
 
 
       August 22, 2012 
 
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 
 
The Honorable Thomas J. Vilsack 
Secretary of Agriculture 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Ave., S.W. 
Washington DC  20250 
 
Dear Secretary Vilsack, 
 

Please accept this letter, on behalf of Front Range Equine Rescue (“FRER”), as a 
response to the inaccurate and misleading claims made in the July 31, 2012 “Urgent Petition” 
submitted by Sue Wallis on behalf of the International Equine Business Association (the 
“Petition”).  Wallis represents the interests of a small group of individuals and business interests 
who seek to profit by slaughtering American horses for human consumption, while ignoring the 
extensive societal and individual dangers of horse slaughter.  If American horses are again 
slaughtered for meat, the costs of Wallis’ profit centers will be borne by the federal agency 
budgets that will need to adjust for the exceptional burdens inherent in horse slaughter 
regulation, as well as by taxpayers.  It is also well-documented that American horse 
slaughterhouses have created an environmental and community nightmare for local interests—
homeowners who live near slaughterhouses must deal with the pervasive foul odor, 
environmental degradation, and other negative externalities.  Finally, the production of horse 
meat from American horses is a toxic business, because virtually all horse meat from American 
horses is adulterated, unfit for human consumption, and dangerous.  Wallis does not represent 
(and ignores) the interests of the large percentage of Americans, who have confirmed their strong 
objection to American horse slaughter; and she avoids discussion of the slaughter process for 
horses, which is especially cruel and terrifying.  Ignoring the long string of perils related to horse 
slaughter, Ms. Wallis demonstrates an utter lack of interest in the truth.  

 
The Petition contains numerous demonstrably false claims, which I correct below, along 

with FRER’s overall response.   
 

No Horse Processing Facilities Are Even Close to Ready to Operate. 
 
The Petition falsely claims that “[s]everal horse processing facilities are ready to offer 

horse owners a fair price for the animals . . . or could be within days.”  As FSIS is well aware, 
currently there is not even one authorized horse slaughter facility in America, and the 
authorization process takes some time.  This is one of many cases where the Petition says one 
thing, and the exact opposite is true—leading to a question of credibility with respect to every 
statement made in the Petition.  The fact is, there are no horse processing facilities ready to pay 
horse owners for horses that they may never be able to slaughter. 
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There are only two entities that have even applied for inspection with FSIS this year.  
Both face significant, if not insurmountable, obstacles.  Wallis’ own Unified Equine, LLC, wants 
FSIS to let it operate a horse slaughter establishment in Rockville, Missouri.1  Yet, Unified 
Equine does not even own the plant that it seeks to open.2  Instead, this former beef processing 
plant is “mired in a heap of ownership and legal troubles.”3  Specifically, its owner faces two 
felony counts for theft related to his operation of the plant, and title to the plant is tied up with 
liens related to the owner’s fraudulent conduct.4  Wallis may soon abandon efforts to establish a 
horse slaughter plant in Rockville, just as she did earlier in 2012 in Mountain Grove, Missouri.5  
Even if she does not, this information should give FSIS serious pause before even considering 
Unified Equine’s application.  (FRER can provide FSIS with additional relevant documentation 
relating to the legal problems facing the Rockville plant, upon FSIS’ request.) 

 
The other entity, Valley Meat Co., seeks to convert its Roswell, New Mexico cattle 

slaughter establishment into a horse slaughter establishment,6 but it too faces legal problems.  
For over two years (from at least January 2010 until May 2012), while slaughtering cattle, Valley 
Meat ignored New Mexico laws on solid waste disposal.  Despite repeated warnings from the 
New Mexico Environment Department’s Solid Waste Bureau, Valley Meat dumped animal 
remains into piles outside its establishment, leaving them to rot.7  Some of the piles of rotting 
flesh reached 15 feet in height, threatening the environment and public health.8  For its 
consistent, flagrant violation of state law, Valley Meat was recently assessed an $86,400 fine, 
with the prospect of significant additional fines in the future.9  Valley Meat’s owner had been 
                                                 

1 Unified Equine, LLC Application for Federal Inspection (attached hereto as Exhibit 1). 

2 Donald Bradley, No progress on horse slaughter plant in Rockville, Mo., THE KANSAS CITY 

STAR (July 22, 2012), http://www.kansascity.com/2012/07/06/3718025/no-progress-yet-on-
proposed-rockville.html. 

3 Id.   

4 Id.; Josh Nelson, No progress in opening Rockville horse slaughter plant, THE SPRINGFIELD 

NEWS-LEADER (July 24, 2012), http://www.news-
leader.com/article/20120724/NEWS01/307240024/Horse-slaughter-plant-Rockville-Sue-Wallis.  

5 Stephen Deere, Horse slaughter plans for Missouri are on hold, ST. LOUIS POST-DISPATCH 
(Aug. 10, 2012), http://www.stltoday.com/news/local/metro/horse-slaughter-plans-for-missouri-
are-on-hold/article_ee9019c8-f312-5516-a402-45ccb7ee0d1c.html.  

6 Valley Meat Co., LLC Application for Federal Inspection (attached hereto as Exhibit 2). 

7 New Mexico Environment Department v. Valley Meat Company, LLC, No. SWB 12-16 (CO) 
and August 2, 2012 Solid Waste Bureau Letter to Ricardo De Los Santos (attached hereto as 
Exhibit 3).  

