Colorado Voters for Animals

191 University Blvd., #345

Denver, CO 80206
roland@covoan.org —303-720-9293

Dear Committee Member

SB23-038 - Concerning a prohibition on slaughtering equines for human consumption —
is a much-needed piece of legislation that will prevent horses from being sent to
slaughter for processing into food as well as prevent slaughter plants from opening in
Colorado in the future.

Within this packet you will find:

1.

An American Veterinary Medical Association article: “A review of horses sent to
slaughter for human consumption: impact of horsemeat consumption, residual
banned drugs, and public health risk” “(A)ll horses that are administered banned
substances in the United States must be removed from the slaughter pipeline as
exists for all other food-producing animals. If resources do not permit strict
oversight, the United States must end the transportation of American horses
across both borders for slaughter for human consumption”.

An article published in the journal Animals: Estimating the Availability of Potential
Homes for Unwanted Horses in the United States reporting on a survey among
3,036 adults indicating there is capacity to accommodate the so-called
“‘unwanted horse” problem.

A Facebook page from Jason Fabrizius, a Colorado “kill buyer” who preys on
people by telling them if they don’t buy his horses, he will send them to slaughter.

Summary of a judgment in the amount of $210,000 against this same kill buyer
(above) for multiple USDA violations including Interstate movement of diseased
animals and failure to secure interstate certificates of veterinary inspection.

An article from the Pacific Standard entitled “Fuzzy Math” that exposes errors in
the Government Accounting Office report that claimed horse neglect and abuse
increased when U.S. horse slaughter houses shut down, which was false.

. A letter from two Colorado Veterinarians who believe sending horses to slaughter

is inconsistent with their duty to care for animals.

Testimony from Patrick Craig, founder of The Wild Animal Sanctuary.


debbie_grunlien
Text Box





AJVR ¥ AVMA

A review of horses sent to slaughter for human
consumption: impact of horsemeat consumption,
residual banned drugs, and public health risks

Klaus Weber, DVMI; Michael E. Kearley, DVM2; Ann M. Marini, PhD, MD3; Peter Pressman, MD?:
A. Wallace Hayes, PhD, DABT, ERT®*

1AnaPath Services GmbH, Liestal/Oberbuchsiten, Switzerland

2Land of Lakes, Tampa, Florida

3Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences, Bethesda, Maryland
4Saba University School of Medicine, The Bottom, Netherlands Caribbean
5University of South Florida, Tampa, Florida

*Corresponding author: Dr. Hayes (awallacehayes@comcast.net)
doi.org/10.2460/ajvr.22.10.0185

ABSTRACT

Nearly all of the American horses exported to Mexico and Canada are slaughtered for human consumption, and their
meat is either exported around the world or consumed locally. Previous work showed that 18 Thoroughbred racehorses
purchased by rescues that would have otherwise been sold for export for the sole purpose of slaughter to produce
meat for human consumption were administered phenyloutazone. We report the number of American horses exported
to Canada and Mexico from 2016 to 2021, the presence of contaminated horsemeat from Canadian slaughterhouses,
and the human use and idiosyncratic effects of veterinary phenylbutazone and side effects of clenbuterol, 2 of the
drugs that were found in contaminated Canadian horsemeat. The number of live American horses exported to Canada
declined precipitously from 2016 to 2017, and a second decline occurred in 2020. All food-producing animals are
under strict regulatory control to prevent animals administered banned drugs to enter the food chain. A major prin-
ciple of this program is zero tolerance for banned drugs and testing for compliance. No regulatory process is in place
to remove horses administered banned drugs such as phenylbutazone. The efficacy lasts for more than 24 hours as a
result of the irreversible binding to cyclooxygenase, slow elimination, and long elimination half-life of its metabolite
oxyphenbutazone. High or frequent doses of phenyibutazone result in disproportionately increased plasma concentra-
tions, which result in the residual presence in tissues. [t is this fact that underlies the ban of this drug in food-producing
animals. No human clinical surveillance program is in place to monitor individuals on the possible short- and long-term
consequences of banned drugs in contaminated horsemeat. If the United States is unable to put in place a regulatory
program to remove horses administered banned drugs as exists for all food-producing animals, the exportation of
American horses across both borders for the sole purpose of slaughter for human consumption must end.

Introduction

Global horsemeat market

Institutional, economic, religious, cultural, intel-
lectual, and social forces together with escalating
food insecurity appear to dictate the consumption of
horsemeat. Some countries such as Norway, lceland,
and Sweden have banned horsemeat consumption.
In contrast, China, Kazakhstan, the United States,
and Mexico are the 4 top producers of horsemeat.
Despite this fact, there are no operating horse slaugh-
ter plants in the United States. European countries
are the main consumers of horsemeat. Data obtained
in 2014 list Italy as the largest importer of horsemeat
followed by Belgium and France with Finland import-
ing the least amount of horsemeat whereas Belgium,
Argentina, Canada, and Mexico are the top export-
ers of horsemeat. Belgium (1.2 kg/person/year),

ltaly (1.0 kg/person/year), Netherlands (1.0 kg/
person/year), and Luxembourg (0.75 kg/person/
year) are the top consumers of horsemeat. Overall,
about 10% of the approximately 60 million horses
worldwide are slaughtered for human consumption.
There was about a 2.75% increase in the number of
horses slaughtered around the world in 2013 com-
pared with 2009 although there was a 3% and 10%
reduction in world exports and imports, respectively.
However, the flow of horsemeat in markets varies.
There was a 14% reduction and an 82% increase in
European imports and exports of horsemeat, respec-
tively, from 2009 to 2011. Still, horsemeat exports
are an ~500 million US dollars per year industry.1
Regarding taste preferences, a group of subjects
from Alberta, Canada were surveyed about differ-
ent aspects of certain meats, including horsemeat.
Words such as “cruelty,” “aversion,” “disgust,” “pet,”
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“unethical,” and “entertainment” were cited by this
cohort pertaining to horsemeat, whereas beef was
synonymous with “barbeque” and “burger,” terms
that were not used to describe horsemeat.?

Horse slaughter in the United States

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
considers horses as companion animals and not
food-producing animals.> Economically, market-
ing horsemeat in the United States would likely not
fare well as most Americans are opposed to horse
slaughter and there are a variety of other types
of meats available. Despite the elevated status of
horses in the United States, multiple horse slaughter
plants were scattered across the country more than
a decade ago. Most went out of business but there
were 3 remaining horse slaughter plantsin the United
States, 2 in Texas and 1 in Illinois. All 3 plants were
foreign owned and all of the horsemeat was sent
overseas for human consumption. A Congressional
amendment removed funding for inspections of live
horses at these plants in 2006. In 2007, the 3 remain-
ing horse slaughter plants were shut down perma-
nently as a result of existing changes to state laws.
From 1989 to the time all horse slaughter plants
closed, the number of horses slaughtered for food
in the United States declined from approximately
350,000 in 1989 to less than 50,000 in 2007.4 A major
goal of the present review is the examination of what
has recently changed in the United States regarding
the export of live horses destined for slaughter.

Methods

This work was performed using the guidelines of
PRISMA 5 The number of horses exported to Canada
for human consumption is located at the website,?
and by sending a message one can be added to the
distribution list at: aafc.redmeat-vianderouge.aac@
agr.gc.ca. The number of horses exported to Mexico
for slaughter and human consumption was obtained
on the website.? Searches were conducted in PubMed
and Evidence-Based Medicine (EBM) reviews-
Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. The
search was limited to articles published in English.
The search strategy was designed to find studies
on banned veterinary drugs in food-producing ani-
mals, hematological and other adverse effects in
humans of banned drugs in food-producing animals,
and adverse effects of contaminated horsemeat in
humans. We identified 330 papers in EBM reviews;
none were relevant to this article. In PubMed, there
were 8,982 citations on phenylbutazone alone as a
keyword and 3 citations using phenylbutazone and
horsemeat in combination. Forty-seven citations
from the PubMed literature search and another
30 eligible articles found in the reference lists were
used in the preparation of this study. Keywords
were as follows: phenylbutazone, bone marrow
suppression, oxyphenbutazone, aplastic anemia,
agranulocytosis, thrombocytopenia, food-producing
animals, horsemeat, idiosyncratic, human effects,
teratogenic, genotoxic, clenbuterol, contamination,

2

adverse effects, veterinary, horses, legal drugs, ille-
gal drugs, and banned drugs.

