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AB-279, Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration, was introdued by

Representatives Scott Suder, M. Williams, LeMahieu, Bies, Spanbauer and Vos. AB-279,

Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration, is cosponsored by Senators Taylor, Schultz and

A. Lasee. It has been referred to the Committee on Agriculture. The bill needs more co-

sponsors immediately and your support as it goes through the Assembly. Call your

assembly people today! Please send the Action Alert to everyone that you know in

Wisconsin. Additionally, we are looking for a group of volunteer lobbyist to go to

Madison this fall to assist in this effort. If you would like to go, contact cj@wicfa.org and

let WICFA know that you can help. You are welcome to go on your own at anytime; A resource for lobbying
however, please contact Scott Suder’s office to get help and coordinate your efforts. your Wisconsin Senator

. N _ , . and Representative to
If you are interested in joining WICFA, go to our website at www.wicfa.org and click on

the link to the membership application. The wider our membership base is, the more co-sponsor AB-279,
impressive our organization will be to these lawmakers and the more attention our issue Voluntary Livestock
will be given by them. Premises Registration.

You will find several documents pertaining to AB-279, Voluntary Livestock Premises
Registration included in this packet. Please review them so that you know what actions
we want you take, have the latest information on what is going on with this new bill, can
see how our current Wisconsin Mandatory Premises Registration Law is affecting
farmers, will be more informed about the National Animal Identification System, and
understand how it is going to affect non-farmers who have a beloved family horse or two,
llama, pig, milk-cow, small flock of chickens, pet rabbits, etc...


mailto:cj@wicfa.org
http://www.wicfa.org/
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PLEASE BROADCAST

#*ACTION ALERT***

WHAT: Bill to Make Premises Registration Voluntary in WI

AB-279, Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration, was introdued by Representatives Scott Suder, M. Williams,
LeMahieu, Bies, Spanbauer and Vos. AB-279, Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration, is cosponsored by Senators Taylor,
Schultz and A. Lasee. It has been referred to the Committee on Agriculture. The bill needs more co-sponsors immediately
and your support as it goes through the Assembly.

ACTION: Please call and fax your state representative immediately and ask him/her to
cosponsor "AB-279, Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration."

Find your representative: http://www.legis.wisconsin.gov/w3asp/waml/waml.aspx

1. When you call, ask to speak to the representative or the legislative aide for agriculture. Form a positive relationship
with the aide. Educate him or her about NAIS. Be RESPECTFUL and POLITE. Remember, who would the aide rather
speak with, someone who is courteous or someone angry and resentful?

2. Please send this to everyone you know in Wisconsin.

View the bill: http://www.wicfa.org/ (scroll down below the Mission Statement).

C.J. Cordell, President
Wisconsin Independent Consumers and Farmers Association

cj@wicfa.org

http://www.wicfa.org/
(715) 418-0424

Our purpose is to promote and preserve unregulated direct fatmaeonsumer trade
that fosters availability of locally grown or homeoduced food products.

WICFAopposes any government funded or managed National Animal Identification System.


http://www.legis.wisconsin.gov/w3asp/waml/waml.aspx
http://www.wicfa.org/
mailto:cj@wicfa.org
http://www.wicfa.org/

PLEASE BROADCAST

#*ACTION ALERT***

What: Help us spread the word about c&s p 0 n s CAB-27%9 §/oluintary Livestock Premises
Registrationo to your neighbors, especially the

When: As soon as possible.

AB-279, Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration, was introdued by Representatives Scott Suder, M. Williams,
LeMahieu, Bies, Spanbauer and Vos. AB-279, Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration, is cosponsored by Senators Taylor,
Schultz and A. Lasee. It has been referred to the Committee on Agriculture. The bill needs more co-sponsors immediately
and your support as it goes through the Assembly.

ACTI ON: Pl ease pri AB-27¢ o Wiod sandfarWl CHRAGstck Prem
lobbying packet and take them by your Amish neighbrs so they can write their own letters to their
assembly people in Madison.

Find their representatives for them: http://www.legis.wisconsin.gov/w3asp/waml/waml.aspx

1. Print all materials irthis packet so that your neighbors, especially the Amish, can read it all for their
selves and be fully informed about this opportunity to make mandatory premise registration voluntary.

2. Use the link above to find out who their assembly people are ane aasite of their name and mailing
address in Madison so your Amish neighbors can send their own letters in to speak out agai
mandatory premise registration for themselves.

3. Please remember that this should be done as soon as possible

NOTE: AB-279 has been assigned to the Assembly Committee on Agriculture. We need to put pressure on each and
every member of the committee, whether they are your assembly person or not.