8 Id.   

9 Id. 
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complaining about financial concerns even before this recent fine.10  Now he is either planning to 
resume slaughtering cattle, or to wait for FSIS’ decision on his application.11  Regardless, given a 
tenuous financial situation combined with Valley Meat’s long-term violations of environmental 
laws, FSIS should be very concerned about approving a horse slaughter operation at this site. 

 
Even if these two applicants did not face their own legal problems, they still will not be 

able to slaughter horses until FSIS approves their application and they pass inspection.  And 
because horse slaughter has not occurred in the United States since 2007, FSIS must update its 
regulations and procedures before approving applications and inspecting prospective horse 
slaughter establishments.  This process will take “significant time,”12 and it is unknown when, or 
if, FSIS will be ready to begin inspections. 

 
FSIS also has before it the Petition for Rulemaking filed by FRER and The Humane 

Society of the United States, on April 9, 2012, Docket No. 12-14, which raises significant and 
serious questions about the dangers of horse meat and horse slaughter, for consumers, neighbors 
of horse slaughter plants, and the environment.  Before it grants any applications for horse 
slaughter, the agency should carefully evaluate and issue a decision on that Petition. 

 
Additionally, most states and localities require slaughter establishments to comply with 

numerous laws and regulations, from zoning and licensing requirements to environmental and 
public health laws.  It is unclear whether these two establishments, or any other potential 
applicants, are prepared to satisfy state and local regulatory requirements.  In order to protect the 
public and the sanctity of the federal regulation system, FSIS should ensure that any applicants 
for new horse slaughter are in full compliance. 

 
In short, in contrast with Ms. Wallis’ purported knowledge of things that only FSIS could 

know, it is clear that no would-be horse slaughter establishment is close to ready to begin 
operations.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
10 See e.g., N.M. meat plant owner defense horse slaughter, AZCentral (Apr. 14, 2012), 
http://www.azcentral.com/news/articles/2012/04/14/20120414PNI0414-wir-new-mexico-horse-
slaughter-meat-plant.html.  

11 Rene Romo, Meat Plant Fined for “Rotting Waste,” ALBUQUERQUE JOURNAL (Aug. 17, 2012), 
http://www.abqjournal.com/main/2012/08/17/news/meat-plant-fined-for-rotting-waste.html. 

12 Milan Simonich, Family gives up on horse-slaughter plant in New Mexico, Las Cruces-Sun 
News (Aug. 14, 2012), http://www.lcsun-news.com/las_cruces-news/ci_21310956/family-gives-
up-horse-slaughter-plant-new-mexico. 
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Neither Domestic Nor Foreign Markets Are Ready to Accept Meat from American Horses. 
 
The Petition also falsely claims that “[m]arkets for the product are ready to accept it 

domestically and internationally if the meat is USDA-inspected exactly as it was in 2007.”13  
This claim is absurd, both because there is virtually no domestic demand for horse meat, and 
because meat from American horses does not meet international food safety standards and soon 
will be barred from export to the European Union (“EU”), where much of it is presently shipped 
(after American horses are slaughtered in Canada or Mexico).  

 
First, “Americans do not eat horse meat. . . .”14   While some Americans ate horses in 

decades past, consumption has dropped off to almost nothing in the past thirty or forty years.  At 
this point, horse meat is almost never eaten in America.  Instead, Americans treat their horses as 
companions, sources of recreation, and tools of labor, and American horses are much more like 
dogs and cats than cows, pigs, and chickens.  Consequently, a “commercial market for horse 
meat as food has never emerged in the USA.”15  

 
Nor do Americans want other Americans slaughtering their horses for human food.  A 

January 2012 poll revealed that eighty per cent of Americans are strongly opposed to horse 
slaughter.16  The survey found that “Americans oppose horse slaughter overwhelmingly 
regardless of their gender, political affiliation, whether they live in an urban or rural area, or their 
geographic location,” or whether they own horses themselves.17  Americans’ treatment of horses, 
                                                 
13 USDA’s 2007 standards and procedures are outdated and inadequate.  See Petition To Create 
Rules and Regulations Governing the Sale, Transport and Processing of Horses and Horse Meat 
Intended for Human Consumption, FDA Docket Number FDA-2012-P-0299-0001/CP, 
http://www.frontrangeequinerescue.org/documents/petition.fda.slaughter.pdf (explaining that 
horse meat from virtually all American horses is adulterated and unsafe for human consumption 
under current federal law and FDA regulations); Petition To Create Rules and Regulations 
Governing the Sale, Transport and Processing of Horses and Horse Meat Intended for Human 
Consumption, FSIS Docket Number FSIS-2012-P-12-04, 
http://www.fsis.usda.gov/PDF/Petition_SchiffHardin_040612.pdf (explaining that horse meat 
from virtually all American horses is adulterated and unsafe for human consumption under 
current federal law and FSIS regulations). 

14 See Cavel Int’l., Inc. v. Madigan, 500 F.3d 545, 545 (7th Cir. 2007). 

15 See Terry L. Whiting, The United States’ prohibition of horse meat for human consumption:  
Is this a good law?, 48 CANADIAN VET. J. 1173, 1174 (Nov. 2007), 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2034431/. 

16 http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/aspca-research-confirms-americans-strongly-
oppose-slaughter-of-horses-for-human-consumption-138494089.html (“ASPCA Survey”); see 
also Press Release, The Humane Society of the United States, USDA Threatened with Suit if 
Court Order Not Followed Before Horse Slaughter Resumes (Feb. 3, 2012), 
http://www.humanesociety.org/news/press_releases/2011/11/usda_threatened_02032012.html.  

