices in this abattoir included the slashingeair leg tendons and stabbing of eyes to disaidle a
disorientate cattle prior to slaughter whilst futignscious. Executive Director Glenys Oogjes adiately
brings this to the attention of the National Cotetile Committee for Animal Welfare (NCCAW) which
advises the Federal Minister for Agriculture.

Present at this meeting was thémeCorp CEO Kevin Shiell who admitted that he wasaware of these
practices in Egypt. At this stage Australia had been exporting cattlEgypt for 6 years yet it was only
when Animals Australia became aware of these mregthat there was any attempt to have them address

2002
The live export industry responds by installingestraint box’ in Bassatin abattoir.

February 2003

Slaughterhousspecialist consultantMr. Graeme Johnson is engaged by LiveCorp to as3assatin. He
did not see the facility in full operation. Johns@nsubsequent report concluded: ‘As independetehiens
undertake all slaughter work, itéxtremely difficult to enforce acceptable standardsand until further
considerations can be evaluated, there exists syoreaolution to this dilemma.’

May 2003
Dr. Sidhom is advised by Egypt's Chief Veterinarffi€r that the restraint box was not being used.

June 2003

An article by Dr. Sidhom outlining the problems gractices at Bassatin abattoir was publisheddn th
Australian Veterinary Journal. At the same tilm@rrent affairs program ‘60 Minutes’ interviews usdry
officials in regards to Bassatin for a program ¢at@ air in July.

July 2003

Industry/government reaction. One week beforeMButes’ is to go to air exposing cruel practice€igypt
and Israel, the Federal government and live expdrstry announce that they will commit $150,00@to
project aimed at improving animal handling in Migldle East and North Africa. LiveCorp CEO Kevin
Shiell is interviewed on 60 Minutes. He admitsttha was aware that these practices had occurtestdiad
that LiveCorp have instigated programs in the alraiticluding installing a restraint box and that\would
be very surprised if these practices were contmuir Sidhom is also interviewed and states phattices
are still occurring.

December 2003
Industry reaction to ‘60 Minutes’. LiveCorp annaes in a press release that improvements weregdann
Bassatin and that a new restraint box is to bealiest



2004
No Australian cattle are exported to Egypt duehlow value of the Egyptian pound.

March 2004

LiveCorp/MLA’s representative in the Middle East; Rigel Brown states in Victoria’'s Weekly Times
newspaper that ‘Bassatin abattoir in Cairo, whiall hecently been modernised with help from Ausrali
consultants, would be used as a benchmark for iwepnents throughout the Middle East.’ LiveCorp/MLA
media release — “MLA and LiveCorp recently conédca similar workshop on best-practise cattle hiagdl
techniques in Cairo and this was very successful.’

March 2004

Dr. Sidhom visits Bassatin and provides the finskeipendent report regarding the operation of the ne
restraint box. It is not being used; only a sirigilividual knows how to operate it, there are peais with
the power supply and the hydraulics were not opegathen power was restored. Ascertains that Aliaty
industry funding paid for the re-flooring (tilingf one slaughter hall at Bassatin, whilst moneylgésl by the
Egyptian Government was used to paint the walsnofther slaughter hall and to retarmac the intewsds
in Bassatin.

May 2004

An article appears ifihe Age newspaper revealing Dr Sidhom’s information andesbations.
MLA/LiveCorp’s Dr Brown flies to Australia to speait the Australian Veterinary Association Confeeenc
(which is due to vote on a proposal that they Fapelicy against live exports). Brown has visikglypt
after Sidhom'’s visit and shows the conference d@qgraph of a newly installed electrical generatoo\e the
restraint box in Bassatin abattoir. The motion bethe AVA is defeated.

April/May 2004

Minister Truss responding to the outcomes of thaiKenquiry (established after the 2003 Cormo gy
rejection) announces that the Federal Governmdhprivide 4 million dollars over four years to pel
improve animal welfare practices in importing caiex and upgrade handling procedures. Animals Aliatr
proposes to Minister Truss a detailed strategytferuse of the $4 million — assessment of overfseities
and identifying priorities, independent and exgessessment of progress, involvement of welfareréxpéc.
The proposal is rejected by the Minister.

July 2005

Animals Australia is informed that cattle expodsEgypt have resumed and writes to the new Federal
Agriculture Minister, Mr. McGauran expressing comseand asking him to seek independent verification
that practices in Bassatin abattoir have improv&dimals Australia informs the Minister that a gen
representative of Compassion in World Farming edsihe abattoir in October 2004 and documented man-
handling of animals and the restraint box not beised.

The following is an extract from Minister McGauramesponse of 9th August 2005:

“The Australian Government and the Australiandiieek exporting industry have provided funding and
technical assistance in recent years to upgradéiéecand procedures at Bassatin to achieveebetélfare
outcomes for all livestock processed there, ndtljusstock form Australia. The fact that the vale of the
live export trade with Egypt has greatly reducethim past two years does not detract from thetffentt
Bassatin is a good example where Australia’s inewlgnt in the live trade has allowed us to influectzange
and improve animal welfare conditions in the M&l&ast.”

