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Feeding of prohibited substances

N Schembri® M Hernandez-jover, J-A Toribio and PK Holyoake

Objective To assess current swill feeding leaislation, swil! feeding
investigation practices by authorities and feeding practices of pig
producers who trade via saleyards in eastern Australia in order 10
determine levels of understanding and conformance related to
current swill feeding iegislation.

Method A three-tiered approach was undertaken to gather infor
mation on the feeding of prohibited cubstances (swill} to pigs in
Australia. Firstly, & review of swill feeding legislation was under-
taken to highlight the commonalities and inconsistencies between
the various state and territory legislations in defining swill. Sec-
ondly, agricultural authorities were contacted in each state to
gather information on swill feeding investigations undertaken in
2006. Finally, face-to-face interviews were conducted with 106 pig
producers who traded pigs at one of six saleyards in eastern Aus-
+ralia to ascertain their knowledge of swill feeding and to determine
the feeding practices of this sector of the industry.

Results  Areas of concern identified included (1) inconsistencies
in the feedstuffs classed as ‘swill’ among states, {2) the number of
producers who had been prosecuted for swill feeding in 2006 (n=4
of 148 inspections), (3} the low knowledge base of producers who
sell pigs at saleyards regarding swili feeding, and (4} the types of
feadstuffs provided to pigs marketed at saleyards.

Conclusion Our findings highlight the need for a consistent defi-
nition for ‘swill' across Australian states and for improved awaraness
of swill feading among producers, particularly those who market
pigs at saleyards.

Keywords Australia; emergency animatl disease; foot and mouth
disease; legislation; pigs; swill

Abbroviations ASF, African swine faver: CSF, classical swine
fever; DATT, Department of Agriculture, Fisharies and Forestry; DP,
Department of Primary Industries; EAD, emergency animal disease;
ELISA, enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay; FMD, footand mouth
disease; GLM, generalised linear model: PRES, porcineg, reproductive
and respiratory syndrome; SVD, swine vesicuiar disease
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Y will feeding, the feeding of meat and meat products to pigs. is of
% international concern because of the risk of transmission of
b emergency animal disease (EAD) viruses o pigs. Fool and
mouth disease (FMD) is regarded as the greatest EALD risk to anv pork

industry because pigs, although less susceptible to acrosol infection,

are highly susceptible to oropharyngeal infection via feeding of FMD-
infected feed waste.™
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(swill) to pigs in Australia

The role of pigg in exoric disease outbreaks was most evident in the
2001 outbreak of FMD in the UK, which was thought to have origi-
nated on a piggery feeding contaminated waste to pigs.” Although no
other piggeries were directly involved in the spread of the discase, the
rate of amplification from the initial herd was enough to infect nearby
tocks of sheep, resulting in 6 million animals being condemned on
over 2000 properties,’ That disease putbreak demonstrated how FMD
could be introduced via contaminated meat products, particularly if
strict swill feeding controls are not enforced. The virus is known to
survive for up to 48 hat 4°Cand pH < 6in fresh meat products. up Lo
6 months in partially cooked, cured and smoked meat products and
15 days in inadequately pasteurised milk products.” Illegal smuggling
of animal products was thought to be the most likely route of FMD
introduction to the UK in the 2001 outhreak.* Other diseases that can
be introduced by the swill feeding of pigs include swine vesicular
disease (SVD), classical swine fever (CSF), porcine, reproductive and
respiratory syndrome (PRRS) and African swine fever {ASFY Swill
feeding of pigs has been linked to the introduction of SVD in Portugal
(June 2007}, ASF in Georgia and Armenia (2007}, ASF in Tanzania
{January 2005} and PRRS in The Republic of South Africa {August
200417 FMD involving pigs was last seen in Australia in 1871, and the
last outbreak of CSF was in 1960-61, caused by suspected swill
feeding. Australia has had no reported cases of ASE PRRS, 5VD,

vesicular sxanthema or vesicular stomatitis.