17 ASPCA Survey, supra Note 16. 
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the historical role of horses,18 horses’ place in American culture,19 and the cruelty connected with 
horse slaughter make it a practice that has never received much support.20 

 
Second, the EU, the primary export market for American horse meat, has recently 

implemented its own heightened food safety requirements for horse meat.  While most of these 
requirements already apply to meat from American horses, the requirements soon to apply to 
American horses will prohibit the importation of horse meat from horses who are not 
accompanied by lifetime treatment records.21  Because virtually all American horses currently 
lack these records, and because it is virtually impossible to create or obtain such records, 
American horses will be ineligible for sale to any EU member-nation.   

  
In order to protect public health and avoid environmental contamination, the European 

Parliament and the Council of the EU adopted a regulation on the importation of food-producing 
animals and their meat.22  This regulation bans horse meat from horses that have been treated 
with any drug on a list of identified prohibited substances.  Many of the drugs on the list are 
regularly administered to American horses.23  The regulation also establishes maximum residue 
limits of pharmacologically active substances permitted in food-producing animals, and outlines 
procedures for testing those animals to ensure compliance with the regulation.24  These rules 
apply to all horses intended for human consumption, or horse meat from such horses, sent from 
the U.S. and destined for the European market.  At this point, the U.S. is nowhere close to having 
a system in place to comply with these requirements. 

 

                                                 
18 Brian Palmer, The Delicious Mr. Ed, SLATE MAGAZINE (Oct. 24, 2011), 
http://www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/explainer/2011/10/slaughtering_horses_for_m
eat_is_banned_in_the_u_s_why_.html. 

19 Nicholas Day, They Eat Horses, Don’t They?, CHOW (Nov. 17, 2006), 
http://www.chow.com/food-news/53692/they-eat-horses-dont-they/; Dan Flynn, Horse Slaughter 
Issue Won’t Go Away (Oct. 25, 2011), http://www.foodsafetynews.com/2011/10/horse-slaughter-
issue-wont-go-away/ (attributing Americans’ opposition to eating horse meat to its “Cowboy 
Culture”). 

20 See, e.g., Declaration of Peggy W. Larson (“Larson Dec.”), ¶¶ 11-21 (attached hereto as 
Exhibit 4). 

21 Residues of Veterinary Products, Third Countries, Europa Website, at 6 (“Residues of 
Veterinary Products”) (attached hereto as Exhibit 5). 

22 Council Regulation 470/2009, 2009 O.J. (L 152) (EC). 

23 See Declaration of Hilary Wood (“Wood Dec.”), ¶¶ 6-7 (attached hereto as Exhibit 6); Larson 
Dec., Exh. 4, ¶ 7; Declaration of Joanne Pavlis (“Pavlis Dec.”), ¶¶ 4-5 (attached hereto as Exhibit 
7); Declaration of Randy Parker, D.V.M. (“Parker Dec.”), ¶¶ 7-9 (attached hereto as Exhibit 8). 

24 Residues of Veterinary Products, Exh. 5 at 11. 
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In order to comply with the EU’s requirements, the U.S. must establish or implement the 
following measures: 

 
First, the U.S. must establish an identification and verification system for all horses 

intended for food production.25   
 
Second, horses given anabolic steroids for growth purposes, and other prohibited 

substances, must be identified and segregated from horses who will be exported to Europe for 
human consumption.26  Unless the United States establishes a “split system” to separate horses 
who have been treated with those substances from those destined for export to Europe, meat 
from American horses cannot legally enter the EU or be sold there.27  No such system currently 
exists, and because all horses are commingled throughout their lives, it is unlikely that one can 
ever be established. 

 
Third, only horses with known medical treatment histories may be slaughtered and 

exported to Europe as consumer-grade meat.28  All horses must be accompanied by an 
identification document, which the Commission calls a “passport,” on which each horse’s owner 
must record all veterinary medical treatments received by each horse.29  While exporters from 
non-EU nations currently need only guarantee that their horses have not been administered a 
banned substance within six months of sale, by July 2013, all horses meant for human 
consumption in Europe must be accompanied by a passport.30 

 
Fourth, the federal government must guarantee that each horse slaughtered for human 

consumption has never received any banned substances, and is free from restricted substances for 
the required withdrawal periods.31   

 
And fifth, the U.S. must regularly inspect collection centers and slaughter facilities to 

ensure that exporters are adhering to EU regulations on the use of veterinary products and 
banned substances.32 

                                                 
25 Id. at 6. 

26 Id. 

27 Council Directive 96/22/EC, art. 11 (2), 1996 O.J. (L 125) 3, 7 (EC); id. 

28 Residues of Veterinary Products, Exh. 5 at 6. 

29 Id. 

30 European Parliament Parliamentary Questions, Answer given by Mr. Dalli on behalf of the 
Commission (29 November 2010), 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=E-2010-9125&language=EN 
(“European Parliament Parliamentary Questions”).  

31 Residues of Veterinary Products, Exh. 5 at 6. 
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The U.S. regulatory regime cannot satisfy these requirements because:  
 
First, the U.S is unlikely to establish a mandatory identification and verification system 

for horses.  As there is no mandatory identification system for animals who are raised to become 
food, such as cattle, it is unclear how the U.S. would implement such a system for horses, 
especially when most horse owners do not know or care about the applicability of food safety 
requirements to their horses.33   

 
Second, regulators will not be able to identify and segregate horses who have ever been 

administered anabolic steroids and similar banned substances unless the U.S. implements a 
passport system. 

