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MAD COW DISEASE: INDUSTRY IMPACT AND
U.S. GOVERNMENT RESPONSE

FRIDAY, JANUARY 9, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in the Pioneer
Room, North Dakota State Capitol, Bismarck, North Dakota, Hon.
Kent Conrad presiding.

Present: Senator Conrad.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR KENT CONRAD

Senator CONRAD. The hearing will come to order. I am asking
people to take their seats so that we can begin the hearing.

Let me indicate that this is an official hearing of the Senate
Budget Committee, and so the rules of the U.S. Senate will be fol-
lowed in this hearing. That means that we give the witnesses our
full attention. We ask that there be no open expressions of agree-
ment or disagreement with statements made by the witnesses, that
they be allowed to make their full and complete statement without
interruption.

We will then have a time for questions of the first panel. We will
then excuse the first panel and we will go to the second panel. We
will allow each of them to testify, have a question and answer pe-
riod, and then if there is time permitting, it is my hope that we
would be able to open it up for people in the audience to make any
additional statements or comments, or ask questions that they
might have.

The other point I should make is that if people have written tes-
timony, if they would provide a copy of that to the court reporter.
She advises me that that would be of assistance to her. So if any
of the witnesses have prepared statements, if they would make a
copy available to the court reporter, I am confident that that would
help her.

One other thing I would like to indicate to you today is that C-
Span advised my office this morning that this is the first congres-
sional hearing on this issue, and as a result, substantial national
interest will be focused on what we learn here today, so this is an
important hearing. It is an important hearing for North Dakota. It
is an important hearing for the industry. It is an important hearing
for the country.

As you know, some 40 countries have now banned our exports of
beef. That is a very serious matter, and something that we must
move to correct as quickly as possible. That is one of the focuses
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of this hearing, how we can proceed to recapture these lost mar-
kets.

Let me indicate that the Committee on the Budget meets this
morning to assess the impact of the recent case of mad cow disease,
and the Federal Government’s response to that incident.

It was just over 2 weeks ago that the United States cattle indus-
try was rocked by the news that a single dairy cow in Washington
state had been found with mad cow disease, otherwise known as
bovine spongiform encephalopathy, or BSE. The revelation hit our
ranchers and feeders like a gut punch, made worse by the fact that
consumers were just settling in for the holidays, and cattle pro-
ducers, themselves, were just starting to enjoy a long-overdue pe-
riod of profitability. The ensuing drop in cattle prices and the sub-
sequent loss of beef exports to nearly 40 countries were a shock to
our cattlemen and to our nation.

Fortunately, the situation has now somewhat stabilized. The im-
mediate free-fall in cattle prices has eased, and by all accounts do-
mestic consumer demand for beef remains at a very strong level.
In this past week, USDA officials confirmed that the diseased cow
had its origin in Canada, thus the United States can continue to
assert and assert clearly and legitimately that we have not yet had
a homegrown case of mad cow disease, and we can emphatically re-
assure our consumers, both at home and abroad, that U.S. beef re-
mains healthy and safe. That should be the very clear message
coming from this hearing—U.S. beef supplies are healthy and safe.
They are healthy and safe for our consumers in this country, they
are healthy and safe for our export customers.

Also on the positive side, the crisis has served to educate the
public on the great importance of the beef industry, not just to
rural America, but to our entire economy. Beef is, indeed, critical
to creating jobs and generating income across our entire nation.

This bit of good news is welcome, but the reality remains that
we have a lot to do to protect this industry and put it back on a
solid footing. For example, our nearly $3.5 billion export market is
still at considerable risk, and we are not likely to get cattle prices
back up to their pre-crisis levels until we once again open those ex-
port markets. I do know that the market was limit up the last 2
days—that is very encouraging.

In addition, many questions remain as to the specifics of the mad
cow measures that USDA has announced, including their impact on
both producers and consumers.

The mad cow case was a harsh reminder that consumer con-
fidence is a very fragile asset—one that we can not take for grant-
ed and one that we must continually work to preserve. We can’t
just react to events as Europe and Canada did after their mad cow
outbreaks, or we will lose the consumer and see our industry dev-
astated. Europe eventually destroyed nearly 4 million head. Let me
repeat that, because that ought to be the warning to all of us as
to the significance of the threat. In Europe they destroyed nearly
4 million head in response to their outbreak, most of them in the
United Kingdom. We have to be ever-vigilant, anticipate events,
and make sure that we have the proper preventative measures in
place to protect this industry and our consumers.
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As we know, on December 30th, the USDA announced several
mad cow safeguard measures designed to maintain consumer con-
fidence. Those steps are summarized in this chart.

[The information referred to follows:]

Senator CONRAD. Let me just direct your attention to those steps
that have already been announced:

National Livestock Identification System: Immediate implemen-
tation.

Downer Animals: Immediate ban.

Product Holding: Confirmation must be received before tested
cattle are marked “Inspected and Passed,” and the confirmation, of
course, is of the test results that have been done.

Specified Risk Material: Immediate, more comprehensive ban.

Advanced Meat Recovery: Additional restrictions, strengthen
process control.

Mechanically Separated Meat: An immediate ban.

Air-Injected Stunning: An immediate ban.

These are aggressive steps that were needed to protect consumer
confidence.

A case in point is the proposed immediate implementation of a
national livestock identification system. Back on October 30th, well
before the mad cow case surfaced, I wrote a letter, signed by four
of my colleagues, to the Chairman of the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee, Senator Cochran, asking for a hearing on USDA’s then-
fledgling plans to develop a livestock identification system. I want-
ed to know then the expected costs and benefits of such a system,
whether it would be made mandatory, whether it would be re-
quired of imports, how it would relate to the new country-of-origin
labeling requirement, and so on.

Now events have conspired to force the immediate implementa-
tion of a national identification system. Presumably, such a system
will be made mandatory and applied to imported livestock and
meat, as well. But these basic decisions remain unanswered. Nei-
ther do we know whether the new ID system will be fully funded.
This is critical, and it’s a central focus of this hearing.

The President is scheduled to release his new budget for the com-
ing fiscal year on February 2nd, and I will be examining that budg-
et very closely to see that it includes full funding for the new na-
tional identification system and related mad cow prevention meas-
ures. My concern is that if these measures are not funded by the
Federal budget, that the full costs will be pushed onto producers.
That would not been, in my judgment, a fair result.

I would especially welcome any specific comments from our wit-
nesses today on these points.

Other fundamental questions remain, including the future terms
of our livestock and meat trade with Canada. I have already called
on USDA to postpone indefinitely any plans to reopen the border
to Canadian live cattle, and I am calling on them today to reexam-
ine the earlier decision to allow Canadian meat imports, especially
in the wake of our new mad cow safeguard measures, which Can-
ada has adopted only in part. These are critically important points:

No. 1, the border should remain closed to Canadian live animals.

No. 2, USDA ought to review their earlier decision to allow Cana-
dian boxed beef into this country, because Canada has not yet
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adopted the full measures that we have to protect consumers in our
industry.

Our subject this morning is a serious one. We have a lot of work
ahead over the next several months. We also have a lot at stake.
Our ranchers are vital to North Dakota and to our country, and
their future livelihood depends on our ability to continually reas-
sure consumers that U.S. beef remains safe.

I want to thank all of our witnesses for agreeing on very short
notice to appear here today. I ask each witness to please try to
summarize your remarks in 10 minutes, or approximately that, so
we can maximize the time available for questions and discussion.
A co%y of your entire prepared statement will be made part of the
record.

In order to accommodate the schedule of our witnesses, we have
grouped their presentations into two panels. We will now begin
with the first panel, and I will turn to Eric Aasmundstad, who is
the head of North Dakota Farm Bureau. I very much appreciate
your being here today. Please proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF ERIC AASMUNDSTAD, PRESIDENT, NORTH
DAKOTA FARM BUREAU

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. Chairman Conrad. I thank you for it oppor-
tunity to be here this morning to represent more 26,000 member
families that are North Dakota Farm Bureau.

North Dakota Farm Bureau is very concerned that the USDA-
APHIS proposed rules to allow the importation of Canadian cattle
in the United States are not stringent enough to prevent another
BSE incident in our country. We believe that all importation of cat-
tle from Canada should be suspended until the current investiga-
tion regarding the Washington state animal is completed, and then
only if those findings say that—and the science says it is OK.

The OIE recommends that the ban on the feeding of ruminant
protein to ruminants should be in place for 7 years to classify a
country or region as minimal-risk area for BSE. This recommenda-
tion is recognized by the WTO as an international recommendation
for animal disease control. And Canada has not had a ban in place
for that length of time. A case of BSE verified in Canada less than
a year ago and the animal found now in the United States with
BSE originated in Canada, and we submit Canada is not a mini-
mal-risk country, and therefore, cattle imports should be banned
from the United States from Canada.

There are rumors circulating that a feed mill in Alberta has been
including animal protein in ruminant feeds as recently as the past
year. Now, we haven’t been able substantiate that, and we cer-
tainly hope that it is not true, but until this can be disproved or
substantiated, we have to error on the side of caution so that our
livestock, our cattle producers don’t have to suffer the same dam-
ages that the Canadian producers have.

You know, Canada has made the efforts to minimize the risk of
BSE. I think they have probably fallen short, but they have done,
in part, quite an exemplary job of finding and isolating and pre-
venting the spread of this disease in their country, but we have to
ask ourselves, have they done enough so that we dare go there, so
we dare import anything from Canada? We don’t think they have.
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And we think that the case of this cow showing up in Washington
was an exclamation point behind that.

The devastation the U.S. livestock market has experienced be-
cause of this discovery, cannot, must not be ignored. U.S. producers
are not willing to risk further harm by allowing imports of Cana-
dian cattle.

We support the animal identification from the standpoint of food
safety, being able to quickly trace where and when an animal may
have contracted disease, and being able to identify suspect animals
quickly will provide a safer, healthier food supply.

Implementation of an animal identification program must have
producer safeguards to be readily acceptable. The program cannot
simply be a mechanism to pass all liability back to the producer.
Once the original owner sells or relinquishes control of the animal,
the owner’s liability must also be removed. The identification pro-
gram must not force the costs of implementation, administration
and/or regulation entire upon the producer. The expense of identi-
fication devices, whatever they may be, cannot be totally borne by
the producer, either. Consumers, as well as producers, benefit from
this program, and both should share in the cost.

The authors of the proposed animal identification plan left a
small window of opportunity for other types of identification. They
mentioned tattoos, but provided no details. We believe tatoos, var-
ious types of brands, and etcetera, could be used by the original
owner to identify the animal. Until more is known, we reserve fur-
ther comments, however, we are generally supportive of the con-
cept, if carried out properly.

We support COOL. This may not be a food safety issue in and
of itself, but if an infectious outbreak occurs, we will be able to
more readily identify where that product originated. COOL is a
consumer issue, and as such, will provide broader consumer con-
fidence, especially in conjunction with measures being taken to as-
sure food health and safety. Once again, I must reiterate that it
cannot affect only producers, but the packers as well.

We are very appreciative of the USDA-APHIS’s efforts in re-
sponding to this crisis. They have done an exceptional job of reas-
suring the public that control measures are in place and working.
The agency and the media are to be commended for projecting a
positive attitude and bolstering consumer confidence in the safety
and wholesomeness of our meat supply.

Once again, Senator, thank you. I will try to answer any ques-
tions after.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you very much, Eric. Thank you very
much for being here and testifying on what is really a very, very
important subject to North Dakota and the nation.

Welcome to Robert Carlson, President of the North Dakota Farm-
ers Union. I am very pleased that you are here, as well. If you can
proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT CARLSON, PRESIDENT, NORTH
DAKOTA FARMERS UNION, BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA

Mr. CARLSON. Thank you very much, Senator Conrad, for holding
this hearing on this important issue that in some ways is dividing
the farmers and ranchers that produce beef in our state into two
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camps—those that sold before the 23rd of September, and those
that sold after.

I could preface as my remarks—I guess two things: First of all,
I have provided written testimony but I am not going to read it;
and second, I am pleased to say that the position of the North Da-
kota Farmers Union is very much similar to what Mr.
Aasmundstad has just stated is the Farm Bureau position, so that
is always a happy occasion when that occurs.

There is some talk in the country about how consumers and the
media and government officials are overreacting to the single inci-
dent of BSE, and they say, you know, really, we haven’t scientif-
ically proven the link between BSE, eating an animal with BSE,
and the variant Creutzfeld Jakim disease and others have said, you
know, your risk of contracting BCJD from eating beef is about
equal to your risk of being buried in an avalanche. That may be
so, but people can avoid an avalanche by staying away from the
mountains, and we don’t want people to stay away from beef. They
need to feel assured that beef is one hundred percent safe for them
to eat, so we must take actions that really provide safe beef, and
give assurance to consumers that it is safe.

We support the actions that you outline, Senator, that the USDA
has taken and FDA have taken so far. We proposed early on—in
fact some cases they have exceeded what we proposed early on that
no meat from downer cattle go into the retail system until the test
results were in, and that all animals should be tested. The Sec-
retary banned all downer cattle from the food supply, which, I
think, looking back, was the appropriate decision to make to satisfy
consumers that their food was safe.

In addition to the measures recently initiated by USDA and
FDA, let me enumerate a few steps, and if you have the written
testimony, I am starting on page 4 here, and sort of not reading
it, but hitting some of the points that are bulleted.

We would like to see additional testing of cattle, particularly of
imported beef. We believe that there is not enough testing. We
need to do more testing, particularly of the beef that is imported
into this country, the boxed beef and the live animals. I believe
that this is already being done, but we also ask that the U.S. im-
mediately ban the processing, blending and shipment of meat from
any animal that has been tested for BSE until the test result are
returned.

Another point: USDA should suspend its current rulemaking
process which was initiated to establish regulations governing the
resumption of live cattle imports from Canada. Simple prudence
dictates that the first Canadian BSE incident was not isolated, and
that a much more concerted effort must be put in place to the pre-
vent further expansion of the disease into the U.S. production and
market system.

USDA should rescind its prior rules and regulations governing
the importation of beef products from Canada. And so I am agree-
ing with you, Senator, and with the Farm Bureau on this issue
with the Canadian imports.

We also believe that the Bush Administration should rapidly pur-
sue the finalization of reasonable, cost efficient and workable rules
for the implementation of mandatory country-of-origin labeling,
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and seek congressional action supporting an expedited schedule for
its implementation, rather than encouraging further delay, as has
been the case. Mandatory country-of-origin labeling will help re-
store any loss of consumer confidence in our food safety protection
system by providing additional information to our domestic and for-
eign customers while improving the traceability of products
through the food chain.

Frankly, Senator Conrad, Farmers Union members are frus-
trated with the U.S. House, which voted December 8th to delay the
implementation of country-of-origin labeling for 2 years, and we are
hopeful that the U.S. Senate will take a more thoughtful approach
to COOL when it resumes work on the omnibus appropriations bill,
perhaps later this month.

Another point: If market prices do not recover, we would urge the
Bush Administration and Congress to consider emergency economic
assistance for producers who suffer economic and market losses as
a result of the BSE incident. Without a commitment of Federal as-
sistance, many beef producers in rural communities which rely
upon them are likely to suffer irreparable damage as a result of a
problem beyond their control.

We urge speedy implementation of a mandatory animal identi-
fication system that spans the food chain from producer to con-
sumer. This program is integral to homeland security. As such, we
ought to use the resources of the Federal Government, resources
meaning financial resource, to assist producers in implementing
such an identification program. We must restrict access to this
data base to ensure it serves the interests of the producers and
consumers.

Here are a few specific concerns about a mandatory animal iden-
tification program.

No. 1, hability provisions: Producers should not be made scape-
goats for every food-contaminated recall of products. For example,
a cow processed with e-coli in its digestive system does not itself
contaminate the meat. Meat becomes contaminated during proc-
essing. Packers and processors could try to escape liability by stat-
ing the owner of the cow is at fault. Unless there is willful neg-
ligence or fraud, producers should not bear liability.

Program costs: Considering that the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity has stated the U.S. needs mandatory animal identification
to combat terrorism—along with concerns about animal health and
food safety—it only makes sense that the Federal Government pay
for creating and maintaining the data base, and compensate pro-
ducers for costs of implementing animal identification.

Country-of-origin labeling: We ought to require USDA to use this
system and implement it immediately, along with the animal iden-
tification system.

Use of proprietary information: This is important. Any animal
identification program should be governed by clear limits as to how
the information may be used and by whom. The information should
not be used by packers to affect prices paid for livestock, nor should
it be given out to telemarketers or made available to the public.
One concept calls for restricting this information to public officials
only for purposes of tracing animals or health or diseases, with the



8

exception that country-of-origin labeling follow through to con-
sumers.

Data base control: This information must be kept and controlled
by the government or government agency, and not subcontracted
out to new or established private entities.

Farmers Union stands ready to provide any assistance to imple-
ment these initiatives which we believe will be useful in restoring
our nation’s reputation as a supplier of high-quality products.

We also recognize that this process and the information sur-
rounding it is constantly evolving and changing, and the rec-
ommendations that we make today may be added to and probably
will be added to in the near future. I look forward to any questions.
Thank you.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you very much for the excellent testi-
mony from both of you. I appreciate that.

I have talked about four specific measures, and I would like to
review each of them with both of you and get your response.

No. 1: I have said, immediately in the aftermath of this event,
that we ought to continue the ban on all live cattle coming in from
Canada to this country, as a prudent measure to protect our con-
sumers and our industry. Do you agree with that position?

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. Absolutely.

Mr. CARLSON. Absolutely.

Senator CONRAD. The second point I had made is I have called
on the Secretary to review her decision to allow boxed beef to come
into this country from Canada. Again, it seems to me, as a prudent
measure, that decision ought to be reviewed and overturned.

Mr. Aasmundstad, what would your position be?

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. I would tend to agree with that, Senator, for
the time being, until they can prove that the Canadian supply of
boxed beef is safe. You know—and there, again, this will go back
to the rumor of the feed mill in Alberta has not been following the
ban on ruminant products and feed.

Another thing that we should possibly do is demand that the Ca-
nadian government do a review of their inspection system regard-
ing feeds and feedstuffs, to guarantee that they are following the
international rules that apply to the feeding of ruminant by-prod-
ucts or ruminants. That, to me, would be another good step.

Mr. CARLSON. Reviewing the imports of the boxed beef, yes, 1
think that is a prudent thing the do. There has been the assump-
tion that in animals 30 months of age and younger, there is not a
threat of BSE in that meat, and yet about the time I thought that
that seemed to be the scientific case, we slaughtered, euthanized,
lethally injected and then buried in a landfill, 440-some calves that
were I think under a year old, so I think, as Eric said, the issue
of science there does need to be reviewed.

Senator CONRAD. I do think that is a reasonable and prudent
step. I know Canada will mightily resist it, but, you know, our
first, I think, obligation is to assure our consumers and our indus-
try that every step has been taken to protect them.

The third point I have made is that with respect to a national
identification system, that that should be borne, the cost of that
should be borne by the Federal Government. The Federal Govern-
ment is imposing the requirement in the national interest, I agree
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with that, but that tells me it should be paid for by the Federal
Government, not shifted to the industry.

What would the position of Farm Bureau be on that?

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. I would certainly say that if it was a move
by the Federal Government that benefited only the producers, then
maybe there would be an argument for the producers to pay for it,
but this doesn’t affect only the producers and benefit them. It bene-
fits them, it benefits the packers, it benefits the entire chain
through the consumers, to our foreign customers, what have you,
so certainly, as we said in our testimony, we don’t think that this
should be borne by the producers, but rather the Federal Govern-
ment would be a place to do that.

Also, when we talk about identification systems, I think that
every safeguard that can be made has to be taken to assure that
this is not used as a transfer of liability back to the grower. That
is an absolute must. If we can look at a national mandatory animal
identification system as a marketing tool, if you will, for the safe-
ness of U.S. beef products, then we are going down the right road,
but if we are going to use it as an industry means for transfer back
to the producer, then we have missed the mark.

Senator CONRAD. Very good point.

Robert?

Mr. CARLSON. I would just say ditto to all that. This is an issue
of national security, homeland security, so it is appropriate that
the Federal Government pay for implementation of the system.

Senator CONRAD. The fourth point that I think is critically im-
portant is the connection to country-of-origin labeling. If we are
going to have a national identification system, obviously that is
connected to country-of-origin labeling. You can’t very well have a
system without an ability to say what country it came from. In
light of the Canadian experience, it seems to me even more clear
that country-of-origin labeling is critically important to protecting
our consumers and our industry.

Eric, your reaction?

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. The most important thing we can do, Sen-
ator, as producers of foodstuffs, is to make sure that our consumers
are given a safe product. Now, if we are going to guarantee to our
customers worldwide and to our consumers here at home that our
domestically grown beef is safe, then by all means, we need to iden-
tify that meat in all of our other products in the United States, so
that we can differentiate our products from those products that
come here from the rest of the world. If we are going to go out
there and say, “Buy from the U.S. because we are the safest,” then
we have to have a way of proving it, and country-of-origin labeling
is probably the only way that we can do that.

Senator CONRAD. Robert?

Mr. CARLSON. We have been working for country-of-origin label-
ing since 1993, and I think that history is on our side, and that
sooner or later we are going to overcome all the resistance and we
are going to have it, and the sooner we have it the better. I am
mystified by some groups that still find it objectionable.

Senator CONRAD. If I can, just for the record, insert here a letter
that I sent to the Secretary yesterday, I said, in part: “I ask that
USDA reexamine its earlier cost benefit analysis of the feasibility
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of implementing country-of-origin labeling. The reason for my re-
quest is straightforward. According to USDA’s previous analysis,
much of the assumed cost of country-of-origin labeling is associated
with the record keeping involved in identifying livestock and meat
as it moves through the food chain. However, implementation of a
livestock ID system would put in place a foundation that can only
facilitate country-of-origin labeling implementation. Thus, whether
one supports country-of-origin labeling or not, having a livestock ID
system in place would likely change the feasibility of implementing
country-of-origin labeling in a fundamental way. Therefore, I ask
USDA to reevaluate the costs and benefits of country-of-origin la-
beling, with the assumption that a livestock identification system
will be made operational as announced by USDA.”

I think that is just a very important point to make.

The fifth point and final point that I would make is on the ques-
tion of providing assistance to those producers affected. For exam-
ple, we know herds are going to be destroyed, already have been,
are in the process of being. Should that full cost be borne by the
producers, or there should be some assistance to those who could
potentially be wiped out through no fault of their own?

Eric, what would be your judgment?

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. Inasmuch as the identification system would
be a Federal mandate that you, yourself, Senator, feel should be
paid for by the Federal Government because it is a Federal man-
date. Also the destruction of livestock associated with this or any
other catastrophic disease is controlled by the Federal Government,
mandated by the Federal Government, we certainly think there
should be assistance from Federal Government to ease those pro-
ducers through the time that they have to struggle with while their
herds are destroyed and transition into something else, certainly.

Senator CONRAD. Robert?

Mr. CARLSON. It isn’t the producer’s fault. The producer had no
hand in wilfully injecting BSE into this herd, and I think there are
precedents in other cases for compensating producers whose herds
or animals have been destroyed because they are carrying disease.

Senator CONRAD. One other issue I wanted to raise with you, and
that is the question of downer cattle, because there is, I think, a
legitimate question whether or not there has been somewhat of an
overreaction. There is now a complete ban on downer cattle, and
I think all of us would agree that downer cattle that are diseased
should not go into the food chain. But I think its also the case, I
think everybody here knows the reality is there are some cattle
that are not diseased that are classified as downer cattle. They are
cattle that have a leg broken in a pen, they are cattle that have
been injured before they ever get to slaughter and that are per-
fectly healthy, and that could easily be subjected to testing that
would then tell us whether or not it is appropriate for them to go
to slaughter or not. I would just like your reactions on that ques-
tion. It is the one thing that has troubled me a bit about USDA’s
order, and it was very important that we take aggressive action,
but I also think we don’t want to abandon facts and we don’t want
to abandon science, and we should not be restricting animals that
are fully healthy, other than they may have an injury. We certainly
don’t want cattle that are ill, we don’t want cattle that present any
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kind of real threat to the food supply, but on the other hand, I
don’t think it is wise to be preventing cattle from going into the
food supply that have been fully tested and are healthy.

Eric, your reaction?

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. Certainly, as in a lot of things, the details
are in the definitions. Now, the steps that were taken to ban all
downers needed to be done—at that moment in time it probably
did. As we react to things so often, the pendulum goes so far one
way, then it has to come back before we find any reason in it. But
I would agree, Senator, that we have to define what a true downer
is. We agree there shouldn’t be a wanton waste of perfectly good
meat just because an animal is injured. So certainly there has to
be some moderation, and science can’t be ignored.

Senator CONRAD. Robert?

Mr. CARLSON. To answer the question, it is a case of perception
and reality. A steer that is injured in shipping, you know, is, if it
was tested, that there would be nothing wrong with that meat and
can be put on a retail counter. The perception, though, I noticed
even the Bismarck Tribune kind of in the heart of cattle country,
in a recent editorial talked about how great it was to ban all down-
er animals, and they even went on to say that they don’t want any
meat from those animals fed to Fluffy and Fido, either. So I guess
the reality is that testing would be the proper thing to do in terms
of determining the safety.

The word “downer” animal in itself is not a very marketable con-
cept, so maybe this is a cost that has to be borne, you know, for
awhile, at least to get consumer confidence back.

Senator CONRAD. The thing that struck me is the use of lan-
guage. Downer cattle, nobody wants to have any association with
downer cattle. Maybe what we need is a better use of the language,
and a more careful definition. What we need to be banning are
unhealthy critters, whether they are downer or whether they are
still ambulatory. That should not be the issue. It seems to me the
issue is healthy or unhealthy. Those livestock that are unhealthy
should not enter the food chain in any way. I think that would be
our overwhelming agreement, the consensus. On the other hand,
healthy animals should not be prevented from going into the food
chain. I think all of us know, from growing up in this part of the
country, that there are perfectly healthy animals that are des-
ignated as downers, and they have maybe broken a leg in shipping.
Those animals should not be prevented from going into the food
chain, and what we need is a more careful definition of what the
real risk is.

Any final thoughts or statements either of you would want to
make?

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. I would just say, again, that the animal iden-
tification system, COOL, is of the utmost importance not only to
the livestock industry but also our business of providing raw mate-
rials for food, the business of farming. We can’t wait until we have
a wreck in another segment of our industry. We have had one here,
and thankfully it is not as bad as it could have been, and like you
said, getting better. But let’s not wait until we have a wreck in
vegetables or table grapes or something along that line that come
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in from Chili or Argentina, or what have you. Let’s get done what
we need to do, and do it now.

Mr. CARLSON. There seems to be, at least kind of generally, a lot
more interest in food safety. I noticed this morning on CNN talk
about salmon, and talk about certain vegetables and so forth, and
it seems to me that we are going to need to have USDA do more
testing of a lot of food products in addition to beef. As I under-
stand, today, administration officials, and so on, are meeting with
a Japanese delegation about reopening beef sales. It will be very
interesting to hear what comes out of that meeting, but I would be
very surprised if it didn’t call for a large, large increase in our test-
ing regime.

Senator CONRAD. It is very interesting, if you look at country-of-
origin labeling, there is no delay recommended for catfish, but
there is a 2-year delay on beef. You know, I don’t think that dif-
ference can be justified, especially in light of USDA’s call for us to
move ahead with respect to an identification system.

If we are going to have an identification system, clearly, you are
going to have to identify what country the cattle come from. I think
that is just clear. So, hopefully, we will be able to move ahead in
a way that makes sense for consumers and makes sense for the in-
dustry.

I think it is very clear we send a clear, consistent message to
USDA on these issues. I certainly think both of you have done that
here this morning, and I appreciate it, and I thank you for the tes-
timony.

Mr. CARLSON. Thank you.

Mr. AASMUNDSTAD. Thank you.

Senator CONRAD. We will call now on the second panel, including
Jeff Dahl, President of North Dakota’s Stockmen’s Association;
Terry Duppong, representing R-CALF; Dr. Larry Schuler, State
Veterinarian, North Dakota Department of Agriculture; and Dr.
Craig Galbreath, Doctor of Veterinary Medicine from Oakes Feed,
Oakes, North Dakota.

As they are coming forward, I would like to just take a moment
on a personal note, if I could, to congratulate Wade Moser, who has
been named Agriculturalist of the Year, chosen by North Dakota
State University Saddle and Sirloin Club for that honor. And,
Wade, we would like to just publicly acknowledge that significant
honor, and say it is well-deserved. It is in the record of the U.S.
Senate, so congratulations to Wade. That is something you can be
forever proud of.

I am just delighted at the next set of witnesses that we have, be-
cause we are bringing to the witness table not only representatives
of the industry, but also medical professionals, those who know this
subject intimately and know it well, and I am just delighted that
Dr. Schuler, the State Veterinarian, is with us; that Dr. Craig
Galbreath, also a veterinarian from Oakes Feed, somebody that un-
derstands the feed side of this issue is with us; and, of course, Jeff
Dahl, our outstanding President of the North Dakota Stockmen’s
Association; and Terry Duppong, representing R-CALF.

I thank you all for being here. I think this testimony is going to
be very important to the record of the committee, and to help with
an understanding of the public of precisely what has happened.
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With that, I would ask Jeff to begin with your testimony, if you
would, Jeff, and then we will go to Dr. Schuler, and then we will
go to Terry, and finally we will ask Dr. Galbreath at the back to
clean up. OK?

Jeff, welcome.

STATEMENT OF JEFF DAHL, PRESIDENT, NORTH DAKOTA
STOCKMEN’S ASSOCIATION, BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA

Mr. DAHL. Thank you, Senator Conrad, for the opportunity to
provide you with our comments today. Let me start by thanking
you on behalf of the North Dakota Stockmen’s Association for the
factual, positive statements you have made on behalf of the beef in-
dustry about the BSE situation over the last couple of weeks.

It appears that the situation is beginning to stabilize, as is usu-
ally the case when calm thinking prevails. The BSE issue does
present some problems that need to be addressed, and with your
permission, I would like to touch on them before I discuss our
budgetary concerns. We believe they would have required some
government action.

First, it is our belief that the expanded limits on cattle-futures
contracts need to be removed. The expanded limits resulted in a
knee-jerk reaction that cost cattle producers about 20 percent in
equity in 5 days. If the original $1.50 limit had been maintained,
it would have taken 10 days of limit-down to reach the same level.
In this case, the amount of information gathered in those five extra
days would have done a lot to alleviate concerns in the market-
place. We feel that government involvement may be needed to ac-
complish the removal of the expanded limits.

Second, on the issue of trade, Stockmen’s Association would like
to see that any proposed free (fair) trade agreements are delayed,
and that the government and the livestock industry aggressively
pursue resumption of trade with our international customers,
which you already indicated is being done. Stockmen’s Association
also seeks to delay any implementation of live-cattle imports from
Canada.

In regard to BSE, specifically, Stockmen’s feels USDA-APHIS
should take a proactive stance by requiring any country that wants
to trade with the United States to have in place a similar feed ban
and BSE surveillance program.

Third, on country-of-origin labeling, COOL appears to be the
major sticking point in passage of the omnibus appropriations
package. As we discussed earlier, our members support COOL. At
the same time, they realize that COOL needs to be implemented
in the least-cost manner for producers. When we visited last, we
proposed that one of the ways to implement COOL at very low
cost—or whatever the cost is to do a rule interpretation change—
is to remove cattle from the J-list and to change the interpretation
of beef’'s “final purchaser” as the retail customer, rather than the
importer.