Results

The United States has been exporting horses to
slaughter to Canada and Mexico since 1999. Canada
ships the vast majority of its horsemeat to Europe
and non-European Union (EU) countries with a
relatively small amount for domestic consumption.
Mexico slaughters horses across the country, regards
horsemeat as a poor substitute for beef, and uses
horsemeat as a filler domestically.* The number of
American horses exported to Canada from 2016 to
2021 is shown (Figure 1). On average, American
horses represent about 50% of the horses slaugh-
tered for food in Canada. The results show a precipi-
tous reduction in the number of horses exported to
Canada for slaughter in 2017 and another almost 50%
reduction in 2020 compared with 2017. The number
of American horses exported to Mexico for slaugh-
ter is shown (Figure 1). The percentage of American
horses sent to Mexico for slaughter compared with
the overall annual number of horses slaughtered in
Mexico is not available. Here, the precipitous reduc-
tion in the number of American horses exported for
slaughter occurred in 2020.

Inresponse to the contaminated horsemeat scan-
dal in the United Kingdom, the European Union insti-
tuted a new policy in 2017. This policy change was
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Figure 1—The number of American horses slaughtered
for human consumption by Canada and Mexico. The
number of American horses exported to Canada® (A)
and Mexico? (B) for slaughter for human consumption
from 2016 to 2021 is represented on the x-axis and the
year is represented on the y-axis. The arrow (orange)
indicates the year of the Coronavirus pandemic.
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due to a variety of reasons including our prior report®
demonstrating that all identified rescued racehorses
were administered the banned drug phenylbutazone
that would otherwise have been sent to slaughter
for human consumption. As a result, horses slaugh-
tered in Canada whose meat would be shipped to
the European Union must be held for 6 months in
Canada before slaughter.® American horses can be
imported into Canada and slaughtered for human
consumption within 4 days,1° and the meat can
probably be shipped to some non-EU countries.
As a result of research published in 2013, all Swiss,
several Belgian, French, and Dutch supermarkets
stopped importing horsemeat from Mexico. In 2015,
the largest Swiss importer, Basler GVFI, stopped the
importation, which was mainly due to animal welfare
reasons. In Switzerland, horsemeat imports from
overseas have fallen by around 75% over the past
9 years.1112 The new 6-month policy was most likely
responsible for the precipitous drop in the number of
American horses imported into Canada for slaughter
for human consumption in 2017.

Later, in 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic caused
urbanlockdowns, closure of amenities, border restric-
tions, travel bans, curfews, and high levels of unem-
ployment across the United States and elsewhere.
The severe public health-dictated restrictions in
mobility across the country reduced the demand for
transportation services.1® The transportation indus-
try itself suffered substantial unemployment during
the pandemic compared with other industries; truck
tonnage decreased by about 9% between March and
April of 2020.14 The negative economic impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic on the transportation industry
ranging from lockdowns across the country to high
unemployment and deaths among workers possibly
contributed significantly to a further reduction in the
number of horses exported to Mexico and Canada for
slaughter in 2020 and 2021 (Figure 1).

Horsemeat, food safety, and
public health risk

Horses are prone to developing musculoskel-
etal injuries due to their various roles including
pleasure riding, hunter/jumper, racing, and other
performance-type work. The most common drug
to treat musculoskeletal injuries in horses is phen-
ylbutazone. Based on the annual sales of phenyl-
butazone in the United States, our group estimated
that every adult horse receives at least 1 dose
of phenylbutazone during its lifetime.8 There are
500 pounds of dressed horsemeat per horse. The
number of American horses exported to Canada for
slaughter in 2019 was 10,486; this translates into
5,243,000 pounds of dressed horsemeat. Given that
the US Department of Agriculture does not have
a system to remove horses administered banned
substances from the slaughter pipeline, more than
5,000,000 pounds of dressed horsemeat sent to the
EU and non-EU countries in 2019 were likely contam-
inated with banned substances.

The FDA considers American horses as compan-
ion animals and as such all approved drugs can be
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administered.1> The “administration” of phenylbuta-
zone or any other banned substance is not allowed in
food-producing animals. Both EU and non-EU gov-
ernments have published a list of banned drugs and
drugs with withdrawal periods.6.17

The journalistic record

Newspaper articles have been published about
horses given banned drugs and slaughtered for
food. In 2013, a racehorse named Backstreet Bully, a
Canadian racehorse, was sent to slaughter for human
consumption in Canada. At the time, the Stronach
Farm (Ontario) tried to no avail to rescue this horse
from the Canadian slaughter plant. The reporters
obtained the medical records for the horse from
the Stronach farm, the former owner of the horse.
The horse had been administered phenylbutazone,
nitrofurazone, and stanozolol, 3 banned drugs on
the Canadian list (ie, these drugs have no withdrawal
times). According to the newspaper report, nitrofu-
razone and phenylbutazone were administered to
Backstreet Bully “dozens of times.” The Toronto Star
also reported on the discovery of the falsified equine
identification document (EID). EIDs have been
required by the Canadian government since January
2010. Backstreet Bully’s owner stated he had “unin-
terrupted care and possession of the horse for the
last six months, had been drug-free for the last six
months” and “had not been given any nonpermitted
substances listed on the government’s website.” In
short, the horse owner owned him for about 24 hours
before the horse was slaughtered. The Canadian
slaughter plant refused to say whether the horse’s
meat was shipped overseas for people to eat.l®
The European Commission had severe reservations
about the validity of the EIDs. In 2012, an audit of
European-run slaughter plants in Mexico discovered
that officials were unable to confirm the validity of
documents pertaining to American horses that were
so-called drug-free where about 80% of the slaugh-
tered horses were American. In that same year, the
FDA sent a letter to a feedlot owner for horses des-
tined for slaughter for export stating that a horse
tested positive for phenylbutazone and clenbuterol .1®
In 2011, a report?® showed that 63 EIDs were incom-
plete including omissions and descriptions of indi-
vidual horses that did not match the horse pictures
at a slaughter plant in Canada; the vast majority of
the horses at the plant were American. Also, some
of the EIDs had written “drug-free six months” in
the same handwriting or with the same ink pen indi-
cating that auction house workers were adding this
information on the EID.2% An article?* published by
the Toronto Star in 2013 also reported irregularities
with EIDs at an auction where they found that signa-
tures did not match and that auction house workers
filled out some of the information on the EID rather
than owners as required. This article also cited evi-
dence of glaring inconsistencies in the EIDs of horses
at the auction; however, these horses were not held
and were sold for slaughter. A trail horse with falsi-
fied/misleading statements on the EID was slaugh-
ter bound. Rescuers were allowed to purchase the
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horse because the horse dealer thought he could
make a substantial profit by selling the horse rather
than sending it to slaughter. The small amount of
time afforded to this horse allowed the horse to
be rescued. This horse had also been administered
phenylbutazone and nitrofurazone just weeks before
being sold at auction.?! In another case, 2 horses
were brought to auction without the permission of
the owner, and the EID was falsified indicating that
the horses were his and were sold for slaughter. The
owner took this person to court who was convicted
and ordered to pay a fine and restitution. However,
it was too late for the owner’s horses as they had
already been slaughtered.?2 in 2012, a Standardbred
named Silky Shark was slaughtered for human con-
sumption in Canada. The horse had laryngeal surgery
twice and had been administered phenylbutazone.??
As per Canadian regulations, this horse along with
Backstreet Bully, the trail horse, and all of the horses
with falsified EIDs should never have been eligible
for slaughter for human consumption.

Racing Quarter Horses have been the subject of
doping scandals in regulated and nonregulated race-
tracks. It has been known for a long time that horses
are administered legal and illegal drugs to enhance
performance. On the legal side, phenylbutazone is
a drug known to be administered just before a race
at certain US tracks.?4 Lasix (furosemide), a diuretic,
is another drug administered to horses on race day
to reduce the risk of hemorrhage in the lungs.?® In
a recent study,26 over 50,000 blood and urine sam-
ples from racing thoroughbreds and racing Quarter
Horses, the number one horse sent to slaughter
from the United States, were analyzed postrace from
all 4 racetracks operating in the state of Louisiana
from 2016 to 2020. Results showed that phenylbu-
tazone with or without other drugs and clenbuterol
(a sympathomimetic amine bronchodilator) were the
most common drugs detected in thoroughbred and
Quarter Horse racehorses. While the authors stated
that medication violations in racehorses in Louisiana
represented 1% of the total number of samples
analyzed, only postrace racehorse blood and urine
samples were analyzed for testing.26 Significantly,
these results correlate well with the same 2 drugs
detected in contaminated horsemeat by food
safety organizations.