Prior to the 2001 outbreak of FMD in the UK, it was a requirement {0
“properly process” swill Lefore it was fed to livestock on approved and
licensed premises.® The piggery suspected of initiating FMD outbreak
possessed such a license. The Department {or Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs has since banned the practice of feeding swill to pigs in
the UK.*

in developed countries. pigs are gen erally fed concentrated feed that
consists mainlv of cereal and protein supplements. Feed represents 4
high propoertion of the cost of rearing pigs and ranges from 30% 1o
75% depending on the cost of the feed,” ¥ The percentage of cost that
comes from feed is a factor of feed costs and varies considerably
between countries, Waste material from food for human consumprion
is widely used, either as an ingredient in purchased comn arcial feed
(such as biscuit, and chacolate]) or purchased direct and mixed with
grain produced on-farm {such as dairy or bakery waste).”

In 2006. a report on the management of animal and plant diseases 1
New South Wales {NSW) raised concerns that awareness of illegal
feeding practices by backvard and small-scale producers was Tow."™
The same report also highlighted that, although random swill feeding
inspections by government authorities was oceurring, more targeted
inspection of suppliers of swill {bakeries. restaurants and supermar-
kets) was requived.”

Anecdotal evidence suggests smallholder producers and producers
sectar of the pork

residing in peri-urban areas arc J challeng
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industry to locate and study. This sector of the pig-rearing community
has been traditionally perceived 1o have a higher likelihood of illegal
swill feeding than mainstream producers. For example, a recent risk
analysis suggested that the feeding practices of smaltholder and back-
vard pig producers would lead to 2 high annual likelihood of EMD
exposure with extreme consequences.!' In addition, recent studies
suggest livestock auctions at saleyards, which feature predominantly
among peri-urban traders, are an averue for disease dissemination.

There is limited published data on the feeding practices of smallholder
Pig producers in Australia. The objective of this study was to gather
information on the feeding of prohibited substances (swill} to pigs in
Australia to support subsequent risk assessment activities for exotic
disease introduction into this country. We also sought to identify areas
where the uniformity of legislation and producer awareness of swill
feeding could be improved.

Materials and methods

Swill feeding legisiation review

A review of legislation regarding illegal feeding practices relevant to
pigs was undertaken from Janua ¥ to March of 2006. From this, a
database of the various state legislative Acts and Regulations pertain-
ing to the feeding of swill to pigs was compiled.

Consultation process

A steering committee of relevant stakeholders to the pork industry,
including Australian Pork Limited, QAF Meat Ltd and state regulatory
bodies, was established as a conduit for consultation with state depart-
ments of primary industries or agriculture and the Australian Biose-
curity Co-operative Research Centre. The legislative Acts and
Regulations relevan: to swill feeding from the Australasian Legal
Information Tnstitute internet site (httpdiwwwaustiieduan/) were
reviewed, focussing on identifying inconsistencies and risk areas in
the current system for each state and territory of Australia. A report on
the results was distributed to the steering committee members and
relevant government agencies and regulators to ensure the informa-
tion was accurate. Feedback was received through the consultation
process. Interpretations of the legislation were adjusted where relevant
1o assimilate the expert interpretation of the state-based regulators,

Swill feeding inspection review

A review of swill feeding inspections undertaken during the 2006
calendar year by relevant agricultural government agencies within all
Australian states was conducted. Selection of relevant agencies was
based on advice obtained by the steering committee outlined
above.

Interview study

Saleyard selection. This study focussed on the production practices
of producers who traded pigs at saleyards in eastern Australia: namely,
Queensland (QLD), NSW and Victoria (VIC). These three states have
71.6% of the national sow herd and represent 71.1% of the pig farms
in Australia.’ In total, 25 of the 30 saleyards in Australia that conduet
pig auctions regularly {12 of 15 saleyards) and occasionally (13 of 15
saleyards) are located in these states (Salter, personal communication,
2007), representing 62.8% {123,845 pigs) of the 2006-07 national pig

2010 The Authors
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throughput at saleyards (197,144 pigs; Jackson, Pollock and Van
Dissel, personal communication, 2008). 1415

Two salevards {1 peri-urban and 1 regional) with a relatively high and
cansistent throughput of producers and pigs where sales were held on
a weekly or fortnightly basis were purposively chosen in each of the
three states.