 
Third, a functioning passport system for American horses is unfathomable.  American 

horse owners do not view themselves as “producers” of meat or want their horses to become 
food.  Consequently, they will not know about the lifetime medical records requirement or care 
to adhere to it.  Because it is unrealistic to think that Congress will require American horse 
owners to keep lifetime medical records for their horses so they can be eligible for slaughter and 
human consumption at a European dinner table, such a system would have to be optional.  But 
because the only consequence for failure to keep these records would be the ineligibility of their 
horses to become food for Europeans, few American horse owners will implement a passport 
system.  And this all assumes that Congress would establish such a system, which, based on the 
unpopularity of horse slaughter, is not at all likely. 

 
Fourth, as FSIS does not currently require horse owners to maintain medical records, 

guarantee the origin of their horses, or take responsibility for the accuracy or authenticity of the 
sworn statements provided to Mexican and Canadian purchasers of American horses, it is unclear 
how or whether it will provide these guarantees for horses and horse meat destined for Europe.34   

 
Fifth, it is impossible for U.S. inspectors to ensure that horse owners are adhering to EU 

regulations on the use of veterinary products and banned substances because American horse 
owners do not view themselves as “producers,” do not raise horses for food in predictable 
settings like farmers raise cattle, and will not submit to inspections meant for producers of food 
when they have no intention of their horses becoming food. 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
32 Id. 

33 See USDA Office of the Inspector General, Audit Report 24601-08-KC, FSIS National 
Residue Program for Cattle (“OIG Report”), p. 26-27 (2010), 
http://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/24601-08-KC.pdf. 

34 European Commission Food and Veterinary Office, Final Report of an Audit Carried Out In 
Canada From 23 November to 6 December 2010, Ares(2011)1101887, at 15 (“Canada Report 
1”); European Commission Food and Veterinary Office, Final Report of a Mission Carried Out 
in Mexico From 22 November to 3 December 2010, Ares(2011)398056, at 7 (“Mexico Report”). 
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American suppliers do not and cannot meet the treatment, identification, and inspection 
requirements established by the EU.  Consequently, the world’s largest market for horse meat 
will not accept meat from American horses. 

 
Drug Residue Testing Is Inadequate to Ensure that a Horse Has Never Been Administered 
a Banned Substance. 

 
The Petition claims that drug residue testing can “establish the eligibility of every horse 

for processing. . . .”  This is categorically untrue.   
 
Under the current unregulated system through which horse meat is produced from 

American horses, “it is not possible to know for sure” whether a particular horse’s flesh is 
adulterated.35  Neither the modern, high-efficiency methods of FSIS’ National Residue Program, 
nor the most thorough residue testing regime imaginable, is likely to uncover which horses have 
been administered substances that must never be used “in horses intended for human 
consumption”36—especially since the undisputed evidence is that virtually every horse fits into 
this category.  Consequently, implementing and rigorously enforcing a “passport system” that 
requires horse owners to keep a verifiable lifetime medical treatment history for each horse is the 
only way FSIS can prevent the entry of adulterated horse meat into the nation’s food supply.  As 
explained above, the U.S. will soon have to implement such a system for the EU to accept meat 
from American horses. 

 
Complete treatment records for individual animals may be necessary even where the 

animals are regulated and their producer is specifically raising them to become food.  For 
example, the FDA recently cited a veal producer for offering a calf for slaughter that was 
adulterated due to the presence of a banned substance in the animal’s flesh and because the 
producer held its animals “under conditions that are so inadequate that medicated animals 
bearing potentially harmful drug residues are likely to enter the food supply.”37  FSIS analysis of 
tissue samples collected from the producer’s calves revealed the presence of residues of 
florenfenicol, a substance that is completely banned for use in calves to be processed for veal.38  
The producer’s failure to keep track of the substances it administered to particular animals—its 
failure to “maintain complete treatment records”—led the FDA to conclude that the conditions 

                                                 
35 See Compliance Guide for Residue Prevention 2012, 
http://www.fsis.usda.gov/PDF/Residue_Prevention_Compliance_Guide_042512.pdf, at 5. 

36 See, e.g., 21 C.F.R. § 520.1720a (declaring that tablets and boluses of phenylbutazone cannot 
be used “in horses intended for human consumption”). 

37 See Snellman Farms 6/1/12, Department of Health and Human Services Warning Letter CIN-
12-302058-21 (attached here to as Exhibit 9).  This warning letter is just one of over thirty 
warning letters issued by FDA in 2012, which cite animal producers for selling adulterated food 
based on their failure to maintain complete medical records.   

38 Id. 
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under which the producer kept its animals were such that meat from the animals was adulterated 
because it was “injurious to health” under 21 U.S.C. § 342(a)(4).39   

 
While residue testing helped the FDA discover that the animal’s flesh was adulterated, 

the finding of adulteration was not solely based on the positive residue test.   Instead, the FDA 
independently deemed the producer’s animals adulterated because the producer “failed to 
maintain complete treatment records.”40  The factual predicate for this finding of adulteration—
conditions “whereby [food from the animal] may have been rendered injurious to health”—is 
unavoidable for unregulated animals such as American horses, given the way their owners raise 
them (not to be food), treat them (not as potential food), and think about them (as many different 
things, but not food).   

