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The Vancouver Courier of
September 21st. 2003 told us that the
City of Vancouver had begun legal
action to stop the storing of live
chickens at an East Hastings processing
plant. (“Processing Plant” being a
euphemism for slaughterhouse.)

The City’s concern is over the
foul smell produced by tens of
thousands of chickens kept for hours
at a time on site in preparation for
slaughter. This smell had triggered a
number of complaints.

There was no mention of
concern regarding the suffering of
the chickens as they waited for
hours without food or water or any
regard for injuries they may have
received in transit. They are left to
wait crowded together on tray
cages stacked one above the other,
completely without any regard for
the fact that they are sentient
beings. This does not appear to
have triggered any complaints.

However the following letter
was in the Courier of September
28th. 2003, quoted as follows:

Forget smell, what about chickens?
Re: “City threatens court over smelly
chickens,” Sept. 21.

“The thing that worries me about
this problem is not the offensive
odours emanating from this plant, but
the quality of the lives of these
chickens.

“What kind of conditions are they
being forced to spend the last hours of
their lives in? When are people going
to learn to care more about the lives of
other creatures than their own
inconveniences?

“As long as the “smelly chickens”
are stored in a warehouse far away
from the city so that the general public

Vast Numbers of Chickens in Overcrowded Transport Containers Arrive
Continuously Throughout the Day to Await Slaughter
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is not offended by their existence, then
the public can forget the suffering that
their chicken dinner had to endure.

“Leslie Slack, Ladner”
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Our thanks go out to Leslie Slack
for such a meaningful letter which
so accurately reflects CETFA’s
feelings and concerns.

C.C.F.A. Update
The Canadian Coalition for Farm Animals has launched its web site!

Please visit it at:  h t tp : / /www.humanefood.ca

They have also printed a number of factory farming brochures, as well as a
Grocery Store Comment Card, which is inserted in this Newsletter.
For copies of any of their materials, please contact them at (604) 266-9749.

Something You Can Do
Please fill out the enclosed Customer Suggestion Card

and hand it to the Manager of your grocery store.
MAKE THEM AWARE THAT WE CARE
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Reading Nicholas Read’s excellent
article “Inspectors want sick cattle
kept out of food chain”, in the
Vancouver Sun of the 9th September,
2003 makes one think about the
attitude of our authorities toward the
suffering of food animals.

The following quotes from this
article really bring home the fact that
the CFIA’s focus is strictly upon the
health issues of the consumer and it
has nothing to do with what is
endured by the animals in question: -

“The Canadian Food Inspection
Agency is recommending that
livestock too sick or injured to stand
up and walk should not be
transported to abattoirs for slaughter,
saying the practice represents a
potential risk to human health….

“Though the CFIA doesn’t keep
national statistics on how many
downed animals are slaughtered and
introduced to the food chain each
year, the number is thought to be in
the thousands.

“In Ontario in 2001, the most
recent year for which numbers are
available, 7,382 non-ambulatory cattle
were observed at federally inspected
plants, but only 37 per cent of them
were condemned. The rest were
passed as meat.”

These figures make it quite clear
that the slaughter of downers is
something that the CFIA is prepared
to accept, thereby allowing it to be a
part of “common practice”. However
we read that “Gord Doonan, a CFIA
veterinarian and chief of the agency’s
transportation program, says the
practice should be halted.

“Writing in the Canadian
Veterinary Journal, Doonan and
co-authors Martin Appelt and Alena
Corbin conclude: ‘The marketing of
livestock compromised by disease or
injury degrades the welfare of the
animal; is an economic burden to the
producer, the transporter and the
processor; damages the prestige of the
livestock industry; and potentially
endangers public health.’….

“Currently, cattle are allowed to be
transported for up to 53 continuous

hours without food, water or exercise.
If they collapse while en route to an
abattoir, they are dragged from the
truck with a chain.” Gord Doonan
states that “when an animal is unable
to walk…such animals should be
treated at the farm, or, if that is not
possible, destroyed there.”

It is a relief to hear that there is a
CFIA voice speaking out against this
barbaric cruelty. Later in Mr. Read’s
article he tells us: -

“Later this year , the CFIA will
mail a consultation paper to stake-
holders in the livestock industry
outlining its proposal. It tried to
implement a similar ban 10 years ago,
but ranchers and abattoir owners
resisted the idea, saying it would cost
them too much money.”