We, as an organization, do have some concerns about how the ex-
isting law will be implemented, and we have attended several
meetings to discuss alternative means of implementation.

In regard to the budgetary issues, Stockmen’s Association would
like to address three items that deal with food safety and agricul-
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tural programs. For decades, North Dakota has produced leaders,
people in the forefront with ideas that have advanced our industry.
As you will see, there are projects in the development stages here
in North Dakota, that if properly funded, could accelerate the re-
sults that are needed not only in this country but worldwide.

First of all, we urge that funding be provided to USDA for re-
search to find a reliable tests for BSE that can be conducted with-
out having to destroy the animal. We would also like funding to be
provided to do genetic research to determine if there are cattle that
are genetically resistant to BSE, much like there are sheep that
are resistant to scrapie. Beef System Centers of Excellence is a
project underway in the state that, if properly funded, would go a
long way toward developing economic opportunities in North Da-
kota, and would also be able to do research to address the industry
priorities, such as alternative rendering procedures, other food
safety issues, such e-coli, and new product development.

We recommend that you consult with Dr. Ken Odde, North Da-
kota State University Animal and Range Science Department
chairman, about what level of funding Beef Centers of Excellence
needs to get off the ground and to get working on these important
issues.

Second, the Stockmen’s Association feels that the National Ani-
mal Identification Program needs to be implemented as soon as
possible and, since it is a government-mandated program, the gov-
ernment should provide the majority of funding. The proposed
budget of the draft ID plan calls for $70 million in the second year
of the program. However, if implementation of this program is ac-
celerated, we feel $100 million will be needed for it to be imple-
ment properly.

Stockmen’s Association had the foresight 3 years ago to see the
benefits of this program, and supported legislation that was passed
addressing animal identification here in North Dakota. Pilot
projects need to be instituted for the National Animal Identification
Program to work out problems with the program on a small scale
before it is mandated on a national level, when fixing problems will
be more difficult.

North Dakota is in a position to run a pilot project. Because pro-
ducers will bear some of the cost of the ID program and because
the technology it employs is capable of managing multiple data
bases, we recommend that duplicate government-mandated pro-
grams be eliminated. Examples of this might be the brucellosis and
back-tag programs and health certificates for interstate movement.

Cattlemen are willing to share information to keep the U.S. and
world food supply the safest in the world, but are concerned about
keeping their records confidential. We urge that safeguards be put
in place to protect the integrity of the records.

And finally, Stockmen’s Association is weary about the Senate
reopening the omnibus appropriations bill for fear of losing drought
provisions and funding for food safety and rural development pro-
grams. Most of North Dakota went into this winter in a very seri-
ously dry condition, and if the drought conditions continue into this
spring and summer, producers will need help to feed their live-
stock, and the necessary funding needs to be available in a timely
manner to do the most good.
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With that, in closing, I thank you again for giving us this oppor-
tunity to provide comments today, and if Stockmen’s can be of any
help in the future, please contact us.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you very much, Jeff. Excellent testi-
mony.

Dr. Schuler, thank you for being here. Please provide your testi-
mony.

STATEMENT OF LARRY SCHULER, DVM, STATE VETERI-
NARIAN, NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
STATE BOARD OF ANIMAL HEALTH, BISMARCK, NORTH DA-
KOTA

Dr. SCHULER. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate your inviting us
here today and allowing us to comment on the recent case of bovine
spongiform encephalopathy in the United States and issues related
to prevention of new cases and also to further protect the animal
and human health of this country.

We would like to begin our comments by saying that we believe
that the U.S. beef supply is safe. There is very little risk to the
beef-consuming public. The fire walls that the U.S. has erected in
the past are effective fire walls, and based on the 2001 Harvard
University Center for Risk Assessment report, which in laymen’s
terms says that if BSE was imported into the United States, the
existing control measures would eliminate the disease within 20
yearlsi, and during that time human exposure would be extremely
small.

We can also use the United Kingdom as an example of how BSE
behaves in a population. At the peak of the BSE epidemic in the
UK, they were reporting approximately a thousand cases of BSE
per week.

Senator CONRAD. A thousand cases in the——

Dr. SCHULER. In the United Kingdom.

Senator CONRAD. In the herds?

Dr. SCHULER. In the cattle, yes. I am sorry. During that time, or
at the beginning of that epidemic there were very few control meas-
ures in place to prevent human exposure, and yet in history, there
have been only been an approximately 140 cases of human variant
CJD, even based on what we would classify now as extreme expo-
sure, so a single case in the U.S. would expose human health, the
human population of this country at exponentially smaller levels.

Senator CONRAD. It would be almost mathematically—it is al-
mos{c impossible to state, isn’t it? I mean the risk is so infinites-
imal.

Dr. SCHULER. You are absolutely right. In regards to our reaction
to the response of the USDA to date, we do support what USDA
has done to date. The diagnosis was made quickly. The animal was
slaughtered on December 9th, the announcement was made Decem-
ber 231rd. That is a very good turnaround on a routine surveillance
animal.

We support what USDA has done with the cooperation of the
State of Washington to control the spread of the disease and pre-
vent the movement of the animals out of the herd. And we support
the safeguards Secretary Veneman announced, and you have al-
ready outlined on the board here. We do think that in some ways
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they have not gone far enough to address all of the concerns, and
we will address those in a little bit.

One other issue that has happened is that state officials have
been meeting state veterinarians who, for the most part, felt a bit
out of the loop on information on BSE because our first knowledge
of the BSE case was when we heard it on CNN, and we subse-
quently—all of the information that we have received to date has
been from the technical briefings that USDA has done for the
media. This leaves us, as state officials, at a disadvantage because
we are receiving information at the same time as the media, and
don’t have a lot of time to react to it. USDA frequently refers to
state officials as partners. In this particular situation, we felt a bit
like spectators rather than partners. That is probably my issue, we
would have felt more involved if we would have been notified.

Some of the priority issues that we would like to bring forward:
First and foremost, our primary concern has to be consumer safety.
As 1 said earlier, we believe our beef supply is safe but we think
USDA and its partners need to review the beef production system
and take the necessary steps to close loopholes that could possibly
result in human or animal exposure.

Second, we believe the next highest priority for USDA should be
to reestablish export markets. Exports of beef sales makes up 9
percent of the beef industry sales. Loss of these markets has re-
sulted in a substantial loss to livestock values. The industry can
withstand short-term market drops, but longterm price drops
would be devastating to the industry. This loss would make a dif-
ference in the survival of the cattle industry producers, who prior
to this BSE case were anticipating and needed record prices for
their animals.

We believe USDA should respond to the BSE case in Washington
much the same way that Canada responded to the BSE case in
1997 that recalled the British imports. Basically, at that time the
affected herd was depopulated and tested for BSE, all animals
were traced out of that particular herd, and we believe this is what
should occur in the U.S., and including the 81 animals that were
imported with this animal. Congress should provide funding for the
appropriation of testing, and indemnity of the owners. We estimate
this would probably companies 7 to $10 million, which is a small
price to pay for a lost export market in excess of $3 million.

Additionally, we believe that we should trace back Canadian ani-
mals that have been imported into the U.S. There are an estimated
300,000 or 400,000 breeding animals in the U.S. imported from
Canada, and this would appear to be an insurmountable task, how-
ever, the traceback could be focused on cohorts of the Canadian
animals that have been identified with BSE, and traceback of ani-
mals over 5 years of age that were imported from the province of
Alberta and Saskatchewan.

Senator CONRAD. Repeat that for me once again. I want to make
sure I understand that point. When you are talking about
traceback, you are talking about 5 years. Explain that to me.

Dr. SCHULER. Actually, what I am saying is that we believe that
USDA and state officials should attempt to trace Canadian breed-
ing animals that are present in the U.S. in an effort to inform our
trading partners that we have taken the steps necessary to make
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sure the BSE isn’t existing in the beef population. There are 3 to
400,000 breeding animals in the U.S. from Canada, and that would
be a major task, but what I am saying is we can focus the
traceback on animals that would be cohorts of the animals that
have been identified as BSE animals. They both originated in Al-
berta, virtually, so if we focused our traceback to older animals
that were both 6 and 7-1/2 years of age, so if we build in a safety
factor of tracing animals that are 5 years of age and older, and ani-
mals from Alberta and Saskatchewan.

Senator CONRAD. That would dramatically narrow it, wouldn’t it?
Instead of 3 to 400,000, you might be down to 30 or 40,0007

Dr. SCHULER. That is correct. Actually, in our office we are start-
ing that process. We have hired a temporary person to go through
health certificates, and we are trying to develop a list and see what
number of animals would be in North Dakota.

Senator CONRAD. Why do you pick 5 years or older? Why
wouldn’t you pick 3 years, or more than 30 months, for example?

Dr. SCHULER. Actually, we were looking at animals that would
have been born before the ban and——

Senator CONRAD. I see what you are saying.

Dr. SCHULER. And built in a little bit of safety factor into that,
so rather than saying 6 years, we are saying 5 years as a bit of
a safety factor.

Senator CONRAD. Because if Canada took steps going back that
far, that would dramatically reduce the risk.

Dr. SCHULER. Yeah, a Canadian feed ban, ruminant protein feed-
ing ban went into effect in August 1997.

Senator CONRAD. 1997? That is where you get the 6-years?

Dr. SCHULER. Yes.

Senator CONRAD. OK.

Dr. SCHULER. We also believe the U.S. should set import stand-
ards that are at least equal to international standards.

Senator CONRAD. Can I just stop you for another minute. Have
you communicated with USDA on this traceback issue?

Dr. SCHULER. We are just starting to communicate on it. There
has been some discussion in the past. Most of USDA’s response
was that it would be too hard of a task, tracing the 3 to 400,000
animals would be more of a task than what could be accomplished.
The idea of focusing, on the traceback, on the cohorts of the af-
fected animals is something that is new and we haven’t had the op-
portunity to do that yet.

Senator CONRAD. I would encourage you to do that, because I
think that has merit, and that is really very focused. You are talk-
ing about a specific geographic area, you are talking about specific
age. That would clearly dramatically reduce 3 to 400,000 to a much
more manageable number, and something that could realistically I
think be accomplished, if we are talking in the range of 30 to
40,000 head. That may well be something that has real merit. Ob-
viously, we want others to review the proposal and the specifics,
but I think a traceback mechanism focusing on those that are the
highest risk, that strikes me as having some merit.

Dr. SCHULER. And as I said, I am not sure of the numbers we
would be looking at. We are still trying to pull that information to-
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gether in our office, just to get an idea of what would be present
in North Dakota.

Senator CONRAD. I think we could probably guess it would be a
very dramatic reduction from the 3 to 400,000, wouldn’t you agree?

Dr. SCHULER. Absolutely.

Senator CONRAD. We would be then focusing on really a fraction
of that number, based on the screens that you have suggested here.
OK?

Dr. SCcHULER. With regards to being at least equal to inter-
national standards, the proposed rule regarding BSE Minimal Risk
Regions allowed a standard that was less than international stand-
ards. OIE, Office of International Epizootics has standards for re-
gions, particular standards, and we believe that having standards
lower than international standards will actually make our hope of
reestablishing export markets slim. We have seen the response of
our major trading partners to the Canadian case and to the U.S.
case. We are concerned that unless we maintain a ban that is at
least equal to international standards, we will have a difficult time
justifying reestablishing——

Senator CONRAD. And what share of our total market, our ex-
ports—my understanding is it is roughly 10 percent.

Jeff, would you agree with that?

Mr. DAHL. 10 percent on a dollar value? It is probably closer to
15.

Senator CONRAD. On a dollar value it is a little more, because
what we are exporting are the higher grade cuts, especially to
Japan. OK.

Dr. SCHULER. Another issue with regard to establishment of
trade is the ruminant feed ban and the potential loopholes that are
in it. The European Union has a Scientific Steering Committee that
conducts an assessment of Geographic BSE Risk Assessment, or
GBR. Nations or regions are classified according to the risk level
that exists based on the factors that the Scientific Steering Com-
mittee has developed. Currently both the U.S. and Canada are
classified as GBR Level II. That means, in the eyes of Steering
Committee, BSE is unlikely to exist but they can not exclude it to-
tally. When the Scientific Steering Committee reconvenes, Canada
will, based on the criteria, move to GBR Level III. GBR Level III
says it is likely to have BSE or it is present at a lower level. Based
on the number of Canadian imports of live-cattle and feed in the
U.S., the U.S. will probably also go to a GBR Level III.

Senator CONRAD. When would that occur?

Dr. SCHULER. Sometime after Christmas is the date I have
heard.

Senator CONRAD. This coming Christmas?

Dr. SCHULER. No.

Senator CONRAD. This last Christmas? So we are talking about
something that might occur in the near future? That would have
consequences for our regaining export markets, would it not?

Dr. SCHULER. Yes, it will, because we will have slipped a step in
status. The key to regaining our level of status, though, is to break
the transmission cycle, and as we have heard, transmission of BSE
from animal to animal only occurs through the feeding of ruminant
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protein. There is some debate about maternal transmission to calf,
but that is still not known for sure.

Senator CONRAD. That is speculative?

Dr. SCHULER. Right. So the primary means of transmission is ru-
minant, ruminant feed. So therefore, eliminating loopholes in the
ruminant feed ban is a must. As part of our ability to reestablish
our export markets, some of the things we suggest, with Secretary
Veneman’s announcement that Specified Risk Materials will be re-
moved from cattle slaughtered for human consumption, SRMs will
be removed. Currently, SRM will be allowed to be rendered. We be-
lieve that the material should not be allowed to be rendered, since
very few rendering plants have dedicated lines for rendering of ru-
minant products.

Senator CONRAD. So you could get cross-contamination?

Dr. SCHULER. Yes, potential cross-contamination.

We also believe a poultry litter ban should be installed. Poultry
litter should not be allowed. Currently that is allowed. There is a
certain amount of spillage of ruminant proteins from poultry feed,
and therefore, it gets fed back to ruminants.

We believe that standards for maximum protein levels in tallow
should be set. The U.S. does not at this time have maximum stand-
ards for the level of protein in tallow, and that would be a source
of ruminant protein that—tallow that is used for feed.

We believe that USDA should expand their feed ban compliance
inspections.

We also believe that border inspections should be improved to
prevent the importation of feeds or feed ingredients that contain
ruminant protein.

And we also believe that further scientific review of the other de-
batable items, such as blood meal, and plate waste in ruminant
feed would be considered.

Another issue is BSE surveillance. The U.S. has to increase their
surveillance in order to meet the requirements of our trading part-
ners and the requirements of our consumers. We need to consider
stringent standards with regard to those countries that impose a
higher standard on their own, so we can be at least equal to the
countries that we are expecting to export to.

The removal of downer animals from slaughter channels has ac-
tually eliminated a source of samples for BSE surveillance, so we
need to develop other creative strategies to provide adequate sur-
veillance to get adequately statistically significant numbers.

Senator CONRAD. Maybe I could just pick up on that point, be-
cause some have said this ban on downer animals takes animals
out of the system for testing that would help us identify whether
we might have a problem or not, and so that we need to have some
other method of testing those animals so that they are within the
system, so we have a better data base. Is that what you are saying?

Dr. SCHULER. That is correct. We need to develop new strategies
for obtaining samples on the animals that are no longer available
because of downer.

Senator CONRAD. OK.

Dr. SCHULER. The U.S. currently uses immunohistochemistry or
IHC as a standard test for BSE in this country. It is a costly test,
a time consuming test, and we urge the use of quicker tests.
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Senator CONRAD. Can you tell me, as a scientific matter, how
long it takes to get test results using that method? I have been told
9 to 10 days. Is that correct?

Dr. SCHULER. I don’t believe it is quite that long. It is probably
more like 5 days. The quicker tests are highly sensitive and spe-
cific. We don’t get a lot of false positives, not a lot of false nega-
tives. They can be run in several hours. They can be set up to be
done on a large scale. The cost is roughly $15 a test.

Senator CONRAD. So there is no reason we couldn’t go to the
quicker tests, in terms of kind of a broad screening, and then if we
get a positive we could do an THC.

Dr. SCHULER. That’s right. That is what we would recommend is
that the quick test be used and confirm with IHC when it is posi-
tive.

There has been considerable talk about the U.S. animal identi-
fication plan. We are fully in support of that. It will provide the
U.S. with a system to trace back animals. The goal is actually to
be able to trace back animals within 48 hours of a situation where
we need to trace them back. A lot of the plan is based on an elec-
tronic ID, and there is a U.S. animal ID plan that has been writ-
ten, and there is a website available for reviewing that. I have in-
cluded it in my comments.

Senator CONRAD. All right.

Dr. SCHULER. We do support it, and this document is still a docu-
ment that is changing. It is open for public comment until the end
of January. Actually, there is a budget attached in here that is on
page 47 and 48 that I would ask you to review.

Senator CONRAD. Does that have $25 million the first year

Dr. SCHULER. The number I have been working with is $20 mil-
lion the first year, but then again, if we do a rapid startup, it is
going to cost more.

Senator CONRAD. I think Jeff mentioned they anticipate it could
be $70 million the second year, that if they have a speed-up we
may be talking about $100 million the first year. It is obviously
very important, though, how much money needs to be allotted in
the President’s budget for this matter. As I heard Jeff say, he
thinks it may be as much as $100 million if we have speeded up
implementation. Would that be a conclusion close to your own.

Dr. SCHULER. Based on the projections in this document years 4,
5, 6 are $125 to $130 million a year. That is once the system——

Senator CONRAD [continuing]. Gets up.

Dr. SCHULER. Yes. I agree with Jeff that if we do a rapid startup
of the system, it is going to cost more.

We support solutions in keeping export information and keeping
the information confidential. From an animal health perspective,
really only thing we need is who has owned the animal, where it
is moved to, and that is what our information should be restricted
to. The United States Animal Health Association, which is the as-
sociation of animal health officials of the country, passed a resolu-
tion which is attached to the testimony that encouraged—that ac-
cepted this plan as a work in progress, and encouraged its further
development.

Another issue that we don’t hear talked about much is mainte-
nance of ID. Living in a border state, it is clear to us that animals
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leak out of trade channels from which they are imported. It is not
uncommon to find slaughter animals outside of slaughter channels,
or feeder animals outside of feeder channels. As a matter of fact,
it is not uncommon for ID tags to be removed prior to resale to im-
prove market value of the animals. There are currently no restric-
tions on removal of ID tags from animals after they are imported
into the U.S. We believe it is imperative that regulations be devel-
oped that prohibit the removal of the official ID from animals.
USDA must enact internal emergency regulations prohibiting re-
moval of any official ID from animals imported from a foreign coun-
try. A meaningful penalty must also be associated with the removal
of an official ID. Actually, with the Washington case, the fortunate
part about that is that the official ID still existed on that animal
and it was a Canadian ear-tag.

With regards to country-of-origin labeling, we believe that it is
important with regards to protecting consumer confidence in the
U.S. food supply. COOL would give consumers at least the oppor-
tunity to select products which they perceive as safe. We rec-
ommend COOL be fully implemented, so that U.S. consumers
would have more specific knowledge as to the origin of the beef.
This would arguably lead to a smaller decrease in the expected de-
mand for beef as a result of a disease situation.

Increased laboratory capacity is another issue that, because we
have to increase BSE surveillance, we need to increase laboratory
capacity. We urge Congress to provide funding to build that labora-
tory structure that is necessary as a result of the demands for in-
creased surveillance.

Along those lines, we urge completion of the USDA-APHIS-ARS
Master Plan for a new facility at Ames, Iowa, to meet BSE surveil-
lance activity, but also to meet other national needs for research
and diagnosis and product testing.

Another issue I would like to bring forward is the disparity party
in USDA’s approach to the prevention of the introduction of a dis-
ease into the country. With regards to BSE—or with regards to for-
eign animal disease, the USDA is proactive, meaning we allow im-
portation only after the country has proved that they are free of
the disease. In the case of BSE, we are reactive, in that we don’t
discontinue imports until the country has a case. This is dis-
concerting to us because of the long incubation period of BSE and
because of the public health issue related to it. We believe that this
places the U.S. at risk of importing BSE, since we are continually
reacting to BSE cases. We urge the USDA to clearly define
proactive standards for trade with regards to BSE.

We talked about advanced meat recovery. Advance meat recovery
systems are notorious for containing nervous tissue derived from
the dorsal root ganglia, which is a specified risk material.

Senator CONRAD. I am not sure I even want to know what dorsal
root ganglia is.

Dr. SCHULER. Dorsal root ganglia are the nerves that come off
the spinal cord, close to the vertebral column. Just large nerves,
basically, is are what they are.

Senator CONRAD. Now I know I didn’t want to know.

Dr. SCHULER. In the worst case scenario of the Harvard Risk As-
sessment, approximately one-half of the infectious doses to which
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humans would be exposed would be derived from AMR products.
We strongly urge the prohibition of AMR systems when slaugh-
tering animals, or at least, extensive testing should be required for
determining the presence of nerve tissue in the AMR meats.

Yesterday, FSIS published rules which we haven’t had time to
review yet, but it is related to advanced meat recovery.

In July of this year the Midwestern Association of State Depart-
ments of Agriculture, or MASDA, approved a resolution concerning
BSE. That is attached to the testimony. We helped draft and fully
support that resolution. That MASDA resolution was also sent to
the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture.

Senator CONRAD. Is that included in your testimony?

Dr. SCHULER. Yes, it is included in the testimony. And that was
adopted with some minor changes.

We thank you for the opportunity to provide this information. We
urge aggressive activity by USDA to reestablish our beef export
markets. We urge the FDA to reevaluate the ruminant feed ban,
and ask them to set science-based standards for tallow in feeds.

As I alluded to earlier, the Harvard Risk Assessment says that
“Measures taken by the U.S. Government and industry make the
U.S. robust against the spread of BSE to animals or humans
should it be introduced to this country.” However, with a finding
of a case in the U.S., a reevaluation of the BSE prevention strate-
gies is in order, and steps should be taken to further assure that
all responsible measures have been taken to assure the protection
of the animal and the public health of this country.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you very much.

Senator CONRAD. Terry, good to have you here. Please proceed
with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF TERRY DUPPONG, DUPPONG'S WILLOW
CREEK FARMS, GLEN ULLIN, NORTH DAKOTA; ON BEHALF
OF THE RANCHERS-CATTLEMEN ACTION LEGAL FUND,
UNITED STOCKGROWERS OF AMERICA (R-CALF USA)

Mr. DupPPONG. Thank you, Senator Conrad. Together with my
wife Patty and two sons—Patty is at home doing chores—Ty and
Casey, we own Duppong’s Willow Creek Farms in Glen Ullin,
North Dakota. We raise registered Angus cattle and finish cattle on
our full-time ranching operation.

Our organization has worked tirelessly on behalf of the American
cattle producer. Our focus has been on protecting and promoting
the interests of independent cattle producers, and it is from that
perspective that I come before you today. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to provide comments on this issue as it is very important to
the cow-calf operators, backgrounders and independent ranchers
who constitute the heart of this country’s cattle and beef industry.

The impact of the December 23, 2003 announcement by USDA
of a presumptive positive case for BSE in a Washington state dairy
cow was immediate and damaging to the United States live-cattle
industry. We commend the USDA and its various departments, in-
cluding APHIS, for doing an excellent job in calming consumer con-
cerns and clearly explaining the BSE mitigation measures the U.S.
began implementing in 1989. However, we are disappointed that
the USDA has thus far ignored the economic interests of the
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United States cattle producers as its actions have of resulted in the
subordination of U.S. cattle producers’ interests to other interests,
some of whom are our foreign competitors.

Despite the fact that the presumptive positive cow was tagged
with a Canadian export ear-tag, USDA chose not to disclose this
factual information until 4 days after its announcement of a pre-
sumptive positive case for BSE. R-CALF U.S.A. had received nu-
merous reports, beginning on December 24th, from members famil-
iar with the investigation, who indicated the cow was tagged with
a Canadian ear-tag. On December 26, R-CALF contacted USDA
urging the release of this factual information to prevent the market
from overreacting. On December 27, USDA finally announced the
fact that the cow was tagged with a permanent ear-tag indicating
the cow was imported from Canada. However, this information was
provided too late, as cattle markets already began to cement its ap-
plication of a worst-case scenario for this situation. This worst-case
scenario was that the United States likely had a native case of
BSE, implying that it also had a significant break in its BSE pre-
viention program, including the possible of a contaminated feed sup-
ply.

This uncertainty in the market, caused largely because the mar-
ket didn’t have the factual information necessary to mitigate the
formulation of a worst-case scenario, was absorbed by United
States live-cattle producers, who suffered an approximate $15.91
per hundred to a drop of $190.92, on a 1200-pound steerling.

Senator CONRAD. What is that as a percentage, Terry? Is that
about 20 percent?

Mr. DUPPONG. I would say in the neighborhood around 20 per-
cent.

Senator CONRAD. Around 20 percent?

Mr. DUPPONG. Little less.

Senator CONRAD. I was trying to calculate the size of this indus-
try in term of cattle sales, and we say we have got $3.6 billion that
we export, and that represents about 15 percent in dollar terms of
our industry; isn’t that right, Jeff?

Mr. DAHL. Yes.

Senator CONRAD. So that would mean we have got about a $25
billion industry, just in terms of cattle sales. The entire industry
more broadly defined, I think, is calculated at $100 billion. That
goes to the next step. That goes to

Mr. DAHL. Dealerships——

Senator CONRAD. Hides. I just want to make sure that we get
these numbers for the record, that we are talking about an indus-
try, in terms of sales, it is about a $25 billion industry, $3.6 billion
of that is export, in an industry that, overall, has approximately
$100 billion impact on this nation.

Would both Terry and Jeff agree with that basic outline of the
diminishes of this industry?

Mr. DAHL. Yes.

Dr. SCHULER. Yes.

Mr. DupPPONG. Not only did the United States domestic cattle
market receive insufficient information to apply anything but a
worst-case scenario to the disease situation, but our international
markets were equally uninformed.
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On December 23, APHIS submitted the United States’ Emer-
gency Report to the World Organization for Animal Health, the
international organization that develops animal health standards
for its 165 World Trade Organization members, including the
United States. In its Emergency Report, APHIS stated that the
source of the BSE agent and the origin of the infection was un-
known, trace-back and trace-out investigations have been initiated.
Thus, the United States’ export customers, which are also members
of the OIE and respectful of its mission, were officially notified that
the United States had a presumptive positive case for BSE, but
they were not informed that the infected cow was tagged with a
Canadian ear-tag. It was not until at least December 28 that
APHIS submitted its followup Emergency Report to the OIE stat-
ing that “Preliminary tracing indicates that the animal may have
entered the United States from Canada between the 28 August and
25 October, 2001.” It is, therefore, the case that the United States’
nondisclosure of the Canadian ear-tag on the BSE-infected cow was
assimilated by United States’ export customers for at least as long,
if not longer, than it was assimilated by the domestic market.

Meanwhile, the OIE did not include the United States on its
international list of “Territories/Countries Having Reported Cases
of BSE in Imported Animals Only.” Instead, the OIE classified the
United States as having a confirmed case on December 23, without
any explanatory footnotes.

The information the USDA provided, as well as the information
it did not provide in a timely manner to the OIE, is significant, be-
cause the BSE standard established by the OIE and contained in
the OIE Code provides that a country’s disease ranking may not
change if BSE is found in an imported animal. More specifically,
if the United States discovers a BSE case in an animal that has
been clearly demonstrated to originate directly from the importa-
tion of live cattle, and all of the offspring of the infected cattle are
destroyed, then such a BSE case does not disqualify the United
States from its “BSE provisionally free country or zone” ranking.

It is important that Congress realize that if mandatory country-
of-origin labeling were in place when the presumptive positive BSE
case was announced, the financial harm experienced by United
States cattle producers would not likely have occurred.

With respect to the value of the United States beef export mar-
kets subject to risk as a result of the BSE case, R-CALF USA has
reviewed the USDA-Foreign Agricultural Service’s HS 10-Digit ex-
ports and found that the value of beef and edible beef exports
worldwide during the first 10 months of 2003 was $2.9 billion. In
calendar 2002, the total volume of United States cattle and beef ex-
ports was $3 billion.

A risk analysis was recently conducted by APHIS to assess the
risks associated with reopening the Canadian border to live-cattle
and beef. In its analysis APHIS included additional risks associ-
ated with BSE if trade restrictions were enforced against the
United States. It estimated that indirect losses to the United
States firms that support ruminant exports would equal an addi-
tional $2.5 billion annually.

In addition, APHIS estimated that more than 33,000 full time
jobs, accounting for almost $1 billion in wages annually could be
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jeol}zardized. Thus it appears that $6.5 billion in export value is at
risk.

It is important to note that the United States live-cattle industry
is a supply sensitive industry. If our borders remain closed to ex-
ports, the 2.4 billion pounds of beef destined for export annually
will continue to stockpile; and the continuing flow of beef imports
into the United States, in the amount of 3.2 billion pounds annu-
ally, will certainly compound our already depressed cattle prices.

This is precisely why, on the day of the BSE announcement, R-
CALF USA sent an emergency letter to President Bush and Sec-
retary Veneman urging them to immediately close the United
States border to all imports of live cattle, beef, and both raw and
manufactured livestock feed until the circumstances surrounding
this suspected case are fully disclosed and understood. R-CALF
USA explained that this measure was needed to prevent a market
collapse caused by a buildup of excess beef supplies. Neither the
President nor the Secretary has responded.

The United States does not have a native case of BSE. Our ef-
forts should be directed toward preventing the introduction of BSE
from imported sources. To this end, the immediate implementation
of COOL is the quickest way to begin accurately differentiating do-
mestic live-cattle from imported cattle; and should any of our live-
stock importers have any other disease outbreak, we can imme-
diately segregate these animals from the United States herd. Re-
moving livestock from the Department of Treasury’s list of excep-
tions from the general requirement to mark all imported products
with a mark of origin, known as the J-list, would immediately en-
able us to accurately identify all animals that are not born and
raised in the United States.

Thank you.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you. That is very important testimony.
I am very hopeful some of the news media that have left get that
testimony provided to them today, and I am going to ask my staff
to make sure that that occurs, because what you are saying here
is very important. You are saying that the delay in USDA reveal-
ing what they knew put all of us at a greater risk in terms of effect
in the market?

Mr. DuPPONG. Correct.

Senator CONRAD. What you are saying, as I understand it, is that
USDA knew that there was a Canadian tag on that cow that was
identified as having BSE well in advance of when they released
that to the public?

Mr. DupPPONG. Correct.

Senator CONRAD. How many days elapsed between the time your
people were informed that cow had a Canadian tag and when it
was released to the public?

Mr. DupPPONG. We were on conference calls over Christmas, but
I think they listed it officially as the 26th, in about a 24-48 hour
period when USDA released its information. But the thing is, I
think, if I can kind of go off the record here, I think that

Senator CONRAD. Let me say, nothing is off the record here. This
is all on the record.

Mr. DUPPONG. And probably other people on this panel—or Wade
can help me on this: I believe that that cow, December 9th, was
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the first time in Iowa that this cow was probably determined to
have BSE, or the slaughterhouse. At that point in time, if this was
the tag

Senator CONRAD. Have you got that?

Dr. SCHULER. If I could, this is a Canadian ear-tag (indicating),
and what was portrayed to us on one of the early conference calls
was that she had a small metal ear-tag in her ear, and as it turns
out it was a Canadian tag. As I look at the back of that tag it says
Province of Origin, so you would have known immediately it was
a Canadian ear-tag.

