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Introduction

Stop Tasmanian Animal Cruelty welcomes the opportunity to provide comment upon the
Regulatory Framework for Animal Welfare Assurance. In doing so, we note that the
timeframe allowed for properly considered comment was inappropriately short, albeit it
was extended by just four (4) days.

Preamble

This discussion paper does notremotelyaddr ess t he community
the brutalisation of our animals in importing countries; it merely addresses economic,
i ndustry and ‘“producer’ | S sandeoserestinates tha |
contribution of the live export trade to the Australian economy, relying on statistics
provided by industry bodies and their sycophants. It makes it absolutely clear that the
Australian government has absolutely no concern about animal welfare where economic
issues clearly overtake the moral aspects of this trade in animal suffering. This was clearly
evidenced by the Farmer Review and to an even worse extent the Senate enquiry, which
gave just 1.5 hours of its time to animal advocacy organisations, and only otherwise hearing
from vested interests in the industry. We note that 84% of Australians have clearly voiced
their opposition to this animal trafficking continuing, but acknowledge that the government
has no interest in their opinions.

Part 2.1

S

o

Part 2.1 States that the live exportindustry* supports approxi mately

is manifestly inaccurate, since it includes jobs which would continue to exist without the live
animal export factor. It also fails to note that approximately 40,000 meatworkers jobs have
been lost as a direct outcome of the live export trade, resulting in severe consequences for
the regional and rural centres where meat processing was the only, or the major employer
and the satellite jobs and industries which were also impacted upon. In fact, the live export
trade could be costing Australia around $1.5 billion in lost GDP, around $270 million in
household income and around 10,500 lost jobs.! The report from which you have sourced

" 'Impact of the Live Animal Export Sector on the Australian Meat Processing Industry' S.G Heilbron
Pty Limited 2000
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this information was compiled by Hassall and Associates, whose past Chairman, Peter
Frawley, was a LiveCorp board Chairman, and it includes such jobs as doctors, dentists,
hospitality workers, bank and insurance staff and other institutional jobs, all of which would
obviously continue without the export of animals as noted in the ACIL Tasman review
(below).

Furthermore the following information is derived from the ACIL Tasman review:

$heep

ACI L Tasman’ s r gheep tade found that phasirtg bue livel sheap exports
would have a minimal impact on farmers and would in fact reap long-term benefits for
farmers and the economy through increased processing in Australia.

Cattle

In 2010, a report commissioned by Australia’ s | eadi ng -mMeysaBros, wifto c e S s 0

Australia and Nippon Meat Packers Australia — reached damning conclusions as to the

i mpact of Ilive cattle exports on Queensl and’

The report found:
e Live cattle exports are cannibalising Qu e e n s | a {prdcéssng ibdeseyf and
threaten to destroy $3.5 billion worth of assets, $5 billion in turnover and 36,000

jobs.

e Far from being complementary, |ive
beef exports.

* Live cattle exportsequalsAu st r al i an job | osses and

supply the growing world demand for beef.

* Queensland cattle are increasingly being exported live to Indonesia taking with them
lost processing opportunities in Queensland.

* Indonesia actively protects its own beef industry and live cattle imports by banning
key beef cuts and imposing high tariffs on imported beef product — there is not a
level playing field.

* Live cattle exports means premium disease-free cattle are being processed in
importing countries and sold in competition with genuine imported Australian beef.

l dzZa 0 NF f Al Qa YIFI22NJ YSI{d LINROSaaz2zNBR KI @S

process all cattle and sheep currently going to live export.

Contrary to industry claims, live export does not underpin 10,000 jobs in the rural sector.
The majority of those jobs would remain if animals were processed in Australia. In fact
thousands of jobs would be created by increased domestic processing’. 2

2 Fact Sheet: LIVE EXPORTS TO INDONESIA: The impact of ending live exports
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This section of the RIS further speciously s t a t e & nutberaf importing countries are

heavily dependent on these imports for food security and, in some cases, social harmony’.