The appalling truth appears to be
that, in the slaughter industry,
regardless of the acute pain an
injured animal is experiencing,
dragging and hoisting sentient
animals, by the most brutal and
inhumane methods, has become
accepted practice. Inspectors are not
providing protection.

CETFA strongly supports the
Vancouver Humane Society statement
by Debra Probert that they “would like
to see federal regulations that would
ensure that downer animals are not
moved and are euthanized on-farm”.
“Moving downed animals causes
massive unnecessary suffering.”

WHO MONITORS THE SUFFERING OF
ANIMALS GOING TO SLAUGHTER?
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Our thanks to Cassandra Tucker for
her excellent article on the docking of
dairy cattle. As a student in the U.B.C.
Animal Welfare Program, Cassandra
is able to share with us the outcome of
a recent U.B.C. study on this practice.

TAIL DOCKING
DAIRY CATTLE

by Cassandra Tucker
Animal Welfare Program,

University of British Columbia
In recent  years ,  the controvers ia l

practice of tail docking dairy cattle has
gained popularity in North America. Tail
docking involves removing the lower
portion of the tail, approximately 5 cm
below the vulva.  The ta i l  i s  usual ly
removed by applying a tight rubber ring
(to cut off circulation) or with a hot iron
that cuts off the tail and cauterizes the
remaining tissue. Farmers who dock tails
cite a variety of reasons: reducing contact
between human handlers and dirty tails,
improving cow cleanliness and improving
udder health. However, there has been
very little research to test whether docking
actually has these benefits.

In a recent UBC study we questioned
if removing the lower portion of the tail
actual ly  af fected cow cleanl iness and
udder health. Both cleanliness and mastitis
(infection of the mammary tissue) are
important issues for both the farmer and
for the welfare of dairy cattle.

To answer our questions we worked
with a local dairy farmer who had decided
to tail dock his herd. He agreed to dock
only half of his animals and then allowed
us to monitor cow cleanliness and the
number of udder infections within the
herd over eight weeks. The results were
very clear: we found no differences in
either cow cleanliness or incidence of
mastitis associated with tail docking. To
make sure that this study was well known
among dairy farmers, we reported it in
our UBC Dairy Research and Education
Reports  which is  mai led to a l l  mi lk
producers in Brit ish Columbia. To our
knowledge, what looked like a growing
trend toward docking has subsided, at
least in British Columbia.

Our study was also followed up by a
much larger scale project at the University
of Wisconsin in the United States using 9
dairy farms or 1250 dairy cattle. It too
found similar results - tail docking did not
improve cow cleanliness or udder health,
and there seems to be a trend away from
tail docking in the US also.

As wel l  as  not  benef i t ing cow
cleanliness or udder health, tail docking
has several negative effects. It impairs the
animal’s ability to remove flies from the
hind end of the body and, although clearly
not  as painful  as  procedures l ike
dehorning,  i t  i s  thought to cause the
animal some discomfort. In conclusion, we
see little benefit in tail docking dairy cattle
and this  message seems to be wel l
received by the farming community.
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were observed to be non-ambulatory
on arrival (322 sows and 4362
market hogs).”

We ask our readers to write to Dr.
Doonan, urging that the transport to
slaughter houses of downed animals
who are in pain be prohibited.

CETFA has sent the following
submission to Gord Doonan, Chief,
Humane Transportation of Animals,
Canadian Food Inspection Agency,
59 Camelot Drive, Nepean, Ontario,
K1A 0Y9:

October 11th. 2003
Dear Dr. Doonan,

Thank you for this opportunity
to provide you with CETFA’s
submission with regard downer food
animals in transport. We greatly
appreciate your “NATIONAL
NON-AMBULATORY LIVESTOCK
CONSULTATIONS INFORMATION
PACKAGE”.

Canadians for the Ethical
Treatment of Food Animals would
strongly support legislation that
requires that:
1) The movement and transport to

slaughter of all animals in pain
and unable to walk, (downers),
be prohibited.

2) Such animals be humanely
euthanised on the site where

The Non-Ambulatory Livestock
Consultation Information Package
from the Canadian Food Inspection
Agency has now been distributed.
The CFIA is soliciting views from
Canadian stakeholders in order to
develop a national consensus on the
transport of livestock that are non-
ambulatory or at risk of becoming
non-ambulatory.