 
Accordingly, the maintenance of complete treatment records to avoid adulteration is even 

more necessary for unregulated animals like horses.  Individuals who administer banned 
substances to their horses are often unaware that they will become food, and FSIS is unlikely to 
detect and prevent the administration of these banned substances, especially since these 
individuals are largely unknown and effectively unidentifiable.  Moreover, FSIS is very likely to 
miss dangerous drugs in horse meat.  The agency may not detect dangers because it does not test 
all animals, and has never tested for more than a few of the many drugs given to horses.  
Additionally, FSIS will be unable to determine the presence of the banned substance in the horse 
and its flesh when the drug remains in the horse but is undetectable via residue tests.  This is 
especially true given the relatively widespread administration of banned substances to horses—at 
stables and farms, in competitions and at racetracks across the country,41 and the transfers of 
ownership after a horse’s treatment with banned substances and before the horse’s slaughter.  
And this would be true even if FSIS steadfastly applied National Residue Program testing to 
horses.  That FSIS will lack the resources to test every horse for violative residues is further 
evidence of the need to track the treatment histories of all horses slaughtered for human 
consumption. 

 
Without a drug and dangerous substance exposure list that is kept for horses’ entire lives, 

which can be reviewed and scrutinized by FSIS inspectors and slaughterhouse personnel at the 
time of their slaughter, there is no possible way to refute the conclusion that meat from American 
horses is “adulterated” and no American horse should be slaughtered for food.42  Certainly the 

                                                 
39 Id. 

40 Id. 

41 Wood Dec., Exh. 6 at ¶¶ 6-7; Larson Dec., Exh. 4 at ¶ 7; Pavlis Dec., Exh. 7 at ¶¶ 4-5; Parker 
Dec., Exh. 8 at ¶¶ 7-9. 

42 This conclusion is further compelled by a recent FDA warning letter, which cited an Ohio 
farm for selling for slaughter an adulterated horse.  Not only was this horse adulterated because 
its flesh contained violative residues of banned substances, but it was also adulterated because it 
was held in inadequate conditions, which made it likely that its flesh would be adulterated.  
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current practice, which would provide only for a limited determination of drugs and prohibited 
substances used on horses in their last few days or weeks, cannot come close to telling the full 
story FSIS needs to ensure the public is safe when it eats the flesh of American horses.  In order 
to protect the public, the market, and the food supply, FSIS needs to know about all of the drugs 
and drug-containing products administered to a horse before the horse is sent off to be 
slaughtered. 

 
Comprehensive medical records from birth are the only way to ascertain drug exposures, 

and given the various purposes for which Americans own horses before these horses enter the 
slaughter pipeline, those records are unlikely to exist and would be virtually impossible to locate.  
Put differently, the evidence currently collected by FSIS inspectors does not and cannot provide 
the necessary drug history of an animal such as a horse who has had multiple owners, especially 
where the owners never considered their animal to be meat and those prior owners are unknown 
and unidentifiable.  As the necessary data to ensure public safety is simply unascertainable when 
horses are the species being slaughtered, the National Residue Program is unable to capture the 
necessary information.  Without comprehensive treatment records, adulterated horse meat will 
enter the food supply and cause harm, disease, or even death to unsuspecting consumers. 

 
Due to the Unique Temperament of Horses, Horse Slaughter is Inherently Inhumane, 
Cruel, and Barbaric. 

 
The Petition’s description of horse slaughter as a “humane option for horses” is 

Orwellian.  Not even proponents of horse slaughter can believe that it is humane to shoot a horse 
multiple times with a captive bolt pistol while she frantically attempts to escape the “stun box.”  
Yet, this is the experience of the average horse sent to slaughter, which is only the last act of 
cruelty after the extended mistreatment of horses during their journey to the slaughterhouse and 
at the slaughterhouse but before slaughter.  Accurately described, horse slaughter is brutal and 
inhumane. 

 
From their acquisition at livestock auctions to their arrival at the slaughterhouse, horses 

destined for human consumption are subject to mistreatment and cruelty.43  Transportation to the 
slaughterhouse is often long and grueling, as horses are crammed into trucks that do not 
accommodate their physical requirements and unique temperaments.44  The lack of proper food 
and water in already weakened horses can lead to further injuries and death during extended 

                                                                                                                                                             
Specifically, the owner of the farm failed to obtain knowledge of the horse’s medical treatment 
history.  For more on this warning letter, see the text accompanying Notes 68-71. 

43 See Larson Dec., Exh. 4, ¶¶ 12-13, 15-16, 18-19, 25. 

44 Larson Dec., Exh. 4, ¶¶ 12-13, 16, 25; see C.L. Stull, Response of Horses to Trailer Design, 
Duration, and Floor Area During Commercial Transportation to Slaughter, J. ANIM. SCI. 
77:2925-2933 (1999) (“Horses tend to travel longer distances to slaughter than other livestock, 
because there is a limited number of equine slaughterhouses.”), 
http://jas.fass.org/content/77/11/2925. 
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transport.  Some horses arrive at slaughterhouses with their backs broken or with other serious 
injuries.45  

 
Poor conditions during the transportation of horses result in slaughter facilities filled with 

frightened, food- and water-deprived, sick and injured horses.46  At slaughter facilities, horses 
are often subject to appalling abuse before and during their slaughter.47  Many horses are not 
given hay or water in overnight holding pens.48  And many of the horses in holding pens are 
“downers”— too sick or injured to stand up and walk, some of whom may be dragged or pushed 
into the pen.49  Some of these ill, diseased, and injured horses would be unfit for food under the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act and Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and should not be 
slaughtered for human consumption.50 

 
Because horses frighten more easily than other animals, they are unsuited to be processed 

at a slaughter plant.51  As horses are more sensitive to odors than cows, the scent of blood that 
necessarily exists in the slaughter facility exacerbates their fright.52  Some horses slip and fall in 

                                                 
45 See Larson Dec., Exh. 4, ¶ 13; see also 151 CONG. REC. H4247 (horses are “transported in 
excess of 1,000 miles in the most inhumane conditions perceived”). 