C.J. Cordell, President
Wisconsin Independent Consumers and Farmers Association

cj@wicfa.org

http://www.wicfa.org/
(715) 418-0424

Our purpose is to promote and preserve unregulated direct fatmeonsumer trade
that fosters availability of locally grown or homeoduced food products.

WICFAopposes any government funded or managed National Animal Identification System.


http://www.legis.wisconsin.gov/w3asp/waml/waml.aspx
mailto:cj@wicfa.org
http://www.wicfa.org/

SCOTT SUDER

State Representative * 69 Assembly District

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE April 1, 2009
FOR MORE NFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT:
STATE REPRESENTATIVE SCOTT SUDER TOLL-FREE AT 1888534-0069

Rep. Suder Fighting to Protect Local Farmers

Lawmaker Introduces Bill to Make Livestock Premise Registrations Voluntary z Says
&AIT E1T U &AOI AOO 3 Htéd@or Pxdtedtidg TAek LikibdodsA A

I 00 2 0 areR MR Suder (R-Abbotsford) introduced legislation today in Madison that he says will protect the
property rights of small family farmers who have recently been taken to court to force them to register their farms with
the state. The northern lawmaker’s bill will make livestock premise registrations voluntary, rather than mandatory in
Wisconsin.

“At a time when many family farms are struggling to keep the barn doors open, now is not the time for the state to be
threatening farmers who refuse to register their farms with a lawsuit,” Suder said. “In an economic crisis where every
job counts and every business matters, we should be doing everything we can to protect our farmers, not threatening
them with lawsuits that could very well put them out of business.”

The Department of Agriculture Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) currently requires any person who keeps
livestock to register their property and provide a description of the operation and types of animals raised at the location
to the state. DATCP has the authority under current law to create exemptions to the premise registration requirements
through the rules process. Suder says the department has chosen not to allow any exemptions to the premise
registrations in Wisconsin. The lawmaker said this strict mandate broke a promise DATCP made to the Legislature when
the Premise Registration Act was signed into law in 2004.

“DATCP told many of us who had concerns about mandating premise registrations that exemptions would be written to
protect the rights of family farmers,” Suder said. “That didn’t happen and now we are seeing lawsuits popping up
around the state threatening to sue farmers for thousands of dollars for not registering. Even the USDA strongly
believes that the best approach to premise registrations is a voluntary system led by the states. | believe we should
follow the federal government’s recommendations and make premise registrations voluntary in Wisconsin.”

Wisconsin is one of only two states that require mandatory premise registrations. In fact, five states (Utah, Arizona,
Kentucky, Missouri, and Nebraska) have adopted laws banning mandatory premise and animal identifications as part of
the National Animal Identification System (NAIS). lllinois, Arkansas, Montana, and Texas are considering similar
proposals. According to recent estimates, only a third of producers nationwide have chosen to register their farms in
the past five years.

Rep. Suder said he anticipates bipartisan support for the bill as it moves through the legislative process this spring.

Representative Suder welcomes your comments on this and other iSswesore information, please feel free to
contact Rep. Suder at (888) 568@69 or email himat Rep.Suder@leqgis.state.wi.us
-30-




State of Wisconsin LRB-2259/1

2009 ¢ 2010 LEGISLATURE RCT:jld :ph

2009 ASSEMBLY BILL 279

May 21, 2009 ¢ Introduced by Representatives Suder, M. Williams, LeMahieu,
Bies, Spanbauer and Vos, cosponsored by Senators Taylor, Schultz and A.
Lasee. Referred to Committee on Agriculture.

1 AN ACT to repeal95.36 (10) and 95.51 (3m); and to amend95.51 (2) (a) (intro.),
2 95.51 (2) (b) (intro.), 95.51 (3) and 95.51 (5) (a) of the statutes; relating to:
3 registration of livestock premises.

Analysis by the Legislative Reference Bane

Current law generally requires a person who keeps livestock at a location in this state to
register the location with the Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection (DATCP). The law authorizes DATCP to create exemptions from the
registration requirement by rule. A person who is required to register must provide
information to DATCP, including information about the type of livestock kept and the type
of livestock operation being conducted at each location. DATCP assigns a premises
identification code to each location that is registered. The system for assigning codes must
be designed to facilitate disease control and must comply with any federal standards.
DATCP must generally keep confidential the information provided by registrants, but
may disclose that information if it determines that disclosure is necessary to prevent or
control disease.