The fact is that these countries also import frozen Australian meat in far greater volumes

and this trade is worth far more than the trade in live animals. Given the gross animal

wel fare compromi ses and known risks and abus
“soci al har mony’ are not i ssues with which
acquired the shameful distinction of actively promoting animal abuse on a massive

international scale, and 84% of Australians have acknowledged that by clearly indicating

that they want the trade in live animals to end.

Part 2.4: OIE Standards

The Australian government has had much tosay aboutt he | mpl ement ati on of
standards in importing countries. The OIE is an organisation whose focus is animal health,

not welfare, and those standards as they relate to animal welfare are rudimentary at best,

havingbeen devel oped for developing countries, r
That said, we note that Australia fails routinely to meet OIE standards before the animals

even leave this country, moreover, the live export industry systematically breaches its own

standards as well (ASEL V2.3).

Article 7.2.8 (3) of the Terrestrial Animal Health Code states, in relation to the use of electric

goads:-

G¢KS dzaS 2F adzOK RS JA Ofddered goaddzbnRhe birlquarterydf i S R |
pigs and large ruminants, and never on sensitive areas such as the eyes, mouth, ears,
anogenital region or belly. Such instruments should not be used on hseinggs,and goats

ofanyagg 2NJ 2y OF f @Sa 2NJ LIA3It Sias

Below are photographs taken at random loadings at the port of Fremantle showing systemic
and apparently gratuitous use of electric goads on sheep, and film footage at

www.liveexportshame.com is even more telling, showing the use of the devices on the faces

and ano-genital parts of the sheep, with the sheep clearly jumping to escape the pain of the
shocks. The goads are also used on animals who have nowhere to move to, and worse, on

animals on the top decks of transports where they may jump, or fall, off the truck:
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17.03.2011 13.06.2011

29.09.2011 29.09.2011
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28.04.2014 24.12.2011

13.06.2011 13.06.2011

Furthermore, the ASEL V2.3 states clearly at page 27 that:

‘ sheep must not be prepared for export if they present with:-
A Blindness in one or both eyes
A Cancer eye

5|Page Suzanne Cass
Stop Tasmanian Animal Cruelty



Comment: Regulatory Framework for Animal Welfare Assurance 2 0 12

Australian Live Exports

A Keratoconjunctivitis (pink eye)

At page 43 of the document it is clearly stated that:

Wivestock must be inspected prior to loading and any animal showing signs consistent with
the rejection criteria in Standard S1.7 of Standard 1 (earlier referen&m)rcing and on

farm preparation of livestock, or any othee ¢ RA G A2y (GKIF G O2dzZ R O dza S
FYR 6StEFINBE (G2 RSOfAYS RdAANAY3I GNFyaLRNI 2N S
We have provided below a series of photographs taken at the port of Fremantle to be

loaded onto the M/V Bader lllon the 29/10/11 and 30/10/11.The eye problems included

pink eye, blindness in one or both eyes and discharging eyes.

Berth 1; Loading of the Bader Ill- 29/10/11Period of observation- 1645 hrs to 1845
hrsSeries 1-8 which show serious eye problems

*ASELV 2.3
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Series 9-12 ¢ Moderate to severe problems

/
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Berth 1; Loading of the M/V Bader 11} 30/10/11
Period of observation- 1000 hrs to 1800 hrs
SERIES 1: Serious eye problems

—
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Information provided to us by

I h_-‘ observers at the port indicates that

‘ the animals pictured, and others,

were presented for loading on to
the M/V Bader llfor export.

We have sent formal complaints to DAFF about these matters but are yet to see a response.
It is further stated in the ASEL at S3.5:
“The registered premises must be either con
provide animals with appropriate protection from extreme climatic conditions by means of:
(a) Shade
(b) Windbreaks
(c) Shelter or
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(Ot her means approved b'Y the registration
|t i's our understanding that no shade or S

premises’, especially Darwin and Portland, a

We further understand that disease issues are a significant cause of feedlot and shipboard

mortalities, apparently as a consequence of sheep (especially) who are latent, passive or

active carriers of the salmonella/enteritis complex. We have taken this matter up with AQIS,

asking what measures are taken in relation to the decontamination of feedlots, and most

relevantly, the foreign-flagged ships from flag of convenience ports entering and leaving