46 See Larson Dec., Exh. 4, ¶¶ 16-18. 

47 See Larson Dec., Exh. 4, ¶¶ 15, 18-19. 

48 See Pasture to Plate:  A Report by the Canadian Horse Defence Coalition on Equine 
Slaughter, p. 5 (July 2011), 
http://canadianhorsedefencecoalition.files.wordpress.com/2011/12/pasture-to-plate.pdf (“Pasture 
to Plate”). 

49 Larson Dec., Exh. 4, ¶ 14; see also Gary D. Anderson & Don R. Lee, Salmonella in Horses: A 
Source of Contamination of Horse Meat in a Packing Plant Under Federal Inspection, 31 
Applied and Environmental Microbiology 661 (1975) (“[S]laughter horses have usually been 
trucked for extensive distances. Many times they are injured or unhealthy, housed poorly, fed 
and watered improperly, and sometimes held for long times, as much as a week, in dirty confined 
pens at the slaughter plant.”), http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC291172/. 

50 See 21. U.S.C. § 342(a)(4) (establishing the food is adulterated “if it has been prepared, 
packed, or held under insanitary conditions whereby it may have become contaminated with 
filth, or whereby it may have been rendered injurious to health. . . .”; 21 U.S.C. § 601(m)(3), (4) 
(defining “adulterated” to include animals or meat that are (a) “for any other reason unsound, 
unhealthful, unwholesome, or otherwise unfit for human food,” or (b) “held under insanitary 
conditions whereby it may have become contaminated with filth, or whereby it may have been 
rendered injurious to health”).   

51 See Larson Dec., Exh. 4, ¶¶ 18, 25. 

52 See Larson Dec., Exh. 4, ¶ 18. 
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the stun box.53  Due to their keen perception and subsequent fear, horses are more likely than 
other animals to injure themselves trying to escape the slaughter plant.54 

 
Under federal law, horses must be rendered unconscious prior to slaughter,55 but because 

of their natural agility and flight instinct, many horses are improperly stunned and remain 
conscious when they are hoisted to have their throats cut.56  According to a recent report, almost 
half of the horses going to slaughter had to be stunned more than once.57  The desire to slaughter 
as many horses as quickly as possible inevitably contributes to the inaccuracy and cruelty of the 
slaughtering process. 

 
FSIS and USDA are aware of and have documented appalling cruelty at slaughter plants, 

including gruesome descriptions and photographs of the mistreatment inherent in horse 
slaughter.58  The mistreatment is an inevitable occurrence anytime horses are slaughtered, as 
documented most recently in Canada.59  The examples cited above, which are only those that 
were discovered and occurred in a small sampling of plants, speak volumes for the absolute 
terror that horses experience at slaughterhouses, and the danger to them and to the public in 
processing them for meat. 

 
Numerous words describe the horse slaughter process.  “Humane” does not. 
 

                                                 
53 See Pasture to Plate, supra Note 48, at 4. 

54 Id. at 5. 

55 See Humane Methods of Slaughter Act, 7 U.S.C. § 1902(a). 

56 See 151 CONG. REC. S10,220 (daily ed. June 8, 2005) (“horses sometimes remain conscious 
throughout the slaughter process”); see also Larson Dec., Exh. 4 at ¶ 18. 

57 Pasture to Plate, supra Note 48, at 4. 

58 See, e.g., USDA, Food Safety & Inspection Service, Noncompliance Record No. 0019-2005-
8243 (Apr. 13, 2005); see also, e.g., Noncompliance Record Nos. 00 18-2005-8243 (Apr. 4, 
2005) (“Nine horses were overcrowded in the alleyway causing undue excitement which was 
further exacerbated when two more employees from the kill floor began yelling and hitting these 
horses causing the one in the end of the line to slip and fall.”); 0013-2006-8243 (Oct. 9, 2006) 
(“horse was down” . . . “in the upper middle compartment of a pot bellied trailer” and “[o]ther 
horses within the compartment were trampling the downed horse”); 0006-2007-8243 (Jan. 24, 
2007) (“two downed horses being trampled upon by the other horses as well as the front horse 
being kicked with the hind feet from another horse”); Press Release, Animals’ Angels (Nov. 
2008), http://www.kaufmanzoning.net/nov24/ pressrelease.pdf; see also Mary Nash’s Horse 
Meat Website, http://www.kaufmanzoning.net/foia.htm (making available for download USDA 
documents describing and depicting regulatory violations, mistreatment, and cruelty). 

59 See generally Pasture to Plate, supra Note 48. 



13 
 

Canada’s Equine Identification and Tracing System Is Unreliable and Susceptible to 
Fraud.   

 
The Petition recommends reliance on the equine identification and tracing system used in 

Canada, claiming that it is “tested and proven.”  Canada has indeed “tested” this system, and the 
system has failed those tests.  The evidence produced by these tests has also “proven,” 
repeatedly, that the system is unsuccessful and undependable.   

 
As revealed by European Commission (the “EC”) Audit Reports and recent evidence of 

widespread fraud regarding representations as to the drug history of American horses, 
certifications that horses have not been exposed to banned and dangerous substances within a 
short period before slaughter are not credible, and any reliance on those certifications seems to 
be folly.  Moreover, the entire notion of certifying that a horse’s meat is untainted is dubious in 
light of the fact that virtually all American horses are administered banned and dangerous 
substances.  For these horses, the presence of violative drug residues is irrelevant, as their flesh is 
adulterated regardless of the results of a residue test.  Consequently, the recommendation that 
horse slaughter establishments require documentation from producers that animals are “Drug 
Residue Free” is unworkable, and even if certifications were reliable, this would do nothing 
about the widespread administration to horses of banned substances. 