Senator CONRAD. Very clear. It is right on the back. “H of A, Sas-
katchewan,” what does that mean, Larry?

Dr. SCHULER. Health of Animals, Saskatchewan.

Senator CONRAD. So that is a Canadian tag, and that has a num-
ber on the front that would be a tracking number?

Dr. ScHULER. That is correct. Individual number for each animal
imported on that shipment. That would have been the number that
would have been listed on the health certificate when she came
across the border.

Senator CONRAD. This is the first time I heard this. This is the
first time I heard that they knew this before they released it to the
public, and the fact is that that affects—all that information went
out to all of those who are our buyers, right? All of those who are
international buyers were not informed at the time they could have
been, that this was not a U.S. animal at all, that this was an ani-
mal that had come in from Canada?

Mr. DUPPONG. Or even the possibility that this animal was from
outside our borders; that wasn’t even a consideration, either, at
their opening press conference.

Senator CONRAD. Well, I just say that is a very, very important
fact that people should know, and I just alert those in the news
media, I hope they pay very clear, special attention to your testi-
mony here today. You are telling me something I did not know be-
fore this hearing.

Mr. DUPPONG. I guess, just from a rancher’s point of view, if you
knew something on December 9th, such as this, where is the infor-
mation trail from the 9th to the 23rd to find out—or the 26th,
where this cow came from?

Senator CONRAD. Let’s go through this. The animal was slaugh-
tered on the 9th, was it not? The animal was slaughtered on the
9th. USDA made a public statement, not until the 26th that this
animal had a Canadian tag?

Mr. DUPPONG. Or the 27th.

Senator CONRAD. That is 17 days.

And, Dr. Schuler, you testified it takes 5 days to get the test re-
sults?

Dr. SCHULER. Yeah, that is an estimation.

Senator CONRAD. When was the test performed on that animal,
do we know? Is it performed at the time of slaughter?

Dr. SCHULER. Actually, the sample would have been sent to the
National Veterinary Services Lab at Ames, Iowa, so there was time
in shipment, since it was routine surveillance, it probably wasn’t
a high priority situation where it was done immediately.
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Senator CONRAD. So there may have been some gap between the
time the sample came in and the time the test was done?

Dr. SCHULER. Right.

Senator CONRAD. But what I hear Terry saying is that your orga-
nization heard before Christmas that this animal had a Canadian
tag, and yet there was no release to the public, and more impor-
tantly, perhaps, no release to—well, what is critical is that there
be a release to the public so that those who buy from us know that
this was not a domestic animal. That is your point, correct?

Mr. DuPPONG. Correct. They could have alleviated a lot of prob-
lems, saying that a case was found in the United States and that
they are looking at it.

Senator CONRAD. What I hear you saying is that we would have
had less of a price drop if people had been informed in a more time-
ly way that this animal bore a Canadian tag?

Mr. DupPPONG. Correct. Because if I am not mistaken, under
international rules we are still a BSE-free state as a nation.

Senator CONRAD. Because it is not a domestic animal?

Mr. DUPPONG. Yeah, if I am not mistaken. Canada had their first
case in 1993, in which they revealed to the public that this cow was
from Great Britain, and they released that information all at once.

Senator CONRAD. They released it all at once. That they had the
cow, and that the cow was from Great Britain, so they were not
adversely affected in the sense of being judged a country with BSE?

Mr. DUPPONG. Correct. They did not lose their BSE-free status.

Senator CONRAD. That is big news. You are making big news at
this hearing, to be able to tell us that that occurred here. That is
a serious matter.

Mr. DUPPONG. Yes, it is.

Senator CONRAD. We didn’t get a presumptive finding until
Morning Comments on December 29th. 28th, that would have come
out, and it would have been in the morning news on the 29th. Well,
that is very unfortunate. I thank you for bringing that to the atten-
tion of the committee. That is very important to understand.

Why would they have delayed? I really don’t understand that.
Why wouldn’t they have said very immediately that this animal
carried a Canadian tag?

Mr. DupPPONG. That is a really good question. Only speculation
can answer that.

Mr. DAHL. I asked that question, and the explanation I received
was ramifications, if they were wrong, would have been, on trade,
would have been great, so they were being cautious. I also was
told——

Senator CONRAD. Well, gee, who are they worried about? Isn’t
this the United States Department of Agriculture? I think some-
times this Secretary gets confused about which country she is look-
ing out for.

During the Farm Bill fight she invited the Canadian Agriculture
Minister down to Washington to testify against the United States
Farm Bill, and now I find out—and this is the first I heard of this
is at this hearing right now, with, Terry, you telling us that your
organization knew, days before it was released to the public, that
this animal carried a Canadian tag.
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It would seem to me the very first thing we do, if you are our
Secretary of USDA, of the United States Department of Agri-
culture, as soon as you knew that, you would state it. If they knew
that that carried a Canadian tag, that she had an obligation to in-
form the public immediately. That is the most disturbing thing I
have heard here today. Anything else you want to add?

Mr. DUPPONG. Some day we will do that off the record.

Senator CONRAD. I tell you

Mr. DUPPONG. I converse with Scott and Tim quite often.

Senator CONRAD. I tell you, Terry, honestly, this is the first I
heard this was this morning at this hearing, and I find that very
disturbing; that you knew about this, your organization knew
about it before the public was informed, and by days. I mean that
is not right.

We will go on to our next witness. Are you finished?

Mr. DUPPONG. Yes.

Senator CONRAD. We go to our next witness, Dr. Craig
Galbreath, who is also a veterinarian, who is with Oakes Feed.

Dr. Galbreath, thank you so much for being here.

STATEMENT OF DR. CRAIG GALBREATH, OAKES FEED, OAKES,
NORTH DAKOTA

Dr. GALBREATH. Thank you. Senator, ladies and gentlemen. As a
veterinarian production consultant and producer, I have a vested
interest in the reputation of our North Dakota agricultural prod-
ucts. In the years of my profession, I have had numerous inter-
actions with the consumers of our livestock products in terms of
beef, pork and lamb at all stages of development. The reputation
of our North Dakota calves command respect from feed yards
throughout the country. Our ability to diversify and capture added
value from these products enables our farmers and ranchers to re-
alize maximum profits from their respective enterprises.

My position as a veterinarian in the Oakes community for the
past 27 years has afforded me the opportunity to consult with my
clients on many aspects of their production enterprise. Almost daily
I visit with my clients in terms of marketing, genetic selection,
health care and nutrition, whatever it takes to run a cow-calf oper-
ation. On these occasions I am often confronted with misinforma-
tion that causes me some concern for the safety and viability of our
industry.

About a year and a half ago I became acutely aware that some
of our producers were either misinformed or uninformed about
some of the rules in effect for ruminant feeding. I had two occa-
sions where someone recommended using swine feed containing
animal protein products for feeding cattle. Current evidence sug-
gests that this is the single greatest risk for transmission of the
prion, and breaches the safeguards that we have in effect to pre-
vent BSE.

Senator CONRAD. Can I ask you, not the name of the person, but
where did you hear this? Was this somebody in the business, or
was this is a rancher?

Dr. GALBREATH. This is directly from the producers. They had re-
ceived information from another party that they should be feeding
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the swine feed to their ruminant animals, and I can explain this
in a little more depth here later.

My experience in wearing two hats, both as a part-owner of a
feed company, or a feed dealership, and also as a veterinarian, es-
calated my concerns over the improper nutritional consultations.

About a year ago, I began a campaign to get feed dealers and nu-
tritional consultants either licensed or certified by the state so that
we had some idea who was out there giving information to our pro-
ducers. If I was to ask Commissioner Johnson how many feed deal-
ers we have in the state of North Dakota, he would not be able to
give me an answer. However, if I went to the Department of Health
and asked how many barbers are licensed in the State of North Da-
kota, I would get an answer. I think there is a disparity there that
we need to address.

I visited with our district representatives and senators at the
state level. I have visited with the state veterinarians from both
North and South Dakota, and also members of the Stockmen’s As-
sociation, and different opportunities, hoping to address this prob-
lem at the state level. However, in view of the recent events that
have occurred, I imagine this is going to be more of a Federal man-
date than that we are able to keep it at the state level.

Our duty now with the current BSE case is to be sure and pro-
tect the industry by use of sound scientific evidence to prevent fur-
ther exposure to our cattle population, and instill a level of con-
fidence to the consumer that assures them of the safety of our
products.

The events of the past 2 weeks have put an urgency to the pro-
posals being discussed in the livestock industry. Consumer con-
fidence and food safety issues that we previously have been com-
fortable with have been brought into question. Our response to
these concerns will determine the future of our industry, and ulti-
mately, the future of agriculture.

Fortunately we do have some precedence to use in the form of
the successful eradication programs for diseases such as Brucellosis
and TB. At the time, these programs were also met with resistance
from certain sectors of the animal industry. Identification and test-
ing were paramount to the success of these programs, however,
producer compliance was at times compromised and hindering the
process. Ultimately, the programs worked and the industry has en-
joyed the benefits of the integrity of our products.

The current program for eradication of scrapie in sheep and
goats is another model we can use to plan for the challenges con-
fronting us with BSE. At the start of the program there was some
producer reluctance for the identification process. However, with
time and education, our producers now can see results that, cou-
pled with the technology of DNA, which it was alluded to earlier,
and I strongly believe that we need to continue research along
those lines to develop testing of live animals, gives us solid ground
to move forward toward the goal of eradication of BSE in North
America.

Thank you.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you very much. Just excellent testi-
mony. I am going to come back to a point you made in a moment.
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I would like to recap a number of important statistics here for
the benefit of the news media people who are here, and others that
might be interested.

What we have learned here today is we have got an overall in-
dustry in terms of cattle sales value of $25 billion a year. $3.6 bil-
lion of that are exports. It is about 15 percent of the total. I believe
we have, in overall terms, when more broadly defined, when you
look at all the elements of the industry—you look at feed, you look
at hides, you look, at more broadly defined, the industry, itself, it
is a $100 billion industry in total. I think we have heard that there
is consensus on those numbers.

I am told that we have about a hundred-million head in this
country.

Jeff, is that your understanding?

Mr. DAHL. Little more than that, but that is fine.

Senator CONRAD. About a hundred-million head. We slaughter
about 36 million head per year; is that approximately correct? How
many head do we have in North Dakota?

Mr. DAHL. 1.2 million.

Senator CONRAD. About 1.2 million head in North Dakota. So
that gives us kind of a rough understanding.

I asked the previous panel members, and I would like to go to
each of you and ask you, as well, I have recommended five separate
items.

First of all, that live-cattle imports, that the Secretary was con-
sidering allowing, be prevented. Let me just go down the line.

Jeff, would you agree with that?

Mr. DAHL. Absolutely.

Senator CONRAD. Larry?

Dr. SCHULER. Yes,.

Senator CONRAD. Terry, would you agree with that?

Mr. DUPPONG. Yes.

Senator CONRAD. Doctor?

Dr. GALBREATH. Yes.

Senator CONRAD. Second, I have called on USDA, in a letter to
the Secretary, to review the previous decision to allow boxed beef
from Canada in, until we more clearly know what the source of
those products are.

Jeff, would you agree with that position?

Mr. DAHL. If we say that we are basing everything on science,
and we say that the causative agent for BSE has never been found
in the muscle cuts, blood or milk, and we realize if—for our export
markets out of this country, we use protection practices all the
time, and Canadian is no exception, that they will do the same to
us as we do to them, basically. It is tough to say let’s slam the bor-
der completely shut, but, however, let me followup on that with a
couple points. Canada—and I think Larry has got some more infor-
mation on this—is closing the border to all beef products from the
U.S., including meat, and that is not based on science, that is a
protectionist attitude. So if they are doing that, I think they are
shooting themselves in the foot. Will closing the border to Cana-
dian meat coming down here help stabilize the market? I think it
would. So in the end, I am in favor of it.

Senator CONRAD. Larry?
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Dr. SCHULER. Yeah, I would agree, and I agree with Jeff it has
to be science-based. As it is now, we are in the middle of an inves-
tigation of a BSE case. As you said, we don’t know clearly what the
results of that investigation are going to punch out, so at least con-
tinue the ban until the investigation is complete, so we know the
source of feed and the source of animals.

Senator CONRAD. I think that is clearly a prudent measure.

Dr. SCHULER. As Jeff mentioned, I did download from the Cana-
dian Inspection Agency website the restrictions on imports. It does
include all live animals, all live ruminants and genetics, and rumi-
nant-derived products, including ruminant animal beef.

Senator CONRAD. That is pretty clear.

Terry?

Mr. DUuPPONG. Yeah, I would agree.

Senator CONRAD. Doctor?

Dr. GALBREATH. I would provisionally agree, kind of the same in-
formation that Dr. Schuler and Jeff previewed with.

Senator CONRAD. That is, it ought to be science-based?

Dr. GALBREATH. You need to have it science-based. We need to
know that there is a certain age restriction here, and also we need
to know about the spinal cord ingredients that may or may not be
in that boxed meat, under those provisions. And I think we have
to the remember

Senator CONRAD. It should be on a provisional basis?

Dr. GALBREATH. Exactly. Because the BSE right now is a United
States issue, but it is also a North America issue, and we need to
remember that the border works both directions.

Senator CONRAD. A national ID system that the Secretary has or-
dered implemented immediately ought to be federally funded. A
Federal mandate ought to be federally funded.

Do you agree with that, Jeff?

Mr. DAHL. Yes.

Dr. SCHULER. Yes.

Mr. DupPONG. I agree. I don’t know how to get it done, but I
agree.

Senator CONRAD. Dr. Galbreath?

Dr. GALBREATH. Here, again, I think it should be federally fund-
ed, but I do think there should be some producer cooperation, be-
cause there is the opportunity for the producers to realize some ad-
ditional benefit from having individual identification on their ani-
mals, whether it be traceback to them through breeding stock, or
if it is the additional value of the hides because branding may not
be needed any longer if this is implemented. The more important
thing that comes to mind for our practice area is if these animals
are individually identified, we do have the capability of getting ad-
ditional carcass data back for our producers, as opposed to no iden-
tification at all. I do think——

Senator CONRAD. And that has a value?

Dr. GALBREATH. That has a value. And I think producers will be
aware of it, and I think they will be receptive if it is approached
properly.

Senator CONRAD. OK. Country-of-origin labeling, that there is a
clear connection in terms of the previous position of USDA, that is,
on the cost side. If you are going to have a system of livestock iden-
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tification, obviously, that leads you to be able to identify country
of origin.

Jeff?

Mr. DAHL. I agree, it does, and if you can mesh the two together,
it goes a long ways to solving any of the debate that is going on
right now.

Senator CONRAD. Larry?

Dr. ScHULER. I agree with country-of-origin labeling. I think
some of the rules that have been proposed have been a little cum-
bersome, and I think we need to develop some different rules.

Mr. DuppoNG. R-CALF would be a supporter of COOL. We did
a real good job of getting it into the legislation in the Farm Bill.
It is not perfect, but we have to realize as time goes on we have
to get going at this as things change every day.

Dr. GALBREATH. This is a unique opportunity to implement
COOL restrictions along with the national ID system, so by all
means.

Senator CONRAD. Let me go to a fifth point I have made, and it
is relatively small in terms of cost, but I think there is a principle
involved, and that is those ranchers, those producers who have
herds that are affected ought to have a substantial part of their
costs covered. That is, these people have a potentially catastrophic
financial problem through no fault of their own. Certainly that is
the case with respect to the herd in Washington, and that as a
matter of principle there ought to be compensation.

Jeff, your reaction?

Mr. DAHL. I agree. There is precedence for both federally and in
state on indemnity for cattle that are put down for disease reasons.
So I think it is already, the mechanism is already there.

Senator CONRAD. It is in place. It needs to be implemented.

Larry?

Dr. SCHULER. I agree with Jeff. Historically speaking when the
other eradication programs, when animals were destroyed because
of tuberculosis, for example, those producers were indemnified the
value of the animal.

Senator CONRAD. How did it work? Was it a full indemnification?

Dr. SCHULER. Previously, it was a set amount regardless of the
value of the animal. In today’s world we are dealing with appraised
values, yes.

Senator CONRAD. Appraised values? OK.

Terry?

Mr. DupPPONG. I think it would be good, and I think one stand-
point is because the people that do have cattle from Canada, we
don’t want to scrutinize them. We want to give them a tool that
will bring it to the forefront to admit they have these cattle to iden-
tify them. It is estimated that between 15 and 20 percent of the
cattle that have come in through Canada have lost importation
tags.

Senator CONRAD. Let me stop you on that, and make sure I un-
derstand what you are saying. You are testifying here that from
what you have learned, that some significant portion of cattle com-
ing in from Canada have lost their identification tags?

Mr. DuPPONG. Correct.

Senator CONRAD. And how does that occur?
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Mr. DUPPONG. It just gets ripped out of the ear, the long fence
lines, so I think we need a tool to make these people want to come
forward and identify these cattle.

Senator CONRAD. OK. Let me just go back to the matter on Ca-
nadian boxed beef. What I have called for and what I wrote the
Secretary is I asked her to review the decision to allow boxed beef
into this country, in light of our new safeguard measures, and
asked the fundamental question: Does Canada have equivalent
measures? You know, none of this is going to work if we have got
a system but there is all this leakage—you know what I am say-
ing—across the border, and they have got a lesser standard than
we do. In light of that, I would ask the question.

Dr. Galbreath, do you know about the Canadian compliance on
the feed ban? We have heard a lot of rumors, and there have been
some discussed here today, with respect to there not being close
evaluation and scrutiny on the ban they have in place. What have
you heard? What is your understanding?

Dr. GALBREATH. All I cite is some of the reference studies that
were done back in 2002, when they actually did surveys in the
United States and Canada for compliance, and basically, FDA—the
United States gave a rather glowing report in favor of the compli-
ance; however, if you look at the numbers, you find that certain
feed mills and certain feed establishments were inspected, whereas
some of the smaller family operations or smaller industry oper-
ations were not inspected. So there is a little problem with that
right away. Then as you read the numbers, the initial numbers,
you find, if my memory serves me correct, about an 8 percent non-
compliance either in terms of labeling or actually having the prod-
uct in their meat and bone meal, and then extrapolate that to the
small mills and the small operations that aren’t even inspected.
There is a potential for some risk. I can’t speak for the Canadian
sector because I really don’t have any information on those.

Senator CONRAD. Do you think that the same standards that
apply here ought to apply there?

Dr. GALBREATH. Yes. The ruminant ban that came in in 1997 is
a North American ruling, and needs to be addressed both in terms
of the Canadian influence and also the United States influence.

Senator CONRAD. Just to repeat, Larry, your understanding is,
from what you have drawn down from the Canadian website, is
that they have imposed a ban not only on live animals going from
our country to theirs, but also on boxed beef?

Dr. ScHULER. That is correct. And there is no 30-month limit.
They will accept boxed beef from Canada on less than 30 months
of age. There is no mention of a 30 month restriction.

Senator CONRAD. Well, I tell you, to me it is very clear we ought
to impose that precise same requirement on them, and on both
sides it ought to ultimately be science-based, and maybe we need
to bring them to their senses. This cow came from Canada. This
was not a U.S. cow, and they have put at risk our entire industry,
$25 billion industry just in terms of cattle sales, in terms of the
broader effect in this economy, a $100 billion industry. As we
know, agriculture is the dominant part of North Dakota’s economy.
It is the biggest part of our economy. We have about two-thirds of
our agricultural income is crop income, about one-third is livestock.
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We are talking about a very substantial threat to the economic
well-being of our state, and certainly of this industry. And we have
got to take the steps to protect our consumers, without question,
and to protect our industry, and I hope that message comes from
this hearing loud and clear.

I want to thank all of you. We have come to the end of our period
for this hearing. I want to thank each of you for testifying, it is cer-
tainly valuable to the committee, and I believe the U.S. Senate will
benefit from the knowledge that you have imparted through this
hearing.

With that, I will adjourn the hearing.

[Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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“MAD COW DISEASE: INDUSTRY IMPACT AND U.S.
GOVERNMENT RESPONSE”

The Committee on the Budget of the United States Senate meets this
morning to assess the impact of the recent case of mad cow disease and the
federal government’s response to that incident.

It was just over two weeks ago that the U.S. cattle industry was rocked
by the news that a single dairy cow in Washington state had been found with
mad cow disease, otherwise known as bovine spongiform encephalopathy, or
BSE. The revelation hit our ranchers and feeders like a gut punch, made
worse by the fact that consumers were just settling in for the holidays, and
cattle producers themselves were just starting to enjoy a long-overdue period
of profitability. The ensuing drop in cattle prices, and the subsequent loss of

beef exports to nearly 40 countries, were a shock to our cattlemen and our

country as a whole.

Fortunately, the situation has stabilized to a degree. The immediate
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free-fall in cattle prices has eased, and by all accounts domestic consumer
demand for beef remains at the very strong level we saw prior to the
December 23 announcement. And this past week, USDA officials
confirmed that the diseased cow had its origin in Canada. Thus, the United
States can continue to legitimately claim that we have not yet had a
homegrown case of mad cow disease, and we can emphatically reassure
consumers, both at home and abroad, that U.S. beef remains healthy and safe.

Also on the positive side, the crisis has served to educate the public on
the great importance of the beef industry, not just to rural America, but to our
entire economy. Beef is indeed critical to creating jobs and generating
income across our entire nation.

This bit of good news is welcome, but the reality remains that we have
a lot to do to put the beef industry back on a solid footing. For example, our
nearly $3.5 billion export market is still at considerable risk, and we are not
likely to get cattle prices back up to their pre-crisis level until we once again
open those export markets.

In addition, many questions remain as to the specifics of the mad cow

measures that USDA has announced, including their impact on both
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producers and consumers.

The mad cow case was a harsh reminder that consumer confidence is a
very fragile asset — one that we cannot take for granted, and one that we must
continually work to preserve. We can’t just react to events, as Europe and
Japan did after their mad cow outbreaks, or we’ll lose the consumer and see
our industry devastated. Europe eventually destroyed nearly 4 million head
of cattle, most of them in the United Kingdom, after their mad cow crisis
erupted in 1986. We have to be ever-vigilant, anticipate events, and make
sure that we have the proper preventative measures in place, so that level of
devastation doesn’t happen here.

As we know, on December 30, the USDA announced several mad cow
safeguard measures designed to maintain consumer confidence. Those steps
are summarized in this chart [SEE CHART]. As necessary as these measures
might be, they also raise questions regarding the specifics of their
implementation.

A case in point is the proposed immediate implementation of a national
livestock identification system. Back on October 30, well before the mad

cow case surfaced, I wrote a letter, cosigned by 4 of my Senate colleagues, to
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the Chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee, Senator Cochran, asking
for a hearing on USDA’s then-fledgling plans to develop a livestock ID
system. I wanted to know the expected costs and benefits of such a system,
whether it would be made mandatory, whether it would be required of
imports, how it would relate to the new country-of-origin labeling
requirement, and so on.

Now, events have conspired to force the immediate implementation of
an ID system. Presumably such a system will be made mandatory, and
applied to imported livestock and meat as well. But these basic questions
remain unanswered. Neither do we know whether the new ID system will be
fully funded. This is critical. The President is scheduled to release his new
budget for the coming fiscal year on February 2™, and 1 will be examining
that budget very closely to see that it includes full funding for the new ID
system and related mad cow prevention measures. My concern is that if these
costs are not fully funded, then they will be forced on the industry, with our
cattlemen footing the bill. I would especially welcome any specific
comments from our witnesses today on these points.

Other fundamental questions remain, including the future terms of our
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livestock and meat trade with Canada. I have already called on USDA to
postpone indefinitely any plans to reopen the border to Canadian live cattle,
and to reexamine the earlier decision to allow Canadian meat imports,
especially in the wake of our new mad cow safeguard measures, which
Canada has adopted only in part.

Our subject this morning is a serious one. We have a lot of work ahead
of us over the next several months. We also have a lot at stake. Our ranchers
are vital to North Dakota and to our country, and their future livelihood
depends on our ability to continually reassure consumers that U.S. beef
remains safe.

I'want to thank all of our witnesses for agreeing, on rather short notice,
to appear today. I ask each witness to please try to summarize your remarks
in 10 minutes or less, so that we can maximize the time available for
questions and discussion. A copy of your entire prepared statement will be
included in the official record for the hearing.

In order to accommodate the schedules of our witnesses, we have

grouped their presentations into two panel sessions. We will now begin with

the first panel.
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Good morning, my name is Eric Aasmundstad. T am representing the 26,000
members of North Dakota Farm Bureau. We are pleased to have the
opportunity to present testimony on the issue of Bovine Spongiform

Encephalopathy (BSE).

North Dakota Farm Bureau is very concerned that the USDA-APHIS
proposed rules to allow the importation of Canadian cattle into the United
States are not stringent enough to prevent other BSE incidents from occurring
in this country. We believe that all importation of bovine animals from Canada
should be suspended until the current investigation regarding the Washington

state animal is completed.

Onefuture. Onevoice.
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The Office International des Epizooties (OIE) recommends that the ban on
feeding of ruminant protein to ruminants should be in place for seven years to
classify a countty or region as a minimal-risk area for BSE. This
recommendation is recognized by the World Trade Organization as an
international recommendation for animal disease control. Canada has not had
a ban in place for that length of time. A case of BSE vetified in Canada less
than one year ago and the animal found in the United States with BSE
originated in Canada. We submit that Canada is not 2 minimal-risk country and
therefore bovine animals should not be eligible for import into the United

States.

There are ramors circulating that a feed mill in Alberta has been including
animal protein in ruminant feeds as recently as the past year. We cannot
substantiate that and certainly hope that it is untrue. Butundl we can disprove
or substantiate this rumor we must be careful. We must error on the side of
caution to protect our beef industry, We simply cannot risk exposing our beef

industry to the injury suffered by Canadian beef producers.

We appreciate Canada’s efforts to minimize the risk of BSE. They have done
an exemplary job of identifying , isolating and preventing the spread of this
disease. Still, the discovery of a BSE-infected cow in the United States of
Canadian origin proves that a risk, however small, exists. The devastation the
U.S. livestock market has experienced because of this discovery cannot and
must not be ignored. U.S. producers ate not willing to risk further harm by

allowing the import of Canadian bovine animals.
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We support animal identification from the standpoint of food safety. Being
able to quickly trace where and when an animal may have contracted a disease
and being able to identify other suspect animals quickly will provide a safer,

healthier food supply.

Implementation of an animal identification program must have producer
safeguards to be readily accepted. The program cannot simply be a mechanism
to pass all Lability back to the producer. Once the original owner sells or

relinquishes control of the animal, the owner’s liability must also be removed.

The identification program must not force the costs of implementation,
administration and/or regulation entirely on the producer. The expense of
identification devices, whatever they may be, cannot be borne totally of the
producer, either. Consumers as well as producers benefit from this program

and we must all bear a portion of the costs.

The authors of the proposed Animal Identification Plan left a small window of
opportunity for other types of identification. They mentioned tattoos but
provided no details. We believe tattoos, various types of brands, etc. could be
used by the original owner to identify the animals. Until more is known we
would reserve further comments at this time. However, we are generally

supportive of the concept.

We support Country Of Origin Labeling (COOL). This may not be a food
safety issue in and of itself. But if an infectious outbreak occurs, we will be
able to more readily identify where that product originated. COOL is a

consumer issue and as such will provide broader consumer confidence,
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espectally in conjunction with measures being taken to assure food health and
safety. Once again, I must reiterate that it cannot affect only producers but

packers as well.

We are very appreciative of the USDA-APHIS’s efforts in responding to this
crisis. They have done an exceptional job of reassuring the public that control
measures are in place and working. The agency and the media are to be
commended for projecting a positive attitude and bolstering consumer

confidence in the safety and wholesomeness of our meat supply.

We also want to thank Senator Conrad for arranging this hearing and for his

diligence in this matter.
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Senator Kent Conrad

On behalf of North Dakota’s farm and ranch families, thank you for taking time to gather com-
ments about one of the most important issues of the day. BSE, commonly and unfortunately
known as mad cow discase affects a lot more than North Dakota’s livestock industry. It affects

every consumer in this nation and it affects our export markets.

Not coincidentally, country-of-origin Labeling is quickly gaining new support from across the

nation and more attention from urban media. This is the silver lining that follows the storm.

USDA is at a crossroads today. Is this federal department, originally established by President
Lincoln, to serve the interests of farmers, ranchers and consumers? Or is it to serve the interests

of food processors and retailers?

Here is a great example. When we, as consumers, buy beef products, we want to see the USDA
inspected stamp. We trust this stamp. We trust USDA to monitor the safety and quality of our food
products. Few of us have the benefit of buying all of our food at farmers’ markets. I wonder how
many consumers equate “USDA-inspected” to U.S. grown and processed? I wonder how many
consumers believe that their specific package of hamburger was inspected because it carries a
USDA label?

Please let me clarify. Stamps of “USDA-inspected” or “USDA-graded” do not mean every steak in
your local grocery store’s meat case has been carefully examined by a USDA employee. “USDA-
inspected” does not mean the ground beef used to make a fast food hamburger came from a ranch
in Montana. “USDA-inspected” labels are applied to meat products that are imported from other
countries, to beef products that blend U.S. and imported beef together, and to beef products that
are solely of U.S. origin. How is a consumer to know the difference?

USDA inspectors conduct random spot checks of beef products. Some of you will remember

the late Bill Lehman, a USDA inspector who worked the port of entry at Sweetgrass, Montana.
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Lehman made headlines when he said entire truckloads of beef entered the U.S. with little more
than a cursory inspection. Lehman felt pressured to be less aggressive with inspections due to

rade provisions.

In is own words, Lehman said, “I merely walk to the back of the truck. That’s all I'm allowed to
do. Whether there’s boxed meat or carcasses in the truck, I can’t touch the boxes. I can’t open the
boxes. I can’t walk into the truck. I can only look at what is visible in the back of the trailer. I've
just inspected over 80,000 pounds of meat on two trucks. I just stamped their paperwork ‘USDA

Inspected and Passed’ in 45 seconds.”

Because of World Trade Organization commitments, the U.S. operates under an “equivalency”
arrangement with other nations when it comes to meat. USDA has the power to declare another
nation’s safety standards as equivalent to American standards. Does this mean USDA officials
actually inspect all foreign meat processing and storage facilities? Don’t count on it. On average,
USDA visits a foreign plant once every three to five years. Since 1995, USDA’s Food and Safety
wmspection Service has declared the meat inspection systems of 43 nations to be equivalent to
America’s. That said, of the 37 plants in Mexico authorized to export to the U.S. In 1999, ten were
inspected and five were deemed “unacceptable” by USDA and decertified. The other 27 plants
were not inspected. One has to take the “USDA-inspected” stamp on good faith and little proof.

USDA has blatantly resisted implementing country-of-origin labeling, or COOL for short. COOL
has received solid support from livestock producers and from farm organizations. Consumers
are equally supportive of COOL. Why, then, is USDA and the Bush Administration trying to kill
COOL? Money. Despite the voices of thousands asking for COOL, money talks louder. Meat
packers don’t want consumers to make their buying choices based on where beef really comes
from. Ignorance in a consumer adds up to profits for a meat packer. These meat packers carry a

lot of clout thanks to their profits.

{n recent months, USDA and the Food and Drug Administration have been quick to promote

their detective work in tracking down problems with food products. FDA was able to trace green
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onions contaminated with Hepatitis A to Mexico. FDA’s paper chase was triggered because three
people died and hundreds became sick after eating at a Mexican-style restaurant. It took USDA
more than a few days to discover that the first case of BSE in the U.S. involved a cow imported
from Canada. It seems to me USDA should have welcomed country-of-origin labeling. Imagine
how much quicker and accurately USDA could have put consumers and producers at ease if

COOL were already in place.