Producer recruitment. Interview participants were sourced from
two salevards in each of the three study states and a total of 106 pig
producers participated QLD {n=24), NSW {n = 39), VIC (n = 43}).

From November 2006 to February 2007, two researchers conducted
most of the personal interviews either on-farm (32%; n = 34) or at the
saleyard (52%; n = 56). A small number of interviews were conducted
over the telephone because of the remoteness of the producers’ [oca-
tions (15%; n = 16). If producers were interviewed by phone, a letter
explaining the study and a copy of the questionnaire were posted to
them prior to the interview taking place. Each participant was offered
an incentive of an AUS50 gift certificate and received printed educa-
tional material on pig farm biosecurity published by Animal Health
Australia,

Questionnaire designi. Our eight-page questionnaire was written in
English and comprised 59 short, closed questions in a simple and clear
format to minimise confusion and maximise response accuracy. " H It
covered six topics (producer demographics, husbandry practices,
feeding practices, herd health, biosecurity and pig identification/
movement practices), taking up to 30 min to complete. Only the
results pertaining to feeding practices and producer’s perceptions on
prohibited feedstuffs (3 questions} are described here. The guestion-
naire was piloted among 10 people familiar with producing pigs and
modified accordingly to improve clarity prior to undertaking the
interviews,

Statistical analysis

Data were entered in a purpose- built relational database (Microsoft®
Access 2002) and checked for typographical errors. Validation checks
were performed to identify im roper categorical entries and numeric
extremes. All identified errors were corrected.

To describe the interviewed population, respondents were initjally
categorised by herd size. Smallholder pig herds were defined as having
0-149 sows (n = 97; 91.3%), with larger herds having > 150 sows
(n = 9; 8.5%). Twelve pig producers reported having no sows present
at the time the interview was undertaken. These herds had between 0
and 300 grower pigs on-farm. Literature on Australian and North
American sow herd equivalents suggest | sow is equivalent to between
10 and 15 grower pigs.""* Based on this, all 12 producers reporting
grower herds of up to 300 pigs {equivalent to approximately 30 sows)
were classified as being small-scale (0149 sows).

Producers were also classified according to their area of residence,
either peri-urban or regional. Peri-urban producers were defined as
those living within a 100-km radius of a capital city or within a 20-km
radius of a rural centre with 4 population of more than 30.000
residents,* ¥

Descriptive and statistical analyses were performed using GenStat
8.1 (PC/Windows XP, 2006). A chi square test could not be used o

Australian Veterinary Journal Volume 88, No 8, August 2010

295



2956

analyse the interview study resulits becanse of the small sample size of
lar
<3 Cnnsznquenti}:Iugisric TEEression was used ro investigate associa-
tions between the gutcome variables (producer feeding practices) and
herd size (0-149 SOWS or >130 sows) and producer type {peri-urhan or
regional). The practices investigated included the feeding of 9 differ-
ent feed types and the sourci ng of feed from 5 difforent sources, and

e-scale producers (n = 9) and the recurrence of expected values

cach outcome variable was coded as | when a feed tvpe was given or
when feed was obtained from a feed source and as 0 when it was not.
Assaciations with each outcome were determined using separate
univariable models including either herd size or praducer type as the

fixed effect. The feeding practices speci caliy of small-scale producers
were then further analysed in a similar manner to investigale associa-
Hon with motiv:

wion to keep Pigs (primury income, secondary income

or other reasons) and state of trading (QLD, NSW or VIC), each
>valuated separately as a fixed effect,

Binomial generatized linear models (GLM) were constructed to iden-
tify differences between feed types given to pigs separately within each
category of herd (smaltholder and large-scale herds) and of producer
tpe (peri-urban and regional herds). For each category a separate
GLM model was constructed with feed provided (coded as 1 when
feed given and 0 when not) as the outcome variable, feed type as the
fixed effect (coded 1-9 for each feed type) and farm included ag a
random effect to account for expected clustering of feed tvpe given
within farm. The same GLM approach was used to identify differences
in feed source within each category, with feed source (coded 1,0) as
the outcome variabie and feed source as the fived effect {coded 1~5 for
each feed source).