The thoroughbred industry is replete with exam-
ples of medication violations by trainers. Last year,
a trainer was fined on 3 occasions in 1 year after 2
of his horses tested positive for phenylbutazone and
1 tested positive for isoflupredone (a synthetic corti-
costeroid), while a second trainer was fined because
a horse tested positive for methocarbamol (a skel-
etal muscle relaxant).?” In 2019, 2 horses tested
positive for phenylbutazone and the trainer was
fined for the medication violations in both cases. In
addition, the California Horse Racing Board found a
medication cabinet unlocked containing 25 medica-
tions that were not properly labeled and an unse-
cured phenylbutazone paste.2® While this trainer has
been cited for multiple medication violations, he was
not alone. The most egregious example of the illegal
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use of doping came in 2020 when American horse
trainers and veterinarians were indicted for the ille-
gal administration of performance-enhancing drugs
to racehorses. Twenty-seven people were charged
for administering performance-enhancing drugs that
were either very difficult orimpossible to be detected
by standard testing methods. The compounds either
increased endurance, blocked pain signals, increased
oxygen carriage capacity, or had anti-inflammatory
properties. Seven of the defendants pleaded guilty
to the charges of doping in 2021.22

Perhaps, the most illustrative example of the
number of drugs administered to racehorses was
exemplified by a thoroughbred racehorse named
Coronado Heights. As illustrated in the New York
Times article, Coronado Heights was administered
phenylbutazone, estrone, flunixin, hyaluronic acid,
Lasix, adequan, xylazine, detomidine, vitamin BL,
methylprednisolone, and calcium3® once or twice
over a week before race day. This is just 1 example of
the number and frequency of drugs administered to
racehorses. Racing Quarter Horses are also admin-
istered legal and illegal drugs at tracks. At 1 non-
regulated racetrack, cocaine, methamphetamine,
and methylphenidate were identified in syringes
around the track by the horse racing laboratory at
the University of California at Davis.3?

In 2020, the Association of Racing Commissioners
International (ARCI) approved a multiple medication
violation penalty system. In this system, classes of
legal and illegal drugs are categorized using a point
system that is then assigned and registered against
trainers with class violations. The severity of the vio-
lation is then used to assign an appropriate penalty.3?
Those trainers that incur the maximum number of
points, maintained by the ARCI, can be suspended
from racing for 1 to 60 months.33

The Horseracing Integrity and Safety Act (HISA)
was passed by Congress and signed into law at
the end of 2020. The law creates one standard for
thoroughbred racing throughout the United States.
The Federal Trade Commission has oversight of
HISA; HISA has 2 standing committees, a racetrack
safety standing committee and an anti-doping
and medication control standing committee. HISA
started its work in July 2022.34 This organization
oversees important aspects of the racing industry.
Unfortunately, there is no oversight over the non-
regulated racetracks that span 89 tracks in 27 states
across the country.

Drug residue found in horsemeat

In 2017, oxyphenbutazone, an active metabolite
with a long half-life, of the banned drug phenylbu-
tazone, was detected in Canadian horsemeat.?s The
total amount of horsemeat affected was 7,333.86 kg.
In 2019, the Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed
(RASFF) in the European Union found phenylbuta-
zone in Canadian horsemeat; the risk classification
was determined to be “serious.”36 The EID stated that
the horse had not been given any drugs over the past
6 months, which was apparently false. In another
case, Canada recalled horsemeat because the
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banned drug clenbuterol was detected at the Bouvry
slaughter plant in 201937 and at the Viande Richelieu
slaughter plant in 2020.38 Recent information from
the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) indi-
cates that < 1% of horse carcasses are tested for
drug residues. Overall, these findings indicate that
Canada’s reliance on the honor system for traceabil-
ity of banned drugs using the E!Ds for horses sent
for slaughter for human consumption is seriously
flawed. Moreover, the fact that drug-tainted horse-
meat has been slipping through the monitoring sys-
tem in Canada and is then being picked up by either
the Canadian government or the EU surveillance
program clearly indicates why horses that are not
raised for food must never enter the food chain. The
magnitude of the issue is further complicated by the
fact that Canadian residue testing represents < 1%
of the total carcasses tested. Further exacerbating
the health risk is the practice of trucking American
racehorses in sealed trailers and slaughtering them
within 4 days in Canada where the horsemeat is then
exported overseas presumably to non-EU coun-
tries.19 In summary, there are no assurances that haz-
ardous and banned drugs/chemicals can be kept out
of horsemeat derived from American horses.

Discussion

The United States has been exporting live horses
to slaughter across the Mexican and Canadian bor-
der since 1999. Unlike horses destined for the human
food chain in other countries, American horses are
not raised for food. American horses can be admin-
istered drugs that are banned in food-producing ani-
mals. The United States does not have a program in
place to remove horses administered banned drugs
before they are exported across the borders to
slaughter for human consumption.

Food agencies around the world are tasked with
keeping drug-tainted horsemeat out of the food
chain in those countries that sell/serve it. Canada,
the EU and non-EU countries, and Japan must real-
ize that the absence of a drug history of the legal
drugs administered to horses in addition to the
illegal drugs/compounds (ie, doping administered
to horses) makes them ineligible for slaughter for
human consumption and puts the public at elevated
risk compared with eating meat from food-producing
animals where regulationsand safeguards arein place
to protect public health. Furthermore, the practice of
using sealed trailers to transport American horses to
Canada and slaughtering them within 4 days is par-
ticularly disturbing in that it appears to circumvent
standard drug-monitoring practices. The health risk
to consumers is further increased when the meat is
then shipped to some non-EU countries without ade-
quate safeguards, a list of banned drugs, and safety
guidelines in place.

We presented online reports from the European
Union that document horsemeat contaminated
with phenylbutazone; oxyphenbutazone, an active
metabolite of phenylbutazone; and clenbuterol (see
Results). The testing level of horse carcasses by the
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CFIA is not publicly available. However, contami-
nated Canadian horsemeat has been detected by the
European Union, some of which has been determined
to be serious using the best testing method,* which
underscores the importance of testing for negative
tevels of banned drugs with zero tolerance.

The hematological side effects of phenylbutazone
and oxyphenbutazone have been extensively reviewed
in the literature. Chaplin4® stated that oxyphenylbuta-
zone and phenylbutazone are 10 and 4 times more
likely to cause potentially fatal bone marrow suppres-
sion, respectively, than Indocin, another nonsteroidal
anti-inflammatory drug on the market for human use,
and that these numbers may likely be an underesti-
mate. Indeed, the recent report# of a horsewomanwho
developed leukopenia, thrombocytopenia, and acute
kidney injury after consuming about 1 gram of vet-
erinary phenylbutazone over 3 days underscores the
fact that doses lower than those cited in the literature
can induce a blood dyscrasia and that the number of
cases of these disorders is incomplete. There are other
examples of veterinary phenylbutazone that induced
side effects in humans including blood dyscrasias.4243
Children are especially sensitive to phenylbutazone-
induced bone marrow suppression.* Adding to the
complexity of the phenylbutazone-induced blood
dyscrasias is the half-life in humans versus horses. The
reported half-life in humans is 50 to 105 hours whereas
the half-life in horses is 4 to 6 hours.%> As stated by
Chaplin,® “There is no evidence from these data that
age, dose or duration of exposure to phenylbutazone
are predictive of the development of agranulocytosis,”
where doses ranged from 5 to 400 grams, the dura-
tion of treatment ranged from 2 weeks to 30 months,
and the interval to detection of the disorder was 0.5 to
30 months. Chaplin® states that "both phenylbuta-
zone and oxyphenbutazone, therefore, cause blood
dyscrasias in an unpredictable fashion...,” mean-
ing that phenylbutazone/oxyphenbutazone-induced
blood dyscrasias (aplastic anemia, agranulocytosis,
thrombocytopenia, pancytopenia, leukopenia) are
idiosyncratic in nature.4046 The idiosyncratic effects of
phenylbutazone also occur in other types of animals.*
Gamma-hydroxyphenylbutazone is also a metabo-
lite of phenylbutazone,*s and it is pharmacologically
active, but its side effect profile in humans is unknown.