Farmers Union members have been tireless champions for country-of-origin labeling. As I see
it, COOL and BSE ought to be discussion topics of equal importance and addressed at the same
time. The livestock futures market took the expected nosedive in the last week of 2003 due to one
cow being diagnosed with BSE. One cow that, ironically, was imported from Canada. It was a

bitter end to what had been a year of economic recovery for U.S. livestock producers.

Last May, a BSE-positive cow was discdvered in Canada. We saw what a single case of BSE did
to Canadian producers. USDA responded by closing the border to live cattle and boxed beef im-
sorts from Canada. Senator, I appreciate your efforts to pressure USDA not to be too eager to re-
open the border. Again, the question that comes to mind is whether USDA is working for interests

of farm and ranch families and consumers, or for meat packers and huge retail grocery stores.

In addition to measures recently initiated by USDA and the Food and Drug Administration, we
believe the following steps are necessary to ensure consumer confidence in the safety of U.S.
beef and beef products as well as to stabilize the domestic and export markets and minimize any

economic damage resulting from this unfortunate incident.

« The U.S. should immediately ban the processing, blending and shipment of meat from any ani-
mal that has been tested for BSE, until the test results are returned. This will help further ensure
that any potentially infected beef products do not enter the marketplace resulting in further losses

of consumer confidence and costly product recalls.

* USDA should suspend its current rule making process which was initiated to establish the regu-
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lations governing the resumption of live cattle imports from Canada. Simple prudence dictates
that the first Canadian BSE incident was not isolated and that a much more concerted effort must
Je put in place to prevent further expansion of the disease into the U.S. production and market

system.

* USDA should rescind its prior rules and regulations governing the importation of beef products
from Canada. Because the full extent of the discase in Canada is now uncertain and it is virtually
impossible to provide an adequate inspection of all Canadian beef export products to ascertain

their safety, this action is necessary.

+ The Bush Administration should rapidly pursue the finalization of reasonable, cost efficient and
workable rules for the implementation of mandatory country-of-origin labeling and seek congres-
sional actions supporting an expedited schedule for its implementation rather than encourage fur-
ther delay as has been the case. Mandatory country-of-origin labeling will help restore any loss
of consumer confidence in our food safety protection system by providing additional information
to our domestic and foreign customers while improving the traceability of products through the

food chain.

Frankly, Senator Conrad, Farmers Union members are frustrated with the U.S. House, which
voted December 8 to delay the implementation of mandatory country-of-origin labeling for two
years. I wonder if lawmakers and USDA have forgotten who their real constituents truly are. We
are hopeful the U.S. Senate takes a more thoughtful approach to COOL when it resumes work on

the omnibus appropriations bill later this month.

» The Bush administration and Congress should support emergency economic assistance for pro-
ducers who suffer economic and market losses as a result of the BSE incident. Without a commit-
ment of federal assistance, many beef producers and the rural communities which rely upon them

~re likely to suffer irreparable damage as a result of a problem beyond their control.
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* Qur nation’s livestock industry must embrace a mandatory animal identification program that
spans the food chain from producer to consumer. This program is integral to homeland security.
As such, we ought to use the resources of the federal government to assist producers in imple-
menting such an identification program. Clearly, this type of tracking program may be subject
to abuse. Meat packers might try to use the information to further manipulate market prices. We
must restrict access to this data base to ensure it serves the interest of producers and consumers.
Here are a few specific concerns about a mandatory animal identification program.

Liability provisions: Producers should not be made scape-goats for every food-contaminated
recall of products. For example, a cow processed with e-coli in its digestive system does not itself
contaminate the meat. The meat becomes contaminated during processing. Packers and proces-

sers could try to escape liability by stating the owner of the cow is at fault.

Program cost: Considering that the Secretary of Homeland Security has stated the U.S. needs
mandatory animal identification to combat terrorism — along with concerns about animal health
and food safety — it only makes sense that the federal government pay for creating and maintain-

ing the database and compensate producers for costs of implementing animal identification.

Zounty-of-origin labeling: USDA ought to require USDA to use this system to implement coun-
try-of-origin labeling. This would reduce the costs of COOL and would provide one seamless

system.

Use of proprietary information: Any animal identification program should be governed by clear
limits as to how the information may be used, and by whom. This information should not be used
by packers to affect prices paid for livestock, nor should it be given out to telemarketers or made
available to the public. One concept calls for restricting this information to public officials only,
for purposes of tracing animal or health diseases, with the exception that country-of-origin label-

ing follow through to consumers.

Database control: This information must be kept and controlled by the government, and not

subcontracted out to new or established private enterprises.

~armers Union stands ready to provide any assistance to implement these initiatives which we

believe will be useful in restoring our nation’s reputation as a supplier of high-quality products.
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Thank you, Sen. Conrad, for the opportunity to provide you with our comments today. Let me start by thanking
you on behalf of the North Dakota Stockmen’s Association for the factual, positive statements you have made
on behalf of the beef industry about the Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) situation over the last
couple of weeks. It appears that this situation is beginning to stabilize, as is usually the case when calm thinking
prevails. The BSE issue does present some problems that need to be addressed. With your permission, I would
like to touch on them before I discuss our budgetary concerns, as they would require government action:

Industry Issues

1. Itis our belief that the expanded limits on cattle-futures contracts need to be removed. The expanded limits
resulted in a knee-jerk reaction that cost cattle producers about 20 percent in equity in five days. If the original
$1.50 limit had been maintained, it would have taken 10 days of limit-down to reach the same level. In this
case, the amount of information gathered in those five extra days would have done alot to alleviate concerns in
the market. We feel that government involvement may be needed to accomplish the removal of the expanded
limits.

2. On the issue of trade, the NDSA would like to see that any proposed free (fair) trade agreements are delayed
and that the government and the livestock industry aggressively pursue resumption of trade with our
international customers. The NDSA also seeks to delay any implementation of live-cattle imports from Canada.
In regard to BSE specifically, the NDSA feels that USDA-APHIS should take a pro-active stance by requiring
any country that wants to trade with the United States to have in place a similar feed ban and BSE surveillance
program.

3. Country-of-origin labeling (COOLY} appears to be the major sticking point in the passage of the Omnibus
Appropriations Package. As we discussed earlier, our members support COOL. At the same time, they realize
that COOL needs to be implemented in the least-cost manner for producers. When we visited last, we proposed
that one of the ways to implement COOL at a very low cost — or whatever the cost is to do a rule interpretation
change — is to remove cattle from the J-list and change the interpretation of beef’s “final purchaser” as the retail
customer, rather than the importer. We have concerns about how the existing law will be implemented.

Budgetary Issues
In regard to budgetary issues, the NDSA would like to address three items that deal with food safety and
agricultural programs. For decades, North Dakota has produced leaders — people in the forefront with ideas that
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have advanced our industry. As you’ll see, there are projects in the development stage that, if properly funded,
could accelerate the results that are needed not only in this country but across the world.

1. We urge that funding be provided to USDA for research to find a reliable test for BSE that can be conducted
without having to destroy the animals. We would also like funding to be provided to do genetic research to
determine if there are cattle that are genctically resistant to the disease, much like there are sheep that are
resistant to scrapie. The Beef Systems Centers of Excellence is a project underway here in the state that, if
properly funded, would go a long way toward developing economic opportunities in North Dakota and would
also be able to do research to address some industry priorities, such as alternative rendering procedures, other
food safety issues, like E. coli, and new product development. We recommend consulting with Dr. Ken Odde,
North Dakota State University Animal and Range Science Department chairman, about what level of funding
the Beef Systems Center of Excellence needs to get off the ground and to get working on these important issues.

2. The NDSA feels that the National Animal Identification Program needs to be implemented as soon as
possible and, since it is a government-mandated program, the government should provide the majority of the
funding. The proposed budget of the draft ID plan calls for $70 million in the second year of the program.
However, if implementation of this program is to be accelerated, $100 million will be needed to be implemented
properly. The NDSA had the foresight three years ago to see the benefits of this program and supported
legislation that was passed addressing animal identification. Pilot projects need to be instituted for the National
Animal Identification Program to work out problems with the program on a small scale before it is mandated on
a national level and fixing problems is much more difficult. North Dakota is in the position to run a pifot
project. Because producers will bear some of the cost of the ID program and because the technology it employs
is capable of managing multiple databases, we recommend that duplicate government-mandated programs be
eliminated. Examples might be the brucellosis and back-tag programs and health certificates for interstate
movement. Cattlemen are willing to share information to keep the U.S. and world food supply the safest around
the globe, but are concerned about keeping their business records confidential. We urge that safeguards be put in
place to protect the integrity of their records.

3. Finally, the NDSA is wary about the Senate reopening the Omnibus Appropriations Bill for fear of losing
drought provisions and funding for food safety and rural development programs. Most of North Dakota went
into this winter in‘a very seriously dry condition. If the drought continues into next spring and summer,
producers will need help to feed their livestock, and the necessary funding needs to be available in a timely
manner to do the most good.

In closing, thank you again for giving us this opportunity to provide comments today. If the NDSA can be of
any help in the future, please contact us.
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Good Moming Senator Conrad. [ am Larry Schuler, the state veterinarian in North Dakota Tam
very pleased to be with you today to discuss the recent case of Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (BSE) in the United States and issues related to prevention of new cases and
further protection of the animal and public health of this country.

Safety of US Beef

We would like to begin our comments by saying that we believe that the US beef supply is safe.
There is very little risk to the beef consuming public. The firewalls that the United States has
erected in the past are very effective and the 2001 Harvard University Center for Risk
Assessment report says:

Only a small amount of potentially dangerous tissues would reach the human food

supply and be available for possible human consumption. We express the amount of
infectivity in terms of cattle oral ID50s for the purpose of quantifying both animal and
human exposure to this agent. A cattle oral ID50 is the amount of infectious tissue that
would, on average, cause 50% of exposed cattle to develop BSE. The relationship
between human exposure quantified in terms of cattle oral ID50s and likelihood of human
disease is unknown, but European authorities suggest that the cattle disease may be 10 to
100,000 times less virulent in humans (SSC, 1999, SSC, 2000a). In the entire 20 year



53

period following the import of ten BSE-infected cattle, the mean estimate for the amount
of infectivity potentially available for human exposure is 35 cattle oral ID50s. The
greatest sources of infectivity include consumption of cattle brain, spinal cord, and meat
derived from advanced meat recovery systems. Some potential exposure would result
from the presence of spinal cord in certain bone-in cuts of beef, like T-bone steaks, and
consumption of cattle intestines. Potential human exposure resulting from spontaneous
disease or cross-species transmission of scrapie are predicted to be less than 100 cattle
oral ID50s over 20 years.

Even in an extreme case, which we characterize using the 95th percentile of the output
distribution from the simulation, the import of ten animals leads to only 11 new cases of
BSE over twenty years. The 95th percentile value for potential human exposure is 170
cattle oral ID50s over 20 years, approximately five times the mean value. These
predictions can be compared with the experience in the United Kingdom, where it is
estimated that there were nearly one million infected animals and it is likely millions of
cattle oral ID50s available for potential human exposure.

In layman’s terms, the 2001 Harvard University Center for Risk Assessment report says that if
BSE was imported into the United States, the existing control measures would eliminate the
disease within 20 years and that during this time human exposure would be extremely small.

We can use the United Kingdom as an example of how BSE behaves as a zoonotic disease in a
population. Historically, BSE has had the greatest impact on the animal and livestock
populations of that country. At the peak of the BSE epidemic, the UK was reporting
approximately 1000 cases of BSE in cattle per week. At the beginning of the outbreak there were
no control measures to prevent the introduction of the BSE agent into the human food supply.
However, to date, there have been only 139 cases of variant Creutzfeld Jakob Disease (vCID)
reported in that country. The human exposure in the United States would be exponentially
smaller than it was in the UK with the controls measures that are currently in place.

Reaction to USDA Response

We support the steps that USDA has taken to date to respond to the case of BSE in the United
States. A diagnosis was made quickly and a rapid response is being mounted. USDA, with the
cooperation of the State of Washington, has done what is necessary to control the disease and to
prevent the movement of animals out of affected herds.

We support the additional safeguards announced on December 30, 2003 by Agriculture Secretary
Ann M. Veneman to bolster the U.S. protection systems against BSE and further protect public
health. Specifically, USDA announced the following actions:

Downer Animals. Effectively immediately, USDA will ban all downer cattle from the
human food chain. USDA will continue its BSE surveillance program.

Product Holding. USDA Food Safety and Inspection Service inspectors will no longer
mark cattle tested for BSE as “inspected and passed” until confirmation is received that



54

the animals have, in fact, tested negative for BSE. This new policy will be in the form of
an interpretive rule that will be published in the Federal Register.

Specified Risk Material. Effective immediately upon publication in the Federal

Register, USDA will enhance its regulations by declaring as specified risk materials
skull, brain, trigeminal ganglia, eyes, vertebral column, spinal cord and dorsal root
ganglia of cattle over 30 months of age and the small intestine of cattle of all ages,

thus prohibiting their use in the human food supply. Tonsils from all cattle are already
considered inedible and therefore do not enter the food supply. These enhancements are
consistent with the actions taken by Canada after the discovery of BSE in May.

In an interim final rule, FSIS will require federally inspected establishments that
slaughter cattle to develop, implement, and maintain procedures to remove,

segregate, and dispose of these specified risk materials so that they cannot enter the food
chain. Plants must also make that information readily available for review by FSIS
inspection personnel. FSIS has also developed procedures for verifying the approximate
age of cattle that are slaughtered in official establishments. State inspected plants must
have equivalent procedures in place.

Advanced Meat Recovery. AMR is an industrial technology that removes muscle tissue
from the bone of beef carcasses under high pressure without incorporating bone material.
AMR product can be labeled as “meat.” FSIS has previously had regulations in place that
prohibit spinal cord from being included in products labeled as “meat.” The regulation,
effective upon publication in the Federal Register, expands that prohibition to include
dorsal root ganglia, clusters of nerve cells connected to the spinal cord along the vertebrae
column, in addition to spinal cord tissue. Like spinal cord, the dorsal root ganglia may
also contain BSE infectivity if the animal is infected. In addition, because the vertebral
column and skull in cattle 30 months and older will be considered inedible, it cannot be
used for AMR.

Air-Injection Stunning. To ensure that portions of the brain are not dislocated into the
tissues of the carcass as a consequence of humanely stunning cattle during the
slaughter process, FSIS is issuing a regulation to ban the practice of air-injection
stunning.

Mechanically Separated Meat. USDA will prohibit use of mechanically separated meat in
human food.

We are concerned that perhaps some of these steps do not go far enough, and we will address
those issues later.

We (i.e. state officials) feel that we have been “left out of the loop” with regards to information
regarding the BSE case and the subsequent investigation. Our first knowledge of the BSE case in
Washington was when we heard it on CNN. We have subsequently received virtually all of our
information from the Technical Briefings that USDA provides for the news media. This leaves
state officials at a disadvantage when it comes to dealing with local concerns and questions.
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USDA has for a long time spoken to state officials as partners. Many times in this situation,
however, we have felt more like spectators than partners.

Priority Issues

Consumer Safety

First and foremost, consumer safety is the primary priority issue that needs to be addressed. As 1
said earlier, we believe that the US beef supply is safe and that exposure to the beef consuming
public is almost zero. However, USDA and its partners need to review the entire beef production

system and take the steps necessary to close loopholes that could possibly result in human or
animal exposure.

Reestablish Export Markets

Secondly, reestablishment of international trade of US beef should also be a high priority for
USDA. Export sale of beef makes up 9 percent of the beef industry sales. The loss of these
markets has resulted in a substantial drop in livestock values. The industry can withstand short
term market droops, but long terms price drops will be devastating to the industry. This loss will
make the difference in the survival of many cattle producers, who prior to this BSE case were
anticipating and needed record prices for their animals.

We believe that USDA should respond to the BSE case in Washington in much the same way
that Canada responded to their BSE case in a British imported animal in 1993. Basically, the
herd in which the infected animal was found should be depopulated and tested for BSE. All
animals that are traced out of this herd and all animals that are in the group of 81 other animals
that were imported with the infected animal should also be depopulated and tested. Congress
should provide the funding necessary to provide for the depopulation, testing and indemnity of
the owners. We estimate this may cost $7-10 million, which is a small price to pay for a lost
export market in excess of $2.8 billion.

Additionally, we believe that a traceback of Canadian animals imported into the United States
should be done. There are an estimated 300,000-400,000 breeding animals in the US that were
imported from Canada. This appears to be an insurmountable task. However, we propose that
the traceback should be focused on potential cohorts of the two affected Canadian animals that
have been identified in the last year. The traceback should focus on cattle over 5 years of age
from the provinces of Saskatchewan or Alberta. This would dramatically reduce the number of
animals that would need to be found and tested. We are currently reviewing health certificates in
the state veterinarian’s office to determine the number of animals that meet these criteria in North
Dakota. Nevertheless, it will be a major task and would take additional resources.

We also believe that the US shouid set importation standards that are at least equal to
international standards for importation of animals. The recently proposed rule regarding BSE
Minimal Risk Regions concems us because the rule would establish a standard for importation
that is less stringent than international standards. Office of International Epizootics (OIE) has
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standards for regions to qualify as minimal risk regions in countries where BSE was identified
less than 7 years ago. However, a reading of the OIE Standards reveals that, when applied to the
present case, Canada fails to meet those standards.

This is where the proposed rule was more lenient than OIE standards. The OIE standard requires
that, in countries where BSE was identified less than 7 years ago, there be a feed ban in place for
8 years. Canada’s feed ban went into effect in 1997. Therefore, the Canadian feed ban went into
effect approximately 6 Y years ago.

The OIE standard for a Minimal Risk BSE country or zone is quoted below:

b) the last indigenous case of BSE has been reported less than 7 years ago,
and the BSE incidence rate, calculated on the basis of indigenous cases,
has been less than one case per million during each of the last four
consecutive 12-month periods within the cattle population over 24 months
of age in the country or zone (Note: For countries with a population of
less than one million adult catile, the maximum allowed incidence should
be expressed in cattle-years.), and:
i) the ban on feeding ruminants with meat-and-bone meal and greaves
derived from ruminants has been effectively enforced for at least 8 years;

The possibility of reestablishing our beef export markets is very slim when our importation
standards are lower than international standards. We have seen the responses of our major
trading partners to the single Canadian BSE case and the single US case that was imported from
Canada. We are concerned that their animal health officials will mdintain the ban unless we
remain at least equal to international standards.

We are also concerned about the request made by the US to OIE to lower the international
standard for an effective feed ban to 5 years. This creates a great deal of concern because of the
possibility that residual ruminant protein feed was fed in some countries for several years after
the feed ban went into effect. Asking the OIE to lower their standards for trade purposes should
not be our intent. The goal of international standards should be to prevent prion transmission
among regions while allowing trade with as little risk as possible.

Another issue with regards to the reestablishment of trade is the ruminant feed ban and potential
loopholes in it. The European Union has a Scientific Steering Committee that conducts an
assessment of Geographic BSE Risk (GBR). Nations or regions are classified according to the
risk level that exists based on risk factors for having BSE. Currently, both the US and Canada
are classified as GBR Level II (i.e. unlikely to have BSE, but can not exclude from the potential
to have BSE). Based on the formula that the Scientific Steering Committee has set up, Canada
will go to a GBR Level III (i.e. likely to have BSE, but not confirmed, or present at a lower
level). Based on the number of Canadian imports of live cattle and feed, the US will also go to a
GBR Level III. The key to regaining our Level II status will be to establish regulations that break
the transmission cycle. The primary means of transmission is through the feeding of ruminant
products back to ruminants. Therefore, eliminating ruminant protein from ruminant feed
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becomes central to lowering our risk status. There are several actions that should be taken with
regards to the ruminant feed ban.

1. As aresult of Secretary Veneman’s announcement of steps to bolster the US
protection system, Specified Risk Materials (SRM) are now required to be
removed from cattle over 30 months of age that are slaughtered. Currently, SRM
will be allowed to be rendered. We believe these materials should not be allowed
to be rendered. Very few rendering plants have dedicated lines for rendering of
ruminant products so the potential for cross contamination exists.

2. Poultry litter should not be allowed to be fed to ruminants. Ruminant protein can
legally be fed to poultry, and there is a certain amount of spilled feed contained in
poultry litter. This leads to exposure of cattle to ruminant protein through the
litter as it is fed.

3. Standards for maximum protein levels in tallow should be set. Beef tallow
contains a small amount of protein, and the United States does not have
specifications as to maximum allowable levels of protein in tallow intended for
cattle feed.

4. FDA must expand feed ban compliance inspections. This should be
accomplished with the assistance and cooperation of the state animal health
official.

5. Border inspections need to be strengthened to prevent the importation of feeds or
feed ingredients not complying with the feed ban rule.

6. Other current exclusions from the feed ban also deserve further scientific review.
There is considerable debate concerning blood products and plate waste in
ruminant feed.

BSE Surveillance

Surveillance for BSE in the United States will have to increase to meet the requirements of our
trading partners. We need to consider adopting even more stringent standards with regards to
those countries which impose higher, more restrictive surveillance standards on their own
domestic industries.

The removal of “downer” animals from slaughter channels has eliminated a source of samples
for BSE surveillance. Other creative strategies need to be developed to obtain an adequate and
statistically significant number of samples from high risk animals.

Currently, the United States is using immunohistochemistry (IHC) as the standard test for BSE in
this country. IHC is costly and time consuming. We urge the use of quicker tests for
surveillance purposes. Positive quick tests could then be confirmed with [HC. The approximate
cost of doing quick tests (Biorad®, for example) is $15 per test. We would request funding from
Congress to support the level of testing that is necessary to satisfy our trading partners and the
US consumer.
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United States Animal Identification Plan (USAIP)

The USAIP will provide the United States with a system capable of tracing an animal, or group
of animals, back to the herd that is the most logical source of a disease of concern as well as
tracing potentially exposed animals that were moved out from the subject premises. The long-
term goal is to provide information within 48-hours on all animals that came in contact with the
subject animal at each premises. Such capability is dependent on how comprehensive the system
infrastructure developed to collect and record the movements of animals is.

The USAIP is needed to maintain the economic viability of American animal agriculture. This
national plan will enhance disease preparedness by rapidly identifying animals exposed to
disease permitting rapid detection, containment, and elimination of disease threats. This is
essential to preserving the domestic and international marketability of our nation’s animals and
animal products. The USAIP will uphold the nation’s reputation for having a safe food supply
and will promote continued confidence in livestock products.

The USAIP has evolved since 2002 when industry leaders developed the National Food Animal
Identification Plan. The USAIP resulted from further advancement of the Work Plan through the
efforts of the 2003 National Animal Identification Development Team (NIDT). Established by
USDA/APHIS/VS at the request of the United States Animal Health Association, the team is
composed of approximately 100 animal and livestock industry professionals representing over 70
associations, organizations, and government agencies.

The USAIP defines the standards and framework for implementing and maintaining a national
animal identification system for the United States, and includes a premises numbering system, an
individual and group/lot animal number system and standards for radio frequency technology
used for animal identification.

Confidentiality of the data remains the producer’s greatest concern under this system, and USDA
and state officials are exploring appropriate solutions.

Animals entering the United States from other countries should be subject to the same
identification procedures as animals already in this country. The Canadian identification program
is compatible with the USAIP. The identification devices that are on animals entering the United
States should remain on the animals as official devices and not be removed.

The primary source for current information is located at www.usaip.info. This is an interactive
website that provides details on the development of the plan as well as specific information
directed at the segments of the livestock industry involved in the identification effort.

While preliminary projections for financial requirements have been made, it must be recognized
that the plan is still being developed. Initial start-up costs will be different than the costs of a
fully operational system in all 50 states and will be directly related to the extent in which animal
movements are recorded.

The 2003 draft USAIP was presented at the United States Animal Health Association (USAHA)
meeting in October 2003. A resolution (attached) at USAHA accepted the plan as a work in
progress and encouraged its further refinement and implementation.
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The USAIP Draft Document (attached) contains a projected budget (pages 47-48) for the USAIP.
Initial first year start up costs are estimated to be $20 million. The following years have higher
costs because more identification devices are applied to animals during those years., We urge
Congress to fully fund the USAIP during the startup years and to continue to fund the
Identification Program at a maintenance level following that.

Livestock producers are certainly willing to bear a portion of the cost. They believe that the bulk
of the cost should be the responsibility of the USDA since these identification devices will
replace other ID that is currently being provided by USDA and the nature of the devices will
streamline many of USDA’s animal health programs and recordkeeping systems.

Maintenance of Identification

Living in a border state has made it is clear to us that animals “leak” out of the trade channels for
which they were imported. It is not uncommon to find slaughter animals outside of slaughter
channels and feeder animals outside of feeder channels. As a matter of fact, it is not uncommon
for identification tags to be removed from feeder cattle prior to resale to improve the market
value of the animals. There are currently no restrictions on the removal of identification tags
from animals after they are imported into the US.

We believe that it is imperative that regulations be developed that prohibit the removal of official
identification from animals. USDA must enact interim emergency regulations prohibiting
removal of any official ID from cattle imported from a foreign country. A meaningful penalty
must be associated with removal of identification in order to achieve compliance.

Country of Origin Labeling (COOL)

Country of Origin Labeling should be considered with regards to protecting consumer confidence
in the US. COOL would provide consumers with at least the opportunity to select meat from
countries which they perceive as safe. We strongly recommend that COOL be fully implemented
in the US so consumers would have more specific knowledge as to the origin of their beef. In the
event of another BSE case, consumers would then be able to differentiate product in the
marketplace and may feel more confident in their beef purchases. This would arguably lead to a
smaller decrease in expected demand for beef, which should serve to decrease the negative price
impacts which would certainly follow the discovery of another BSE case.

Laboratory Capacity

With increased surveillance there will also be a need for more laboratory capacity to meet the
needs of a BSE surveillance system. We urge Congress to provide adequate funding to build the
laboratory infrastructure that is necessary to meet the demands of increased surveillance.

Along those lines, we urge completion of the USDA APHIS-ARS Master Plan for a new facility
in Ames, lowa, to meet BSE surveillance activity needs as well as urgent national needs for
research, diagnosis, and product testing related to animal health. The proposed facility will
replace outdated and inefficient facilities currently used by the APHIS National Veterinary
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Services Laboratories (NVSL), the APHIS Center for Veterinary Biologics (CVB), and the ARS
National Animal Disease Center (NADC).

The new facility will address new national and international standards for biocontainment,
animal handling, personnel safety and health, quality assurance, and environmental protection. It
will consolidate facilities currently dispersed in Ames, thereby increasing efficiency and
collaboration, and increase high security laboratory and animal capacity. The new facility will
help safeguard the $100 billion livestock, poultry, and companion animal industries, as well as
protect against human health threats such as foodbome illness and zoonotic disease.

BSE Prevention through Importation of Live Animals— Reactive vs. Proactive

There is a major disparity in USDA’s approach to the prevention of the introduction of a disease
into the US between BSE and other foreign animal diseases. .With most foreign animal diseases,
USDA is proactive (i.e. We do not allow the importation of animals from a country until
adequate surveillance has been done to prove that the disease is not present within that country.).
In the case of BSE, USDA is reactive (i.e. the US will trade with a country until a case of BSE is
identified.). This is very disconcerting when you consider the long incubation period of BSE and
that BSE is a public health issue as well as an animal health issue.

We believe that this places the US at risk of importing BSE since USDA is reacting after the fact
to BSE cases reported in the various countries that trade with the US. We urge USDA to clearly
define proactive standards for trade with regards to BSE.

Advanced Meat Recovery (AMR)
Advance Meat Recovery (AMR) systems are notorious for containing nervous tissue derived
from the dorsal root ganglia (a specified risk material) in the final product. In the worst case

scenario of the Harvard Risk Assessment, approximately one-half of the infectious doses (ID 50)
to which humans would be exposed would be derived from AMR products.

We strongly urge the prohibition of AMR systems when slaughtering animals or, at least,
extensive testing should be required for determining the presence of nerve tissue in the AMR
meats.

MASDA and NASDA Resolution

In July 2003, the Midwestern Association of State Departments of Agriculture (MASDA)
approved a resolution concerning BSE. We helped draft and fully support that resolution, which
is attached.

The MASDA resolution was forwarded to the National Association of State Departments of
Agriculture (NASDA) and was adopted with minor changes (attached).

Conclusion

Senator Conrad, thank you for the opportunity to provide this information.
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We urge aggressive activity by USDA to reestablish our beef export markets.

We urge the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to reevaluate the ruminant feed ban and ask
them to set science based standards for protein levels in tallow.

As I alluded to earlier, the 2001 Harvard University Center for Risk Assessment report concluded
that "measures taken by the U.S. government and industry make the U.S. robust against the
spread of BSE to animals or humans should it be introduced in this country." However, with the
finding of a case in the US, a reevaluation of the BSE prevention strategies is in order and steps
should be taken to further assure that all responsible measures have been taken to assure the
protection of the animal and public health of this country. Thank you
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Protecting American animal agriculture by safeguarding animal health is vital to the wellbeing of
all U. S. citizens. It promotes human health; provides wholesome, reliable, and secure food
resources; mitigates national economic threats; and enhances a sustainable environment.
Essential to achieving this goal is an efficient and effective animal identification program.

Building upon previously established and successful animal health and animal identification
programs involving many animal industries, an industry-state-federal partnership, aided by the
National Institute for Animat Agriculture (NIAA), was formed in 2002 to more uniformly
coordinate a national animal identification plan. This resulting plan, requested by the United
States Animal Health Association (USAHA) and facilitated by USDA’s Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS), was formulated in 2003 for presentation at the October, 2003
annual meeting of the USAHA. More than 100 animal industry and state-federal government
professionals representing more than 70 allied associations/organizations collectively assessed
and suggested workable improvements to the plan to meet future U. S. animal identification
needs.

Fundamental to controlling any disease threat, foreign or domestic, to the nation’s animal
resources is to have a system that can identify individual animals or groups, the premises where
they are located, and the date of entry to that premises. Further, in order to achieve optimal
success in controfling or eradicating an animal health threat, the ability to retrieve that
information within 48 hours of confirmation of a disease outbreak and to implement intervention
strategies is necessary. The USAIP is focused on utilizing state-of-the-art national and
international standards with the best available and practical technologies. it is dynamic and
flexible, and will incorporate new and proven technologies as they become available. States’
needs in implementing animal identification will receive priority within the uniformity provided by
federal oversight.

The USAIP currently supports the following species and/or industries: bison, beef cattle, dairy
cattle, swine, sheep, goats, camelids (alpacas and llamas), horses, cervids (deer and elk),
pouitry (eight species including game birds), and aquaculture (eleven species). Impiementation
will be in three phases: Phase | involves premises identification; Phase Il involves individual or
group/lot identification for interstate and intrastate commerce; and Phase lll involves retrofitting
remaining processing plants and markets and other industry segments with appropriate
technology that will enhance our ability to track animals throughout the livestock marketing
chain to protect and improve the health of the national herd. Initial implementation will focus on
the cattle, swine, and small ruminant industries. In transition, the USAIP recommends that:

= all states have a premises identification system in place by July, 2004; unique,
individual or group/lot numbers be available for issuance by February, 2005;

« all cattle, swine, and small ruminants possess individual or group/iot identification for
interstate movement by July, 2005;

« all animals of the remaining species/industries identified above be in similar
compliance by July, 2006.