Results

Swill feeding fegisiation review

Each state was found to he responsible for separate swill feeding
regulations. with all states and lerritories prohibiting the feeding or
access of swill to pigs. The definition of swill differed among state
jurisdictions. There was no legisiation pertaining (o swill feeding in
the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) because pigs are prohibited
from being kept there. The tegislation refating to fee
substances to pigs in each state or territory is listed in Table 1.

ing prohibited

Prohibited Jeed material. The definition of swill was similar fn
NSW, QLD and Western Australia (WA}, and included any carcass ol
part of a carcass (including meat, offal, tissue, blood or bone) of any
mammal or bird (Tabje 2. Animal- contaminated matter was also con-
sidered swill and referred to the waste or residue that may contain
animal matter, or been in contact with animal matter, such as restau-
rant food scraps that have been in contact with meat. In NSW and
South Avstralia (SA), stock food that consisted wholly or partly of
faeces is also considered swill.

In'VIC, 8A and Tasmania {TAS), the definition of swill is restricted to
placental poultry,
monotremes (Table 2). The definition of swill in the Northern Terrj-

mammals  and  excludes marsupials  and

tory includes placenta! animals and poultry.

In QLD, NSW, vIC and SA swill T'euding regulations have heen
expanded to encompass the pigs’ environment, so that pigs are pre.
vented from grazing on, being housed on ar being fed anv pasture or
crops grown on land used for depositing or spreading faecal material,
except where approval had heen sought from the state’s department of
primary industries.

Exceptions. Most states (SA, WA, TAS and the NT) allow pigs to be
fed prohibited substances that have been treated via rendering, pro-
vided that the rendering process had approval from the relevant State
Government Officer {usualiy the state’s Chief Veterinary Officer).

In WA, treatment licenses are issued to owners of o registered abattair,
treatmen! premise or owners of pigs that will be fed the treated prod-
ucts. All pigs kept in such Systems must then be sold for direct slaugh-
ter only and the treatment license is valid for 12 months,

Special mention was made in the NT of the treatment of food scraps

to avoid the unintentional feeding of swill and the requirement to

ensure feral pigs are excluded from places where food scraps may be
=

present (National Parks or garbage refuse sites),

Allowed feed material, Mil and milk by-products of Australian
origin or legally imported into Australia for human consumption are
allowed to be fed to pigs in all states and territories {Table 2). Taligw
and gelatine are acceptable sources of feed for pigs in all states.
Cooking oil or ailsesd waste is allowable in NSW, QLD and WA if it js

fani= T Legislation pertaining to the feeding of prehibited substances to pigs by state {2006)

tate Reguiatory body

Oueensiand

Mew South Wales
Lands Protection Board {RLPE)
Victoria

South Australia
Western Australia Departmeant of Agriculture and Food Western Aus
MNorthern Territory
Territory (NT DFiF&M}
Tasmania
Tasmania (DPIWE TAS)

Austratian Veterinary Journal Yolume B8, No 3, August 2670

Queensiand Department of Primary industries and Fish

New South Wales Department of Primary industries {NSWY DRI and Rurai
Victorian Department of Primary Industries (VIC DPi}

Department of Primary Industries and Resources South Australiz {PIR SA}
stralia (DAFWA)

Pepartment of Business, industry and Resource Development - Northern

Department of Primary industries, Water and Environment,

Swilt feeding legisiation
eries (ODPI&F) Stock Act 1915 and Stock Regulations 1988

Stock Diseases Act 1922 and Stock Diseases
Regtilations 2004

Livestock Disease Controf Act 1 994 and Livestock
Disease Controf Regulations 1695

Livestock Requigtions 1098

Exotic Diseases {General) Regulations 1970

Stock Diseases Act 2004

Animal Health Act 1993

2070 The Authors
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Altowed (A] and prohibited (P) fead substances for pigs in Australia by state