Many American horses that go to slaughter are
older or may have been ill before slaughter adding
to the level of drug residue that may be present.
Multiple doses of phenylbutazone lead to the dose-
dependent kinetics of the drug due to the liver being
overwhelmed at relatively low levels resulting in the
accumulation of the drug despite being 99% bound
to albumin. Thus, the elimination half-life increases
with increasing dose and age. The lipophilicity of
phenylbutazone results in the accumulation of the
drug in tissues with long-term repeated doses.
Many horses may have received these drugs over
several months or longer with chronic laminitis, and
the protein level decreases in these aged horses.
The drug will no longer be 99% protein bound, and
there will be more free drug available to be distrib-
uted in tissues.4€49
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An early report®0 showed that about 20% of clen-
buterol was found in rat muscle after intravenous
administration of 10 mg/kg and the half-life was
3 times longer in muscle compared with serum (6 h
vs 2 h). The longer half-life of clenbuterol in muscle
increases the risk of contaminated meat. Side effects
include the following: cardiac problems, acceler-
ated heart rate, heart, anxiety, tremors, fatigue, and
even myocardial infarction if overdoses in humans.
Four cases of symptoms in humans developed after
eating lamb and bovine meat contaminated with
clenbuterol in Portugal.’! In 1998, 62 people in ltaly
developed cardiac rhythm abnormalities including
atrial fibrillation after eating beef containing clen-
buterol residue over a range of 0.8 to 7.4 mg/kg.?
In 2000, 15 people developed diffuse tremors, pal-
pitations, headache, tachypnea, hyperglycemia, and
hypokalemia after ingesting meat contaminated with
clenbuterol.53 Taken together, clenbuterol residue
in food has not resulted in fatalities in humans, but
symptoms that develop after ingestion of meat con-
taining clenbuterol residue include tremors, tachy-
cardia, headache, muscle aches and pains, nausea,
nervousness, and dizziness. Clearly, in hemodynami-
cally vulnerable individuals, these symptoms may
precipitate serious pathology.

The incidence of bone marrow depression in
humans who consume horsemeat is unknown. No
surveillance program has been instituted in countries
that eat horsemeat derived from American horses.
Despite the extensive evidence that horsesareadmin-
istered legal drugs not permitted in food-producing
animals as well as illegal drugs, these animals con-
tinue to be slaughtered for food. Whether phenyl-
butazone found in certain tissues but undetectable
in animal muscles has the potential to inflict harm in
humans remains unknown. However, ‘knowing that
phenylbutazone may act as a “weak genotoxin’......
it would be prudent to continue adopting a zero
human exposure regulation for phenylbutazone.”54
This statement is certainly consistent with the FDA
and other food agencies tasked with ensuring that
the food we eat is safe.

In a disturbing report this month, Europol and
the Spanish Civil Guard discovered a fraudulent
horsemeat operation in Spain that may have sold
dangerous horsemeat in at least 4 countries. Thirty-
five people and 6 companies are under investigation
and half a ton of horsemeat was confiscated from
butcher shops in Spain because of a public health
risk. Shockingly, traceability information was altered
including identification documents, similar to the
altered EIDs identified in the Canadian horsemeat
industry. Horse passports and microchips were also
tampered with according to authorities.>s

In summary, all horses that are administered
banned substances in the United States must be
removed from the slaughter pipeline as exists for all
other food-producing animals. If resources do not
permit strict oversight, the United States must end
the transportation of American horses across both
borders for slaughter for human consumption.
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Simple Summary: There are approximately 200,000 unwanted horses annually in the United States.
Many are shipped to slaughter, enter rescue facilities, or are held on federal lands. This study aimed
to estimate a potential number of available homes for unwanted horses in order to examine broadly
the viability of pursuing re-homing policies as an option for the thousands of unwanted horses in
the U.S. The results of this survey suggest there could be an estimated 1.2 million homes who have
both the perceived resources and desire to house an unwanted horse. This number exceeds the
approximately 200,000 unwanted horses living each year in the United States. These data suggest
that efforts to reduce unwanted horses could involve matching such horses with adoptive homes and
enhancing opportunities to keep horses in the homes they already have.

Abstract: There are approximately 200,000 unwanted horses annually in the United States. This study
aimed to better understand the potential homes for horses that need to be re-homed. Using an
independent survey company through an Omnibus telephone (land and cell) survey, we interviewed
a nationally projectable sample of 3036 adults (using both landline and cellular phone numbers)
to learn of their interest and capacity to adopt a horse. Potential adopters with interest in horses
with medical and/or behavioral problems and self-assessed perceived capacity to adopt, constituted
0.92% of the total sample. Extrapolating the results of this survey using U.S. Census data, suggests
there could be an estimated 1.25 million households who have both the self-reported and perceived
resources and desire to house an unwanted horse. This number exceeds the estimated number of
unwanted horses living each year in the United States. This study points to opportunities and need
to increase communication and support between individuals and organizations that have unwanted
horses to facilitate re-homing with people in their community willing to adopt them.

Keywords: horses; slaughter; rescue; adoption

1. Introduction

Estimates of the total number of horses in the U.S. vary widely but the number most often cited,
9.2 M, comes from a 2005 economic impact study commissioned by the American Horse Council
(AHC) [1]. There are many thousands of unwanted horses annually in the United States. Unwanted is
defined by the Unwanted Horse Coalition [1] (a program of the AHC) as “horses which are no longer
wanted by their current owner because they are old, injured, sick, unmanageable, fail to meet their
owner’s expectations (e.g., performance, color or breeding), or their owner can no longer afford them”.
The reasons horses are unwanted are varied. An estimated 6000-10,000 horses are housed in horse
rescues at any given time [2,3]. One U.S. study found that the most common reasons horses were
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relinquished to rescue organizations were health (54%), lack of suitability for desired purpose (28%),
and behavioral problems of the horses (28%) [2]. Owner-related factors most commonly reported were
financial hardship (52%) physical illness or death of the owner (27%), and lack of time for the horse
(16%) [2]. Horses who were relinquished were most commonly thoroughbreds (22%) and quarter
horses (19%) and 51% were geldings, 7.5% colts/stallions and 42% mares. A wide range of ages
were reported with a mean of 12 years old. In another national U.S. study of horses seized in cruelty,
neglect or abandonment investigations, the most common reasons leading to the investigation were:
owner ignorance, economic hardship, and lack of responsibility [4]. Many unwanted, but otherwise
re-homable, horses are among the estimated 82,000 to 150,000 horses that are shipped annually to
Mexico or Canada for slaughter [5-8]. Among the horses shipped to slaughter between 2002 and 2005,
the demographics were similar to the U.S. horse population, indicating that the option of slaughter
was applied across the spectrum of horse ownership [9]. There are also more than 100,000 horses being
held long-term on open lands by the Bureau of Land Management (both on and off-range) [10].

A number of options exist for unwanted horses, including relinquishment to rescue organizations,
donation to universities or law enforcement agencies, sale to or adoption by new owners (re-homed)
or euthanasia [9]. For some of these outcomes, the horses must meet specific criteria; for others, the
owner must be aware of the option, there must be space available in the program for the horse, or the
owner must be able to afford euthanasia and disposal. Increasing the ability of existing horse owners
to re-home their horses to private households is one potential way to reduce the number of unwanted
horses and improve their welfare and longevity. Horses typically have multiple owners [11], can live
up to 30 years [7,11], and are expensive to keep [12,13] making life-long housing difficult to ensure.
In order to determine if re-homing is a viable option, it is important to know if there are enough homes
to accommodate the number of unwanted horses. To our knowledge, there is no current evidence to
inform this question.

This study used a national survey to gather information about the number of potential homes for
these horses in a “horse-interested population” (defined as currently owning a horse, having owned a
horse in the past 5 years, or interested in owning a horse in the near future). This survey examined
whether people would be willing to adopt unwanted horses, what characteristics were required of
horses to be considered “adoptable” in the respondent’s opinion, and whether potential adopters
thought they had adequate resources to keep a horse. From this survey, an estimate for the number
of potential homes for horses in the United States was extrapolated in order to broadly examine the
viability of pursuing re-homing policies as an option for the thousands of unwanted horses in the U.S.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Survey

A telephone-based survey of the general adult population was conducted by Edge Research
using CARAVAN ® ORC International. Telephone calls were made between 24 September 2015 and
11 October 2015. The CARAVAN ® Omnibus telephone survey is a nationally projectable study
conducted among a probability sample of U.S. residents, 18 years of age and older. See Appendix A for
ORC International’s complete methodology. The horse survey questions were included in a larger bank
of questions asked during the interview. This study was conducted using two probability samples:
randomly selected landline telephone numbers and randomly selected mobile (cellular) telephone
numbers. The combined sample consists of 3036 adults (18 years old and older) living in the continental
United States. Of the 3036 interviews, 1536 were from the landline sample and 1500 from the cell
phone sample. The survey had a response rate of 20% and a completion rate of 86%.