Australia. This was particularly highlighted when the 32 year old old former vehicle

transporter the Al Mesilah broke down and was forced to return to Port Adelaide in

August. The Chief Veterinarian ordered that the animals on board be placed into immediate
guarantine, citing ‘diseases that they may
and screw worm f I° (in’addition to salmonella and other diseases that may have already

been present in the sheep. "We are concerned about disease that might be carried on the

vessel through its travels to the Middle East," Dr Schipp said. Our enquiries with AQIS

indicate that the only precaution it takes in relation to diseases prevalent on these third

world ships is reliance upon statements frc
comprehensive testing itself. Loadi sgfaer mal
is represented in most POCTA statutes throughout Australia.

Our enquiries with AQIS also extraordinarily revealed that AQIS does not in fact know how

many animals are actually loaded onto these ships—we wer e i népproximatelyQt h at
48,000 sheep were loaded onto the Al Shuwaikra n @pproximately ’ 15,80 on to
Messilah®following the breakdown of the latter ship. If AQIS does not know how many

animals are loaded, how can its mortality reports be regarded as in any way reliable?

If Australia cannot comply with reasonable standards even whilst the animals are still
technically protected by State and Territory animal welfare statutes, any stated
commitment by the government to OIE standards is fundamentally misleading and
deceptive. We believe that these problems are the result of self-regulation of this industry
and a fundamental lack of monitoring and enforcement of any decent standards of animal
welfare.

Part25s t at e ® meehltarnational trade rules, any measufasstralia imposes must

be the least trade restrictive to meet the standards required of animal welfare. In addition,
Australia may not impose standards to be met in other countries which exceed those which
apply in Australia. Further, any standard must et applied in a discriminatory way in
RAFFSNBY(G SELERNI YIN]SG&aQ

* Ibid p59

> http://www.abc.net.au/rural/news/content/201108/s3298698.htm
® AQIS correspondence 21.10.2011
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This statement is disingenuous in the extreme, and clearly states that Australia will condone
any depravity perpetrated upon its animals rather than upset a trading partner. The only
reason Australia has not removed AQIS exemptions from pre-stunning at slaughter is in
order to preserve the live export trade and the brutality we have seen so often in all
importing countries over the past decade. |t i's a supremelyas
has the highest animal welfare standard
in shame in all matters to do with animals used in farming. Fortunately, this information is
now widely available in the international media.

Part 2.6 claims that a post-regulatory review has been carried out in Indonesia. Since it is
only now that cattle shipped to Indonesia are being slaughtered, and in the intervening
period, no Australian official, including a plethora of pro-live export politicians, has been
permitted into an Indonesian slaughterhouse we find this curious, to say the least. We refer
you to this report:

We¢l 9 FANRG AYRSLISYRSY( FdzZRAGA 2F LYR2YS&aAly
Australian cattle have found local workers initiallyddito meet animal welfare standards,
killing cows incorrectly and using blades that were not sharp enough.

More than 100 audit reports required under the Gillard government's tough new industry
regulations have been published online for major companigsaaiing abattoir facilities so
they can import and process Australian cattle.

One inspection conducted on an abattoir that Eletesmed North Australian Cattle
Company wanted to use found "animal welfare standards were not acceptable” in the initial
auditto determine whether it could comply with the regulations.

"The cattle throats were not cut using a single uninterrupted stroke of a knife, and the knives
were not always sharpened between animals,” the auditor found.

"In addition to it, the lack of caeal reflex to confirm death was not always assured after
slaughter."’

Moreover, since ‘independent auditorssand ‘“t hird party veterinari
paid by the exporters, the Australian community will never see a true picture of what

happens to our animals in importing countries. Once again, this is a consequence of allowing

this self-indulgent industry to regulate itself, a system that has manifestly failed over

decades.

As this section continues, it is important to note that the wider Australian community (84%
of us, in fact, decent, hardworking Australians) cared, and still care, little for the woes of the

7 http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/indonesian-abattoirs-failed-to-lift-standards/story-
fn59niix-1226235994381

15| Page Suzanne Cass
Stop Tasmanian Animal Cruelty


http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/indonesian-abattoirs-failed-to-lift-standards/story-fn59niix-1226235994381
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/indonesian-abattoirs-failed-to-lift-standards/story-fn59niix-1226235994381

Comment: Regulatory Framework for Animal Welfare Assurance 2 O 12

Australian Live Exportsh

wealthy graziers and exporters, so horrified and outraged were we by yet another expose of
the horrendous cruelty to our animals subjected to this trade. We resent OUR tax dollars
continuing to prop up this brutal animal trafficking.