Feed substances State
oLp* NS WICH SA WA MT™ TASY

Al meat and meat products P P = - P - i

Placental mammals and products P P P P P P P

Non-placental mammais and producte F p A A P A A
Meat meal & A A A A A A
Faecal material (e.g. sprayed pastures) P P F P - - =
Poultry P p A A A P A
tags A A - A P =
Fish A A - - A 55 i
Mitk (of Australian origin or tegally imporred) A A A A A A A
Bread {not in contact with meat} A A A A A A A
Fruit or vegetables A A A A A A A
fatlow A A A A A - A
Gelating A A A A A - A
Cooking oil (treated, with no sofids) A A = A - =

(- Lack of information provided in the legisiation and education materials ta indicate whether the particular substances identified are allowed or

prohibited.

NSW, New South Wales; NT, Northern Territories; QLD, Queensland: SA, South Australia; TAS, Tasmania; VIC, Victoria; WA, Western Australia.

free from solid particles and has been treated (rendered) after its last
contact with ammal matter. New South Wales was the only state to
allow manufactured dry dog or cat food, non-meat bakery waste, fruit,
vegetables, cereal or legume waste to be fed to pigs. Other states made

reference to some of these substances in the swill feeding educational

BN PR

materials available to the public.

Swill feeding inspection review
There were 148 swill-feeding inspections undertaken in QLD, NSW,
VIC, TAS, SA. WA, and the NT in the 2006 calendar year.

¢ warning letters were issued to non-compliant producers and an

As a result,

additional 4 producers were prosecured for fliegal (swill) teeding prac-
tices. Inspections were not carried out in the ACT because pigs are
prohibited.

In QLD swill-feeding investigations were mostly undertaken during
animal welfare investigations and/or following alleg, dti(‘ms of swill
feeding {Skelton, personal communication, 2007}, Vic

swill inspections following allegations of swill feeding

oria conducted
and/or during
il {Harkin, per-
sonal communication, 2007). In 2006, the WA uL.thf.}ri:iec provided
information to 39 pigeeries as a

¢
targeted visits to farms with a history of feeding sy

reminder that swill feeding is illegal

as potential suppliers
{Rodan, personal communication. 2008). In the NT, swill-

and to 83 country retailers who were identified a
of swill

feeding investigations were carried out during educational actvites

targeted at tourists with regard to feral pigs (Rodunz. personal com-

munication, 2067} Tasmaniz's swill freding investis ns in 2006

were part of an awareness campaign during an update of the agricul-

ture property database system or they accurred foliowing swill feeding

allegations {Conway, personal communication, 2007},

= 3010 The Adthors
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Producer interviews

Interviews with 106 pig producers who traded pigs at saleyards in
castern Australia revealed 5% and 14% of smallholder producers fed
their pigs retail waste and/or table scraps, respectively. None of the
farge-scale producers fed these substances {Table 3). A small propor-
tion of smallholder producers sourced their pigs’ feed from supermar-
kets (49%) or from retail outlets such as cafés,
away shops (1%

restaurants and take-
: Table 4). These smallholder pi'uducers pr
resided in regional areas. Large-scale producers did not source their
pigs’ feed from these outlets.

There were no differences between smaltholder and
ducers in their understanding of the definition of swill, or between

targe-scale pro-

those residing in peri-urban and regional areas (P > 0.05). Almost al!
smallholder (95%) and all large-scale producers interviewed correctly
classified feeding meat as swill. There appeared to he less clarity on
allowable feedstutis, with producers often idents these as swill:
table scraps (82%). dairy products (73%), eggs {E:"%) and fish (87%).
There was no difference (P > 0.05) detected between smallholder and
large-scale producers in their understanding of swill.

Further analysis showed producers who kept pigs for primary and

secondary income purposes considered feeding table scraps to be swill
7% and 9{]‘-'{?,
pigs for acquisition of primary income and other reasons (habby, food
for home

teeding ( respectively; P > 0.05), Producers who kept
consumption or family tradition} claimed to feed their pigs
bakery products and fruit and vegetables (P > 0.03). State comparisons
of re:;umg._-, practices showed that Victorian r}roc‘luccr-c were qigmif}v
cantly more likely to feed table scraps, bakery and dairy products and
s frading pigs at saleyards in QLD

truit and \r:ucmbfu than
and NSW (P < (5.05).