The survey sample size was selected to serve two purposes. First, we wanted to ensure that the
estimate of potential adoptive households for horses in the U.S. (the primary outcome) was sufficiently
precise (i.e., had a narrow enough confidence interval) to be useful in practice. For hypothetical
scenarios where either 0.5%, 1.0%, or 1.5% of households were interested in and capable of adopting
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a horse, an overall sample size of 3000 would ensure confidence interval coverage of no more than
+0.5%. In other words, the 95% confidence interval would cover less than 0.5% in either direction
from the point estimate for all three scenarios. Secondly, we continued the survey to ensure that at
least 500 respondents were horse-interested. This ensured that the confidence interval coverage would
be no more than +5% for any proportions calculated from this subgroup.

2.2. Survey Questions

To estimate the number of individuals with available homes, respondents were asked: “Which, if
any, types of animals do you personally own?”; “Have you ever owned a horse?”; “How long ago did
you last own a horse?”; “How interested are you in obtaining a horse at some point in the future?”
with possible responses “very interested”, “somewhat interested”, and “not interested”; and for three
scenarios (1. A horse that no longer has an owner; 2. A horse that has medical or behavioral challenges;
3. A horse that might be abandoned if a new owner is not found): “ ... how interested you would
be in adopting a horse in those circumstances” with possible responses “very interested”, somewhat
interested”, and “not interested”; and “Do you currently have the space and resources necessary to
house and care for a newly-adopted horse on your own property or at a local barn or stabling facility?”

"o

with possible responses “yes”, “no”, or “don’t know”.

2.3. Final Sample

Among the total sample of individuals reached, we first identified those who were horse-interested
as defined by reporting currently having or having had a horse (in the last 5 years) and/or being
interested in getting a horse in the future. Among these, we further defined a target subgroup of
potential adopters who have the interest in and perceived resources and capacity to take a re-homed
horse based on two additional criteria. To qualify for this subgroup, respondents must first have
reported strong interest in adoption under all 3 scenarios of interest (a horse facing abandonment,
a horse without an owner, and a horse with medical or behavioral problems). We used the criterion
of strong interest to ensure that casual or circumstantial interest was not included in the definition.
Secondly, the respondent must also have endorsed currently perceiving that they have the space and
resources to care for a horse. A further, smaller, subgroup was experienced potential adopters, which
included only those potential adopters who also have previous experience owning a horse in the last 5
years, indicating that they had an understanding of the demands needed to care for a horse.

2.4. Analysis

Characteristics of respondents were described using frequencies and percentages. We used
proportions from our sample to make inferences about the corresponding population level proportions
using standard statistical methods [14]. For key results, exact 95% confidence intervals were calculated
using the standard Cloppe-Pearson method in our software [15]. The confidence intervals generated
can be interpreted as a plausible range for the proportion of the U.S. population that would provide the
same answers. This method was selected because it provides more conservative estimates (i.e., wider
confidence intervals) for small proportions (i.e., accounts for uncertainty in the population level
estimates that could be related to relying on a random sample). Numbers of U.S. households and U.S.
adults meeting our definitions of horse-interested and potential adopters were estimated by multiplying
proportion estimates and lower and upper confidence intervals with corresponding population
totals [16]. Demographics of potential adopters were compared to other horse-interested respondents using
the chi-square test. For adults in the U.S., 2015 total population of 321,418,820 was multiplied by the
percentage of adults in the U.S. in 2015 (77.1%, with the percentage of the population <18 = 22.9%) [16].
This equaled ~247,813,910 U.S. adults. For total U.S. households, the estimated number in 2016 was
135,697,926 [16]. Analyses were run using Stata/IC 13.1 (StataCorp LP, College Station, TX, USA).
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2.5. Ethical Statement

All respondents were informed that their responses would be kept confidential. The only
identifying information collected was their first name; recorded for quality control purposes.
Institutional review was not sought because the data were collected as part of a larger, national
opinion survey and this type of research is considered to be exempt from review by IRBs.

3. Results

3.1. Demographics

Data describing the characteristics of the national sample and the horse-interested sample are in
Table 1.

Table 1. The unweighted frequencies and percentages for the nationally representative sample of 3036
respondents and the 500 who were horse-interested.

National Sample, n = 3036 Horse-Interested Sample, n = 500

Respondent Characteristics

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Gender
Male 1529 50.4 262 524
Female 1507 49.6 238 47.6
Total 3036 100.0 500 100.0
Age range
18-29 473 15.5 126 25.2
30-49 678 223 148 29.6
50-64 888 29.3 146 29.2
65 or older 961 31.7 77 154
Refused /No Response 36 1.2 3 0.6
Total 3036 100.0 500 100.0
Total household income (before tax, 2014)
Under U.S.$25,000 585 19.3 107 214
$25,000 but less than $50,000 735 242 144 28.8
$50,000 but less than $100,000 628 20.7 91 18.2
$100,000 or more 519 17.1 80 16.0
Don’t know /Refused /NR 569 18.7 78 15.6
Total 3036 100.0 500 100.0
Region
North East 551 182 75 15.0
Midwest 675 22.2 97 194
South 1136 37.4 208 416
West 674 22.2 120 24.0
Total 3036 100.0 500 100.0

3.2. Sample Breakdown Based on Responses

The breakdown of respondents, in a flow diagram, is shown in Figure 1.

Among the 3036 individuals contacted, seventeen percent (95% CI 15-18%; n = 500) met our
criteria for horse-interested by reporting that they either currently own a horse, want to own a horse in
the near future, or have owned a horse within the past 5 years. These respondents then reported their
interest in horse ownership based upon three common scenarios, shown in Figure 2.

Nine percent (45; 95% CI 7-12%) of the horse-interested sample reporting being “very interested”
in obtaining a horse under all three scenarios. Further, 46% of the horse-interested sample (230; 95% CI
42-51%) reported having the resources (which we termed perceived capacity) to house and care for a
newly-adopted horse.
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Figure 1. Proportion of respondents in each category.
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Figure 2. Reported interest by 500 horse-interested U.S. residents in adopting unwanted horses under
various scenarios.

Among the horse-interested sample, 5.6% (28; 95% CI 4-8%) were classified as potential adopters
based on reporting both strong interest in each of the three adoption scenarios as well as having the
perceived capacity to house and care for a horse. These 28 potential adopter respondents represent 0.92%
(CI'=0.6-1.3%) of the total sample. There were no significant or important differences between potential
adopters and other horse interested responders (gender p = 0.5; age p = 0.5; income p = 0.7). Among
potential adopters, 53% were women, 32% were 18-29 years old, 36% 30-49 years old, 25% 50-64 years
old and 7% age 65 and up. For income, 30% of potential adopters’ income was <U.S. $25,000, 26% was
$25,000 to <$50,000, 29% from $50,000 to <100,000 and 26% had incomes of $100,000 and above.

3.3. Population Estimates

Applying the percentage of potential adopters to the number of U.S. households yielded an
estimated 1.25 million households (0.0092 x 135,697,926; CI = 0.83-1.80 million) that had strong
interest and perceived they could house a horse. Multiplying 0.92% times the U.S. population of
247,813,901 adults for a less conservative estimate, we estimated that approximately 2.28 million people
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(CI = 1.52-3.30 million) in the U.S. would have strong interest in obtaining a horse and perceived they
could house a horse.

Twelve respondents who met the criteria through their interest in future horse ownership
had not previously owned a horse. Excluding those from the 28, 16 or 0.53% (CI = 0.3-0.9%)
experienced potential adopters reported strong interest, perceived capacity, and currently or had ever
owned a horse. Applying this more conservative criteria, an estimated 0.72 million U.S. households
(CI = 0.41-1.22 million), with first-hand knowledge of the challenges of owning a horse, could house
a horse.

4, Discussion

There are many reasons why horses may be abandoned and in need of re-homing. One central
reason is affordability; however, owners reported a variety of more specific reasons including old
age, injuries, horse behavior, factors in the owner’s household such as divorce or lack of time and the
horse not meeting expectations [2,8]. Regardless of the underlying industry reasons for the numbers
of horses needing to be re-homed, finding previously untapped homes is critical. The current study
found an estimated 1.25 million households with the interest and self-assessed, perceived capacity to
adopt a horse in the United States, including those with medical or behavioral problems. Accounting
for the uncertainty that comes with applying a sample proportion to the entire population, the true
count could reasonably be expected to lie between 0.83 and 1.80 million households. This estimate
was based on only those surveyed who reported strong interest in all three categories of unwanted
horses: a horse that might be abandoned; a horse that is homeless; a horse with medical or behavioral
issues. Excluding qualified respondents who had never owned a horse, 0.72 million households are
estimated to have the perceived capacity and interest in owning a horse. These numbers of interested
households who perceive themselves as qualified, suggests that there are more available homes than
previously thought to accommodate unwanted horses in the U.S.