These standards will apply to all animals within the represented industries regardless of their
intended use as seedstock, commercial, pets or other personal uses.
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it is well acknowledged that costs associated with the USAIP will be substantial and that a
public/private funding plan is justified. Significant state and federal costs will be incurred in
overseeing, maintaining, updating, and improving necessary infrastructure. Continued efforts
will be required to seek federal and state financial support for this integral component of
safeguarding animal health in protecting American animal agricuiture.

INTRODUCTION

The United States Animal Identification Plan defines the standards and framework for
implementing a phased-in national animal identification system.

Goal

To achieve a traceback system that can identify all animals and premises potentially exposed to
an animal with a Foreign Animal Disease (FAD) within 48 hours after discovery.

Achieving this goal will enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of current animal* health
regulatory programs.

* This Plan currently includes ail domestic cattle, bison, swine, sheep, goats, cervids (deer and elk),
equine, poultry, game birds, aquaculture, camelids (llamas, alpacas, etc.), ratites (ostriches, emus,
etc.).

The Need for Animal ldentification

Maintaining the healith and economic viability of US animal agriculture is critical to the
industry and to the safety of the U.S. food supply, and, therefore, is the focus of the National
Identification Plan. Establishing the requirements for animal identification that provide the
necessary infrastructure to monitor animal diseases, to support their control or eradication, and
to establish an adequate emergency management response system provides the foundation of
the “system” for the national program.

Maintaining the health of the U.S. animal herd is the most urgent issue for the industry and is
the focus of the plan. The benefits of a national animal identification system include:

+ Enhanced disease control and eradication capabilities for rapid containment of foreign
animal disease outbreaks and enhanced ability to respond to biosecurity. threats.

e Enables the industry to meet the demands of domestic and international consumers for
source-verified products. This ability enables producers to maintain and build market
access.

« Mitigation of threats to biosecurity of the food supply, either intentional or unintentional.
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OVERVIEW OF US ANIMAL IDENTIFICATION PLAN

Brief History

While the history of efforts to develop a national animal! identification plan dates back over three
decades, most recently the National Institute for Animal Agriculture (NIAA) created and
coordinated the efforts of the National Identification Task Force in 2002. More than 70 national
livestock industry organizations were invited to participate on the Task Force.

This Task Force developed the National Identification Work Plan (NIWP). This document was
presented and accepted by the United States Animal Health Association (USAHA) in October,
2002 as a guideline to establish a national animal identification system to enhance animal
disease monitoring, surveillance, controt and eradication in the U.S. USAHA passed a
resolution requesting USDA/APHIS to establish a National Animal Identification Development
Team that would use the NIWP as a guideline to establish a national plan. The US Animal
Identification Plan reflects the work of this D Development Team.

The USAIP Development Team

To formalize the industry-state-federal partnership, the USAIP Development Team was named
in the Spring of 2003. The Team is composed of a Steering Committee and five
subcommittees, including: Communications, Governance, Information Technology, Standards
and Transition. The ID Team roster is listed in Appendix F.

Time Table - 2003

The Steering Committee and Subcommittees initiated the discussion to advance the 2002
National Identification Plan in early 2003. The following are specific target dates to achieve
presentation of the USAIP at the October 2003 USAHA meeting.

» September 2: USAIP Preliminary Draft distributed to Development Team and
Animal Health Official Steering Committee

= September 10 - 11: Development Team revises draft document (KC meeting)

= September 29: US Animal Identification Plan distributed electronically (email and
posted on website)

« October 1: US Animal Identification Pian distributed to Development Team and
Animal Health Officials via mail

= October 14: USAIP Report to USAHA Livestock Identification Committee
The National Institute for Animal Agriculture (NIAA) plans to host an ID INFO Expo 2004 the first

part of 2004. This venue will provide the opportunity for stakeholders to have extensive
discussions on the USAIP.
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II. COMMUNICATIONS

The U.S. Animal Identification Plan {USAIP) must be well-communicated with parties invoived in
the production and marketing of food animals and livestock. The communication plan will create
awareness and understanding of:

The need for identification

The value of premises and animal identification to industry stakeholders

The short and long term plans of the industry to establish a national ID system
The basic components of a national ID system and the importance of each
(Premises D, Individual 1D, Lot ID, ID Devices, etc.)

+ Stakeholder requirements

The goal of the communication plan is to prepare and implement a strategy to inform and
educate stakeholders on the USAIP and develop needed resources and delivery systems to
ensure industry understanding and support.

il. A. Communication Objectives

1. Facilitate information flow among the USAIP development team subcommittees in order
to ensure efficient and effective communication.

2. Identify industry segments and stakeholders responsible for making a national
identification system successful.

3. Develop communications delivery systems to promote timely, user-friendly formats for
stakeholders to access information in the USAIP involving:

a. Periodic news releases communicating progress of plan development and
significant events concerning animal identification.

b. A public Internet Website to provide updated information with the address of
www.usaip.info.

c. Provision of a “communications coordinator” to ensure that communication
systems are as effective and functional as possible.

4. Develop “template” communications tools for various stakeholder segments of the
industry. These templates will be species and segment directed and may consist of fact
sheets, brochures, videos, CDs, or other media based on the audience being reached.

5. Develop and train “outreach teams” to take the messages of the USAIP to the

stakeholders in the industry. These teams will consist of key individuals and groups
most appropriate to deliver information and training to stakeholder groups.
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lIl. STANDARDS

To achieve the “48-hour” traceback objective, the movement of individual animals, or “units of
animals”, must be recorded. Reporting this information to a central database or creating a
seamlessly linked local database infrastructure could enhance traceback. Animal agriculture
has demonstrated its willingness to adopt the necessary identification system for each species
in order to protect the health of the national herd. Industry and government are committed to
resolving issues regarding confidentiality and security to protect and improve the health of the
national herd. Standards for certain data elements are essential for a successful information
system in which data is shared among states and the federal government, as well as being
provided or linked through certified commercial service providers. The key data elements
requiring standards include:

A uniform premises identification system

A uniform, nationally recognizable numbering system for individual animal identification
A uniform, nationally recognizable numbering system for a group or lot of animals

A uniform numbering system for Non-producer Participants

Additionally, standards are required for identification devices to ensure minimum performance
standards are achieved as well as standards associated with the integration of automated data
collection systems. Such standards include:

« Visual identification methods and devices for officiail use in livestock
« Electronic identification methods and devices for official use in livestock

iILA. Premises Identification

The USAIP 48-hour traceback objective requires that the information system records an
animal’s or unit of animals’ origin and its movement to other locations for its entire life. Such
locations are referred to as “premises”. ldentifying these premises with a single and unique
number is essentiai to trace animals potentially exposed to disease. If more than one premises
number is used for the same location, animals subject to contagious disease can go
undetected. Therefore, the establishment of a unique location identifier is required by the US
Animal ldentification Plan.

lIl.A.1. Definition of a premises

The diversity of the environments in which we manage livestock makes the definition of such
locations quite complex. For purposes of the USAIP, the following defines a premises:

“ A premises is an identifiable physical location that, in the judgment of the State Animal Health
Official or Area Veterinarian in Charge, and when appropriate in consultation with the affected
producer, represents a unique and describable geographic entity (where activity affecting the heaith
and/or traceability of food producing animals may occur) or represents the producer contact location
when extensive grazing operations exist.”

* A grazing location is a geographic area defined by the producer where his stock resides at some time
during their life and where minimal or no facilities or physical structures exist. This area is not easily
definable and turnover of stock may occur frequently. If in the judgment of State and Federal animal
health officials it does not meet the premises definition it will not be required to have a premises ID
assigned. Animal movements will be recorded and maintained at a central location identified with a
premises ID number and all movements into commerce will be reported from that premises. A geographic
description of grazing locations should be recorded in the state premises system.
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Acknowledgment: This premises definition is a result of the efforts of a Working Group established from the
Standards Subcommittee. The Standards Subcommittee has not had an opportunity to approve this work and it
should not be assumed that this is an accepted standard until the subcommittee has reviewed this recommendation.
At the same time, the Standards Subcommittee acknowledges the expertise of the working group and considers it
important that this proposed definition be made available for comment by a wider audience.

*Note: Consuitation with the State or Federal Animal Health Official is on an as need basis when the localities of the
entity warrant additional consideration to ensure the producer’s needs are addressed. Decisions on whether multiple
premises identification numbers are needed should be based on epidemiologic links and/or the likelihood of disease
transmission between the premises. For instance, if an owner has multiple premises, and animals are frequently
moved among those premises, then one premises number can be used, and all locations should be associated with
that number. However, if a location has animals owned by athers moving in and out, a separate premise number
should be considered.

Uniquely assigned premises numbers to all locations in the livestock and poultry production
chain, including animal production operations, markets, assembly points, exhibitions, processing
plants, etc., will increase the accuracy and efficiency of the identification system. The ability to
link the information to a premises is achieved by a unique premises identification number.

Standard: US Premises Identification Number (revised July 15, 2003)

The National Premises Identification Number provides a unique number across the entire United
States for locations involved in animal agriculture and links that location to the entity that
participates in animal production and/or commerce.

The field specification for the National Premises l|dentification Number is defined below.

US Premises ldentification Number

Comments

Right most character is a check digit'

" See Appendix E for the check digit formula
lil. A. 2. Administration of Premises System

The administration and management of the premises system is the responsibility of each state
department of agriculture (or as established by the appropriate governing body within the state).
They may operate their own system or one developed by a private company, the USDA, or
those established through regional alliances. Regardless, the states, utilizing a certified state
premises system, have the responsibility to identify premises within the geographic area for
which they are responsible. The States will interface or link with the Premises Allocator System,
administered by the USDA, to obtain a nationally unique premises number (see Appendix C.
Premises ldentification Number Allocator).

The following apply to the administration of a premises:

= Premises information shall be kept confidential and only partial data will be
available to authorized officials.

u A location will maintain the same Premises Number when sold intact. A historic
record providing the previous contact information and the dates that information
was associated with the premises must be maintained on the state premises
system.

a Production locations that have multiple species must have one unique Premises
Identification Number.

s Owners with multiple production units and/or holding units will consult with their
State Animal Health Official or Area Veterinarian in Charge to determine if multiple
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premises identification numbers are required. Establishing multipie premises
identification numbers should be based on epidemiologic links and/or the likelihood
of disease transmission among the premises.

m  The owner of the premises, or person designated by the owner of the premises,
must register their location(s) and must keep the required information current.

m The state will electronically update new and revised premises records to the
National Premises Repository as prescribed.

ILA.3. Premises Data Element Standards

The unique premises identification number is the “key” to the National Premises {D Repository
and what allows authorized users to access necessary information, in particular the contact
person of a premises when an animal health official needs to initiate communication when
investigating an animal disease problem. To support traceback functions, communication with
individuals responsible for the premises must be made in a timely manner. While the owner of
the operation is often the appropriate contact person for the premises, the legal ownership of
the premises is not a requirement of the system. Rather, the name of the person on record is
the person who is to be contacted when a traceback is performed. The entity that registers the
premises determines who the appropriate contact person is. Additional information, such as
address, phone, GPS coordinates, etc., provides the ability to establish communication with a
production unit/operation where an animal is or has been located.

Establishing information standards is key for the successful integration of the premises
identification system. The USDA, APHIS, VS is to provide a centralized National Premises
Repository for all premises that each state issues along with the required information for each
premises as defined below. This “master” national premises repository provides for the
immediate lookup access by authorized users to validate any premises in the country. Such
database is designed to be secure, accessible only to authorized users. As well, the database is
to be exempt from FOIA (Freedom of Information Act).

The Nationa! Premises Repository will be a critical component of the electronic Interstate
Certificate of Veterinary Inspection (ICV1) to ensure that animal movements are recorded with
the accurate premises number.

Standard: Data Elements for the National Premises Repository

The following chart defines the fields (data elements) that are required by the National Premises
Repository.

Data Elements - National Premises Repository

etire L ERGS Ehee ‘Character: i
* The contact person should be the person the animal health official is to communicate
with when performing a traceback (as determined by the entity).
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Standard: State/Local Premises Identification Systems

The State Premises system will collect and maintain the information required by the National
Premises Repository. In addition, the states will maintain the historic data for 20 years. This
will provide Animal Health Officials with the proper contact reference when the current contact
person was not associated with the premises during the period being researched in a traceback
situation.

Data Elements - State Premises Database

gl :
- Latitude g : SR
Alternative Phone Numbeérs ** - L FoeEL
* The contact person should be the person the animal health official is to communicate with when
performing a traceback (as determined by the entity).
** Requires facifity to store multiple records.
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Standard: List Codes

Certain fields are predefined for list standards that will allow the data to be selected and stored
consistently. Such list standards are listed below.

List Codes
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Ill. B. US Non-producer Participant Numbers

The USAIP provides for the establishment of Non-producer Participants who have authorized
responsibilities as defined in the Governance section of this report. These participants may
submit information to the designated databases. Data they supply will be associated with their
Non-producer Participant Number so proper controls and integrity measures of the data can be
maintained. The USDA will establish enroliment/application procedures for Non-producer
Participants and will be responsible for the allocation of unique Non-producer Participant
Numbers to such entities/individuals.

Standard: US Non-producer Participant Numbers

The Non-producer Participant Number is a unique 7-character field as presented in the following
chart.

US Non-producer Participant Numbers

§ Comments

USDA will allocate unique numbers to
approved Non-producer Participants

A US Non-producer Participant number needs to must be obtained from USDA/APHIS before
data can be uploaded to the national system. This allows the submitting Non-producer
Participant to be contacted in the event of error in the file they submit.

Iil. C. Animal identification

Two types or levels of animal ID are necessary to support animal disease management
programs: individual animal and “group/lot” identification. Individual animal identification is
needed for tracking animals that are destined to be commingled with animals outside of the
production system in which they were born as they move through the production chain, While
certain traceback functions can be achieved with Premises ID alone it cannot be used to record
an individual animal's movement through multiple marketing and commingling points. {n this
instance, individual animal identification is necessary.

Group/Lat ID can be used in species where groups of animals are assembled from within the
same production system and tracking is achieved through recording of group movements and
the maintenance of required production record elements. In the event animals identified
through Group/Lot ID become commingled with animals outside the production system,
individual animat identification becomes necessary. Groups are defined as static or dynamic
and described in more detail in the Group/Lot section below. The identification number for units
of animals is referred to as “Group/Lot I1D".

{lI.C.1. Individual Animal Numbers

The collective livestock industries agree that a national numbering system is most effective
when individuai ID is required. However, with several “official” numbering systems in use today,
achieving a single national numbering system can only be accomplished through a planned
transition. The standard for the single national numbering system should be:

- Compatible with national numbering systems aiready established in other countries
- Avoid duplication of any existing numbers
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Current numbering systems considered official for the interstate movement of livestock include:

- USDA uniform state series code
- Breed registration numbers
- Premises ID used in combination with a unique herd management iD

Additionally, the American ldentification Number and the RFID code number in ISO compliant
transponders is to be recognized as an official number by an interim rule during a transition
period according to the USAIP (see Section VI.E.2.).

The goal of 48-hour traceback, most likely, will require the use of Radio Frequency Identification
technology to automate the recording of animal movements. ISO 11784 establishes the unique
code of each transponder contained within the 64 bit code as a three digit ISO country code
plus 12 numeric characters.

Standard: US Animal ldentification Numbering System

To support the successful transition and integration of RFID technology, the US Animal
Identification Plan will adopt the ISO code structure as the standard for the country’s national
animal numbering system (same code structure for RFiD codes and visual national numbers).

The US Animal Identification Number (USAIN) will become recognized as an official animal
number as set forth in the Governance section of the USAIP and is defined as:

US Animal Identification Number (USAIN)
: B EExamy ': Comments
840 ;

AR el Num : ' . 123456789012 : Start number > 2,000,000,000
Note: Both fields stored and transferred in numeric format.

Note: The format of the American ldentification Numbering system is similar to the ISO standard for the
RFID code structure, but it does differ. The American Identification Number contains a check digit and its
field character specification is alpha numeric. To avoid confusion with the American Identification
Numbering System and duplication of those existing numbers, the USAIN will start at 2,000,000,000.
Previously allocated American Identffication Numbers, but not assigned to a production unit, may be
recalled so procedures set forth for the administration of USAIN can be applied for those numbers.

Within each species, it is realized that certain management objectives will require individual
identification even if premises ID is adequate for an animal disease program. Genetic
programs, for example, require individual identification. When such ID is required, it is
recommended that the official US Animal Identification Number be used.
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11.C.2. Group/Lot Identification

Group/Lot 1D is used in industries where production practices involve management by groups.
In such cases, there is no traceback advantage to individual identification. Thus, individual
animals will not be identified; instead, groups of animals can be tracked using appropriate group
identifiers and production records. A unique and standardized number will be necessary to
track groups of animals at the nationat level in a central database.

An animal production system can use Group/Lot Identification if the producer is able to
demonstrate to the satisfaction of state animal health officials that, through group identification
and production records, 48-hour traceback can be accomplished to all premises with animals
potentially exposed to disease.

Standard: US Group/l ot Identification Numbering System

Group/Lot ID will consist of the National Premises ID of the location where the group was
established and a six digit numerical number reflecting the date the group was created. This
format will result in a unique number; for example: A2345671003002

US Group/Lot Identification Number

Comments

First 7 characters is the entity’s US
Premises 1D Number

Group/Lot ID is an option for any species in which animals move as a group through the
production chain and when such identification will meet the requirements of 48-hour traceback.
Requirements for Group/Lot ID may vary by species.

H1.C.2.1 Group/Lot ID for Swine
Production Records

In addition to the required fields for Group/Lot ID, production records will be necessary for
utilization of Group/Lot ID. These records must be kept at the local level for two years after
group retirement or “end group”. The production records must meet the necessary requirements
to internally track all group pig movements and those records must be readily available to USDA
if a significant animal health event occurs. The following production information is required to
utilize Group/Lot ID:

¢ Animal additions
- Source G/L ID(s) or source premise(s)
- Date entered
- Number of head
* Removals
- Removal Date
- Removal Type (Sales, Transfers, Death)
» Destination
- G/LID(s)
- Premise(s)
« Inventory reconciliation

United States Animal Identification Plan - DRAFT




76

Protecting American Animal Health

Static Groups

« Static groups are a definable number of animals that are assembled and maintained
for a definable period of time. Animals produced in using all-in/all-out production are
a typical example of a static group.

« Static groups remain intact as a group and may move from premises to premises.

« Live animals leaving static groups can be moved to a dynamic group within the same
production system or o harvest without individual animal I1D.

* Two static groups can be combined to form a new static group if the new group is all-
in/al-out; i.e., the group inventory goes to zero and the group is ended.

Dynamic Groups

« Dynamic groups are premises-based groups that exist for an indeterminate amount of
time and can have animals move in and out. Animals produced in continuous flow
production are a typical example of a dynamic group

« An animal can exist in only one dynamic group in a lifetime without individual ID.

« Live animals leaving dynamic groups can become a static group in the same
production system or moved to harvest without individual iD.

+ In species that have diseases of concern with incubation periods of 30 months or
longer, only the non-breeding animals can exist in dynamic groups.

Commingling Qutside the Production System

« Group identified animals that enter concentration points where commingling with
animals outside a single production system occurs will require individual 1D.

111.C.2.2 Group/Lot ID for Other Species

Specific requirements for other species that utilize Group/Lot iD to record movements will be
established.

H1.D. ldentification Devices

The official identification of an individual animal requires the attachment of a device to the
animal with the appropriate identification number printed on it or electronically encoded in the
chip. Two methods to identify animals are described — visible identification and radio frequency
technology, both utilizing eartag devices to attach the US Animal Identification Number to the
animal. Visible tags with no transponder are referred to as Visible ID Tags and tags with RFID
technology are referred to as RFID Tags.

Note: Other methods of visible identification, i.e. tattoos, are referenced separately.

While most of the parameters or specifications of such devices will be established by the
marketplace, some basic performance standards are necessary. Required visible information
printed will be the official US logo and the complete official number. Optional visible information
is allowed as long as the ability to read the tag is not compromised. The visible state postal
code will not be required on National 1D devices.
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11.D.1 Visible Identification Tags
Basic standards for visible identification devices are listed below.

Standard: Visible ldentification Tags

All Official Identification Tags must meet the following requirements:

Visible Identification Tags

I1.D.2. Radio Frequency ldentification

Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) devices are the most common form of electronic
identification used in animal agriculture today. Other technologies, including bar codes and 2-D
symbology, if used, must have appropriate standards established. Other biometrics that store
measures in digital formats will require standardization as they mature and enter the
marketplace. At this time, the primary area of focus is to foster the adoption of national
standards for the use of RFID devices in animals.

Standard: Radio Frequency Identification of Animais

Radio frequency identification devices used for official animal identification must be ISO
compliant. Various methods of attaching the RFID device to the animal exist, including implants,
boluses, tags (eartags) and tag attachments (cylinder devices that fit over the stem of the male
ear tag when applied to the animal). The most widely used method in animal agricuiture is the
eartag device. The utilization of the eartag method will be used as the standard RFID method
until more experience is gained with the utilization of other methods. Requirements listed above
for visual identification tags apply equally to tags that incorporate RFID technology.

Radio Frequency Identification of Animals
Standard AR [ Comments

The entire code structure is a 64
bit number, of which bits 16-26

are the country code and bits 27-
64 are the animal number

Other forms of attachment may be
considered when experience from
throughout the industry warrants.
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« RFID Tags - Performance and Device Standards

The following chart summarizes the standards and performance requirements for Official
Identification devices that incorporate radio frequency technology. As technology advances,
equipment and device standards will need to be tailored to best meet species-specific needs.

RFID Tags

\Perforn vices;Standards}

= Testing and Auditing RFID Tag Performance

The Oversight Board (or an appointed technical committee) shall be responsible for the
accreditation of tags for use under this program. This accreditation shall be based on species
appropriate evaluation and may include laboratory trials, field trials, and review of existing data,
as appropriate.

The Oversight Board will also approve third party verifiers and testing laboratories.
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= RFID Reader Standards

The Oversight Board (or an appointed technical committee) shall be responsible for the
accreditation of readers for use under this program, particularly as technology changes. This
accreditation shall be based on species appropriate evaluation and may include taboratory
trials, field trials, and review of existing data, as appropriate.

RFID Readers

All RFID transceivers (ear ta jer
*. the application should be watér-and shi

HI.E. Other Identification Methods
(Text pending)

Hl. E. 1. Tattoos

(Text pending)
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IV. Information System

The US Animai Identification Plan requires an information system and infrastructure to support
the 48-hour traceback objective. The overall system must allow for the identification of each
premises, and the recording of the US Animal ldentification Numbers and the US Group/Lot
|dentification Numbers. Additionally, the system must associate the animal ID data to each
premises where the animal or group was located and the specific dates the animal(s) was at the
location(s).

The following flow chart provides an overview of how premises and animal numbers are
allocated and how animal movement/location records are received from various sectors of the
industry. A step-wise explanation follows.

Hlustration'IV.

ises Representative Registers Premiises -
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The primary components of the information system include the Premises and Animal Systems.
IV.A. Premises System

The Premises System includes the Premises Identification Number Allocator {(Premises
Allocator), the State Premises System/Databases (State System) and the National Premises
Repository (Premises Repository).

« Premises Allocator: The national uniqueness of each premises identification number is
achieved through this program that all state (or regional) systems interact with when
administering the assignment of premises numbers. (Appendix C provides a more complete
explanation of the Premises Allocator system.)

= State System: The state premises system (database) provides for the administration of
premises enroliments according to the national requirements. While each state will be
required to adhere to the national standards and requirements, other functionality and data
collection is at the discretion of the state. To avoid confusion/conflicts, the state administers
the enrollment of premises within their geographic area (or boundary of the multiple states
working together).

« National Premises Repository: This premises repository centralizes agreed-to data that
certain Non-producer Participants need access to when performing their roles. For example,
USAIN Managers must interact with the Premises Repository to confirm that a producer has a
valid Premises Identification Number before processing the distribution of official ID tags to
that producer.

The data in the Premises Repository is received from certified state systems (see Section
VL.D.2 for requirements of a certified state system).

The enrollment, or identification process, of a premises is initiated by an individual from the
premises or someone representing the premises (depicted in lllustration IV.1. reference B.) The
following explains various functions of the information system as represented in Hustration [V.1.

Brief Premises System Flow Chart Description

Tilustration IV. 2.

1: The state system premises enrollment
begins by requiring the producer or operator of
an entity to provide the address (or legal
description if no address is available) of the
premises. The state system, through a § National
machine-to-machine interface, passes the B I:;:::;zfy
address to the Premises Allocator. The

Premises Allocator determines if the address is
valid and if the address has previously been
allocated a US Premises Number.

2, When the address is valid and has no
premises ID on record, the Premises Allocator
returns the next available sequential premises i
number to the state system. If a US Premises « Promises
ID Number is on record, the Allocator will R (USDAJAPHIS)
return that premises number. )

The state system completes the
identification/enroliment process of the premises, collecting as a minimum the data elements
required by the Premises Repository.
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3: The state system updates the Premises Repository according to prescribed update
procedures and file format specifications. This includes updates of new and revised premises
records daily and monthly “master” updates. The “master” updates contain ali records from
the State System.

The file format of the upload file from the state system to the Prem Repository is defined in
the file format, “Premises Upload Record Format” (File: Prem 1) in Appendix B.

IV.B. Animal System

The Animal System includes the National Animal Identification Database (ID DB) that
associates the USAIN to a Premises. Other functions include the USAIN Administrator and
USAIN Managers. The USAIN Administrator, a function of USDA/APHIS, will allocate USAINs
to USAIN Managers. USAIN Managers are individuals or firms who are responsible for the
administration of identification tags with the USAINs to a producer’s premises (see Certified
USAIN Managers, Section VLE.).

« National Animal Identification Database: The |D DB is a centralized database that receives
records from both producers and Non-producer Participants, including but not limited to, the
allocation of USAIN to a premises, records of animal sightings, movements, and termination.
Access to the 1D DB is restricted to state and federal animal health officials when information
is required to perform their responsibility for maintaining the health of the US herd.

» USAIN Administrator: The USDA/APHIS will administer the allocation of AlNs to certified
USAIN Managers according to the requirements outlined in the Governance section.

« USAIN Managers: Individuals, organizations/companies, state departments of agriculture,
etc., may be USAIN Managers. Only USAIN Managers certified by the USDA will be
allocated US Animal identification Numbers. USAIN Managers are responsible for the single
assignment (allocation) of AlNs from within their block and reporting the atlocation of AlNs to
a premises by its US Premises Number to the ID DB. A USAIN Manager, in many cases, will
work collectively with various resources (tag manufacturers, tag distributors, etc.) in the
delivery of ID devices to a producer, yet they remain responsible for the completeness and
accuracy of the data.

Brief USAIN Administration and ID Taqg Distribution Flow Chart

A: The USAIN Manager will first apply to the USDA/APHIS for a Non-producer Participant
Number (see Appendix
D).

4: USDA/APHIS allocates

Ilylkustrahon Iv.3.

Participant

US Animal Identification i By Administrator
H Administrator US DAJAPHIS)
Numbers to certified WSDAARHIS)
USAIN Managers (see P ; Natianal
Appendix D). 7o ine , = S Promices

B Producer XN : epository

5: USAIN Managers
access the Premises : o : o e -
Repository to validate if : : : p e e e
the reported premises S : £ abase
number of the producer is BER o 8
correct. If the US
Premises |D Number is
correct, the USAIN

SHFRaD 1)
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Manager provides official identification devices to the producer/premises.

Note: Official Identification devices can only be provided to entities that have a valid premises
identification number.

6: The USAIN Manager reports the USAINSs to the ID DB that were printed or encoded on the
identification devices as the order is processed or the tags are purchased.

7: The |D devices are drop shipped or sold direct to the premises.

The “USAIN/Animal Transaction” file (File: 1D #1) is used to upload the file from the USAIN
Manager to the National Animal ID Database and Is described in Appendix B.

Brief Animal Event/Transaction Record Flow Chart

Records that provide animal location and movements are received from various sectors of the
industry (producers, animal health officials, service providers, markets and slaughter plants).
Such inputs are obtained through the integration of the USAIN/Animal Transaction file (File: ID
#1or#2).

8: Producers can submit records
direct from their farm/ranch to the
1D DB.

of the

9: Animal transaction records are BY ~cocucer
reported from Animal Health K
Officials when conducting
animal/herd testing programs,
completing electronic Interstate
Certificate of Veterinary
Inspection, etc.

d Premises R

Animat
10: Service Providers that offer oot B
herd management services to . :
producers, through proper
agreements with their clients,
submit animal location/movement

data.

11: Records obtained from the
market, in particular ones collected

Report, Ar;imnl L
[ L)

§ Processing
Plants

from the RFID system, are automatically sent to the Nationa! ID DB
12: The record of the animal's termination is submitted by the processing plant.

The interaction of the National ID DB and the State system is represented by reference line 13
in illustration IV.1.
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IV.C. Data Access
IV.C.1. Premises Repository

It is understood that state and federal animal health officials need access to the premises
repository in animal traceback situations. Any other access to the premises repository will be
limited to authorized users who have “look up” capability to validate information necessary to
perform their roles as Non-producer Participants. For example, a key factor in assuring animals
are tracked to the correct location is the accurate recording of the premises {D that the animal is
associated with. An invalid or incorrect premises D that was submitted to the national
repository could delay the 48-hour traceback requirement. Therefore, certain organizations that
are authorized Non-producer Participants will need access to premises information for validation
purposes.

IV.C.2. Interface

The two main interface needs that were identified require that Non-producer Participants need
lookup of single premises ID and certain Non-producer Participants need offline capabilities to
obtain validation on a group of premises 1D in one single batch process. Therefore, the following
interfaces need to be made available:

- Manual access to the premises repository via a secure'web site
- Direct automated secure calls using internet file transmission to the premises repository to
obtain a return file with the requested validation results.

IV.C.3. Functionality

Based on the various data needs, different search capabilities need to exist. Since the
difference in upfront development cost would a minor issue, the plan calls for a system that has
flexibility in mind. The recommendation is to have three levels of access by which premises
data and error validation can be obtained.

= Level 1: Validation of premises 1D

This is a minimum level of access to the premises repository that would allow a user to type
in a premises 1D (could also include the state the premise was issued), or electronically
upload one and retrieve a message indicating the premise ID was found, or not found, or if
the ID itself is incorrect (i.e., incorrect check digit). No information regarding the premises
would be returned. A similar procedure is currently available in Canada for tag distributors.

= Level 2: Obtaining address information on a single premises ID

This secondary level of access to the premises repository would allow a user to enter a
premises D and retrieve the address information for that premise. The same validation
used under user level 1 would aiso take place. For example, this level of access would be
required if a service provider needs to validate that a premise ID for a producer is the correct
one.

= Level 3: Complete search capability

The third level would only be used if a user needs access to the premises repository to
search the repository based on name and address. This level could be restricted by states if
needed. For example, a USDA animal health official would have search access to all
premises information in the repository, while a state health official could only access
premises in his/her state.
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IV.C.4. Security
Recognizing the security and privacy issues, the plan calls for the following requirements:

- Access to the premises repository is based upon logging into the system using a user
name and password.

- Based upon level of access to the premises repository, a user will be assigned one of the
three levels of access described above.

- Based upon level of access to the premises repository, a user will be assigned access to
specific state(s).