This bill makes the livestock premises registration program voluntary.

For further information see the state fiscal estimate, which will be printed as an
appendix to this bill.

Thepeople of the state of Wisconsin, represented in senate and assemblyedact
as follows:
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ASSEMBLY BILL 279 SEcTiON 1
SecTioN 1. 95.36 (10) of the statutes is repealed.
SecTioN 2. 95.51 (2) (a) (intro.) of the statutes is amended to read:
95.51 (2) (a) (intro.) Exceptasprovidedundersub—{3m}—nopersonmaydo A

person who does any of the following at a location in this state urlessthatperson

registers may register that location with the department:

SecTioN 3. 95.51 (2) (b) (intro.) of the statutes is amended to read:

95.51 (2) (b) (intro.) A person shaH who chooses to register under par. (a) e~

shall use a form provided by the department and shall provide all of the following

information:
Section 4. 95.51 (3) of the statutes is amended to read:

95.51 (3) CoorbiNATION. A person te-whem-sub—{2}appHesmay-comphrwith

who chooses to register under sub. (2) may do so as part of the registration process

under s. 95.55 or 95.68 or the licensing process under s. 97.22.

SecTion 5. 95.51 (3m) of the statutes is repealed.

SeEcTiIoON 6. 95.51 (5) (a) of the statutes is amended to read:

95.51 (5) (a) Information that a person is+reguired-to-provide provides to the

department under sub. (2) is not subject to public inspection under s. 19.35. Except

as provided in pars. (b) and (c), the department may not disclose information
provided under sub. (2) to any other person or agency.

(END)



National Animal Identification System (NAIS)

A report by the National Independent Consumers and Farmers Association (NICFA)
March 1, 2009

Introduction:

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) has spent considerable taxpayer money and physical resources on
the “National Animal Identification System” (NAIS), acting without Congressional mandate and creating widespread
opposition from farmers, ranchers, livestock owners, homesteaders, consumers and agriculture supply businesses—a
massive grassroots response that NAIS is a bad idea, unwanted, and not grounded in the reality of farm life, animal
husbandry or healthy food.

What is the purpose of Animal ID?

A system of animal identification for disease traceback, sales, health, and breeding recordation has been in continuous
use in the United States for well over a century. Refined during its extensive use, the current system, without NAIS
components, has and does work well. Why create NAIS?

What is the purpose of NAIS?

The USDA’s NAIS, would require “premises registration” of any property where a single farm animal is kept; Radio
Frequency ID tagging or microchipping of every animal; and reporting of every animal’s movements within 24 hours to a
federal database under penalty of severe fine, confiscation of animals or both. NAIS proposes

a national disease response network built to protect your animals, your neighbors, and your economic livelihood
against the devastation of a foreign animal disease outbreak.

FACT: The USDA already has in place the network they claim NAIS will supplant.

The USDA’s claim that “modern” technology will enable 48-hour traceback during disease outbreak is untenable. In
reality, NAIS will not prevent disease because it does not address the cause of disease. Traceback can help track the
movement of disease, but if a cataclysmic foreign animal disease outbreak occurred, NAIS will not improve on the
current system for containment and quarantine.

Costs of NAIS

The monetary and time costs to implement NAIS are prohibitive for any but the largest industrial livestock producers.
Small farms, that make up the vast majority of agricultural holdings, could not comply and sustain their operations.
Farming in America would reduce to large industrial operations. Food costs would increase as monopolies increase.
Food borne illness, statistically a product of industrial production and processing, would increase. Rural economies
would suffer.

During this economic downturn, when small farms are the fastest growing agriculture sector, these expanding sources of
employment and local food production would fail. At the same time, taxpayer burden would increase to pay for
government agencies to oversee and enforce NAIS.

Cost of NAIS to small farmers and livestock owners

Partial estimated costs for NAIS according to the spreadsheet for an RFID system for cattle developed by Dhuyvetter
and Blasi of Kansas State University in 2003 (wand reader price updated for 2009).
8



e 400 head or more of cattle: $6.69 per head
e 100 head of cattle: $18.07 per head per year.
e 25 head cattle: $63.61 per head
NOTE: Cost for small producers is almost 10 times that for large producers.
e Net Returns on Cow - Calf operations projected for 2009 — 2010 per cow: $-24.25, -47.92'. Combined with
NAIS costs: projected net loss of $87.86 - 111.53 per cow/calf. This does not include the time cost of
implementing NAIS.