The number of respondents in our survey was large and this probability sample was representative
of the population of the United States, indicating that our estimates are reflective of national interest
in horse ownership. When using a less conservative approach by estimating based on individuals
rather than households, 2.28 million individuals reported self-assessed perceived capacity to house
horses. We looked at individual estimates because we assumed respondents to be from different
households and because each individual with interest might be engaged in horse related support
programs. However, we acknowledge that it is more conservative to consider households as the basis
for estimating new homes for horses.

What is not clear is how long the number of potential homes would exceed the number of horses
that need those homes. It is theorized that as horses move amongst homes, the availability of new
homes would likely remain stable. Further, although the lifespan of a horse is not short, each year,
homes with horses have horses that die or are euthanized, opening some spaces for new horses.
It could be, however, that the number of homes would eventually become saturated. If that were
true, this estimate remains crucial for three primary reasons: (1) even just a short time of reducing the
prevalence of unwanted horses in the United States would free available resources for expanded access
to safety net services and resources in order to reduce the incidence of newly unwanted horses; (2) the
estimate provides a rich and substantial target for recently launched innovative industry programs
such as Time To Ride [17], which aims to grow the horse industry though engaging new audiences,
and The Right Horse [18], which aims to promote horse adoption in innovative ways; and (3) moving
even a small number of additional horses into homes would allow for a decreased prevalence of
unwanted horses.

In addition to increasing the likelihood of finding more homes for horses, there may be
opportunities to keep horses in their current homes with more community support. Given limited
capacity and funding of rescue organizations [2,8], safety net and expanded programs can improve the
industries’ reach. Equine rescue organizations in the U.S. have an estimated capacity of 13,400 horses
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per year [2]. Given that 53% of those horses arrived in poor health or body condition and that 23%
of owners reported economic or financial hardship as a contributor to relinquishment [2], programs
which better support current owners and their horses with food and/or accessible and affordable
veterinary care have promise in potentially preventing re-homing. Another survey of horse owners [19]
found that 47% noted they believed cost of care was a problem and a contributing factor to unwanted
horses. It is possible that providing assistance to horse owners in times of crisis could keep some
horses in their current homes, preventing the re-homing in the first place. These shifts, as well as
support for end-of-life, including providing affordable, accessible, humane euthanasia [20], would
allow resources to focus on moving horses from conditions of neglect and cruelty toward higher
welfare living arrangements.

It is possible that some of those people who noted having both strong interest and perceived
capacity would not actually adopt when given the opportunity. Further, the present study only
considered the respondents perceptions and self-assessment of whether they have adequate resources
to care for a horse and not any objective measures of the adequacy of the available resources. It is
acknowledged that reported intent could overestimate actual behavior. However, the responders’
ability fo house and care for a horse may or may not be related to previous horse ownership. Previous
owners may know what is needed to appropriately house a horse or may continue to provide care
which some might view as less than optimal. New horse owners could spend time becoming well
informed or simply dive into horse ownership. We strongly encourage additional information sharing
with current and new horse owners as an additional method of improving horse welfare. The data
presented, however, suggest preliminarily that there may be many homes for unwanted horses that
have not yet been accessed. Surprisingly, people showed interest in adopting horses that needed extra
support, as 35% of respondents reported being “very or somewhat interested” in adopting a horse
that was medically or behaviorally unsound. It is possible that some responses were due to social
desirability bias, where the respondents gave the socially correct or pleasing answer. That would tend
to increase the likelihood of respondents saying that would be interested in adopting a horse. In this
survey, the presence of multiple other questions and the neutral organization administering the survey,
as well as the lack of face to face interaction would partially help to mitigate this bias [21,22].

Because the characteristics of horses likely contribute to their ability to be re-homed [23], research
into increasing access to services such as medical, and behavior support would provide important
information in expanding the link between unwanted horses and potential adopters. This would also
be important to ensure that adopters of horses with medical or behavior issues receive the counseling
and support needed to appropriately care for those horses.

The current results that there are currently untapped potential adopters seems to contradict
previously published results that shelters and rescues are overwhelmed [2]. In general, this
contradiction points to a potential gap in communication or understanding between horse
organizations that have horses available for adoption and people interested in adopting. It is possible
that horse organizations have not embraced the importance of finding new homes as an important
part of allowing them to save more horses. Additionally, finding new and creative ways to connect
potential homes with current owners who need to re-home is likely to be critically important [22].
Future research that focuses on the opportunities to increase adoptions from horse organizations
would provide valuable information to the body of unwanted horse literature. A study of people who
have re-homed their horses is currently being conducted to complement the findings presented here
and to update findings in Holcomb et al. [20].

5. Conclusions

This study found an estimated 1.24 million households interested in and potentially able to adopt
a horse and 2.26 million potential horse advocates for horses in need. While this estimate may not
reflect an immediate, objectively suitable set of adopters, these numbers of people who report their
willingness and perceived ability exceed the known estimates of unwanted horses and suggest a
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substantial and underutilized resource. This study points to opportunities to increase communication
and support between individuals and organizations that have unwanted horses to facilitate re-homing
with people in their community willing to adopt them.
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Appendix A

ORC International’s Random Digit Dial (RDD) telephone sample is generated using a list-assisted
methodology. The standard GENESYS RDD methodology produces a strict single stage, EPSEM (Equal
Opportunity of Selection Method) sample of residential telephone numbers. The cell phone sample,
also RDD, has been supplied by SSI, Inc. using their proprietary Cell/WINS technology. The cell
phone sample is generated from cell phone 1000 series blocks (a “block” is defined by the first seven
digits of the phone number) with all permutations within each block included. The sampling interval
is then calculated by dividing the universe of all possible numbers by the number of records desired,
thus specifying the size of the frame subdivisions. Within each of the subsets, one number is selected
at random giving all numbers an equal probability of selection.

Surveys are collected by trained and supervised U.S. based interviewers using ORC International’s
computer assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system. Final data are adjusted to consider the
two sample frames and then weighted by age, gender, region, race/ethnicity and education to
be proportionally representative of the U.S. adult population. Weighting adjustments are used to
reduce the potential for biases that may be present due to incomplete frame coverage and survey
nonresponse-both inherent in all telephone surveys. Each respondent is given a score based on their
reported information and then either weighted up (if they are underrepresented) or weighted down
(if they are overrepresented).
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Undercover investigations have found many in the horse slaughter industry
circumvent laws to maximize profits. This is one such case involving one of
Colorado’s most notorious kill buyers.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
BEFORE THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

Inre:
Fabrizius Livestock, AHPA/CTESA Docket No. 21-J-0062
a Colorado corporation,
Respondent.
OPINION ASSESSING CIVIL PENALTY AGAINST RESPONDENT
Appearances:

Danielle Park, Esq., with the Office of the General Counsel, United States Department of Agriculture, Washington,
DC, for the Complainant, Administrator, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (“APHIS")

Thomas D. Grant, Esq., of Grant & Hoffman Law Firm, P.C., Greeley, Colorado, for the Respondent, Fabrizius
Livestock

Before Tierney M. Carlos, Administrative Law Judge
Summary

2. Onor about July 18, 2018, Respondent purchased fourteen horses intended for slaughter in
Nebraska and transported them to Colorado without owner/shipper certificates in violation of
9 C.FR. § 88.4(a)(3).

3. On or about August 20, 2018, Respondent failed to exercise reasonable diligence to
ascertain whether a horse was affected with any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease before offering the horses for interstate transportation when he sold and let one horse
affected with equine infectious anemia (“EIA”) leave his facility in Colorado and be
transported to Wyoming in violation of 9 C.F.R. § 71.3(f).

4. From on or about July 2018 through August 2018, Respondent was a responsible party for
animals leaving a premises for interstate movement under 9 C.F.R. § 86.5(a) and committed
nineteen violations of 9 C.F.R. § 86.5(a) and (f) when on nineteen separate incidents he sold
and allowed fifty horses to leave his facility without ensuring the horses were accompanied
by an interstate certificate of veterinary inspection (“ICVI™).