- User name and password and level of access are issued and maintained by
USDA/APHIS after the USAIP Non-producer Participant has passed the application
process for having access to the premises repository (see Governance section for
application procedure).

- Secure web site access with various security layers between the web servers and
database to avoid the introduction of viruses, or hackers to access the database.

- No data can be edited in the database via the website (read only to authorized users)

IV.C.5. National Animal Identification Database

it is recognized that approved federal and state animal health officials would need access to the
animal ID database(s) in the case of an animal traceback situation within a state, or across
states. Itis also recognized that approved state officials might only have access to records for
animals that reside within their state. No other individuals will have access to the Animal ID
database(s).

IV.C.6. Security

Recognizing the security and privacy issues, the plan calls for the foliowing requirements which
are similar to requirements for accessing the premises repository:

- Access to the animal ID database is based upon logging into the system using a user
name and password.

- Based upon level of access to the animal 1D database, a user might be assigned access
to animals that reside (or have resided) in a specific state.

- User name and password and leve! of access are issued and maintained by
USDA/APHIS after the USAIP Non-producer Participant has passed the application
process for having access to the animal ID database (see Governance section for
application procedure).

- Secure web site access with various security layers between the web servers and
database to avoid the introduction of viruses, or hackers to access the database.

- No data can be edited in the database via the website (read only to authorized users)

IV.D. Data Validation

As information will be supplied by many USAIP Non-producer Participants to the national
system, it is key that some type of validation is in place to maintain the accuracy of the data at
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the national level. Recognizing that higher levels of accuracy will require a higher cost to
maintain the national system, procedures that catch data errors need to reflect the need for a
high level accuracy, but also minimize the burden of error handling on USAIP Non-producer
Participants who supply data.

Most errors that are found will probably be small in terms of impact on the national system;
therefore, it is recommended that depending on the severity of the error, records will be stored
in the system, their error codes and a field indicating the level of severity of the error will be
stored with the record. The errors would be electronically reported to the USAIP Non-producer
Participant who supplied the data, and basically allow the data supplier on a voluntary basis to
fix the errors and resubmit the corrected data if they elect to do so.

For more severe errors such as using an incorrect allocation of USAIN numbers, or an incorrect
record format, records will also be ioaded into the animal ID database, but would be labeled with
a higher level of error severity and would be excluded from any general data queries. The errors
would be electronically reported to the data supplier, and basically allow the data supplier to fix
the errors and resubmit the corrected data. Depending on the severity of the errors, the
organization might need to be directly contacted. These error rules will be posted on the Web
site and be available for each organization that will be sending records.

More details of the error checking protocols are explained in Appendix G.
IV.D.1 Data File Transmission

Data files submitted to the national system need to be sent to a central location. A universal
method of transmission will need to be implemented to meet the various industry needs. Only
Non-producer Participants with the appropriate level of security will have access to the central
location to transmit data files. As data files will be uploaded any time of the day and day of the
week, the system receiving the data files needs to be up and running 7 days a week and 24
hours per day. To cleanout previously transmitied data files, after 20 days files will be removed.

IV.D.2. Data integrity

To ensure an audit trail is maintained, all errors will be stored in the database including the error
codes and a level of severity associated with the type of error. If the error was caused due to a
conflict with a previously submitted record, both errors will be labeled as errors. The database
administrator will need to develop a level severity (convert the proposed error type codes to an
error level of a scale from 1 to 5).

To ensure the integrity of the database, it is deemed necessary for USDA/APHIS to develop a
certification program that data providers will need to adhere to. The certification process will
include guidelines and standards for organizations submitting records. An organization
submitting records to the national system will need to agree to adhere to the guidelines and
standards before there Non-producer Participant ID is issued to them.

The database administrator wiil monitor the integrity and quality of the information sent to the

database. At any date USDA/APHIS can revoke the right to upload information to the national
system if the organization is not adhering to the certification process.
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V. Implementation Plan

The Development Team acknowledges that the achievement of the 48-hour traceback system
will require years to fully implement. it has established basic requirements that need to be
achieved as essential components for the overall national ID program. In addition, the
Development Team recognizes the differences between species regarding the current status of
their identification systems. Therefore, each species group will develop “phase-in” plans in
which their industry will implement specific functions and/or protocols that support the
implementation of USAIP.

Note: The issues of confidentiality of the data and access to it, including FOIA, must be adequately
addressed by the USAIP before the industry will support its implementation. Furthermaore, agriculture is to
be designated as a critical infrastructure (see Appendix H.. Secretary Veneman’s statement to the
Gilmore Commission).

The implementation of the US Animal Identification Plan is recognized as a complete program,
yet is accomplished through the establishment of several priority requirements that are
necessary regardless of the species group. These include systems and capabilities that must
be functioning by designated dates. Additionally, rules and regulations that will be part of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are summarized in the Governance section.

V.A.1. Premises ldentification

The foundation of the overall system is the establishment of a Nationat Premises ldentification
System which is to become operational by July 2004. To have an operational National Premises
Identification System the Premises Allocator, National Premises Repository, and the state
systems must be operational. Target dates are listed in the following chart.

The following guiding principles are offered to support the effective implementation of premises
identification within each state by the state authorities:

1. Require that animals presented for sale or lease have a recorded US Premises Identification
Number of the seller / leasor.

2. Require that animals purchased or leased have a recorded US Premises {dentification
Number of the buyer / leasee.

3. Require that animals presented for slaughter have a recorded US Premises Number from
the immediate owner. Animals moving directly to slaughter from herds of origin or local
Group/Lot identified feeding operations, need not be individually identified but allowed travel
under an US Premise Number and/or {ocal Group/Lot identification.

4. Grant the authority and give necessary instructions to official responsible entities that can
help facilitate the assignment of US Premises Numbers.

Note: While the states might vary in their timetables to implement their state premises systems, the
“standardized” State Premises System provided by the USDA is to be made available early 2004. The
utilization of the USAIN is contingent on the state having a certified premises system. The goal is to have
all states operational (using the standardized system or another USDA certified system) by July 2004.

V.A.2. Animal ID

The legal requirements, in particular the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and associated
logistics for numbering systems and official identification devices, are additional basic
requirements. Additionally, the system for assigning approved Non-producer Participants their
numbers, allocating US Animat Identification Numbers to USAIN Managers, and reporting
allocated numbers to the National ID Database all need to be developed and operational to
initiate the USAIP.
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V.A.3. Animal Tracking

The infrastructure for the reporting of animal locations and movements is necessary to track
animal movements. Point of Origin (or animal's premises when tagged) is achieved through the
allocation/distribution of USAIN Tags to a premises for individual animals. The source of data is
from USAIN Managers who report the distribution of USAIN Tags to the National ID Database.
Therefore, the National ID Database needs to provide this initial function by April 2004 and fully
operational by September 2004.

The National Animat ID Database is to receive the record of interstate movements; thus, the
integration with the electronic Interstate Certificate of Veterinary Inspection” ({CVI1) should be
achieved by mid 2004 (full compliance July 2005).

Intrastate commerce movements, while the responsibility of each state, must have standardized
protocols to ensure basic uniformity among the states to support the national system. However,
the differences among the states are significant; thus, each state will be responsible for
administering their intrastate movements permit system to best meet their needs. The state
movement permits system will be developed and implemented by July 2006.

The infrastructure to obtain animal sighting records at markets and termination records at
processing plants will be established at priority locations and will progress over time. The
infrastructure is to be in place by July 2004 to support the collection of such data by
establishments that are the initial suppliers of such data.

Data from systems managed by private companies and certified by the USDA as a Non-
producer Participant will have proper protocols established by July 2004. The infrastructure for
recording Group/Lot animal movements can occur locally.

Note regarding compliance as the USAIP is implemented: It is acknowledged that situations exist where
producers do not market livestock on a routine basis, and thus, may not appear on a state animal health
authority’s current active list of producers. In such scenarios there might be situations where a producer
has not obtained a premises number as they are unaware of the premises requirement. To ensure the
marketing of cattle remains timely and efficient in these situations, it is recommended that the marketing
entity be given the authority to apply a USAIN tag to the livestock (at the seller's expense) and to sell the
cattle involved. Within 24 hours of the sale, the marketing entity would provide that producer’s
information to the state animal healith authority to facilitate the recording and issuance of a US Premises
Number for the appropriate premises. The AlNs applied to the producer’s livestock would be associated
to the new Premises ID following procedures established for approved tagging sites. The reporting of the
sales transaction would then be submitted to the National ID database according to established
requirements for all normal sales. It is also recommended that the marketing entity be provided
reasonable compensation for their assistance in reconciling such situations.
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Summary of Basic Requirements:
The following charts summarize the basic requirements that must be achieved to initiate
implementation of individual species phase-in plans.

USAIP Basic Requirements
System Requirements and/or Capabilities

!nf[astage movement permit

‘Packing Flants"
Markets i Assemb!y Points
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The major milestones to achieve the ultimate 48-hour traceback objective are summarized
below.

Summary of Major Milstones _

Activity” 12005 7
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Compulsory ID: Livestock in Comp. ID: Interstate
interstate commerce
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V. B. Implementation by Species Groups

The identification and infrastructure varies among the species groups. The utilization of
individual animal identification and/or Group/Lot ID is dependent on the management practices
of a particular species. An animal production system can use Group/Lot [dentification if the
producer is able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of state animal heaith officials that, through
group identification and production records, traceback to all premises with direct contacts of a
suspect animal can occur in 48 hours.

V. B. 1. Cattle

The 2002 Work Plan presented a phase-in plan for cattle with differing minimum identification
requirements within each phase. Considering the urgency that the United States attain a
program with timely traceback capability, the current USAIP calls for the immediate
implementation of the long-term identification methods. Specifically, cattle that require individual
identification will be identified when the identification program is initiated with an official tag
bearing the US Animal Identification Number (USAIN) versus a tag with only the premises
identification number. The preferred technology is radio frequency, but remains contingent on
adequate funding to support the introduction of RFID tags versus visible identification tags. The
Development Team also feels this approach will be more clearly understood as the identification
practices will be established when the program is initiated instead of making changes to the “tag
numbering” format over time.

The USAIP Cattle Phase-in Plan provides for a rapid progression to track the movement of

cattle from a premises as they enter commerce. This primary objective is illustrated in the
following charts.
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Phase il

» Phase | - Premises ID

All premises that manage and/or hold cattle are to be identified through the state premises
system to achieve a national premises system. As noted earlier, premises identification is a
prerequisite to individual animal identification, and thus, must be initiated to meet the
requirements of the US Animal ldentification Number System.

= Phase Il - Individual Animal ID for Cattle moved for Commerce

The primary timetable requirements established in Phase Il for cattle are:
O All cattle that enter interstate commerce are to be officially identified and their
movement is to be reported to the National Animal ldentification Database through the
electronic Interstate Certificate of Veterinary Inspection (ICV1). Target: July 2005.

O All cattle that enter commerce (intrastate and interstate) must be identified with an
official RFID tag prior to leaving their current premises and such movements are
reported to the National Animal Identification Database.

Target: July 2006

Exception to the requirement includes:
« fed cattle moving from a feedlot direct to a slaughter plant
s cattie moving from their premises of birth direct to slaughter
« cattle moving to another premises when they remain under the same person’s
control (ownership) and when they are not co-mingled with cattle from other
premises.

Approved tagging services and tagging sites will provide alternatives for producers to tag their
cattle in cases when facilities at one’s premises are not available.

= Phase lll

The integration of RFID readers will be initiated as cattle volumes with RFID tags warrant. The
system capabilities are to be available July 2004 with significant integration by July 2008,
USDA inspected cattle slaughter plants and state licensed markets are to have RFID readers in
place by Juty 2005.

Note: Target dates are dependent on the successful implementation of the Basic Requirements noted on page 30.
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V. B. 2. Swine
The swine industry has had mandatory identification requirements since 1988. These
requirements encompass swine movements in interstate commerce and interstate swine
movements within a production system. In addition, market swine are identified back to their
owner at federally inspected plants. Thus, in regards to swine identification, interstate
movements are already being tracked. it should also be recognized that most market swine are
tracked as groups for production management purposes and detailed group movement records
exist locally today. Although most producers track group movements, a standard for Group/Lot
iD will provide other producers with a mechanism to adopt this concept, give this valid swine
identification method national credibility, and embrace the National Premises ID System.

Three phases are recommended to improve traceback / trace forward in pork production for
disease management purposes and are iliustrated in the following charts.

+ Phase | -~ Premises ID

Phase | provides for the implementation of the National Premises Identification System. This
will allow the swine industry to enhance identification of culled breeder swine and market swine
to the last premises. Phase | will also address improvements that can be made in swine
identification for the purpose of disease management.

For the breeding herd, Phase | will require, as a minimum, the application of an ear tag with
visual premises identification in all replacement breeder swine as they enter the breeding herd.
The replacement breeder swine suppliers and/or breeding herd managers may prefer to use
official individual identification devices with the US Animal Identification Number (USAIN) for
breeder animals. However, for disease management purposes, it is imperative that the “last
premises” 1D is readily available. A premises ID tag may be administered to replacement
breeding stock in addition to an existing USAIN.

Phase 1 for the identification of market swine to their last premises will be accomplished with two
options:

1) All premises with market swine will have their unique national US Premises ID Number
printed in bar code format on sheets of adhesive labels. Alternatively, the bar codes can
be printed on the actual travel documents. Regardless, the premises ID will be a part of
the travel documents as animals are marketed and presented to the packer/processor at
delivery. Upon arrival to the packer/processor, the premises 1D bar code is scanned linking
the lot tattoo number and owner to the premises ID.
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2) Pork producers can use the official individual identification devices with the US Animal
Identification Number on each pig if that system provides the “last premises” identification.
If not, then Option 1 is preferred for optimal disease management purposes.

Implementation Date: July 2004

= Phase il - Group/Lot ID

9CFR 71.19 provides for the interstate movement of groups/lots of pigs within a production
system based on specified production record requirements, written agreements with state
animal health officials and regular veterinary inspections. 9CFR 71.19 confirms USDA’s
recognition of pork production records maintained locally as adequate identification for pigs.
Pork producers will be allowed to continue pig movement and tracking under this rule.

As described in the standards, Group/Lot ID (G/L ID) will be a combination of the US
Premises ID Number identifying the location where the group was created and the date the
group was established. Group/Lot definitions and details are described in the Standards
section of this document.

The G/L ID standards will be required of all pork producers using Group/Lot ID. The
recording and maintenance of those data will occur at the local fevel and be made available
to USDA in the event of a significant animal health event. In the future when the resources,
confidentiality assurances, and value become a reality, the transition to reporting Group/L.ot
movements to a national repository can occur seamiessly.

Implementation: July 20604
- Electronic Data Coliection

As with the USAIN, an electronic data collection system will be designed to ensure Group/Lot
data accuracy and minimize burdens on producers to record and report data.

Implementation: July 2005
« Phase Il - Tracking

Although animal tracking can occur at the locat level, the reporting of animal movements and
locations provides the necessary data to accomplish animal tracking in a single database at a
national level.

- Electronic Reporting Interstate Movements

The interstate movements of swine are reported through the integration of the Electronic
Certificates of Veterinary inspection Interstate Health Certificates

Implementation Target Date: July 2005
- Electronic Reporting Intrastate and Interstate Movements

The intrastate and interstate movement of swine is reported through the integration of the
Electronic Certificates of Veterinary Inspection Interstate Health Certificates.

Implementation Target Date: July 2006, except as provided by 9CFR71.19.

Note: At this time the need fo report swine group/lot movements where no change in ownership has occurred to a
national repository requires a demonstration of added value and assurances of confidentiality and security.
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V.B.3. Alpaca and Liama (Text Pending)
V.B.4. Aquacuiture (Text Pending)
V.B.5. Deer and Eik (Text Pending)
V.B.6. Equine (Text Pending)

V.B.7. Goats (Text Pending)

V.B.8. Poultry (Text Pending)

V.B.9. Proposed National Sheep USAIP Implementation Ptan
« Phasel

In Phase | the Sheep industry will continue their identification with existing mandatory and
voluntary visual scrapie ID programs as currently structured. These programs include:

- Premises 1D using visual tags (metal and plastic) as well as individual animat iD

- Tag orders are placed electronically or by telephone to the state VS office and are
electronically transmitted to the tag manufacturer and

- Payment for tags is made by USDA/APHIS.

The ID program will continue as described above for another year or two to provide a sense of
stability and continuity to these industries that have had significant ID changes over the past 3
years.

Field Performance Evaluation

APHIS, with assistance from commercial component sources, would fund an 18-month
comparative field performance evaluation of components of RFID sheep tracking system
components (tags, boluses, static antenna/-readers, hand readers) used in typical environments
(range and farm, humid and arid, temperature extremes, large flocks and smatt). A third party
would conduct this evaluation.

The overall goal of the field performance evaluation is to identify a set of components that as
documented performance that meets the needs in current environments (farm, range,
feedlot/pastures, auction markets, commercial transport, slaughterhouse) and that can do so
without unduly interfering with the normal movement of animals around the USA.

=« Components to be tested and documented:
- RFID ear tags & boluses from commercial sources
- RFID handheld readers
- RFID antenna/readers from commercial sources

« Animal types in which to test the components
- Range ewes and rams
- Commercial farm flock (ewes and rams)
- Seedstock and Stud flock (ewes and rams)
- Hobby flock (fiber) ewes and rams
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= Emphasis would be placed on addressing this issues:

What works in the primary field environments that will occur in a national system
(and how well),

What doesn't work well in any of the above environments,

What needs improving,

What pleases the co-operating users,

What frustrates them,

Tag loss rates in the various environments

Iinfection % and concerns from insertion of ear tags

Tag reading % for the various tags in the range of reading systems.
Recommended insertion sites in the ear or elsewhere
Recommended insertion/application time in animal’s life
Throughput rates — number of sheep read per hour

Strategy for non-readable id in farm/ranch and market settings
Reader/antenna:

o Durability in all weather and normal working conditions

o Ability to read tags from multiple sources (including tags w both FDX-B and
HDX technology).

0 Throughput in the field. How many animals can pass through/by the antenna
per hour and be read accurately?

o Impact on animal flow in the various locations. How many/minute or hr.
moved up the chute without the antenna. How many moved up the chute w.
the antenna(s) in place

o Effect on speed and accuracy when presented with varying sizes, ages,
breeds of sheep and goats.

0 Ability to cope with 110-120 v. AC power variations and battery input
situations

0 Ability to be set up in the field on a temporary basis for loading and
unloading animals in isolated situations.

0 Ease of rapid repait/replacement if a reader or antenna fails for any reason.

User acceptability & "friendliness” of ear tags.

0 Ease/speed of installation

O User evaluation of applicator comfort.

User acceptability of reader/antennas. User evaluations to be obtained from::

O Auction markets

O Loading facilities (on/off semi trailers at sites other than slaughterhouses
and auction markets)

0 On farm

0 Entry point to slaughterhouses

0 Shows/fair

Breeds differ in ear size and strength. How does this impact ear tag performance?
Environments that cause higher losses occur (woven wire, brush)
Numbers on the ear tags:

1 Is there a practical reason to have the premise number printed on an RFID
tag

0 How useful to the sheep or goat industry is the visual individual ID number?
Should the industry request that this be a larger size to make it more
readable?
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- Trials to start on or before July 1, 2004 - and continue through Dec 31, 2005 if
sheep and goat industry & APHIS deem necessary. Reports of progress sent
monthly to the lead university and APHIS as well as to the sources of commercial
equipment.

The actual change from the current scrapie premises number-based system to the US Premises
Identification Number will occur when the National Premises System is fully operational. In the
meantime the users will continue to apply tags with the present premises numbering system.

= Phasell

If the tests of RFID ID components suggest that a tracking system is practical and funding is
secured and made available to the industry, the transition from a solely visual identification
system to a combination of RFID and visual devices would begin voluntarily in March 2006.

The combination of RFID and visual tags would become mandatory in July 2006 at which time
no other form of official tag can be used. The transition can begin earlier on a voluntary basis if
the first year of field trials successfully demonstrates that RFID tags are satisfactory to users in
a range of circumstances and if USDA/APHIS provides funding for the RFID devices.

RFID devices are planned to be printed with herd management ID along with USAIN number,
US Premises Number and other necessary information. The visual ID will be necessary for
accurate data recording during field necropsies and other scenarios where a reader isn't
available.

Stationary readers and antenna's can begin to be installed at official movement sites (markets,
loading yards, packing plants) from January 2006 onwards. A training program to educate the
primary users needs to be developed and made available prior to this time. USDA/APHIS or
another government entity will be expected to provide these devices.

Group/Lot ID will be permitted (as described in 111.C.2.) when sheep move as a unit.

= Phaselil

Based on the assumption that Phases | and 11 have progressed satisfactorily, all sheep that
move from one premises to another premises would be required to have official RFID tags in
their ears and all movements would be submitted electronically to the National ID Database.

Target date: July 2008.
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VI. Governance

VI. A. Overview

Governance of the U.S. Animal [dentification Plan (USAIP) will be a joint federal/state
responsibility with appropriate oversight and input from industry. To ensure uniformity of
operation across the United States, the Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) and
individual state animal health entities will be called upon to develop and administer key
elements of the Plan. The overall governance of the Plan will become the responsibility of the
U.S. Animal ldentification Oversight Board under guidelines developed by the National
\dentification Development Team and identified in this section of the Plan.

The Oversight Board will have the responsibility to oversee, evaluate, and make
recommendations to partners relative to the proper performance and maintenance of the
USAIP, including appropriate monitoring of all the following program elements at both the
federal and state levels:
« Administration of the official numbering systems (individual, groups, premises).
e Criteria for approving USAIP Non-producer Participants.
s Criteria for the evaluation and certification of USAIN Managers by APHIS.
« Approval process for official identification devices in accordance with the established
standards.
+ Administration of the National Premises Repository and National Animat ID
Database, including access authorization rules.
e Animatl ID partnerships and cooperative agreements between federal and state
entities and/or state-to-state agreements.
« Appropriate security measures to protect data (FOIA issues, unauthorized
disclosure, etc.).

In addition to the Oversight Board, species-specific oversight groups will be appointed by the
industry to address specific or unique identification issues impacting their particular species.
Recommendations from oversight groups shall be directed to the attention of the Oversight
Board.

Following the endorsement of this Plan by the U.S. Animal Health Association, the Oversight
Board wilt begin its governance responsibilities in partnership with APHIS and the individual
state entities charged with the legal responsibility for administration of this Plan within their
individual states. The Oversight Board will encourage APHIS and the individual state entities to
proceed to implement the governance recommendations contained within this Section of the
Plan through the promulgation of appropriate rulemaking at both the federal and state levels, so
as to efficiently implement and maintain, to the extent practical, a uniform USAIP.

Once this Plan is fully implemented, maintenance of the Plan will become an important on-going
process that must be continually addressed. Due to unforeseeable issues, inevitable change in
production practices, vast species differences, continued producer participation, input, and
oversight will be encouraged on the Oversight Board according to the guidelines recommended
in this section.
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Vi. A.1. U.S. Animal ldentification Oversight Board - Structure

The Oversight Board shall conduct all oversight functions necessary to ensure effective
implementation of this Plan in the time frames specified in this Plan. Further, the Oversight
Board shall provide continuing oversight to ensure that the goals and objectives specified in this
Plan are achieved, so as to maintain the integrity of this Plan.

The Oversight Board shall be established by the respective Animal ldentification Committees of
USAHA and NIAA as a specifically designated entity to have broad oversight of the entire
USAIP including both federal, state and industry participation and performance.

The original Oversight Board shall consist of no more than 21 individuals to be selected in the
following manner:
« Twelve (12) representatives from industry as follows:
- Six (6) from the major animal species (beef, dairy, equine, sheep and
goat , poultry and swine)
- One (1) from other animal species included in the USAIP
- Five (5) at-large allied animal industry representatives with the caveat that
no one sector of animal agriculture may have more than two
representatives on the Oversight Board at any time
« Four (4) representatives from the federal level and four (4) representatives from the
state level. All four (4) representatives from the federal level shall be designated by
USDA
* One (1) person from USDA/APHIS shall be designated as the Board Coordinator and
serve as an ad hoc non-voting member.

Within three {3) months following USAHA endorsement of this Plan, a process shall be
established by USAHA and NIAA in consultation with the USAIP Steering Committee for
selection of Oversight Board Members.

USAHA and NIAA shall consider the following criteria for selection of Oversight Board members:

» The nominee should be currently associated with the animal industry in an active
capacity, such as a producer, commodity or allied industry representative or active
state employee.

+ The nominee should be nominated by some other person, group or state, depending
on whether the nominee is being nominated from an industry sector or to represent a
group of states or states within a region of the U.S.

+ The nominee should provide credentials that indicate a competent level of expertise
refating to oversight and maintenance of the USAIP.

VI. A.2. Monitoring the Overail Performance of the USAIP

The success of the USAIP is contingent on the completeness of the data and timeliness with
which it is reported. The Oversight Board will establish procedures to ensure adequate
performance levels of the overall system are continuously achieved. This will ensure that the
system functions according to expectations if a real situation calls for a 48-hour traceback.

Auditing procedures will be implemented to establish benchmarks for ongoing
comparisons/evaluations of the system. The data will subsequently form the basis of
acceptable “tolerance” or “performance”. Data that will be captured includes, but is not limited
to lost tags, re-reads, failed tags, read-time, percent of required records submitted, percent of
records reported within the required time frame, etc.
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VI. A.3. Confidentiality of Producer Information

Procedures and processes will be established at the federal and state level to protect the
integrity and confidentiality of all information that an owner or custodian of livestock is required
to file on their premises and/or livestock as a specific requirement of the USAIP. Agriculture is
to be designated as a critical infrastructure (see Appendix H. Secretary Veneman's statement to
the Gilmore Commission). As a result, all critical infrastructure information required by the
USAIP is to be protected from public disclosure.

V1.B. State and Federal Roles/Responsibilities

The USAIP will be achieved through shared responsibilities of state and federal agencies.
These responsibilities are summarized in the following chart.

State and Federal Responsibilities

VI.C. Non-producer Participants

The USAIP provides for the establishment of Non-producer Participants” (see definition on Non-
producer Participant” in Appendix A.) who have authorized responsibilities as defined in the
following table. These participants may submit information to the designated databases using
File: ID #1 and/or File: ID #2. Data they supply will be associated with their Non-producer
Participant Number so proper controls and integrity measures of the data can be implemented,
including error handling procedures.

Licensed markets and cattle dealers/order buyers will submit required information to the
National ID Database within 48 hours of the sale transaction. Slaughter plants will submit the
required data within 48-hours of the animal's termination.
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Non-producer Participants

The USDA will establish enrollment/application procedures for Non-producer Participants and
will be responsible for the aliocation of unique Non-producer Participant Numbers to such
entities/individuals. The Non-producer Participant Number is a unique 7-character field and is
defined in the Standards section of this report.

V1. D. Premises Identification

USDA/APHIS shall promulgate regulations, effective July 2004, that mandate a uniform national
premises information system that will support the recording of animal movements for both
intrastate and interstate commerce. The definition of a premises and the national premises
identification number is presented in Section 1ll. A.

V1. D. 1. Administration of Premises Identification Numbering Systems

USDA/APHIS shall be responsible for the allocation of nationally unique premises identification
numbers in accordance with the national standard. The Premises Allocator Program, through a
secure web-based interface with certified state systems, will be administered by USDA/APHIS.
The functionality of the Premises Allocator is explained in Appendix C.
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The Premises Allocator, in addition to allocating unique premises numbers to an address or
legal land description, will maintain a record of the premises identification numbers aliocated
and the address associated with each Premises number.

APHIS may begin to issue premises identification numbers to a state if requested, as soon as
the Premises Allocator System is in place. In return the state is required to meet all standards
and requirements currently defined in the USAIP. This will aliow producers to immediately

obtain an official premises identification number that will not need to be changed in the future.

V1. D. 2. State Premises Systems

USDA/APHIS will publish standards that state premises systems must adhere to and
operational requirements that must be achieved to have a certified state premises system. The
regulations shall specify the information defined in File: Prem #1 (see Appendix B) as the
premises information that shall be uploaded from each state system to populate the National
Premises Repository and that each state is responsible for the administration of the premises
within the geographic area for which it has responsibility. Only certified state premises systems
(see definition in Appendix A) will have access to the Premises Allocator Program (see
Appendix C).

The standards and operational requirements shall be utilized by USDA/APHIS to periodically
review all state premises systems employed for identifying all locations within their state
boundaries that contain livestock that need to be identified under the USAIP.

States shall submit their premises ID plans for review and share all data and information
requested by USDAJ/APHIS. Any critical infrastructure information that is requested will be kept
confidential. The Oversight Board shall develop appropriate mechanisms to evaluate the
performance of each state relative to their ability to supply timely, creditable and updated
premises location information, so as to ensure compatible and efficient functionality of the
USAIP

The following chart summarizes the primary requirements of a certified state premises system.
State Premises System

* Altinformation should be collected and maintained to meet the requirements of the critical
infrastructure information protection {assure confidentiality). : : -

VI.D.3. National Premises Repository

USDA/APHIS is responsible for the administration of the National Premises Repository. All data
maintained in the National Premises Repository is obtained from certified state premises
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systems. This Premises Repository centralizes data that certain USAIP Non-producer
Participants need access to when performing their roles. For example, certified USAIN
Managers must interact with the Premises Repository to confirm that a producer has a valid
Premises ldentification Number before processing the distribution of official ID tags to that
producer.

VI.E. US Animal ldentification Numbering Systems

VI. E. 1 US Animal ldentification Numbering System

By July 2004, APHIS wilf establish appropriate regulations to implement and control a uniform,
national, single US Animal Identification Numbering system to be known as the US Animal
Identification Numbering (USAIN) System. The unique USAIN will permit a single animal to be
identified with a lifetime number that can be printed on a visual tag, encoded on an RFID
transponder or a combination of both. The regulations will specify that APHIS will control the
allocation of US Animal |dentification Numbers to Certified USAIN Managers. The regulations
shall also permit a damaged or lost USAIN Tag to be replaced with another USAIN Tag that
should be cross-referenced to the animal's original national number. The USAIN system shall
accommodate identification of appropriate species of livestock that can be identified as
individual animals so as to permit practical tracking from birth to slaughter in both intrastate and
interstate commerce.

o Authorized Use of the USAIN
Use of the US Animal Identification Number is only authorized when the entity involved is in
compliance with the prescribed requirements in Section HI. C.1. The use of the USAIN by any
entity or individual without full compliance is subject to applicable state and/or federal
penalties. The representation and utilization of the animal number with the 840 country code
implies full compliance with the prescribed requirements above, and all devices carrying the
USAIN are considered official identification by the USDA (see Section VI.F. Official ID
Devices in this section for explanation of the US Logo).

The USAIN shall utilize the code structure defined in I1SO 11784: Radio Frequency
Identification of Animals (see Section lil. Standard for US Animal Identification Number and
Appendix F).

» Role of USDA/APHIS regarding the USAIN System

USDA/APHIS will administer the US Animal Identification Numbering (USAIN) System and
have final authority to make decisions regarding the administration of the USAIN System. It
is imperative that APHIS implement proper controls that will ensure the uniqueness of the
individual USAIN numbers and that necessary information relative to the distribution of the
numbers is properly maintained. USDA/APHIS, through a formal Agreement, will only
allocate USAINs to Certified USAIN Managers. USDA/APHIS wili maintain a record of the
numbers allocated to each USAIN Manager.

