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driver either pleads ignorance, but then conforms to the law, or pleads ignorance and becomes 

irate for someone tel ling him how to act. 

In either instance, there is clear evidence that the vast majority of American livestock 

truck drivers (especially ones with little to no experience hauling livestock) have not made 

themselves aware of how to humanely handle livestock. In addition, the confrontations also lead 

to violence when drivers decide to vent their frustrations physically at slaughter establishment 

personnel. This poses a very large problem to slaughter establishments, and FSIS has done 

nothing to address the issue. 

The fact of the matter is that no non-employee livestock truck driver has any duly to 

adhere to what the slaughter establishment commands them to do, and most of them know it. 

Even when slaughter establishments communicate clearly to the sellers of livestock that any 

person hired to haul the livestock must act in a humane manner, there is never any guarantee that 

the livestock truck driver will act accordingly. 

There arc two distinct solutions, however, to maintaining better control over the acts of 

third-party non-employees. 

The first solution, spurred by interaction with Canadian livestock truck drivers, is to 

include within the Code of Federal Regulations, not via a directive or notice, a much more 

detailed list of who exactly can be held liable for the humane handling of livestock. It has been 

noted through observance of the care exhibited by drivers hauling livestock from Canada that the 

drivers themselves have something to lose if they choose not to handle livestock humanely. 

Canadian drivers know they can be held liable for negligent or intentional bad acts under the 

rules of humane handling promulgated by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency, Under the 

Canadian version of humane handling rules, Canada provides an extremely detailed list of all 
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who can be held responsible for the humane transportation oflivestock, which includes livestock 

truck drivers. And because Canadian drivers know they are just as liable for any tortious act as 

the slaughter establishment, they choose to act responsibly without having to be told. The 

system works wonderfully. 

The second solution, which would require very little or no legislative action at all, would 

be to effectuate better communication between the Food Safety Inspection Service, which claims 

it cannot regulate truck drivers, and the Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). 

APHIS does have the authority to regulate matters stemming from the sale oflivestock. And, a 

mere phone call from an observant FSIS employee to an APHIS employee would facilitate the 

imposition of fines, or the suspension of activities, upon any livestock seller or transporter who 

violates humane handling regulations. This can all be done without hiring any new personnel or 

causing any budgetary complications for the government 

Conclusion 

The current form of the Humane Method of Slaughter Act specifies that inspectors are to 

examine and inspect "the method by which cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses, mules, and other 

equincs are slaughtered and handled in connection with slaughter in the slaughtering 

establishments inspected under this Act." The most important part of that statement revolves 

around the words: "...handled in connection with slaughter in the slaughtering establishment." 

It is extremely important to note that the Act only specifies slaughter activities "in the 

slaughtering establishment," not outside of it. Nowhere does the Act grant the authority to 

impose a duty on the slaughter establishment to become responsible for livestock it has yet to 

receive. The implications and duties imposed by FSIS Directive 6900.2, Revision 2, are 

inherently erroneous and the current line of thinking must be changed. 
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A change to specifically include livestock transporters, through any reasonable remedy,

as parties who can be held liable for the humane handling of livestock would be welcomed by all

in the industry and it would still promote an even more proactive role by the government onto

the general public.

It is my sincere hope that a change can be easily accommodated and put into action in the

immediate future.

Sincerely,

General Counsel
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