ORDER
In accordance with section 10414(b) of the Act (7 U.S.C. § 8312(b)), Respondent
Fabrizius Livestock, a Colorado corporation, is assessed a civil penalty in the amount of two-
hundred-ten thousand dollars ($210,000).
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The vast majority of Americans—over 80 percent—oppose the idea of
slaughtering horses in the United States. Not surprisingly, there was minimal
public opposition when, in 2007, Congress, citing rampant welfare abuse and

safety violations, cut off funding for the USDA inspection of U.S. horse
slaughterhouses. This decision effectively ended the business of slaughtering
horses domestically.

In November 2011, however, an agriculture appropriations bill signed by
Congress reinstated funding for inspection. The legislative path for states to
reopen horse slaughterhouses is now clear. Today, with the domestic cattle
market in a drought-induced tailspin, New Mexico, Missouri, Wyoming,
Tennessee, Iowa, and Oklahoma are on the verge of sending horses it once sent
to Canadian and Mexican slaughterhouses into the clutches of domestic
abattoirs. Other states, seeking a way to capitalize on horses that have lost
their value or can be bought cheaply at meat prices, are eager to follow. A New
Mexico meat processing plant has even made arrangements with the Navajo
Nation to corral wild horses in anticipation of the impending slaughter fest. All

that’s holding this off for right now is a lawsuit from the Humane Society of
the United States.

THEY’RE BUCKING HORSES THAT WON’T BUCK AND
RACEHORSES THAT WON’T WIN AND QUARTER HORSES THAT
NOBODY IS BUYING FROM BREEDERS BECAUSE HAY PRICES
ARE TOO HIGH.

The pivotal piece of evidence that convinced Congress to change its mind on
the matter of domestic horse slaughter was a GAO analysis published in June
2011 (PDF). Senators Herb Kohl (D-Wisconsin) and Roy Blunt (R-Missouri) and
Representative Jack Kingston (R-Georgia) commissioned it. Titled, “Actions



Needed to Address Unintended Consequences From Cessation of Domestic
Slaughter,” the report found “arise in investigations for horse neglect and
more abandoned horses since 2007” —the year the plants were closed. The
“unintended consequence” of closing horse slaughterhouses, the report
explained, was an increase in the abuse of horses. Reinstating domestic
slaughterhouses, it suggested, would diminish this rising problem of neglect
among owners who neither wanted to keep their horses nor were willing to
send them abroad for slaughter. This argument was one that the slaughter
lobby has been making since slaughterhouse closings in 2007. Pro-slaughter
advocates were more than pleased to hear the news.

Something about this report, however, seemed suspicious before it was even
published. Charlie Stenholm, former Texas Congressman and now policy
advisor to the D.C.-based law firm Olsson, Frank, and Weeda (which
specializes in helping agribusiness negotiate federal red tape and recently
hired an attorney who specializes in agricultural deals with Native Americans),
told a conference of pro-slaughter interests in Las Vegas that the GAO report—
which would not come out for another six months—contained very good news.

When the report officially dropped in June 2011, Stenholm was proven correct.
The Senate quickly wrote an appropriations bill removing the provision that
defunded inspection. Because the House had an amendment preserving the
language, the bill went to committee, where the vote was three to one in favor
of restoring funding for domestic horse slaughterhouses. Those three votes
came, alas, from Senators Kohl and Blunt and Representative Kingston.

All very fishy. But what really stinks about the GAO report is the math. Because
national data is not available on reported horse abuse, the GAO went to six
states and found—in the only case of hard numbers that it provides in the
entire report—that “Colorado data showed that investigations for horse
neglect and abuse increased more than 60 percent from 975 in 2005 to 1,588 in



2009.” Sounds pretty dramatic—until you recall that the slaughter ban passed
in 2007. Not 2005.

As it turns out, horse abuse in Colorado did rise rapidly from 2005 through the
end of 2007 (before the ban). But, starting in 2008, it declined precipitously
through 2010 (a year for which numbers are available but the GAO tellingly
admitted). The report thus made it seem as if abuse spiked after the closing of
slaughterhouses. In fact, it continued for less than a year after the ban was
instated and then declined rapidly.

Figure 1: Colorado Department of Agriculture data
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It is further worth noting that the GAO had access to similar figures on horse
abuse investigations from five other states—1Illinois, Idaho, Georgia, Maine,
and Oregon. The GAO’s decision not to include this information makes little



sense unless it was deliberately trying to skew the picture of horse abuse in
favor of pro-slaughter interests. To wit: Four states for which there are data
show a dramatic decline in horse abuse after 2007 while one—Idaho—shows
no movement one way or the other. Ignoring these figures, the GAO decided
instead to focus on Colorado, evidently hoping nobody would notice its
creative presentation of the numbers.

Figure 2: Data from the agriculture departments of six states
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Despite the report’s suggestion that the need for local slaughterhouses is an
urgent matter, the GAO fails to note something quite extraordinary about the
situation: Only about one percent of existing domestic horses are slaughtered
every year. Ninety-two percent of that one percent, according to Temple
Grandin, are healthy and devoid of behavioral problems. They’re bucking
horses that won’t buck and racehorses that won’t win and quarter horses that
nobody is buying from breeders because hay prices are too high. The only thing



that’s urgent in this entire scenario is the desire to profit from sending these
healthy horses to slaughter.

Horse abuse and neglect is a small problem that got smaller with the closure of
slaughterhouses. The GAO—and the slaughter lobby it seems to represent—
falsely presents it as a large problem getting larger. It wants us to envision a
situation in which a recession and drought are overwhelming horse owners to
the point that they’re neglecting sick and ailing horses en masse. Give them
easy access to a domestic slaughterhouse, so goes the argument, and abuse will
decline.

In fact, it is the exact opposite that’s true. Abuse went down after
slaughterhouses were closed. All that domestic slaughterhouses would provide
is an easy and profitable excuse to send many more healthy horses to a
premature death for meat that we don’t even eat in this country. It’s all very
sad logic upon which to rebuild an industry.
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January 31, 2023

Dear Senate Agriculture & Natural Resource Committee Members,
I write in support of SB23-038, that would prohibit Equine Slaughter For Human Consumption.

As veterinarians, we swear an oath to “benefit society through the protection of animal health and
welfare, and the prevention and relief of animal suffering.”! For this reason, we support all efforts
to permanently ban horse slaughter in the U.S. and end the export of American horses for slaughter
abroad.

The slaughtering of horses for human consumption is prohibited in the United States. However,
the commercial transport of American horses to slaughter across U.S. border continues, and
Colorado should act now to stop it.

First, it is far from humane. The “slaughter pipeline” that brings horses to slaughterhouses, or
abattoirs, in Canada or Mexico often starts after an auction, where horses come from racetracks,
family farms, backyards, lesson programs, horse shows, and so on. They arrive in “kill pens” from
all over the country, and then often travel up to 28 hours with no food, water, or rest enroute to the
border. Crammed into trailers with unfamiliar animals, horses endure grueling journeys that often
result in horrific injuries or death. Peer reviewed studies have documented that it causes significant
health and welfare issues.

e In one study, over 40% of horses had poor or very poor welfare indicators on arrival at the
slaughter facility (abattoir).?

e Another study published in the journal Meat Science found “that carcass bruising was a
highly prevalent problem (79% of carcasses had bruising)” in American horses slaughtered
in Mexico. Furthermore, 20% of all carcasses had a “severe and concentrated damage
pattern” related to biting and kicking from unfamiliar horses being loaded together.’

There is no such thing as humane horse slaughter. When horse slaughterhouses were operating in
the U.S., the USDA documented horses arriving at the slaughterhouse with dislodged eyeballs,
detached limbs, and downed horses who had been trampled to death.”

The cruelty of this industry continues when they arrive at the slaughterhouse. Humane slaughter,
by definition, requires that an animal be rendered unconscious prior to being dismembered. This

! htips://avma.org/resources-tools/avma-policies/veterinarians-oath

2 Genaro C Miranda-de la Lama, Cesar A Gonzalez Castro, Francisco J Gutierrez-Pina et al. Welfare of horses from Mexico and
the United States of America transported for slaughter in Mexico: Fitness profiles for transport and pre-slaughter logistics.
Preventative Veterinary Medicine Vol 180 July 2020.

3 Genaro C. Miranda-de la Lama a,d,*, C'esar A. Gonz alez-Castro b, Francisco J. Guti errez-Pi na b,

Morris Villarroel ¢, Gustavo A. Maria a, Laura X. Est evez-Moreno, “Horse welfare at slaughter: A novel approach to analyse
bruised carcasses based on severity, damage patterns and their association with pre-slaughter risk factors” Meat Science
10/13/20.