Parts 2.7 and 2.8

We find the commentary in these parts to be both naive and possibly disingenuous. The
Farmer Review, like the Senate enquiry, was never intended to seriously address the
massive scale of the abuse of animals in importing countries, evidence of that is found (in
part) in the refusal to mandate pre-<st unni ng. Any notions
notions. We already know that the mortality statistics published at the DAFF website are
highly flexible with the truth, and this is confirmed in our communications with DAFF which
var i ou sdppoximateyt e (‘fnumber) of sheep were
many animals are loaded, how can mortality statistics possibly be relied upon?
“Traceability’ simply means é&rily &ghé anitnads,garsd
reliable evidence from veterinarians who made submissions to the two enquiries indicates
that a number of sick, injured and dying animals are simply thrown over the side or into on-
board macerators. This is BEFORE the hapless survivors arrive in importing countries. We
note that we are talking here about millionsof animals, and a conspicuous reluctance on the
part of DAFF to impose any sort of meaningful penalty upon an exporter for non-compliance
even with the weak regulations there are now. Sheep are particularly vulnerable to
horrendous abuse and it fatuous to suggest t h at any sort of
(abstract terminology which is no doubt intended to appease community outrage, but
manifestly fails to do so, since it really means nothing) will provide the slightest
improvement in the shocking abuse to which these animals are subjected. We note that all
of the countries to which Australia exports animals are in fact signatories to OIE standards,
yet they actively and routinely torture animals during handling, transport and slaughter. We
further note that Senator Ludwig is to travel to the Middle East to discuss the proposed
regulatory framework with importing countries, already signatories to OIE standards whilst
the sheep export industry is claiming that the proposed standards cannot be met. If this is
indeed the case, what has Australia been doing with our tax dollars over decades that the
systemic abuse continues and the industry claims it cannot implement improvements? The
industry statements clearly demonstrate that, firstly, the industry cares more for its trade
than any pretence of animal welfare, and secondly that there is neither the will not the
intention to improve the appalling conditions to which the animals are subjected during
transport, handling and slaughter.

Part 2.9 — See our earlier comment relating to the use of electric prods at ship loadings and
animals presented for export suffering serious eye diseases. We are interested to note that
Stateand Territory aut horities are responsi bl e f
evidence is clear that NO positive enforcement of animal welfare statutes is carried out by
the relevant state and territory authorities. Moreover, animal protection legislation is
‘outcome determinative’ |, meaning that

animals, animal advocates as private citizens, have to submit complaints with clear evidence
of suffering, and that even when this is done, we see no action taken by the responsible
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aut horities. I n conclusion at this point

as a direct result of this trade, yet no taxpayer-funded compensation was provided to them,
nor the communities so severely affected by the closure of meat processing in rural and
regional centres. Effectively, the live export trade is responsible for massive job losses in
Australia and job <creation i n i mport.
economic advantage, nor is the perception that Australia condones egregious animal abuse
in the interests of foreign trade.

Parts 2.10-2.12 — Addressed earlier.

Part 4.1: Please note our earlier comments relating to the spurious claims of the Hassall
Report and the jobs that would continue to exist without exporting animals live, and the
reality of the jobs, GDP and household income lost a result of this trade. We find your
analysis of the effect of closing down this trade to be self-serving and fundamentally
misleading.