The Investigation:

As a result, Animals Australia had no choice louihdertake to access this abattoir and documerdriu
practices to ascertain whether Minister McGauratdsms were accurate or whether Australian cattle
exported to Egypt were still at risk of being biizied. At the same time Animals Australia was adrby
Egyptian colleagues that 26,000 Australian sheegldvgo on the market in Cairo in January. Thereswe
grave concerns as to how these animals would bdld@rtransported and slaughtered.

January 2006

Animals Australia’s Communication Director Lyn Witravels to Cairo and, with an experienced
investigator from the UK, is assisted to access8&@s abattoir by local Egyptians. Over a 90 nenugriod,
investigators access all cattle and sheep slaubhtisrand covertly film the handling and slauglagr
animals, including animals identified to investigyatas Australian cattle.



Video evidence was obtained of extreme and endaimise of animals including the slashing of leg oesd
stabbing of eyes, and aggressive poking of eyesdisable and disorientate cattle prior to slaughkairther
animals were having their tails cut immediatelyathroats were cut (whilst fully conscious) cagsiarther
suffering.

Investigators access Slaughterhall 3 which hodsedustralian-installed restraint box and obsehag it is
not being used. Cattle are led past the restbaixto the other end of the facility where leg tensl were
slashed and the animals brutally slaughtered.

Whilst in Bassatin the investigators also documeétite method of slaughter of sheep, which incoreora
dragging and manhandling the animals before thneate cut without pre-stunning. Whilst local anisna
were being processed at the time, Australian shesplso killed in this slaughter hall.

Further, investigators documented the purchaseusfralian sheep in market places and associated
treatment. Animals were trussed before beingmpbbiots of cars for ‘home’ slaughter. Australifieep
were also being brutally killed in illegal slaugfiteuses in the centre of Cairo.

February 2006

It is decided that to provide further informatianNlinister McGauran is futile as he has clearlyrbedésled
by the live export industry. A decision is made to provide material directlyttie Prime Minister calling for
a ban on the export of animals to the Middle Eds$te material is also provided to the 60 Minutesgpam to
ensure that the Australian community is accuratdglyrmed rather than being further misled by goveent
and industry claims.

Compiled by Animals Australia - February 2006

Note: Recent industry claims that conditions cipslhas also improved are not supported by thedigu
(provided by AMSA). Despite 2005 being the firsy of the full operation of the new ‘AustraliaraGdards
for the Export of Livestock’, the on-board ship ttegates for cattle and sheep were higher tha®@42

- Cattle (reported) on-board mortality rose froh296 in 2004 to 0.14% in 2005 — 769 cattle died.

- Sheep (reported) on-board mortality rose frofit% in 2004 to 0.97% in 2005 — 35,000 sheep dipd (u
from 24,000 in 2004).



Appendix 2: Letter regarding Mark 1 restraint boxes
4 Noel St
Hilton

WA 6163

Senator Joe Ludwig
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2600

22" June 2011

cc: Alastair Lawrie, Phillip Glyde, Melissa ParlRSPCA Australia

Dear Senator Ludwig

| am writing to provide my opinionas a veterinarian §ervicing the cattle industry both in
Australia and overseas f@ryear$ anda member of the Australian Veterinary Association(for
24 years), of the unacceptability of the Mark 1 lagxa means of restraining cattle for slaughter.

| was shocked to see that the Mark 1 Box has bapposted by the cattle industry and deemed
acceptable. The pain and distress associated &ghing animals onto a sloping concrete slab,
usually with metal drains/bars for bleeding, mefinas this method of restraint will inherently resul

in excessive discomfort, pain and in some casegiqdl injury. The difficulties in moving animals
into the restraint box, and the time taken to rihgelegs, cast and slaughter each animal means that
they are each restrained for several minutes, coedp® a few seconds when animals are held in
upright restraint systems. Thus animals restrainédark 1 boxes are exposed to quite unnecessary
and prolonged suffering.

Restraining animals on their sides for slaughtes heen deemed unacceptable by all State and
Territory governments yet, apparently, it is saovedid by Australian authorities and corporations in
Indonesia and other countries. The Indonesians haderstandably come under scrutiny for their
actions but it is my understanding, that scrutihyhe Australian-approved Mark 1 boxes seems to
have been neglected.

The only acceptable and humane way to slaughtéle gatin an upright position and where the
animal is made insensible to pain through stunpirigr to slaughterl urge you to ensure that no
further time or money is wasted by your departmiandetermining whether the Mark 1 box is
acceptable. It is an inhumane device that shouldmge used for the slaughter of cattle.

Yours sincerely,
Dr Sue Foster BVSc MVetClinStud FACVSc
Adjunct Senior Lecturer in Small Animal Medicineukioch University, Murdoch WA

Small Animal Medical Consultant, Vetnostics, NoRiide, NSW