 
The EC recently published the results of audits undertaken in order to evaluate Canadian 

and Mexican compliance with EU regulations, which restrict imports based on the prior exposure 
of the horses to a variety of banned and dangerous substances.60  These audits revealed that both 
countries’ controls over the production of horse meat from American horses are inadequate to 
protect consumers.61  In particular, the auditors criticized both Canada and Mexico for relying on 
a system that permits the American killer-buyers, typically the last owners of American horses, 
to certify that the horses they are selling have not been administered banned veterinary drugs and 
other potentially harmful drugs and substances within six months of sale, without providing 
medical records or any kind of formal guarantee.62  Often these individuals have not even owned 
the horses for the period of time to which they are attesting.  Moreover, even if this system was 
accurate, it is irrelevant under American law that a horse has not been administered a banned 
substance for six months, as the administration to a horse of a banned substance on a single 

                                                 
60 Council Regulation 470/2009, 2009 O.J. (L 152) (EC); Council Directive 96/22/EC, art. 11 
(2), 1996 O.J. (L 125) 3, 7 (EC); Council Directive 96/23/EC, art. 29, 30, 1996 O.J. (L 125/10). 

61 Canada Report 1, supra Note 34 at 12-16; Mexico Report, supra Note 34 at 6-9; European 
Commission Food and Veterinary Office, Final Report of an Audit Carried Out In Canada From 
13 to 23 September 2011, Ares(2012)257268 (“Canada Report 2”) (stating that “for those horses 
imported from the United States of America for direct slaughter, the equine identification 
documents received were not reliable, with verification only being possible by means of residue 
testing.”)  All U.S. horses imported into Canada were for direct slaughter.  Id.  Notably, of the 
30,000 horses slaughtered in Canada in 2011, 85% were from the U.S., and 90% of slaughtered 
horses were exported.  Id. 

62 See generally Canada Report 1, supra Note 34; Mexico Report, supra Note 34. 



14 
 

occasion, regardless of how much time has elapsed, automatically renders that horse’s flesh 
adulterated, and consequently renders sale of the horse’s meat illegal under American, Canadian 
and EU law.  This inadequate certification system, which is an unavoidable consequence of 
slaughtering American horses, results in the export of tainted horse flesh from the United States, 
through Canadian and Mexican slaughter facilities, to foreign consumers.  There is no reason to 
think that this system would work any differently if American horse meat is sold to American 
consumers. 

 
The EU currently requires a certification system for American horses whose meat is sold 

in Europe.  This system does not work.  Under this system, Americans who sell horses for 
slaughter to Canadian or Mexican companies must issue a declaration stating that (1) no drug or 
other substance that the EU prohibits for use on food animals has ever been administered to the 
horse and (2) withdrawal limits for other drugs administered to their horses have been met.63  
Even this limited standard provides no protection, because the person making the certification is 
the horse’s last owner—often an individual who purchased the horse only a few days before the 
sale, and who bought the horse solely for the purpose of selling the horse for slaughter.  While 
that recent seller issues an affidavit to accompany the horse in which he declares that the horse 
has not been administered any banned substances, those statements are always made without 
knowledge of their accuracy.64  These assertions are also made, without confirmation, by a party 
whose primary interest is in being able to sell the horses for profit, and whose profit would 
disappear if proof emerged that the horses had ever been administered any of the prohibited 
substances. 

 
Even if the final purchasers or sellers are able to provide an accurate statement regarding 

their knowledge of the horses’ exposure to certain drugs in the limited time they have owned 
them, they cannot possibly know what drugs the horses were given over the course of their lives.  
The potential is clear for both inadvertence and fraud that will lead to unsafe food being 
consumed by purchasers due to reliance on certifications.  Since many of the drugs and 
substances commonly administered to horses render the horses’ meat permanently unfit for 
human consumption, the system of sending American horses for slaughter, in its present form, is 
hopelessly flawed and dangerous. 

 
Additionally, Americans who buy and sell horses for slaughter and certify their flesh as 

safe often provide fraudulent information.  At one horse export market selling horses to be 
exported to and slaughtered in Canada, blank declarations (besides signatures) were randomly 
connected with horses sold for slaughter; there was no actual reference to the specific horse, and 

                                                 
63 The EU currently requires horses raised in EU member states and intended for human 
consumption to be accompanied by a “passport,” which identifies the animal’s complete medical 
history, including the administration of veterinary drugs.  After July 2013, countries that export 
horses whose meat is sold in the EU market must adopt a similar system.  See Residues of 
Veterinary Products, Exh. 5; European Parliament Parliamentary Questions, supra Note 30. 

64 Canada Report 1, supra Note 34 at 15; Mexico Report, supra Note 34 at 7. 
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no accurate information about that horse was passed along.65  These declarations purportedly 
certified that the horses they accompanied had never been administered any prohibited 
substances when, in reality, they were prepared without regard to their accuracy or the identity 
of the horse.66  Other individuals have witnessed auction houses complete the declarations for 
owners, even though the auction houses obviously knew nothing about the animals.67  Given the 
lack of any viable controls on the quality of meat from American horses and on certifications that 
this meat is not adulterated, the recommendation that meat be treated as safe when certified safe, 
while useful when applied to regulated food animals, does not apply to horses. 