The information provided is very
disturbing. The CFIA recently
conducted two national surveys
focusing on inspection sites at
slaughter facilities and auction
markets across Canada. Only a
portion of all such federally
inspected facilities is represented in
the studies. “During the calendar
year 2001, 7382 non-ambulatory
cattle were observed arriving at
these sites… In 2001, the total
number of cattle slaughtered in the
31 Canadian federally inspected
plants was 3,235,517. The data
strongly suggested that the vast
majority of non-ambulatory cattle
originated on -farm…”

A survey on market hogs and
cull sows concentrated on 35
inspection sites across Canada.
“Over a period of two months in
2003, a total of 3,433,823 hogs and
sows were inspected, of which 4684

THE CFIA NON-AMBULATORY LIVESTOCK
CONSULTATION INFORMATION PACKAGE

they became disabled whether at
the farm, or if disabled during
transport, euthanised prior to
removal from the vehicle.

With regard your “PROPOSED
CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING
FITNESS FOR TRANSPORT”,
certainly the conditions listed 1) to
6) render the affected livestock unfit
for transportation.

We do not agree with the
qualification “*1) and 2) do not
apply to non-ambulatory farm
animals that, due to their minimal
weight, can be carried by one person
into the conveyance without
causing pain, suffering, or injury to
the animal”.

CETFA recognises that,
regardless of size, all animals and
poultry “with fractured limbs or
fractures to the pelvis or any other
fractures that considerably hamper
mobility” are in severe pain. All
movement involved in transport
renders this excruciating. Human
health issues should not be the only
criteria for Inspectors to take
action. Inspectors must be
empowered to take action to
prevent animal suffering per se.

Canadians for Ethical
Treatment of Food Animals

Sylvia Pemberton has kindly sent
us photographs and information on
beef industry feedlots. The following
is from Big Julie’s Rescue Ranch
Newsletter: -

“Feedlots are the very darkest
side of the ‘beef industry’. In
feedlots steers and any unwanted
heifers and cows are ‘finished’.
They are fed such rich diets that
their livers can barely cope with it,
causing maximum weight gain in
mere months, readying the animals
for slaughter.

“Conditions are a sheer horror!
They are crammed into open pens
without shelter of any kind. Their
coats are usually mud-caked, as the
ground is wet, if not from rain or
snow, from the animals’ own

droppings. There is no dry place to
lie down. Into this hell,
occasionally, is born a calf off a
cow thought not to be pregnant,
that actually was after all.

“Feedlot operators are only too
happy to sell those babies to

MORE ON FEEDLOT MISERY

whoever wants them, so that they
can go on fattening the cow.”

Again the point is made that in
the food industry no consideration is
given to the needs or well being of
the creatures we raise for slaughter.
Thank you Sylvia for your input.

Feedlot Cattle Lie in Mud
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Canadians for
Ethical Treatment
of Food Animals

Annual Membership
$10.00

Application for New___ Renewal___ Membership

Name: Telephone:

Address:

City: Postal Code:
We believe that animals raised for food should have

a pain and stress free life and a humane death.
I might be able to help with:

___ Writing Letters
___ Assisting at information tables
___ Maintaining Website

Please make your membership fee payable to:

Canadians for Ethical Treatment of Food Animals
Box 18024, 2225 West 41 Avenue
Vancouver, BC  V6M 4L3

CETFA cannot  g i ve  ta x  rece ip t s  bec ause  we  choose  no t  to  be  a  reg i s te red  char i t y  due  to  res t r i c t ions  on  what  we  cou ld  do .

C E T FA’ s   P U R P O S E
C E T F A  i s  a  v o l u n t e e r  s o c i e t y  w h o s e
p u r p o s e  i s  t o  p r o m o t e  t h e  h u m a n e
t r e a t m e n t  o f  a n i m a l s  r a i s e d  f o r  f o o d .
W e  w o r k  t o w a r d s  t h e  c o m p a s s i o n a t e
t r e a t m e n t  o f  f o o d  a n i m a l s  s o  t h a t  t h e i r
l i v e s  m a y  b e  f r e e  f r o m  p a i n  a n d  f e a r ,
f o l l o w e d  b y  a  h u m a n e  d e a t h .