USDA/APHIS will also enforce compliance with the USAIN Manager Agreement and, deny or
withdraw the approval of an USAIN Manager for noncompliance with the Agreement,
including failure to maintain required records, failure to upload required information to the
National Animal ID Database or failure to correlate USAIN with premises and/or issuing
duplicate numbers. Following a decision to suspend or terminate a noncompliant USAIN
Manager, any USAIN not yet assigned to a premises would be retracted and the non-
compliant USAIN Manager would immediately be denied access to the National Premises
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Repository. The denial or withdrawal of approval of an USAIN Manager could be appealed to
USDA/APHIS through the standard appeal process.

Certified USAIN Managers

USAIN identification devices will be distributed through USAIN Managers who will be
approved by USDA/APHIS to issue official identification devices with the USAIN. Producers
will purchase identification tags from USAIN Managers. USAIN Managers may be state
agencies, commercial service providers, DHIA, breed registries, tag companies or other
approved entities. USDA/APHIS will develop in consultation with the Oversight Board the
requirements for selection and performance of USAIN Managers, including how USAIN
Managers are to be routinely evaluated. The performance of USAIN Managers will be
periodically reviewed by USDA/APHIS and reported to the Oversight Board. An USAIN
Manager must meet the following requirements:

USAIN Managers

demonstrate a functioning compu
‘uniqueness. of the'allocated USA!

Applicants selected by USDAJAPHIS to be USAIN Managers will be issued an USAIP Non-
producer Participant Number, user name and password to access the National Premises
Repository. The level of access for USAIN Managers to the Premises Repository will be
determined by USDA/APHIS . They will be required to execute an agreement with
USDA/APHIS that sets forth their responsibilities and duties.

VL E. 2. Transitional Recognition of the American Identification Numbering system and
the ISO code structure for radio frequency identification devices
These unique numbering systems, through an interim rule effective January 1, 2004 will be
considered official identification during the established transition period when they meet the
following requirements.
« Radio Frequency ldentification Tags
RFID eartags will be accepted as official identification devices through the transition period
when:
- the tag attachment contains an ISO transponder (see definition in Appendix A)
- is attached to the animal's ear with a tamper resistant eartag (one time use)
- has the RFID code imprinted on the tag

« American Identification Numbers

Visible identification devices with the American Identification number that meet the following
requirements will be accepted as official through the established transition period when:
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- the American Identification Number is imprinted on a tamper resistant eartag (one-
time use).

When an animal with either number is moved in interstate commerce, the RFID Code or
American Identification Number attached to the animal must be recorded on the interstate
health certificate to provide a record of the premises that the animal is being moved from.

Note: The transition period is the date the interim regulation becomes effective (target date: January
2004) through July 2006.

VI. E. 3. Phase out of existing official numbering systems

The USDA/APHIS and states will terminate the distribution of all identification tags with the
Uniform State Series number by July 1, 2005. The recognition of any number other than the
USAIN for unique and official identification of an individual animal within certain species groups
will be ended July 1, 2006 (see Section V.B. Implementation by Species Group). After this date,
such animals requiring unique individual identification will meet the identification requirements
according to the USAIP.

VI. F. Official identification Devices

USDA/APHIS will promulgate appropriate reguiations to require all official ID devices, including
individual and lot premises ID tags distributed after July 2005, to utilize the USAIN or premises
numbering system.

The USAIN and the U.S. logo will be imprinted on official identification devices. ldentification
devices will be approved by USDA/APHIS through protocols established by the USAIP
Development Team (presented in Section iil. Standards) and reviewed by the Oversight Board.

USDAJ/APHIS and all cooperating state animal ID agencies shall promulgate regutations, as
appropriate and/or necessary, that will permit state and federal animal health authorities to
enforce the following current provisions of federal law relative to regulations governing the
USAIP, so as to prohibit any person from:

« Removing an official identification device or causing the removal of one unless
the animal is terminated (exception: unless the USAIN is illegible or
the RFID device malfunctions)

» Causing the application of an approved USAIN tag from an animal to another animal

» Causing the application of an official USAIN tag to an animal that is currently carrying an
official USAIN tag

« Altering an official USAIN tag to change its national number or to make the national
number unreadable

+ Selling or providing a tag bearing the US logo unless so authorized

VI.G. Animal Identification Requirements
USDA/APHIS will promulgate appropriate regulations to mandate official identification of ali
classes of animals (individuais, lots or groups), effective July 2005, moving in interstate

commerce. The regulations shall also specify that such movements are reported to the National
Animal ldentification Database.
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USDA/APHIS will also work with states to promulgate appropriate regutations to mandate,
effective July 2008, official identification of all livestock (individual, lots or groups) moving in
intrastate commerce (see definition in Appendix A) per existing requirements. Such movements
are to be reported to the National Animal Identification Database.

VI.H. Producer Responsibility

VI.H.1. Premises Registration

The owner of the premises, or person designated by the owner of the premises must register
their location(s) and must keep the required information current. All individuals who own or
lease livestock are responsible for having a US Premises Number for the holding location(s) of
their livestock.

VI.H.2. Animal ldentification

USDA/APHIS shall promulgate appropriate regulations effective July 1, 2006 to place the legal
responsibility on the producer to have any animal or lot of animals properly identified under the
USAIP. The regulations shall clearly indicate that the producer holding’ the animal(s) at the
current premises must be held solely responsible for ensuring that each animal or lot of animals
is properly identified when required prior to its movement. Producers are urged to utilize
identification methods described in the USAIP as soon they become available.

When proper identification requires an USAIN tag, the tag must be properly attached to the
individual animal prior to the animal leaving its current premises or at the location of an
approved tagging site.

The new regulations will permit approved tagging sites for producers to utilize if facilities are not
available to permit animals to be properly identified at current premises, provided such
movement is approved by the appropriate state animal health authority. An approved tagging
site is a location that has applied to and been approved by USDA/APHIS to provide this service.
In such situations, animals must be moved to the authorized facility directly from their herd of
origin without commingling with other animals.

Auction markets are not required to tag animals that arrive at their facility untagged; however,
they are not prevented from applying to become an approved tagging site if they desire.

' Pertains to the individual who owns the animal. For leased animals the person leasing the animal is responsible.
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Vi. . Summary of Required Rules and/or Regulations
The following chart summarizes actions required to establish appropriate rules and regulations.

Summary of Regulation Requirements

Intrastate ¢1‘>mm rce of Live
- 1D'd with USAIN or' Group/Lot 10

Produce

VL. H. USAIP Budget

Earlier this year, Year One funds were requested through the Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC) for initial financial support of the USAIP. These funds, pending their assignment, will be
utilized on priorities to establish certain foundation requirements and to support other activities
of the program. These priorities included:

0 Communication Plan
o Development of communications tools including fact sheets, FAQ's and
presentations; development process to take the plan to the stakeholders’;
develop a functional website for information sharing/distribution.

0O Governance
o Obtain necessary resources to start rulemaking procedures, carry out support
functions, personnel to manage the national database infrastructure.
o Funds to support states in developing enabling legislation to support the
implementation of premises identification.

O Information Technology
o Development of uniform State Premises System, National Premises Repository
and Animal Identification Numbering Allocation System.
o Funds for states to implement premises identification within their area.
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0 Pilot Projects
o Projects in key states and with different species to test the system. Assessment
of current systems to document lessons learned in previous implementation
processes.

7 Transition
o Begin to build RFID infrastructure in key locations {markets, slaughter
establishments, border crossings, and field locations).
o Furnish RFID tags, applicators and supplies to producers in key locations.
o Field staff to administer programs.

The following chart provides a broad overview of the doliars required to implement the USAIP
following the initial start up explained above. These projections were based on some basic
guidelines and assumptions. It is acknowledged that more specifics to the final implementation
plan will provide more details to direct the preparation of final budget. The following budget is
provided as an estimate to reflect anticipated financial requirements.

USAIP - Preliminary Projection for Financial Requirements

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year § Year 6
Information System
System Development $5,000,000 $4,000,000 $1,000,000
System Maintenance $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Support Resources $5,043,533 $10,087,067 $15,130,600 $15,130,600 $15,130,600

Sub Total $10,053,533 $14,097,067 $16,140,600 $15,140,600 $15,140,600

Data Collection

Infrastructure
Market readers $16,380,000 $3,931,200 $3,938,000 $3,770,800 $3,770,800
Slaughter readers $2,083,600 $3,182,433 $1,309,400 $1,308,400 $1,114,800
Field readers $680,000 $366,000 $1,252,000 $858,000 $858,000
Sub Total $19,143,600 $8,079,633 $6,499,400 $5,938,200 $5,743,400

1D Devices

Tags $34,319,082  $66,972,541 $99,626,000 $99,626,000 $99,626,000
Applicators, etc. $7,318,600 $9,148,250 $9,148,250 $1,829,650 $1,829,650

Sub Total $41,637,682  $76,120,791 $108,774,250  $101,455,650  $101,455,650

Total  $70,834,815 $98,297,491  $131,414,250 $122,534,450 $122,339,650

Documentation and the references that support the above projections will be presented at future
stakeholder meetings (including the 2003 USAHA meeting).
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Appendix A. Glossary of Terms

American ldentification Number

The American |dentification Number was adopted in 1998 by the Councii on Dairy Cattle
Breeding to facilitate developing national programs that not only enhance genetic progress but
also animal disease control and eradication. The number is defined as a 12 character field
prefixed with “USA”. The American ID number, as an alphanumeric field, cannot be encoded in
the ISO transponder. The American Identification Numbering system will be phased out (or
merged with) the US Animal Identification Number as it is implemented.

Animals
Consist of those species shown in the species field name listed in section I1.A.3.

Breeding Cattle
Sexually intact cattle of either sex, with the exception of veal calves and heifers moving direct to
a terminal feedlot.

Check Digit
A decimal (or alphanumeric) digit added to a number for the purpose of detecting the sorts of
errors humans typically make on data entry.

Country code
A 3-digit numeric code representing the name of a country in accordance with iSO 3166.

Electronic ldentification (EID)
An identification method that utilizes electronic technology, inciuding, but not limited to bar
codes, 2-D symbology, and radio frequency.

US Group/Lot ldentification Number
The identification number used to uniquely identify a “unit of animals” of the same species that
is managed together as one group throughout the preharvest production chain.

Individual Animal ldentification

A means of identification that provides the capability to differentiate one animal from another.
Official individual animal identification uses methods that meet the definition of official
identification.

Identification Methods
A means of identifying an animal, including ear tags, brands, breed registry certificates, etc.

intrastate Movement

Movement that does not cross a state line and does not meet criteria for entering interstate
commerce.

Intrastate Commerce

Movement that involves commingling or change of ownership, but does not cross a state line
nor meet criteria for entering interstate commerce.
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ISO
International Organization of Standards.

ISO Transponder

RFID device that transmits its transponder code according to ISO 11784/11785 when activated
by an ISO transceiver and that has been evaluated and approved for conforming to these
standards by the international Committee on Animal Recording

ISO Transceiver (Reader)
Transceiver that reads at least both ISO FDX-B and ISO HDX transponders as defined in ISO
11784/11785.

Mandatory ldentification

A state and/or federal identification requirement that defines which livestock must be identified
according to established protocols.

National Identification System

An identification system that, through established standards and defined data elements, allows
for the compatibility of systems while providing the efficient availability of agreed-to information
across each segment of the industry.

Official identification Device
An identification device that is approved by USDA/APHIS for use in the USAIP. Official
identification devices carry the US Shield and meet the established standards.

Official ldentification
A method of identification defined in the CFR that is acceptable when the USAIP requires the
identification of an animal or group/iot of animals.

Official ldentification Numbers

Numbering systems recognized in the CFR; alpha-numeric National Uniform Ear tagging
System or valid premises identification number that is used in conjunction with the producer's
livestock production numbering system. The USAIP directs the establishment of the US Animal
|dentification Number as the sole official identification number over an agreed-to period of time.

Premises

A premises is a location as determined by the State Animal Health Official or Area
Veterinarian in Charge in consultation with the producer or operator of an entity that
participates in animal production or commerce. The incorporation of premises in the
USAIP provides the ability to determine the location where an animal(s) was at a certain
location for a given duration.

Transponder code
Code as programmed in the transponder and defined in ISO 11784 (Table 1) and IS0 11785.

National Premises ldentification System

A means of uniquely identifying a premises and associating it with agreed to information on an
information system, including contact information when communication to the premises is
necessary.
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Non-producer Participant

A person or entity who will engage in the USAIP in one or more designated roles, that in many
instances will require that they provide data to the national identification database. Such entities
include USAIN Manager, USAIN Tag Distributor, Animal Heaith Official, Diagnostic Laboratory,
etc.

Radio Frequency ldentification (RFID)

An ID device that utilizes radio frequency technology. The RFID device or method of
identification includes ear tags, bolus, implants (inject), and tag attachments (transponders
applied during the tagging process).

US Animal Identification Plan (USAIP)

The animal identification plan for the United States, that through collaboration of industry and
government, provides the infrastructure to support animal disease surveiflance, monitoring,
control and eradication.

US Animal Identification Number (USAIN)

The US Animal Identification Number (USAIN) will evolve into the sole national numbering
system for the official identification of individual animals in the United States. The format
contains 15 digits with the first three being the country code (840 for the United States). The
USAIN follows the I1SO Standard for Radio Frequency of Animals; thus, can be encoded in an
ISO transponder or printed on a visual tag.

USAIN Distributor
A person or entity who is authorized to distribute USAIN Tags.

USAIN Manager

A person or entity that is certified by USDA/APHIS to receive US Animal Identification Numbers.
Additionally, they oversee the distribution of USAIN Tags with the animal numbers allocated to
them in accordance with the prescribed requirements.

Note: USAIN Managers can be tag manufacturers that sell identification devices direct to a producer or
through their distributor. In some cases, other entities such a state departments of agriculture, breed
associations, DHIA, service providers, veterinarian clinics, efc., will be ID Tag Distributors that will be
USAIN Managers as well and perform the function referred to as an ID Tag Distributor.

US Premises ldentification Number

The official premises identification number for the United States. The number is nationally
unique and has no meaning itself. The premises number is associated with an address or legal
land description. The field specification for the Premises Identification Number is:

- 7 characters (right most character is a check digit)

USAIN Tag

Official identification devices that have the US Animal Identification Number (USAIN) printed or
encoded on the identification device (normally a visible eartag or an RFID tag attachment). Only
official identification devices may carry the US Shield.

Write Once Read Many (WORM)

Distinguishing a transponder that can be partly or totally programmed aonce by the user, and
thereatfter only read.
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Appendix B. File Format Descriptions
* Premises Upload Record Format

The following format describes the file that each state/regional premises system will utilize

to update records to the national premises repository. The file naming convention is
defined as:

Non-producer Participant ID number+YYYYMMDDHHMMSS time stamp and .PRM file
extension.

For example: X23456720030801032312.PRM

Premises Upload Record Format (File: Prem

i

faaliy
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USAIN/Animal Transaction Record

Animal records submitted to the National Animal Identification database will utilize the
following file format specifications. The file naming convention is defined as:

Non-producer Participant ID number+YYYYMMDDHHMMSS time stamp and .IND file
extension. For example: X23456720030801032312.IND

USAIN/Animal Transaction Record (File: ID #1)

MDDHHMM 200308011223

" Altemate Animal 1D Type
3.

Altemate ID (field 17) is.provided
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Record format: Comma delimited, double quotes around fields that include a comma terminate a
record with an EOL character and the file with an EOF character.

Animal Event Codes

RESCUTIES
tCodes

Animal is moved
i

pplied t6 an animal that los

ICVI~ Certificate of veterinary inspection -

Field Description Explanations

= Non-producer Participant Number
The Non-producer Participant number is an identifier code for the organization that
submitted the information to the National system. In case errors occur in processing the
data the organization submitting the data can be contacted. A Non-producer Participant
number needs to be obtained from USDA/APHIS before an organization is able to upiocad
information to the National system.

= Transmission Date
The date the file was created and transmitted to the National system.

= Record Count
The number of records that should be included in the file. This provides an additional
check to indicate the file was transmitted in its entirety.

+ E-mail address
This should be the e-mail address of the person who needs to be contacted in regards to
any data errors when processing the file.

« Event Type Code

Any event that identifies the geographical location of an animal at a point in time is
considered a sighting or movement event.
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« Sighting Premise ID or Reporting Premise |D
Premise where the animal sighting/movement has taken place. The premises where the
animal was last seen.

« Source/Destination Premise 1D
If an animal moves from one premise to another premise and the sighting/reporting
premise knows the source or destination premise {D, this information can be provided in
the Source/Destination Premise ID field. if the event type is “moved in”, this field could be
used to report the source premise where the animal came from. If the event type was
“moved out”, this field could be used to report where the animal was sent.

« |D electronically read
ldentifies if the event that was recorded was based on the animal ID being read through an
RFID reader.

= Status
Indicator if the record for this animal event is a correction to a previous record that was
uploaded.

= Alternate Animal ID
Up to two pre-existing official ID numbers such as American ID, USDA series numbers,
RFiID and Breed registry numbers can be used during the transition period if an USAIN
number is not yet available. if an alternate US Animal ldentification Number is used, an
alternate animat ID type code must be submitted to define the type of alternate ID. The
Alternate 1D and identifier together should create a unique ID for the animal. In the case an
animal looses a tag, this field can be used to report the previous USAIN number of the
animal. The alternate ID type code must reflect an “R” to indicate the replaced USAIN
number.
The alternate 1D and type code fields will be phased out in the future and these fields will
only be used to report the USAIN number of an animal that lost a tag.

The secondary use of the alternate animal ID field requires that if an animal was previously
assigned to a Lot ID and received an individual animal ID (USAIN number), the Lot ID# the
animal was originally assigned to needs to be supplied in the Alternate animal ID field, and
the Alternate animal ID type field needs to reflect that the number entered is a Lot ID.
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¢ Group/Lot Movement Record

Group/Lot records submitted to the National Animal ldentification database will utilize the following
file format specifications. The file naming convention is defined as:

Non-producer Participant |D number+YYYYMMDDHHMMSS time stamp and .LOT file
extension.

For example: X23456720030801032312.LOT

Group/Lot Movement Record Format(File: ID #2)

Record format: Comma delimited, double quotes around fields that include a comma terminate a
record with an EOL character and the file with an EOF character.
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Appendix C. Premise Identification Number Allocator

The Premises Identification Number Allocator (Premises Allocator) is a secured internet system
that provides the allocation of the nationally unique premises numbers for a specific location in
the U.S. State departments of agriculture with a USDA certified Premises {dentification System
will have authorized access to the Premises ID Allocator. The development and maintenance of
the Premises 1D Allocator will be administered by the USDA.

Note: As explained in the Premises Identification section, the administration and management of the
premises number and associated information is the responsibility of each state Department of Agriculture
(or as established by the appropriate governing body within the state).

* Goal

The goal of the Premises Allocator is to validate a location using an address or other legal land
description and to allocate a national premises number to the location. The single allocation
system ensures the uniqgueness of a premises identification number for the entire United States
and should minimize the allocation of multiple numbers to the same location.

« Acquiring a Premises Identification Number

Two means of acquiring a Premises |dentification Number is provided. One option is for the
state administrator to access the system direct through the established URL. The second is for
the state to have their premises system interfaced with the Premises Allocator.

In either situation, premises (address) information is submitted by the authorized user or
interfaced state premises system. A National Premises Identification Number is returned by the
Allocator when a match is made between the submitted address and the national postal system.
In situations where an address cannot be validated (no legal address matches) a message will
be returned indicating that no address “match” is on record. A procedure to handle situations
when no match is found will allow the state premises administrator to manually obtain a US
Premises ID Number if the submitted information was in fact correct.

Accessing the Premises Allocator without a system interface

Authorized users may log on to the Premises Allocator System at the established URL. The
user will enter the required information into the Premises Allocator screens. When an address
match is found, a premises number may be requested by the user. The premises number
returned and displayed on the Premises Allocator screen will then be entered into the state
system.

Interface between State Premises System and the Premise ID Allocator

A seamless “behind the scenes” standardized interface will be established for the state
premises systems in which servlets are used to obtain a premise number. This process will be
done in two steps.

Step 1) Address validation

The state premises system will supply an address via a serviet for a premises. The table
below lists the address items that can be supplied, including the mandatory items.
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Field Descriptions submitted to Premises Allocator

The Premise Allocator will validate the address through a comparison to existing U.S. mail
addresses. If a match is found on the submitted address the Allocator will first return the
postal address that is found as it is on record in the postal address system. If no match is
found an exception or error report will be returned. The user requesting a premise {D will
have to resubmit a corrected address or contact the local Premises 1D Administrator to
resolve the conflict.

Step 2) Obtaining the premises identification number

Assuming an address match is found in the validation process, the user will confirm that the
returned address is correct. When the user confirms the address is correct a second servlet
will be used to obtain the premise 1D number. !f a premise 1D number was previously
allocated to the submitted address, the original premise {D number will be returned to the
local system.

Administering “no address match” scenarios

A key component is to validate the address against the national postal system. in the cases
when an address cannot be found, a “no address match” exception report will be returned to
the State Premises System. The user has the option to change the address that was
originally submitted for resubmitting to the Premises Allocator. In situations where the user
provides evidence that the address is correct, the state premises administrator can verify its
correctness and use the online Premises Allocator interface with CEAH to obtain a premises
ID through the exception handling processes.

Converting Premises systems

For states to conform to the national standard, it will be key that states that have a premises 1D
system in place need to convert previously issued premises ID’s to the new format. For states
to convert over, it will be necessary to allow the premises allocator to process a file that includes
address information for previously issued premises ID. A file will need to be returned that
includes a cross reference between the old premises ID and the newly assigned premises iD.
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it will be the states responsibility to address any exceptions. The most likely exceptions will be
that an address is invalid, or a premises |D has been previously allocated to the same address.
States will need to merge recorded information associated with duplicate premises ID to resolve
the exceptions. It is recommended that states develop an infra-structure (including IT and
human resources) that will manage the exceptions that are returned to them. This might require
setting up some temporary database tables to store exceptions and have the ability to re-submit
any corrected data to obtain a premises ID.

Below is a recommended file fayout to submit and obtain premises 1D in the new format:

Premises Conversion File Format
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The following illustrates the flow of data between the Prem Allocator and the state

system.

State -> National PremID System

State Prem ID Allocator Exceptions
Entar New
Address
Request Addrass. " N Perform Address
Valication Address.Zip. (Cly.siate] Validation
Request NEL 1S Address
Address Valid
NO
Notify Exception
i Group of
ddress, city,state.zip, Reg YES Exception Request
Errorcode. Addres 2ip,
Display Validaed city.state Retum Address 10
Address State Perform Address
Research
e YNO ‘Can address
be Verified
Notify requestor of
ncormrect Address
AuthCode Addres, | Validate Request Validate Requast
Request Prem iD 1 Ciy.state,zip * pa Par s oy Yis
AuthCoce Addres.
City state.zip
Paramelers Parameters _L' Request Prem 1D
Correct Comect
YES YES
s ¥

Store Address and PremiD, EmorCode. | | Retum Excepton PremiD, EforCoda. Notify requestor of
FremiD [ Address zig oity.sae ]| Rewm PremiD PremD [ |Address zip,cty.stae ] Exception Prem iD
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Appendix D. Non-producer Participant and USAIN allocation data

Data items to be collected when a Non-producer Participant is enrolled:

Non-producer Participant Associated Data

multiple records.
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Security access data

Data items to be collected to grant a Non-producer Participant access to the National premises
system:

User Access Security Login/Password

* Multiple users can be associated with a Non-producer Pammpént

USAIN allocation data

Data ltems to be collected by USDA/APHIS to store USAIN allocations to Non-producer
Participants.
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Appendix E. 1SO 7064 Mod 37,2 Calculation of Alphanumeric Check
digit

This Appendix shows how to calculate the check character for a given number. The calculation
is based on the donation number string excluding the leading '=' symbol and the flag characters.

The steps in the process are as follows:

(1) For each character in the string determine its check value as required by ISO 7064 (see
Table |).

(2) For each character determine its weighted check value by muttiplying the check value from
(1) by the nth power of 2 where n is the position of the character from the right-hand end of
the string.

(3) Sum the weighted check values from (2).

(4) Find the modulus 37 value of the sum from (3).

(5) Subtract the value obtained in (4) from 38.

(6) Find the modulus 37 value of the result of (5). This is the 37,2 check sum.

The calculated check sum is used to generate both the barcode check characters used in the

flag positions of the ISBT128 barcode and the eye-readable check digit character. The barcode

check characters are determined by adding 60 to the check sum. The eye-readable check digit
character is determined by cross referencing the check sum to Table 1.

Table I Mapping from characters to SO 7064 check values

Char 0 1 12 3 d 5 6 7 8 9 A B cC D

Value 0 1 3 i 5 6 7 8 £l 10 111 n2 13

Char E F G H | Y K L M N 0 P QR

Value 14 15 [16 117 18 |18 20 |21 22 |23 24 5 6 |27

Char s T W M W X ¥ [ lseebelow

Value 28 P9 B0 31 |32 133 34 35 P36 |

United States Animal {dentification Plan - DRAFT



124

Protecting American Animal Health

Table I Example of calculating a check digit

Donation number G65432

Position from right n 2 Character 1SO7064 value Weighted

(n) (step 1) value
(step 2)

6 64 G 16 1024

5 32 6 6 192

4 16 5 B 80

3 8 4 4 32

2 4 3 3 12

1 2 2 2 4

Step 3 Sum of weighted values 1344

Step 4 Sum mod 37 12

Step 5 Subtract from 38 ) 16

Step 6 Mod 37 16

1ISO 37,2 check sum = 16

barcode check digit characters = 76

eye-readable check digit = G
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Appendix F. International Standard - Radio frequency identification

of animals

ISO 11784 Radio frequency identification of animals - Code Structure

1. Scope

This International Standard specifies the
structure of the radio frequency (RF)
identification code for animals.

RF identification of animals requires that the
bits transmitted by a transponder are
interpretable by a transceiver. Usually the bit
stream contains data bits, defining the
identification code and a number of bits to
ensure correct reception of the data bits. This
International Standard specifies the structure of
the identification code.

This International Standard does not specify
the characteristics of the transmission
protocols between transponder and
transceiver. These characteristics are the
subject of ISO 11785,

Note — A procedure for the allocation of the
manufacturer's code is under study.

2. Conformance

The unique individual identification codes
transmitted by a transponder are in
conformance with this international Standard
provided they meet the requirements of clause
5.

3. Normative reference

The following standard contains provisions
which, through reference in this text, constitute
provisions of this international Standard. Atthe
time of publication, the edition indicated was
valid. All standards are subject to revision, and
parties to agreements based on this
International Standard are encouraged to
investigate the possibility of applying the most
recent edition of the standard indicated below.
Members of IEC and ISO maintain registers of
currently valid International Standards.

1SO 3166-1993, Codes for the representation
of names of countries.

4. Definitions

4.1 animal code: Bit pattern to identify an animal.
4.2 bit pattern: Sequence of binary digits or bits
{011

4.3 code field: Group of bits in the identification
code with a specific meaning.

4.4 country code: Bit pattern to define the country
where the transponder was issued.

4.5 data block: Additional group of bits with a
specific meaning.

4.6 flag: Single bit with a specific meaning.

4.7 identification code: Part of the code that is
used for identification (control codes such as
header, trailer and checksum are excluded).

4.8 manufacturer's code: Bit pattern identifying
the manufacturer of the transponder.

4.9 national identification code: Code field with a
unigue number within a country.

4.10 transceiver: Device used to communicate
with a transponder.

4.11 transponder: Device which fransmits its
stored information when activated by a transceiver
and may be able to store new information.

5. Description of code structure

The code in the transponder is spiit up into a
number of code fields, each with its own meaning.
Each field is coded in natural binary with the high-
order bit being leftmost. The structure of the code
shall be as specified in Table 1. Bit number 1 in the
code is the most significant bit (MSB), bit number
64 is the least significant bit (LSB).

The combination of country code and nationai
identification code provides a unique worldwide
identification number.

United States Animal Identification Plan - DRAFT




126

Protecting American Animal Health

Table 1 - Code Structure

Bit No.

information Combinations Description

Flag for animal (1) or non- 2 This bit signais whether the transponder
animat (0) application. is used for animal identification or not.
In all animal applications this bit shalil
be 1.

Reserved field. 16 384 Fourteen bits of code are reserved for
future use.

Fiag indicating the existence 2 This bit signals that additional data is to
of a data block (1) or no data be received (e.g., physiclogical data,
block (0). measured by a device which combines
identification and monitoring). This bit
shall be 1 if additional information is
appended to the identification code,
otherwise it shall be 0.

17 -26

1SO 3168 numeric-3 country 1024 Country codes from 900 to 998 may be
code. used to refer to individual
manufacturers of transponders.
Country code 999 is used {o indicate
that the transponder is a test
transponder and need not contain a
unique identification number.

27-64

National identification code. 274 877 906 944 Unique number within a country.

Notes:

The method to distinguish between animal and non-animal applications using bit No. 1 allows the
code structure to be recognized electronically. However, this requires that future standards on RF
identification in other fields wilt adhere to this convention.

The length of the national identification code was chosen to have enough combinations available
for all animals in a large country. Moreover, the uniqueness of a code is expected to be
maintained over thirty years.

It is a national responsibility to ensure the uniqueness of the national identification code. [f
necessary, number series may be allocated to species andfor manufacturers, but this will not be
standardized. Ideaily every country should maintain a central database in which all issued codes
are stored, together with a reference to the database where the information concerning the
associated animal can be retrieved.
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1SO 11785 Radio frequency identification of animals - Technical
Concept (Abbreviated)

1. Scope

This International Standard specifies how a transponder is activated and how the stored
information is transferred to a transceiver.

2.Conformance

Transponders are in conformance with this International Standard provided they meet the
requirements given in clause 6 of ISO 11785. Transceivers are in conformance with this
International Standard provided they meet the requirements given in clause 6 and annex A, if
the latter is applicabie.

Table 1. Summary of the FDX and HDX Systems

Parameter FDX System HDX System
Activation frequency 134.2 kHz 134.2 kHz
Modulation AM_PSK FSK
Return frequencies 129.0 kHz to 133.2 kHz 124.2 kHz
135.2 kHz to 139.4 kHz 134.2 kHz (0)
Encoding Modified DBP NRZ
Bit rate 4 194 bit/s 7 762.5 bits/s (1)

8 387.5 bits/s (0)

Telegram structure:

- Header 11 8
-_ldentification code 64 64
- Error detection code 16 16
- Trailer 24 24
- Control bits 13 -
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Appendix G. Error Handling Procedures

When either the Premises record, Animal record, or Lot ID record are submitted to the Nationai
database, error checking will be done on the record prior to adding to the database. If the record
fails to pass the error checking, an error record will be created and returned to the sender. The
error record will contain the submitted record, along with a 4 digit error code(s) and a date and
time stamp (GMT) of when the record was received (or processed) at the end of the record. To
limit the number of error codes, the maximum number of error codes that will be returned is
limited to 5, and wiil be added to the end of the submitted record and be delimited with a
comma. (example, 2001,2005,2010,..) The error codes will be listed in order of importance, so
the most important ones to appear first.

Once the complete file is processed, the file with errors will be made available to the sender. An
email will be sent to the organization that sent the file summarizing actions of the record. The
error filte will not be attached to the e-mail. The e-mail message will contain the following
information;

- One summary per header record

- Process Date

- Number of records submitted,

- Number of records containing errors.

- Summary of type of records

- Percentage of records with errors, and useable records
- Name of the file containing errors.