1‘0{"\1._3-.
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"aiie L. Feeding practices of 106 producers trading plgs via saieyards in eastern Australia,

ed given to pigs (% of respondents)

Herd size

according to herd size and location {2006)

Producer type

0-14% sows =150 sows Peri-urban Regional
Complete commercial fead 66" &7 B4 5Qb
Home-mixed commercial feed 520 89> 557 55°
Grain produced on-farm 38 677 TEe 524
Home table scraps T4 0 Tove e
Retail waste food (café, shops) 5% g 10 3¢
Meat products (unprocessed) 2 TR 3 3
Bakery items’ 14% 17 19 12¢
Fruit or vagetabies 24w 11¥ S 197
Dairy products Tiak 22 23 17
*"Within & row and farm classification values wi ithout a common superscript letter differ (P < 0,051,
“Within a column and variabis, values without a common superscript letter differ (P < G.05).
'Bakery items not containing meat.

.. Sources of p:g feed of 106 producers trading pigs via salevards in eastern Australia, accorc}rng to herd size and location L2006)

Source of pig feed {% of rﬂso()nJen-c} Herd size Producer type

0-749 sows =>150 sows Peri-urban Regional
Livestock produce/feed store a0* 78 71* 84"
Retall outlers (a.g. cafe, restaurants) 13 G i} yi
Supermarkets 4* 3F 44
Buy grain and mix on-farm 47" 78 45" 51
Feed produced on-farm 3ov 44 26¥ 45¢

“"Within a row and farm classification values without a commen superscript letter r:::f"err {P < 0.03).

“Within a column and variable, valyes without a common superscript letter differ (P < 0.05)

Discussion

In some cultures, it is common practice to feed human food waste {0
pigs, particularly by those living in close proximity to their livestack.
Although many countries, including Awstralia. have banned the
fcedmg of swill to pigs, it is often difficult to implement. regulate and
The majority
that meat was swill, yet answers to some interview gquestions indicated

enforce,™ of producers interviewed for this study knew
they did not always follow the | egislation. A proportion of small-scale
producers participating in this study fed table scraps and food waste
sourced from retail food outlets and supermarkets to their pigs. This
result. coupled with the apparent confusion surr ounding the defini-

tion and understanding of ‘swill’ and the number of swill feeding

prosecutions, suggest current extension activities are not having the
desired mlp.u t- either it is being ignored or is

of the pig-rearing community.

not reaching this sector

Under the Australian Pork Industry Quality Program, there is a con-
dition for farms not to teed swill. In May 2008, however. three large-
scale producers in regional NSW were charged with 14 offences

Australian Veterinary Journal Volume 88, bo 8, August 2010

related to swill feeding and fined in excess of AU$32,000
that swill feeding is not just a smaltholder or peri- n"b'] 1 issue.

ﬁur’geﬂtmﬂ

As of 2005, there were 2395 pig farms listed in Australia, with 1449
(60.5%) farms having 0-99 sows (i.e. smallholder production svstems
according to the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Tor-
estrvi!! Queensland had the greatest prr}po'“tlon of the nation's
farms, with 26.2%. followed by 25.6% of farms in NSW, 19.3% in VIC
and 17.0% in SA.” The NT and Tasmania have few pig farms under
their }urﬂ'.dictmns. with €.2% and 2.1% of the national herd, respec-
tively." There are no pig farms in the ACT, Because of the sensitiv ity
of state-based swill feeding information obtained, national rather
ihan state figures are presented. Swi feeding inspections reported to
have taken place in 2006 represented only 6.2% of the national herd
and 10.2% of smallholder producers {according to DAFFs de i
f 0-99 sows), if all inspections were of farms with less than
‘0{} sows. The results show smaltholder producers who trade pigs at
live auctian are more likely to feed non-commercial products to their
pigs than large-scale producers. With so few swill feeding inspection:
x real likelihood that an

undertaken in cach state annually, there is a

2010 The Authers
Journal compilaton € 2010 Australian Veteninary Association



EAD such as FMD could be introduced without early detection and
reporting.