Part 4.2.1 — As shown in earlier evidence, the Australian government is manifestly failing in
its monitoring in the current regulatory environment. Moreover, there can be no possible
justification for allowing Australian animals to be sent to countries with conditions KNOWN
to be in violation of even the basic OIE standards. We have seen many times in the past
decades how well the self-regulation of the live export industry has worked, and we
guestion why the Australian government is content to bring such international shame upon
our country.

we

Part4.2.2and4.23mer el y rei t er at-sewingprhpbgsndaj whichuwessoher vy’ s s

in the Australian community continues to believe. It is fundamentally misleading based on
all the evidence shown, and should not even be considered in this debate. Furthermore, if
the Australian government, as is claimed, contributed to the OIE standards, it has resulted in
a very poor set of guidelines with no real relevance to the well-being of even one of these
animals. As f or “long | ead ti mes’, for h o
community have to be faced with this appalling evidence of horrific animal abuse? For how
many more decades do animals have to suffer horrific abuse before the Australian
government takes any meaningful action? The only message to be sent is that Australia will
not supply live animals to these people under the conditions of the last three decades (at
least).

As for the Farmer Review, having read each submission, we find the notion that there is
‘“wi despr ead s uptpberafgross nfiseegresehtdtion of thie truahd Tée only
contributes anything meaningful at all about real animal welfare, although if there is one
consistency in live export reviews, it is the fact that the people selected to conduct them will
support the trade. Far me r ' gust asemdsithe wase with the Keniry review and its
predecessors, had deliberately narrow terms of reference which were spurious attempts to
shut down the outrage and grief of the Australian community over the brutalisation of our
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animals. We canonlywonder at the c¢cl aims made about Egyp
chain assurances’ there are regulated by the

4.2.4 Memoranda of Understanding. The only reason Memoranda of Understanding were
entered into with these countries is that the Australian government could not afford a
repeat of the Cormo Expresdisaster. They are meaningless and unenforceable, and in
almost all cases, only provide for the animals to be unloaded regardless of their health
status. The fact that they reference OIE standards which are completely ignored in these
countries is the clearest evidence of all of how worthless these agreements are.

As for the definition of Responsible Investment, in these circumstances, this is simply the

repetitive industry and governmentar gument rei terated that * we
in other countries’ and evidences a |l ack of
treatment of our animals, and is a blatant admission of how little progress this industry has

achieved, or is capable of achieving, despite their promises and the massive taxpayer

funding it has received, basically under false pretences.

Part 4.5.5 Costs.

Businesses and industries are always subject to government policies and changes to those
policies, yet none receives such preferential treatment as this industry. Most Australian
taxpayers deeply resent our tax dollars being expended on known animal abusers, and the
clearly expressed preference (84%) is for the trade in live animals to end. The majority of
opinion also favours assistance being provided by the government for on-shore processing
rather than job creation in foreign countries. The reality is that Australians are less
concerned about t he t c ulirt edppradountdee thas they are about our
animals being so appallingly tortured in them. All the countries to which Australia sends live
animals import substantially larger volumes of frozen meat than they do live animals,
showing clear acceptance for the product across all export markets.

Cattle
Live export of cattle: $638 million (FOB value*)
Beef exports: $4.97 billion
Sheep
Live export of Sheep: $321 million (FOB* value)
Lamb exports $834 million
Mutton exports $486 million

Total value of chilled meat exports: $1.320 billion
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*Free On Board —the value of the animals before loading in Australia (2008) & (Table 1)

If we were to follow the example in this document about Kuwait, we note that for decades

Kuwait has been using its substandard old ships, with appalling mortality records, to ply this

trade. It is of even graver concern that Kuwait on-sells so many animals, often transporting

them in horrific conditions, to other countries. Our concern is not with t h @conbmig¢social

and politial ramifications It 1 s wit h istahiteshoddrbe, aftholugh itis and t
clearly not the Aouteeti maluizanetery.g sver nment ' s

The following are photographs specific to Kuwait, but similar material in all other export
destinations is readily available.