 
An American horse that was sold and slaughtered in Canada epitomizes the folly of 

relying on Canada’s equine identification and tracing system.  The FDA recently issued a 
warning letter to “Patron Farms, LLC” in Canfield, Ohio for offering for sale for slaughter a 
horse that was adulterated.68  Specifically, the horse was adulterated because its flesh contained 
two banned substances—phenylbutazone and clenbuterol—and it was held in conditions “so 
inadequate that medicated animals bearing potentially harmful drug residues [we]re likely to 
enter the food supply.”69  In this warning letter, the FDA suggested that the dealer “implement[] 
a system to determine from the source of the animals whether the animal[] has been medicated 
and with what drug(s). . . .”70  This suggestion should be a requirement for all horse dealers, but 
it is difficult, if not impossible, for this type of system to be established without the federal 

                                                 
65 See Investigation on horse meat entering Europe from America, ITALIAN HORSE PROTECTION 

ASSOCIATION, http://www.horseprotection.it/dett_articolo.asp?id_a=379; see also Photographs of 
the New Holland Auction, http://www.horseprotection.it/docs/eid/album/index.html. 

66 See Investigation on horse meat entering Europe from America, ITALIAN HORSE PROTECTION 

ASSOCIATION, http://www.horseprotection.it/dett_articolo.asp?id_a=379, supra Note 65. 

67 See Pasture to Plate, supra Note 48 (“After reviewing all the EIDs [Equine Information 
Documents] it is apparent that some auction houses are helping to complete the documents on 
behalf of some owners or agents.  Consistent statements such as “Drug-free Six Months” in the 
same hand writing, and the same red pen colour, are written across the top.”). 

68 Patron Farms, LLC 7/9/12, Department of Health and Human Services Warning Letter CIN-
12-302058-21 (attached here to as Exhibit 10) (“Patron Farms Warning Letter”).   

69 21 U.S.C. § 342(a)(4) (“A food shall be adulterated if it has been prepared, packed, or held 
under insanitary conditions whereby it may have become contaminated with filth, or whereby it 
may have been rendered injurious to health. . . .”); 21 U.S.C. § 601(m)(4) (“Food is adulterated 
“if it has been prepared, packed, or held under insanitary conditions whereby it may have 
become contaminated with filth, or whereby it may have been rendered injurious to health. . . .”); 
Patron Farms Warning Letter, Exh. 10.  Given the typical purposes for which American horses 
are raised and the way they are treated, it is uncertain whether any American horses are raised 
under conditions in which medicated animals bearing potentially harmful drug residues are not 
likely to enter the food supply.   

70 Patron Farms Warning Letter, Exh. 10 
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government mandating an EU-like passport.  The Canadian system certainly would not work, as 
that very system failed to identify the horse at issue as adulterated.  The Ohio horse dealer 
admitted to simply signing the horse producer’s name to the Equine Identification Document 
without inquiring into the medical status of the horse.71  Notably, this farm is a regular seller of 
horses for slaughter, and was still engaging in this presumably routine practice.  Given the 
frequency of this type of conduct, the primary function of the Canadian system seems to be to 
provide a false sense of comfort about the safety of meat from American horses. 

 
Canada’s certification system is especially inappropriate for American horses when, 

throughout their lives, virtually all American horses are administered banned and dangerous 
substances that render their flesh adulterated regardless of any residue showing.  Given the 
difficulty of identifying individual horses and individual horse producers, it is difficult to view 
any certification that a particular horse’s flesh is not adulterated as anything beyond a hope, a 
guess, or outright fraud. 

 
Horse Slaughter Is Not Needed to Reduce the Suffering of American Horses. 

 
Finally, the Petition falsely claims that horse slaughter is “much-needed” because of the 

presence of natural problems such as drought and fire.  The lack of any logical connection 
between drought and fire, on the one hand, and excess horses, on the other, makes this claim 
frivolous.  Obviously, the barbaric slaughter of horses to produce adulterated meat for foreign 
consumers is not a solution to drought and wild fires.   

 
Wallis and her business partners may easily claim, without any possible supporting 

evidence, that slaughtering will prevent the potential for harm coming to the horses.  But a 
prolonged and painful process ending with an inhumane death can not be seen as reducing 
suffering, any more than a slow torture-killing of a sick animal can be so characterized.  If Wallis 
and her fellow profiteers are stopped, responsible horse rescue organizations exist who are 
willing to adopt horses from individuals unable to properly care for them.  These programs are 
very active and ready to assist in the rescue of American horses going to slaughter.  And if a 
horse is sick or injured, euthanization is another humane alternative.  Slaughter is not a panacea, 
and it is not kind, as described above.  As established when American slaughterhouses were still 
killing horses, the treatment the horses received stateside is equally as horrific as that currently 
going on north and south of the border. 

 

                                                 
71 Id. 
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The decision to authorize horse slaughter should be made on the merits, not on the basis 
of misleading and dishonest assertions, and not to provide a disposal system for horses who 
Wallis claims are “unwanted,” but whose numbers can be reduced and who can easily be 
integrated into life in America, if they are no longer sold for slaughter.  Based on the lack of 
support for horse slaughter, the absence of American interest in horse meat, the expense of 
inspecting horses, the cruelty of horse slaughter, and the likelihood that meat from virtually all 
American horses is adulterated, we request that you deny any applications for horse slaughter 
inspections, and see the Wallis Petition for what it is—a profit-motivated piece of propaganda 
based not in fact, but in saying anything necessary (regardless of truth) in order to obtain 
business. 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
       Bruce A. Wagman 
BAW/mj 
Attachments 
 
 
 
SF\320363749.1 


































































































