Four of the eight states and territories in Australia still permit, approve
and regulate the use of treatment licenses in their legislation for the
feeding of swill to pigs. In 2002, DAFF reported that an outbreak of an
exotic disease such as FMD would result in immediate loss of markets
for wool, meat, dairy and live-exports in the order of AU$13 billion
over a 10-year period.” Although there are currently no treatment
licenses issued in Australia, this is still ailowed in the legislation. with
the potential for producers to contest.

Overall knowledee and understanding of what specifi cally constitutes
swill by all interviewed producers was generally poor; however, the
results indicate all producers are generally cautious about what they
feed their pigs. It would appear that smaltholder producers, in particu-
lar those producers trading pigs at live auctions in VIC, pose a poten-
tially greater risk of swill feeding because they were more indined to
give non-commercially prepared feed or food waste to their pigs.
which could include swill, compared with larger-scale producers. The
introduction of a consistent definition of swill across all states would
prevent unnecessary confusion between producers.

This study was part of a broader 3-year study focussing on the prac-
tices of pig producers who trade via live auction, with specific empha-
sis on biosecurity and EAD prevention. A 2-day National Forum was
held in Sydney in August 2008 at the completion of the study and
involved members from State DPIs, Animal Health Australia, Austra-
lian Pork Limited, producer groups and livestock producers. The
forum participants made the following recommendations.

- Co-ordinate a national swill feeding reporting system to be put in
place for uniform inspection procedures.

* Reporting swill feeding investigation outcomes to a central organi-
sation (such as Animal Health Australia) to improve transparency
among the States of this important surveillance activity.

» Undertake further research to determine whether current swill
feeding messages are being ignored by producers or not reaching
their audience.

= Investigate the most effective and cfficient means of reaching pig
producers to provide extension related to swill feeding if this
message is not being received.

Presently, the legislative differences are being reviewed by the Animal
Health Committee with a view to harmonising legislation nationally,
reviewing current investigation practices by authorities and collating
the national swill feedi ng data. A collaborative team from the Univer-
sity of Svdney, NSW DPI and Industry stakeholders are researching
current extension methodologies used to reach pig producers and
their effectiveness.
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Dear Nick ,Congratulations to you and your colleagues on your wonderful article on "
swill" feeding of domestic pigs in Australia, as it is in 2010, from your investigations
in 2006-2008 ,published this month in the AVJ.
Your findings are vital not only from the risks from viral diseases transmitted to and by
pigs.
Your findings illustrate the risks ahead from the indirect feeding of imported beef meats
and beef meat products to pigs that can occur in the future.

"Swill"and packaged- ruminant origin meat meals for pigs ,dog and cat dry foods
etc containing ruminant tissues ( ALL these packaged foods are legally allowable to be fed
to pigs in Australia BUT not to ruminants) may contain misfolded prion proteins from
clinically normal cattle, whose beef muscle tissues and beef products may be imported into
this country in the
future .

These tissues of imported cattle may contain these rogue proteins .
We have no declared TSEs in Australia including BSE at the moment. Australia is unique in
the world in this regard.
The amplification of BSE and TSEs prions which occur following passage through pigs,
especially after their prior passage through sheep, is referred to you.
DAFF did not consider that these animal transmission experiments were important
when they approved the relaxation of importation of beef and beef products into Australia
in 2010.

DAFF was aware of the situation on swill feeding in 2010 and has allowed EACH State's
Legislation to determine parochial policies ,ignoring National responsibility for coordination.
This is the same situation as in the supervision of fresh meat for pets.

Until reason prevailed in March 2010 and an IRA was commenced , DAFF had done nothing
to address the increased future risks of swill feeding or packaged ruminant origin meat
meals etc feeding to pigs.

Thank goodness that you at the University are on the qui vive.

Again the profession's thanks for all your hard work and determination to seek out the state
of a risk which my English colleagues cannot believe could exist after their problems with
F&M.

Kind Regards

Beverley and Bob Steel( B.V.Sc. M.R.C.V.S)

15/08/2010