Animal slaughter in Kuwaitrussed ahimals Sheep slaughter in a public toilet, Kuwait
stacked over blood drain

: EiS ﬂ..-‘l‘l e 3
Sheep dragged to slaughter, Kuwalt Sheep on truck at Kuwaiti slaughterhouse

Part 4.2.6 and 4.2.7 This document continues to focus on trade ramifications, at the clear
cost of any serious effort to address the egregious animal abuse across all live export
markets. We believe it is unlikely that any significant animal abuse will be discovered by the
government by the means outlined in this document, because it has chosen to allow this
highly protected industry to continue to regulate itself. Rather it will continue to be the
efforts of animal advocates, often at great risk to their safety, who expose it. The

® http://liveexport-indefensible.com/facts/halal.php Source MLA Market Statistics Datbase
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government has never been proactive with regard to live animal exports, only reacting when
yet another series of atrocities is brought to the community by animal advocates, and this

indeci siveness | s ¢eythedAastralian gofernnent, lalong with bn  * ¢ r i n
i nterest in trade over decency and moralit
regul atory framewor k'’ is clearly a specious

improvements are unsubstantiated.
Parts 4.3.1,4.3.2and 4.3.3

The job losses claimed by the suspension of trade to Indonesia are minimal, especially when
compared to the losses in the meat processing sector, and the matter of animals held who
were not able to be exported is a short term issue and could be resolved easily with
processing infrastructure in the north of the state. This could be readily achieved by means
of subsidies and labour market programs, an infinitely better outcome for the animals. We
note that Northern producers claim that they cannot get animals to these abattoirs, yet they
have no difficulty getting them to the ships. It has been apparent for a couple of years that
Indonesia would be ending its trade with Australia, yet this industry has failed to
appropriately diversify or consider the enormous benefits, both in terms of jobs and animal
welfare, of on-shore processing.

Overall, the costs to the animals and their suffering must be considered, and the
Government ' s objective’ for a sustainabl e
upon the Australian conscience so long as this objective is pursued. No economic data can

ever adequately address these issues. We are unsurprised by this paper substantially

discounting the ACIL Tasman Reports commissioned by the RSPCA and WSPA, because they

do not subscribe to t he uggotheéradeamanycdsttethepo |l i cvy
animals, just as we are unsurprised by the repetition of the mantra that if Australia left the

trade outcomes for other animals would be worse (or as bad). Australia need not and

cannot concern itself with this; however if this industry were as concerned as it pretends to

be with animal welfare outcomes in these countries there is nothing to stop it providing

‘“advice’ in this context without wusing Austr
Part 444Thi s so called ‘option’ -ngulitien aghilef expor
themselves, and has failed for three decades. Mo r eov er , exporters empl o
auditors’™ and *‘third party veterinarians’ , W

agreements and pecuniary interests. None of the countries to which Australia supplies
animals complies with its OIE obligations now, and there is nothing in the Farmer Review
that contributes anything meaningful to the debate. We see no reason why anything would
change until the next expose occurs.

This section of the dodanched& (cMNbpyicddrS€E-s t o o©
managed by the exporters who appear to effectively answer to no-0 n e . “1n prin
agreements with these importing countries are worthless, meaningless and hopelessly
unenforceable, and there is absolutely no transparency or accountability to the Australian

20| Page Suzanne Cass
Stop Tasmanian Animal Cruelty



Comment: Regulatory Framework for Animal Welfare Assurance 2 O 12

Australian Live Exportsw

taxpayer, who no doubt, against their collective will, will be expected to contribute money

to this highly protected industry to i mpl en
neither the will, the genuine intention nor the ability to do. Since these countries do not

meet even the minimal OIE standards now, there can be no doubt that they will continue to

abuse animals in the horrendous manner we have seen, time and time again over the last

decade, exposed by animal advocates. How doesanyone reasonably propo
chain assurances’ can be ‘assured’ I n count
every year, and we know that they are on-sold to anyone, anywhere, to do with as they

wish?

The matter of so6ahundisguises feacduwhen fogd 'secutitpcandd assured

by these countries importing Australian processed meat only, and the slaughter practices in

these countries have been shown to be not only abhorrent but also hopelessly unhygienic,

and contrarytoal | t he known teachings of the ‘relig
affirmed that in the Middle East people are showing a clear preference for frozen meat from

supermarkets.

Part 5 C Focuses solely upon economic elements of the trade and ignores any commitment
to animal welfare.

Part 6 ¢ Consultation

‘“Consul tation is defined as a process by v
i s s Jaudgthete 'were between 400 and 500 submissions to the two enquiries. A

significant majority sought an end to the live export trade, and were discounted, with only

the submissions and representations of vested interests being properly considered. This is

not ‘consul tation’, and it is fraudul ent t o

It is indeed disturbing that participants in the industry apparently find animal welfare
standards ‘acceptable’, or even that once t|
are tortured in transport or importing countries is no longer their responsibility.