% U.S. Department of Agriculture. 2005, FOIA Request #06-108.




standard is virtually impossible to meet with equines, especially in a commercial slaughterhouse.
Horses are extremely difficult to immobilize and render insensible to pain, especially when using
equipment designed for other species. In the stunning box, horses’ heads are unrestrained and
may flail and flinch in a manner inconsistent with humane slaughter. Inevitably, the captive bolt
will miss its target multiple times, sending the injured equine into a panic, and potentially to
dismemberment while alive and conscious. The 2014 audit of EU-approved slaughter plants in
Mexico documented persistent and extremely serious welfare concerns during transport and at
the slaughter facilities.’ Inspectors noted that at multiple facilities, handlers did not even bother
to confirm that an animal had been effectively stunned before being hoisted for dismemberment.

Second, commercial slaughter is not euthanasia. The ASPCA supports humane euthanasia for
horses when quality of life is untenable. The word “euthanasia” literally means a good death.
When we think of euthanasia, we imagine old, sick, or injured animals needing a peaceful and
dignified end of life in the hands of a professional. The slaughter pipeline from start to finish is
the opposite way to end a life. Loading an already-suffering horse into a transport vehicle and
shipping the horse for up to 28 hours with no food, rest, or room to move to a slaughterhouse can
in no way be characterized as euthanasia.

Slaughterhouses are designed for food production — they are not designed to be sites of humane
euthanasia. Dr. Nicholas Dodman, in his 2008 testimony before the House Judiciary Committee
on behalf of Veterinarians for Equine Welfare, stated, “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.®

Perhaps more important, the horses being sent to slaughter are most often not in need of
euthanasia, and the horses in need of euthanasia are often not the horses sent to slaughter. The
USDA’s own data showed that when horse slaughter plants were operating in the U.S., 92.3% of
horses at those facilities were in good condition.” As noted previously, “kill buyers” profit from
robust, large animals, which mean they avoid or offload equines with poor body condition.

Third, since American horses are not raised for human consumption, they are routinely given
controlled substances that make their meat a threat to human health.

e An article published in the Food and Chemical Toxicology Journal estimated that 9,000
pounds of meat taken from horses with known exposure to phenylbutazone were sent
abroad for human consumption over the five-year study period — the entire sample they
were observing.®

3 European Commission Food and Veterinary Office “Final Report of an Audit Carried Out in Mexico from 24 June to 04 July
2014”; http://ec.europa.eu/food/fvo/rep details 2_en.cfm?rep_id=3364.

% House Judiciary Committee hearing transcript, 7/31/08, p. 65 — https:/www.govinfo.cov ‘content pkg/CHRG-
110hhrg43830/pdf/CHRG-110hhrg43830.pdt
é Grandin, Temple, Survey of Trucking Practices and Injury to Slaughter Horses.

® Dodman, Blondeau, & Morini. 2010. “*Association of phenylbutazone with horses bought for slaughter: A public health risk™
Food and Chemical Toxicology. (48)5. https:/www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0278691510001225;




e Another study looking at the prevalence of comingled horsemeat in beef products in
Mexico found that of the approximately 10% of samples that contained equine tissue, a
disturbing figure in itself, all of them contained clenbuterol — a drug banned for use on
animals meant for human consumption.’

e In2017, in light of an FVO audit of Canadian horse slaughter facilities, the European
Commission implemented new regulations requiring that all American horses destined
for slaughter in Canada be held for six months prior to slaughter if their meat was
destined for EU member countries. While the intent is to control banned substances,
many of these substances are banned in any concentration and for use on food animals at
any point in their lives.

Until SB23-038 becomes law, these horrors will continue for Colorado horses.

Arguments for allowing the slaughter of horses for human consumption are unfounded. The main
argument is that absent a market for “unwanted horses” the animals would be neglected or
abandoned and left to starve.

For this reason the American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA) has stated that it does not
support ending horse slaughter and agrees with the American Association of Equine Practitioners’
(AAEP) policy on the subject. The position statement that is cited by the AVMA is based on a
statement made at a board meeting of the AAEP in May 2002.'° However, on June 27, 2011, Dr.
William Moyer, President of the AAEP, updated this policy in the AAEP statement in response to
the Government Accountability Office (GAO) Report on Horse Welfare.!! He stated in part, “The
AAEP believes that horse processing is not the ideal solution for addressing the large number
of unwanted horses in the U.S.” This position is more current than that supported by AVMA and
demonstrates the shift in the veterinary position on horse processing that has occurred over the
past 20 years.

Approximately 380,000 horses die annually in this country (10 percent of an estimated population
of 3.8 million as of 2020'?) and the vast majority are not slaughtered but euthanized and rendered
or buried without any negative environmental impact. Approximately 23,000 horses were
transported for slaughter from the U.S. in 2021'3. If export for slaughter was no longer an option
and these horses were rendered or buried instead, this would represent a negligible change in the
number of horses being disposed of in this manner — something current U.S. infrastructure is well-
equipped to handle. Nevertheless, reopening slaughterhouses in America is not the answer to
ending this form of cruelty. In fact, even when horse slaughter facilities operated in the United
States, tens of thousands of American horses were still exported to other countries for slaughter'*.

8 Lozano, et al. 2020 “Horse meat sold as beef and consequent clenbuterol residues in the unregulated Mexican marketplace”
Food Control. 1:10. https://www .sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0956713519306176.

L https://bloodhorse.com/horse-racing/articles/17895 1/groups-that-oppose-slaughter-ban-target-of-letter

ep-statement-regarding-gag-report-horse-welfare

https://fda.gov/animal-veterinary ‘cvm-updates/fda-revises-population-estimates-cats-and-horses-determination-minor-uses-
major-species

13 https://www.aspca.org/improving-laws-animals/public-policy/horse-slaughter

14 https://www.aspca.org/improving-laws-animals/public-policy/horse-slaughter




These innovations, along with the Unwanted Horse Summit and the creation of the United Horse
Coalition, the Unwanted Horse Coalition, the Homes for Horses Coalition, as well as the more
than 500 horse rescue organizations across the country'>, and the fact that roughly 2.3 million
households want to adopt a horse,'® we have made giant strides to end the need for international
horse transport for slaughter.

These continued efforts to improve the welfare of horses in Colorado is what passing SB23-038
will continue to support.

Thank you for your consideration and important work on this issue.

Sincerely,

e h Mo/

Diana Hassel, DVM, PhD

Diplomat American College of Veterinary Surgeons

Diplomat American College of Veterinary Emergency and Critical Care
Professor, Colorado State University

15 https://horseycounsel.com/horse-rescues-shelters-us/

L https://www.aspcapro.org/research/encouraging-research-regarding-homes-horses; actual research
report: https://www.mdpi.com/2076-2615/7/7/53




WILD AN IMAL

www.WildAnimalSanctuary.org

TO: SENATE AGRICULTURE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
RE:  SB23-038 Prohibit Equine Slaughter For Human Consumption

Tuesday, January 31, 2023

Dear Committee Members,

As the Executive Director of The Wild Animal Sanctuary (TWAS), I am writing to you today to submit
written testimony on Senate Bill SB23-038 concerning the prohibition of Equine Slaughter For Human
Consumption. Although our non-profit organization is known for being the largest carnivore sanctuary in
the world, we have also been rescuing both domestic and wild horses for more than 43 years.

As the Founder of this organization, I personally have been involved with hundreds of horse rescues
throughout Colorado and around the nation and I can tell you first-hand there are thousands of horses each
year that are being sold to slaughter buyers for human consumption processing. Colorado is one of the states
that is currently allowing this to take place and our organization is working diligently to help prevent horses
from ending up in this terrible pipeline.

With more than 33,000 acres of land and four dedicated facilities, TWAS provides life-long homes to
rescued Lions, Tigers, Bears, Wolves and many other species of animals — including Horses. Our
organization takes this matter very seriously, and as such, I implore you to consider the magnitude of this
problem and ask that you support Senate Bill SB23-038.

I am a native of Colorado and have spent my entire adult life rescuing many species of animals that are
caught in illegal or abusive situations. As a result of my dedication, and that of our 85 employees and 160+
volunteers, The Wild Animal Sanctuary has been able to gain more than 500,000 active supporters within
Colorado. Quite honestly, I can tell you that our supporters are extremely passionate when it comes to
supporting this type of legislation.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Pat Craig
Executive Director

The Wild Animal Sanctuary
“Saving Captive Wildlife For More Than 43 Years”
1946 County Road 53 * Keenesburg, CO 80643 * 303-536-0118
www.WildAnimalSanctuary.org