C E T FA’ S   G O A L
C E T F A ’ s  g o a l  i s  t o  p r o v i d e  a c c u r a t e ,
f a c t u a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  C a n d a ’ s
F o o d  I n d u s t r y  a n d  t o  e d u c a t e  t h e
p u b l i c  a b o u t  t h e  h o r r e n d o u s  c r u e l t y
w h i c h  h a s  b e c o m e  “ a c c e p t e d  p r a c t i c e ”
i n  t h e  f a c t o r y  f a r m i n g  i n d u s t r y .

The Senate continues to debate Bill C -10B,
the Bill to strengthen animal cruelty legislation.
It is not encouraging. The Senate had returned
the Bill to the House of Commons requesting
amendments. On October 7th, 2003 the Hon.
Gerald-A Beaudoin spoke in the Senate:
“Bill C-10B has come back honourable
senators. This bill has been with us for one
and a half years. The other House has
accepted two amendments, but disagrees with
us on three amendments. …

“On September 29th, 2003 we received a
message from the House of Commons with
respect to Bill C-10B saying that the House of
Commons continued to disagree with the
insistence of the Senate on amendment
numbered 2 and that it disagreed with Senate
amendments numbered 3 and 4.

“The House of Commons notes that there
is agreement in both Houses on the need for
legislation to address cruelty to animals and
to continue to recognize reasonable and

generally accepted practices involving
animals. The other House, however, is
convinced that Bill C-10B should be passed in
the form it approved it on June 6, 2003.”

Also on October 7th the Hon. George J.
Furey addressed the Senate: “Honourable
senators, we have been engaged in a review
of this rather troublesome legislation dealing
with animal cruelty since last fall. New animal
cruelty legislation has a long history in the
House of Commons, dating back to before the
2000 election. The original animal cruelty bill
died on the Order Paper at prorogation for
the 2000 election. Since that time, the new bill
moved through the House of Commons and
to the Senate in October 2002…

“…In May 2003, your committee
respectfully recommended four amendments to
this chamber for adoption… A message was
respectfully sent back to the House of Commons
informing the House of those changes and
respectfully seeking their agreement….

BILL C10B UPDATE
“The House of Commons… accepted two

small changes to the bill… The message was
sent to the Standing Senate Committee on
Legal and Constitutional Affairs… The Senate
sent the matter back to the other place
[House of Commons] on June 19th, 2003
again requesting the original amendments.
We received a message back from the other
place dated September 29, 2003.”

Senator George Furey then spoke at great
length on why the Senate’s amendments are
necessary. His concerns appear to be the legal
interpretation of the wording and the effect of
the Bill on hunters and Aboriginal People.

Meanwhile, although our elected
representatives in the House of Commons
have already passed the bill, animals continue
to suffer without protection while the Senate
prolongs its pedantic debating.

(Updated records of the debates in the
Senate may be obtained from Mr. Denis Labonte
at 1-613-947-6311. Mr. Labonte is very helpful.)

Evelyn Rapanos kindly sent us her condensation
of the above named article by Jeremy Rifkin,
President of the Foundation on Economic Trends
in Washington, D.C.

“Researchers have found that animals, our
fellow creatures, are more like us than we had
imagined. “They feel pain, suffer and
experience stress, affection, excitement and
even love - these findings are changing how we
view animals.”

Oddly, some research sponsors are fast
food corporations such as McDonalds, Burger
King and KFC, who have experienced pressure
from animal rights activists. There is also public
support growing for the humane treatment of
animals.

RECOMMENDED  READING

DOMINION
The Power of Man,

the Suffering of Animals,
and the Call to Mercy

by
Matthew Scully

Please read this book. It is a serious,
powerful reminder of the ways that our
society has lost its affinity with animals and
now countenances a shameful climate of
exploitation and cruelty towards them.

Currently research is being conducted into
the behavior and emotional mental states of
animals.

“There are millions of domestic animals
raised under inhumane conditions and destined
for slaughter and human consumption.”

Many law schools in the U.S. have
introduced courses on animal rights with an
increasing number of animal rights lawsuits
being filed. Germany has recently become the
first nation to guarantee animal rights in its
constitution.”

Perhaps this article can give us a glimmer of
hope that awareness of the suffering we inflict
on the sentient creatures with whom we share
this earth is beginning to dawn.

“THEY ARE MORE LIKE US
THAN WE THOUGHT”