Part 6.1.2 Industry Working Groups have been established for cattle, and for sheep and
goats, entirely populated by people who have a vested interest in the trade, and clearly this
is highly inappropriate and not worthy of comment.

(Itisnotedthat meet i ngs were hel d al so -liwekxpottatatepayer s
and territory governments, and that consultation with overseas governments who have

shown no concerns about Australian views for decades and are highly unlikely to ever do

So).

Part 6.1.3 describes the Senate enquiry. The conduct of this enquiry was nothing short of
outrageous, disgraceful and embarrassing, with the conduct of its chair Senator Heffernan
being extremely offensive and highly inappropriate. The Senate enquiry devoted just 1.5
hours of its time in session with animal advocacy organisations with the rest being given to
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the vested interests in the industry. Moreover, scandalous, unsubstantiated and untruthful

statements were made by Senator Back regarding the film footagefr om t he * Four C

progthamf‘22Re, and @zé@mtleSrining time that was given to WSPA was

wasted by fatuous remar ks ab oRuthernmoeeniaimof s r i g |

the Senators appointed to the enquiry had only been in their positions since July 1, and one
was a former furniture removalist, one a former real estate agent, one a former process
worker. There was no representation of anyone with interests in animal welfare or indeed
economics, and the fact that this absolute sham was funded by the taxpayer is a disgrace.
We sent two formal complaints to the President of the Senate, John Hogg and both were
ignored. We complained to the Ombudsman, who claimed no jurisdiction.

t NG 7 ¢KS D2@SNYYSydiQa LINEFSNNBR 2LJA
The government, exporters and importing countries have demonstrated over decades that
nothing has been done, nor will it be done, to ensure humane treatment of Australian
animals, and all the reviews undertaken will do nothing to change that.

Conclusions
This document effectively summari sed t

A Economic and trade considerations will always subsume moral ones

A The Australian government cares nothing for the grief and outrage of hundreds of
thousands of decent, hardworking Australians, always giving priority to the vested
interests in the trade

A The Australian government will always take the easy option of letting the exporters
regulate themselves, with no meaningful penalties ever imposed when they are
"caught out

A The Australian government continues to insult the intelligence of Australians by
wrongly making assumptions that we are naive, gullible or both

A The Australian government will always be supremely selective about the information it
uses to make its decisions

A The live export industry, despite all recommendations to the contrary remains
untransparent and unaccountable

A The Australian government believes that the Australian community will accept the
findings of reviews of extremely dubious quality and integrity (for example the
deliberate misinformation about the value of the trade when the frozen meat trade is
worth, even on the most conservative estimates, at the very least four times the trade
in live animals (see table 1)

2y

he gov

A No amount of ° commun iillcegetmake this ttatelarnythimgwa s hi ng)

inhumane and a national shame to the Australian conscience.

The Australian community deplores the

that whilst substantial financial support has been provided to producers and others affected
by the all too short ban on Indonesia, none was provided to the 40,000 meatworkers whose
jobs have been lost because of this trade, or to the satellite business re;iant upon ,eat

22| Page Suzanne Cass
Stop Tasmanian Animal Cruelty

govern



Comment: Regulatory Framework for Animal Welfare Assurance 2 0 12

Australian Live Exports

processing to compensate for other related jobs. It is recognised that business conditions
change with government policy and we fail to see why agriculture should be differentiated.

We also find that neither the Farmer nor the Senate Reviews were established with any

serious intention other than finding ways for the trade to continue, and there was never

going to be any meaningful ‘“consultation; t
are farmers. The fact that this particular consultation was advised with just days to prepare
submissions supports that.

In summary, these, and earlier expensive and meaningless reviews have, and will, provide

for absolutely noreali mpr ovements i n ani mal wel faadr e t hr
neither will the current proposals, the only solution acceptable to the vast majority of

Australians is for the trade to end.

SUZANNE CASS

Stop Tasmanian Animal Cruelty.
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