- Hyperlink link is provided to the error file

- Hyper link to list of error descriptions

To ensure e-mail messages can be returned, for each file type the header records of each file
must contain a valid email address of the sender.

The error records to be available via HTTP for each organization that submitted them. Error files
will be available for 90 days, then they will be archived. To access the HTTP site, each
organization submitting records will need User ID and Passwords to download error files. The
sender can download the error records at their convenience and take appropriate action.

The following file naming convention will be used to return error file. Each file name will include
the initial uploaded file name with a different file extension. Depending on the type of file that is
uploaded, the following file extensions will be used:

-“.EPR” for premises records
-“.ELO" for lot records
- “.EIN" for animal records

Error Codes

The format of the error codes is based on a 4 digit numeric code. The error code is constructed
as foilows;

Pos 1; Grouping of error records;

1 = Premise Upload Records sent to the National Premises Repository DB from
the State Premises DB.
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2 = USAIN/Animal Transaction Records sent to the National Animal 1D DB.
3 = Lot ID Transaction Records sent to the National Animal 1D DB.

Pos 2-4: three digit error code (numbering within the type of error)
Code Example: 1003 = Error code #3 under the Premise errors.
2003 = Error code #3 under Animal errors.
10 error code numbers were skipped at a time per category, so new codes can be
inserted at a later date. Description of the error codes were kept as specific and self
explanatory as possible.

Types of errors

When premises information is processed, the following is assumed:

- Premise ID address is validated.

- Premise ID is validated

- The states are in control of the data they submit, and the National Premises
Repository overwrites or adds any data they get from a state based on Premise ID.
The address will not be checked against the postal office database.

Note: for date checking;
Format Incorrect- indicates the date is too long or contains alpha characters.
Future date- indicates the date has not happened yet.
Invalid- indicated that the;
- Year is outside of an acceptable range of within the past 30 years.
- Month is outside of the 01-12 range
- Day is outside of the range for that month. Example: Jan must be 1-31...
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Appendix H.

Secretary Veneman submits statement to Gilmore Commission regarding USDA's role in
protecting U.S. from terrorism.

Chairman Gilmore and distinguished members of the Commission, thank you for the opportunity to share
the Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) role in protecting our country from terrorism with the Advisory
Panel to Assess Domestic Response Capabilities for Terrorism involving Weapons of Mass Destruction.

When the Gilmore Commission was established four years ago, few Americans foresaw the profound way
that terrorism could affect us, and very few understood the potential impact of weapons of mass
destruction. This Commission, however, has been on the forefront of both of these issues, which are now
central not only to American foreign policy, but also to the work of every department within the Federal
government. | commend the Commission for its role in heightening awareness of these issues, for
bringing more accountability to the government and for its recommendations for improving homeland
security.

In its latest report, the Commission considers the economic impact of a significant attack against
American agriculture and finds that, “the downstream effect of a major act of terrorism against this highly
valuable industry would likely be enormous.” Indeed, with one in eight American jobs directly involved in,
or dependent upon agriculture, the economic impact of an attack on this sector could be the most
important threat we face.

I want to commend the Commission, too, for observing that because agriculture was not
recognized as a critical infrastructure when critical infrastructures were initially identified,
agriculture did not benefit from the heightened awareness of terrorist threats that were paid to
other sectors. As you further note, though, the Bush Administration has recognized this
oversight, designated agriculture as a critical infrastructure in its National Strategy, and has taken
strong steps toward protecting it. Addressing the new threat requires extraordinary vision, new
thinking and the ability to look at the much larger issue — the protection of our citizens against
potential threats.

We have seen the devastation, destruction and loss of lives — to say nothing about the damage to our
economy —~ caused by the events of that horrible day, September 11, 2001. it is something that nobody
wants to see repeated. it is why all of us are considering the important issues of homeland security and
how we can best prepare for and prevent future attacks. However, preparedness also reguires us to
consider how we can best ready this nation — and the infrastructure which supports it - to respond in the
event of anocther attack.

Note: The full report can be oblained at: http:/fanimalagriculture. org/newsarchives/2003/Sep12/Gilmore.htm
Source: USDA
September 9, 2003
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T United States Animal Health Association

USAHA 2003
Resolution No. 19

UNITED STATES ANIMAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION 2003
RESOLUTION NUMBER: 19 APPROVED
SOURCE: COMMITTEE ON LIVESTOCK IDENTIFICATION
SUBJECT MATTER: UNITED STATES ANIMAL IDENTIFICATION PLAN
DATES: OCTOBER 14, 2003
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The number of animals officially identified in the United States has been decreasing rapidly
over the last few years due to the successes of disease eradication programs that have
historically provided the foundation for animal identification. This directly impacts the
ability to track animals that may have been exposed to a disease of concern.

Current world conditions which include the possibility of intentional or accidental
introduction of foreign animal disease make it essential that potentially exposed animals can
be quickly traced.

The recent disclosure of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) in Canada illustrates
the tremendous economic impact that even one animal with a significant foreign animal
disease, especially a zoonotic disease can cause. This tremendous impact on the cattle
industry in Canada occurred even though Canada has an identification system that has
recently been implemented, and therefore only allowed for the efficient tracking of animals
that had been identified in the last few years. The impact would be significantly greater in
the United States should BSE or a some other foreign animal disease be disclosed here since
the number of animals identified has been on the decline, and significantly fewer animals
are identified and able to be traced.

Being able to rapidly track animals exposed to a disease of concern, either foreign or
domestic, is not only a critical component of being able to arrest the spread of disease, but is
also a key factor in negotiations intended to reestablish international trade that may be
halted as a result of a disease incursion. Therefore, it is critical that a comprehensive animal
identification system be implemented as soon as possible,

In response, the work of a National Identification Development Team representing a

http://www.usaha.org/resolutions/reso03/res-1903.html
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significant state-federal-industry cooperative effort has resulted in a draft United States
Animal Identification Plan (USAIP). This plan, although still a work in progress, lays the
foundation for the initiation of a comprehensive system for animal identification in the
United States, a first step towards enhancing the ability to safeguard the health of the
Nation's livestock, and to protect and enhance international trade.

RESOLUTION:

The United States Animal Health Association (USAHA) accepts the draft United
States Animal Identification Plan (USAIP) proposed by the National Animal
Identification Develepment Team as a work in progress, and encourages its further
refinement and implementation through the following guiding principles:

o the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS), Veterinary Services (VS), state animal health
authorities, and species specific groups should work to finalize and implement
standards associated with the development and administration of the premises
identification system and U.S. animal identification numbering system in a
timely manuner, and develop the information systems necessary to support them.

the USDA-APHIS-VS should coordinate the organization of species specific
groups to determine the final design, implementation process and oversight
methods necessary for the national animal identification system for their
respective species. These groups, working within the USAIP framework, will
make their recommendations to the National Identification Steering Committee.

o the USDA-APHIS-VS should work with state animal health officials and the

species groups to develop minimum standards necessary to implement the
USAIP.

USAHA Home News Officers Commitlees Reports Proceedings Directory
Meetings  Allied Groups Species Info Key Links History Bulletin Board Newletters

Questions or comments about USAHA? E-mail the USAHA Webmaster.
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http://www.usaha.org/resolutions/reso03/res-1903.html
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Midwestern Association of State Departments of Agriculture
July 2003

Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy — The outbreak of BSE in livestock in the United Kingdom
and other countries, including Canada, has gained much of the world’s attention. The formation
of an adequate defense against BSE is continually changing. The causative agent has not yet
been proven. Many questions remain which can only be resolved through research and on-going
evaluation.

It is important to recognize that BSE is a hybrid issue concemning animal and public health.
Public health concerns have been raised as a result of the outbreak in the United Kingdom.
Moreover, the whole livestock industry risks being threatened by the heightened public health
concerns over BSE.

The ban on the importation of animals and by-products known to be potentially infected
reasonably embraces the known scientific facts.

Until the Canadian BSE investigation is complete, the source of the disease is identified, and
adequate surveiilance is instituted, we cannot be sure that adequate mitigation measures have
been taken to protect the United States’ cattle industry and the consumers of beef in the United
States.

We urge USDA and other appropriate federal agencies to take the following actions immediately.

» Inspection of imports, both mail and large containers, must be improved and
expanded. Customs inspectors currently inspect only a small portion of materials
entering the U.S., and many imports are mislabeled. The opportunity for
products from BSE affected countries to enter the US is very likely.

¢ BSE surveillance should be improved by requiring that more samples from cattle
that die on farms be tested. More emphasis should be placed on obtaining
samples from animals that are dead or down on farms. This is a group of animals
that is under surveyed.

¢ Advanced Meat Recovery (AMR) systems should be improved and AMR-
derived products should be tested to ensure that nervous tissue is not included in
meat derived by this means.

e The feed ban should be absolute — NO mammalian protein should be fed to
ruminants. The feed ban must be strictly enforced with immediate corrective
actions taken. This may result in severe consequences for the rendering industry
and others involved in the disposal of dead animals and offal. We believe,
however, that it is far better to err on the side of safety. At the same time, we
believe that actions should be taken to find new uses for rendered products. Feed
manufacturing plants, transportation vehicles and storage areas must be dedicated
50 as to absolutely preclude the commingling of ruminant animal feed with any
feed that contains the banned animal proteins.

¢ The allowance of feeding poultry litter to cattle should be immediately banned.
When ruminant protein is fed to poultry, the BSE prion may pass through the
bird unchanged and be present in the litter along with spilled feed. When this
litter is fed back to cattle the prion would be present to infect cattle.
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¢ Consumer products that contain bovine nervous tissue should be clearly labeled
as such.

s Pet foods containing ruminant-based meat and bone meal should be clearly
labeled as not for ruminant feed and should not be stored in the same area as
ruminant feeds.

¢ Specified Risk Materials (SRM) should be banned from human consumption.

USDA correctly issued an emergency interim rule declaring Canada to be a BSE affected
country, we urge USDA to continue to employ the regulatory system in place as consideration is
given to permitting transportation of animals and products from BSE affected countries or
regions. While emergency conditions mandated the enactment of the interim rule immediately
without public comment, such emergency conditions do not exist as re-opening of the border to
ruminant and ruminant products from BSE affected counties is considered.

Accordingly, we urge USDA to continue to adhere to the regulatory system in place for
recognizing a country or region free of a disease and allow public comment prior to making a
final decision on conditions necessary to allow imports of live animals into the United States
from a BSE infected country. We also urge USDA not to rush the process of reinstating a
region’s (country’s) disease free status. It is critical to gain a complete picture of the disease
situation in the region (country) and to fully consider all information received from many sources
prior to reinstating that status.

The OIE itself calls for Canada to fulfill a number of requirements before being “considered as
presenting a minimal BSE risk.” The OIE standard clearly calls for the implementation of
meticulous and time-consuming efforts before any country with a BSE incident is released from
scrutiny or sanction.

NASDA encourages the completion of the program to depopulate the remaining United Kingdom
imported cattle in the United States. Continuing to monitor all visible bovine nervous disorders at
slaughter is a must. Finally, we encourage the USDA to develop and implement effective
methods for inactivation of the transmissible spongiform encephalopathy (TSE) agent.
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Policy Amendment adopted at the NASDA Annual Meeting in Boise, Idaho, in September
2003.

Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy — The outbreak of BSE in livestock in the United Kingdom
and other countries, including Canada, has gained much of the world’s attention. The formation
of an adequate defense against BSE is continually changing. The causative agent has not yet
been proven. Many questions remain which can only be resolved through research and on-going
evaluation.

1t is important to recognize that BSE is a hybrid issue concerning animal and public health.
Public health concerns have been raised as a result of the outbreak in the United Kingdom.
Moreover, the whole livestock industry risks being threatened by the heightened public health
concerns over BSE.

The ban on the importation of animals and by ~products known to be potentially infected
reasonably embraces the known scientific facts.

Until the Canadian BSE investigation is complete, the source of the disease is identified, and
adequate surveillance is instituted, we cannot be sure that adequate mitigation measures have
been taken to protect the United States’ cattle industry and the consumers of beef in the United
States.

We urge USDA and other appropriate federal agencies to take the following actions immediately.

» Inspection of imports, both mail and large containers, must be improved and
expanded. Customs inspectors currently inspect only a small portion of materials
entering the U.S., and many imports are mislabeled. The opportunity for
products from BSE affected countries to enter the US is very likely.

¢ BSE surveillance should be improved by requiring that more samples from cattle
that die on farms be tested. More emphasis should be placed on obtaining
samples from animals that are dead or down on farms. This is a group of animals
that is under surveyed.

¢ Advanced Meat Recovery (AMR) systems should be improved and AMR-
derived products should be tested to ensure that nervous tissue is not included in
meat derived by this means.

* The feed ban should be absolute — NO mammalian protein should be fed to
ruminants. The feed ban must be strictly enforced with immediate corrective
actions taken. This may result in severe consequences for the rendering industry
and others involved in the disposal of dead animals and offal. We believe,
however, that it is far better to err on the side of safety. At the same time, we
believe that actions should be taken to find new uses for rendered products. Feed
manufacturing plants, transportation vehicles and storage areas must be dedicated
50 as to absolutely preclude the commingling of ruminant animal feed with any
feed that contains the banned animal proteins.

* Ruminant byproducts shall not be allowed in poultry feed. When prohibited
ruminant material is fed to poultry, the BSE prion may be present in the litter
along with spilled feed. When this litter is fed back to cattle the prion would be
present to infect cattle.



137

o Consumer products that contain bovine nervous tissue should be clearly labeled
as such.

e Enforcement to assure that prohibited material bearing the warning statement
“Do Not Feed to Cattle or Other Ruminants” is not sold or used as ruminant feed
must occur at the state as well as the federal level.

e Specified Risk Materials (SRM) should be banned from human consumption.

USDA correctly issued an emergency interim rule declaring Canada to be a BSE affected
country, we urge USDA and FDA to continue to employ the regulatory system in place as
consideration is given to permitting transportation of animals and products from BSE affected
countries or regions. While emergency conditions mandated the enactment of the interim rule
immediately without public comment, such emergency conditions do not exist as re-opening of
the border to ruminant and ruminant products from BSE affected counties is considered.

Accordingly, we urge USDA to continue to adhere to the regulatory system in place for
recognizing a country or region free of a disease and allow public comment prior to making a
final decision on conditions necessary to allow imports of live animals into the United States
from a BSE infected country. We also urge USDA not to rush the process of reinstating a
region’s {country’s) disease free status. It is critical to gain a complete picture of the disease
situation in the region (country) and to fully consider all information received from many sources
prior to reinstating that status.

The OIE itself calls for Canada to fulfill a number of requirements before being “considered as
presenting a minimal BSE risk.” The OIE standard clearly calls for the implementation of
meticulous and time-consuming efforts before any country with a BSE incident is released from
scrutiny or sanction.

NASDA encourages the completion of the program to depopulate the remaining United Kingdom
imported cattle in the United States. Continuing to monitor all visible bovine nervous disorders at
slaughter is a must. Finally, we encourage the USDA to develop and implement effective
methods for inactivation of the transmissible spongiform encephalopathy (TSE) agent.
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United States Senate
Senate Budget Committee

Written Statement of Terry Duppong
Glen Ullin, North Dakota

Regarding
Mad Cow Disease -- Industry Impact and U.S. Government Response
on behalf of
Ranchers-Cattlemen Action Legal Fund, United Stockgrowers of America (R-CALF US4)
January 9, 2004
Chairman Nickles, Ranking Member Conrad, members of the Committee, I am Terry
Duppong, together with my wife, Patty, and two sons, Ty and Casey, we own Duppong’s Willow
Creek Farms in Glen Ullin, North Dakota. We raise registered Angus cattle and we finish cattle
on our full-time ranching operation. I am aiso proud to be a member of the Ranchers-Cattlemen
Action Legal Fund ~ United Stockgrowers of America (R-CALF USA). Our organization has
worked tirelessly on behalf of the American cattle producer. Our focus has been on protecting
and promoting the interests of independent cattle producers, and it is from that perspective that T
come before you today. I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this issue as it is
very important to the cow-calf operators, backgrounders and independent ranchers who
constitute the heart of this country’s cattle and beef industry.
The impact of the December 23, 2003, announcement by the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) of a “presumptive positive” case for BSE in a Washington State dairy cow

was immediate and damaging to the United States live cattle industry. We commend the United
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States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and its various departments, including the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) for doing an excellent job at calming consumer
concerns by clearly explaining the BSE mitigation measures the United States began
implementing in 1989. However, we are disappointed that the USDA has thus far ignored the
economic interests of United States cattle producers as its actions have resulted in the
subordination of U.S. cattle producers’ interest to other interests, some of whom are our foreign
competitors.

Despite the fact that the “presumptive positive” cow wastagged with a Canadian export
ear-tag,' the USDA chose not to disclose this factual information until four days after its
announcement of a “presumptive positive” case for BSE. R-CALF USA had received numerous
reports, beginning on December 24, 2003, from members familiar with the investigation who
indicated that the cow was tagged with a Canadian ear-tag. On December 26, 2003, R-CALF
USA contacted the USDA urging the release of this factual information to prevent the market
from overreacting. On December 27, 2003, the USDA finally announced the fact that the cow
was tagged with a permanent ear-tag indicating the cow was imported from Canada.? However,
this information was provided too late as cattle markets had already begun to cement its
application of a worst-case scenario for the situation. This worst-case scenario was that the
United States likely had a native case of BSE, implying that it also had a significant break in its
BSE prevention program, including the possibility of a contaminated feed supply.

During the week preceding the December 23, 2003, BSE announcement, the 5 Area

Weekly Weighted Slaughter price was approximately $91.50 per cwt.® For the week following

! Transcript of Technical Briefing and Webcast with U.S. Government Officials on BSE Case, December 27, 2003,
in which Dr. Ron DeHaven stated, “What we have is a match to an ear-tag that was recovered from the animal at
slaughter and records in Canada with that same ear-tag number,” available at
bttp://www.usda.gov/news/releases/2003/12/0444.htm, downloaded on January 8, 2004,

21d.

3 Estimated price based on verbal reports as USDA historical data was unavailable at time of writing.
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the announcement, week ending December 26, 2003, the price was $86.01 per ewt.* During the
next week, week ending January 2, the price fell to $74.59 per cwt.’ Thus, the uncertainty in the
market, caused largely because the market did not have the factual information necessary to
mitigate the formulation of a worst-case scenario, was absorbed by United States live cattle
producers who suffered an approximate $15.91 per cwt. drop in the value of fed cattle. This
equates to a loss of $190.92 per head based on a 1200 pound steer.

Not only did the United State’s domestic cattle market receive insufficient information to
apply anything but a worst-case scenario to the disease situation, but our international markets
were equally uninformed. On December 23, 2003, APHIS submitted the United States’
Emergency Report to the World Organization for Animal Health (OIE), the international
organization that develops animal health standards for its 165 World Trade Organization (WTO)
members including the United States. In its Emergency Report, APHIS stated that the source of
the BSE agent and the origin of infection was “[Ulnknown. Trace-back and trace-out
investigations have been initiated.”® Thus, United States’ export customers, which are also
members of the OIE and respectful of its mission, were officially notified that the United States
bad a “presumptive positive” case for BSE; but they were not informed that the infected cow was
tagged with a Canadian ear-tag. It was not until at least December 28, 2003, that APHIS
submitted its follow-up Emergency Report to the OIE stating that “Preliminary tracing indicates
that the animal may have entered the United States from Canada between 28 August and 25
October 2001.”" It is, therefore, the case that the United States’ non-disclosure of the Canadian

ear-tag on the BSE infected cow was assimilated by United States’ export customers for at least

4 National Weekly Cattle and Beef Summary, USDA Livestock & Grain Market News, January 5, 2004.
*1d.
¢ Disease Information, Vol. 16 - No. 52, Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy in the United States of America:

Presumptive Diagnosis, December 26, 2003, available at htip.//www.oie.int/eng/info/hebdo/AIS_65 HTM#Secl,
downloaded on January 8, 2004.
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as long, if not longer than it was assimilated by the domestic market. Meanwhile, the OIE did
not include the United States on its international list of “Territories/Countries Having Reported
Cases of BSE in Imported Animals Only.”® Instead, the OIE classified the United States as
having a confirmed case on December 23, 2003, without any explanatory footnotes.”

The information the USDA provided as well as the information it did not provide in a
timely manner to the OIE is significant because the BSE standard established by the OIE and
contained in the OIE Code provides that a country’s disease ranking may not change if BSE is
found in an imported animal. More specifically, if the United States discovers a BSE case in an
animal that has been clearly demonstrated to originate directly from the importation of live
cattle, and all of the offspring of the infected animal are destroyed, then such a BSE case does
not disqualify the United States from its “BSE provisionally free country or zone” ranking.'®

It is important that Congress realize that if mandatory country of origin labeling (COOL)
were in place when the “presumptive positive” BSE case was announced, the financial harm
experienced by United States cattle producers would not likely have occurred and the
investigation and recall would have been expedited for the following reasons:

1. The Secretary of Agriculture would have been obligated to announce the fact

that the cow was marked with a foreign marking at the time of the BSE
announcement as such marking would be a legally sanctioned method of

determining that an animal was imported. This would have eliminated the

” Disease Information, Vol. 17— No. 1, Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy in the United States of America:
Foliow-up report No. 1 (confirmation of diagnosis), January 2, 2004, available at
http://www.oie.int/eng/info/hebdo/AIS 64 HTM#Sech downloaded on January 8, 2004.

8 Territories/Countries Having Reported Cases of BSE in Imported Animals Only, Office International des
Epizooties, Updated 13-11-2003, available at hitp://www.oie.int/eng/info/en_esbimport.htm, downloaded on
January 8, 2004.

? Number of Reported Cases of Bovine Spongiform Encepthalopathy (BSE) Worldwide (excluding the United
Kingdom, World Organization for Animal health, available at http://www.oie.int/eng/info/en_esbmonde.htm.

1® Terrestrial Animal Health Code, 11% edition — 2003, Part 2, Section 2.3, Chapter 2.3.13., Office International des
Epizooties.
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price depressing uncertainty that pervaded the domestic and international
markets.

2. The meat from the infected cow would have been segregated from the meat of
the other 22 cows that were slaughtered on the same day and that were
exclusively born, raised, and slaughtered in the United States. Thus APHIS
would not likely have had to trace and recall all 10,000 pounds of beef that
was subsequently distributed from the plant. COOL would have facilitated the
recall efforts as only Canadian labeled beef woiild have been subject to the
recall.

3. Consumers could have been informed that only beef products labeled with
“Canada”™ were subject to the recall and this would have resulted in consumers
maintaining the utmost confidence in beef labeled “product of the USA.”

R-CALF USA has determined that since 1997, the year the United States’ feed ban went

into effect, the U.S. imported 8.1 million head of live Canadian cattle into the U.S. However, 6.2
million of these cattle were imported directly for slaughter and another 1.6 million were feeder
cattle destined for slaughter within 4-8 months. Since our border has been closed to live
Canadian cattle for over seven months, all these cattle have likely been purged from our system.
This leaves approximately 437,000 head of Canadian cattle that may still reside in the U.S.
However, 382,000 are dairy cattle and less than 55,000 are beef cattle.!' It would appear that
this is a manageable number of cattle as it represents less than one-half of one percent of the total
U.S. cattle herd. APHIS should work aggressively to identify and subsequently mark these

imported cattle with a permanent mark of origin to prevent the possibility that one of these

U8, Trade Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agriculture Service, HS 10-Digit Imports,
available at http://www.fas usda. gov/ustrade/USTExHS 10.asp?Q!l=, downloaded on January 2, 2004.
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animals may lose their Canadian export tag. In addition, the U.S. could require testing of all
these animals at the time of slaughter.

With respect to the value of the United States beef export markets subject to risk as a
result of the BSE case, R-CALF USA has reviewed the USDA-Foreign Agricultural Service’s
(FAS’s) HS 10-Digit exports and found that the value of beef and edible beef offal exports
worldwide during the first ten months of 2003 was $2.9 billion. This partial-year value is equal
to the full 2002 calendar year value of $2.9 billion.'” The total value of United States’ cattlc
exports worldwide, including both dairy and beef catile, was $54 million in the first 10 months of
2003, and $131 million in calendar year 2002."* Therefore, in calendar year 2002, the total value
of United States” cattle and beef exports was $3 billion. A risk analysis was recently conducted
by APHIS to assess the risks associated with re-opening the Canadian border to live cattle and
beef. In its analysis, APHIS included additional risks associated with BSE if trade restrictions
were enforced against the United States. It estimated that indirect losses to United States’ firms
that support ruminant exports would equal an additional $2.5 billion annually.’* In addition,
APHIS estimated that more than 33 thousand full-time jobs, accounting for almost $1 billion in
wages annually could be jeopardized."® Thus it appears that $6.5 billion in export value is at risk.

It is important to note that the United States live cattle industry is a supply sensitive
industry. If our borders remain closed to exports, the 2.4 billion pounds of beef destined for

export annually will continue to stockpile; and the continuing flow of beef imports into the

'2J.S. Trade Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agriculture Service, HS 10-Digit Exports,
%vailable at hitp://www.fas.usda. gov/ustrade/USTExHS 10, asp?QI=, downloaded on January 8, 2004.
Id

' Risk Analysis: BSE Risk from the Importation of Designated Ruminants and Ruminant Products from Canada
'}leto the United States, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Veterinary Services, October 2003.
Id.
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United States, in the amount of 3.2 billion pounds annually, will certainly compound our already
depressed cattle prices.'®

This is precisely why, on the day of the BSE announcement, R-CALF USA sent an
emergency letter to President Bush and Secretary Veneman urging them to “Immediately close
the United States border to all imports of live cattle, beef, and both raw and manufactured
livestock feed until the circumstances surrounding this suspected case are fully disclosed and
understood.” R-CALF USA explained that this measure was needed to prevent a market
collapse caused by a build up of excess beef supplies.”” Neither the President nor the Secretary
has responded to this request.

R-CALF USA does not have direct knowledge regarding the potential cost of a
mandatory animal identification system. However, the USDA-Agricultural Marketing Service
(AMS) reviewed a number of studies which estimated the costs to producers for identifying live
animals. The AMS references the study conducted by E.E. Davis of Texas A&M, “Estimate of
Start-up Costs for Country of Origin Labeling Requirements to the Texas Beef and Cattle
Sectors,” in its proposed rule for country of origin labeling. The AMS indicates that the Davis
study included permanent animal identification in its cost estimate for producers.'® The Davis
study projected a first-year cost estimate of $1.3 billion for producers.'®

The United States does not have a native case of BSE. Our efforts should be directed
toward preventing the introduction of BSE from imported sources. To this end, the immediate
implementation of COOL is the quickest way to begin accurately differentiating domestic live

cattle from imported cattle; and should any of our livestock importers have another disease

16 L ivestock, Dairy, and Poultry Outlook, USDA-Economic Research Service, LDP-M-112, October 28, 2003.
Volumes based on 2002 calendar year and trade deficit calculated by converting live cattle import number to carcass
weight equivalent.

!7 Leo McDonnell, Letter to President Bush and Secretary Veneman, December 23, 2003.

'8 Federal Register, Vol. 68, No. 210, October 30, 2003, at 61962.

9 1d. at 61961.
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outbreak, we can immediately segregate these animals from the U.S. herd. Removing livestock
from the Department of Treasury’s list of exceptions from the general requirement to mark all
imported products with a mark of origin, known as the J-List, would immediately enable us to
accurately identify all animals that are not born and raised in the United States.

Individual animal identification, on the other hand, is a tool to manage a disease once an
outbreak occurs. While there are benefits to be derived for this specific purpose, we must not let
animal identification interfere with the goal of preventing the disease in the first place. COOL
has already been passed, the rules are near completion, and the éffective date is set. Congress
should first ensure that COOL is implemented on schedule and then our industry can take animal
identification under consideration.

To mitigate the financial damage that continues to accrue to the U.S. live cattle industry
as a result of this imported case of BSE, we ask that you immediately take the following actions:

1. Immediately close the borders to all imported beef and cattle until all our trading
partners remove their import restrictions against the United States.

2. Ensure that COOL is implemented on schedule and work with the Department of
Treasury and the USDA to begin permanently marking all imported livestock
immediately. This includes all imported Canadian cattle currently residing in the U.S.

3. Seek emergency funding to indemnify livestock producers who have suffered financial
losses due to this single case of BSE in a Canadian cow.

4. Begin the development of an insurance or indemnification program for U.S. cattle
producers to protect them from losses in the event of a future disease outbreak.

Thank you,
"{fw( l?"ﬂ“*’g
Terry Duppong
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As a veterinarian, production consultant, and producer, I have a vested interest in the reputation of our
North Dakota agricultural products. In the years of my profession, I have had numerous interactions
with consumers of our livestock products (beef, pork, and lamb) at all stages of development. The
reputation of our North Dakota calves command respect from feed yards throughout the country. Our
ability to diversify and capture added value from our products enables our farmers and ranchers to

realize maximum profit from their respective enterprises.

My position as a veterinarian in the Oakes community for the past 27 years has afforded me the
opportunity to consult my clients on many aspects of their production enterprise. Almost daily I visit
with my clients on marketing, genetic selection, health care, and nutrition for their cow-calf operations.
On these occasions I often am confronted with misinformation that cause me concern for the safety and

viability of our industry.

About a year and a half ago, I became acutely aware that our producers were either misinformed or
uninformed about some of the rules in effect for ruminant feeding practices. I had two occasions where
someone had recommended using swine feed containing animal protein products for feeding cattle.
Current evidence suggests that as the single greatest risk for the transmission of prion and breeches the

safeguards we have in place to prevent BSE.

Also about two years ago, the Oakes area was experiencing some consolidation of grain marketing
terminals, and the resulting facility elected to close its feed related business. Faced with the loss of a
feed outlet for our livestock producers, I partnered with another individual from the Oakes area, and we

opened Oakes Feed. We are a multi-source dealership with emphasis on feed analysis, consultation, and
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delivery. My experience in wearing two hats further escalated my concerns over improper nutrition
consultation. A year ago I began my campaign to get feed dealers and nutritional consultants either
licensed or certified in the state so we had some idea who was out there recommending feeding practices
to our producers. [ have visited with our district Representatives and Senator at the State level, with the
State Veterinarians for both North Dakota and South Dakota, with members of the North Dakota
Stockmen’s Association, and with other interested parties. I was hoping to address this at the State

level, however in view of recent activities, there may be increased Federal regulations implemented.

Our duty now, with the current BSE case, is to insure and protect the industry by using sound scientific

evidence to prevent further exposure to our cattle population, and instill a level of confidence to the

consumer that assures them the safety of our product.

Craig L. Galbreath DVM
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The events of the past two weeks have put a sense of urgency to the proposals being discussed in the
livestock industry. Consumer confidence and food safety issues that we have previously been
comfortable with have been brought into question. Our response to these concerns will determine the

future of the industry, and ultimately the future of agriculture.

Fortunately, we do have some precedence to use from the successful eradication programs for diseases
such as Brucellosis and TB. At the time these programs were also met with resistance from certain
sectors of the animal industry. Identification and testing were paramount to the success of these
programs, however producer compliance was at times compromised hindering the process. Ultimately

the programs worked and the industry has enjoyed the benefits of the integrity of our products.

The current program for eradication of scrapie in sheep and goats is another model that we can use to
plan for the challenges confronting us with BSE. At the onset of the program, there was some producer
reluctance for the identification process. However, with time and education our producers now can see
results that coupled with the technology of DNA testing give them some solid ground to move forward

toward the goal of eradication.
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