Results of 2007 US Census of Agriculture for percentage of small producers, who would be most impacted by NAIS.
e 90% of beef producers own fewer than 100 cattle each
e 70% of pork producers own fewer than 100 hogs
e 91% of sheep producers own fewer than 100 sheep
e 93% of egg producers own fewer than 100 poultry.

These figures correlate with the conclusions of Buhr and Resende-Filho in their presentation at the 2006
International Association of Agricultural Economists Conference. Their total projected cost of NAIS per quarter for
just the beef and pork sector was $27.5 million, that far outweighed the projected increase in revenue of $10.42
million. They concluded with this statement: “If the defense of the NAIS is based on its effect on the demand side of
the market for meats it is expected that the US Federal government will need to pay for a great part of the costs
with the NAIS; otherwise the NAIS is likely to be economically unfeasible in the US.” This statement is more relevant
in 2009 with the economic challenges that ALL small producers face.

Case: A small producer/homesteader (actual example)

Sabo Family in Southern lllinois. Livestock: 9 milk goats, 10 goat kids, 2 goat bucks, guardian donkey, 2 feeder steers.
Provides food for 3 adults, 4 children, along with % acre garden, 80% of family food.

e Operating cost FY 2008: grain, supplements, hay, veterinarian expenses: $3,007

e Return on investment: 275 lbs livestock protein, 380 gal. goat milk, 100 Ibs soft cheese (l.e. Cream Cheese),
130 lbs hard cheese (Cheddar, etc), organic matter to maintain garden production.

e Current market cost of items produced for personal use: $16,569.95.

Breakdown:

e Protein @ $5.22 per pound ($1435.50): Goat Milk @5$3.86 per quart ($5,867.20); Soft Cheese @ $21.92 per
pound? ($2,192), Hard Cheese @ $54.43 per pound? ($7,075.25)

e Projected additional cost of NAIS enrollment: $4,024 initial investment® with annual cost fluctuating $2,871 -
$3,981 Dependant upon livestock “events,” database management costs increases, and as yet unknown
producer participation cost requirements for the “Free” National Animal Identification System (renewal,
reporting, redress).

Conclusion: Operating costs first year would increase 133.82%. Combined with economic downturn in the United
States economy, increased feed costs due to redirection of feed grain to Biofuel development and increased farm

Y FAPRI 2007 U.S. and World Agricultural Outlook January 2007 FAPRI Staff Report 07-FSR 1 ISSN 1534-4533 Food and
Agricultural Policy Research Institute lowa State University University of Missouri-Columbia Ames, lowa U.S.A,, p.121
www.fapri.missouri.edu/outreach/publications/2007/0utlookPub2007.pdf

2 Current 3/1/9 market source Whole Foods, St. Louis, MO data used @ $21.92 per pound

* Sourcing price— shipping required as no local sourcing for this product:
http://www.amazon.com/Sterling-Goat-Milk-Cheddar-Cheese/dp/B0000DG6XY

* http://www.freetofarm/extras.html : Appendix A-2



http://www.amazon.com/Sterling-Goat-Milk-Cheddar-Cheese/dp/B0000DG6XY
http://www.freetofarm/extras.html

costs to produce hay, mandatory enrollment would be counter-productive to the individuals involved due mainly to
cost constraints. Basically, it would be impossible.

This producer would be required to purchase of an additional $16,569.95 of foodstuffs on an annual basis. Point of
interest: The annual Mortgage payment of this individual is $13,584. The amount spent for food on an annual basis
would exceed the Mortgage cost. This does not include the loss of supplemental organic matter to maintain garden
plot for production of vegetable and fruit products. Author was unsure of where to source compost.

Cost to Rural and Local Economies

e Assmall farms disappear, counties and states will experience loss of taxes
e Stores selling local farm products will have to “outsource” to non-local

e Farm support businesses will lose their primary customer base

Cost to Consumers

Case: Diederichs. Family of six in the suburbs of Chicago who sources much of their family food from local farms,
farmer’s markets and neighbors. ”I know that every particle of my family’s hamburger came from the same healthy,
local steer. It is impossible to put monetary value to peace of mind” —Sue Diederich,, mother

e 2008, one year’s supply of beef for family of six: $1115.41 (a half steer)

e NAIS impact on farmer expected to increase that amount to $2000.00°

NOTE: The same increase applies to chicken, lamb, turkey, pork, eggs, milk and other dairy products fish and
shellfish®

Impact on garden and produce:

e Quality produce depends on natural inputs, especially manure of nearby livestock farms. Costs for manure will
also increase, if it can be sourced locally at all. Small produce farms will lose their sources or leave the business.

Impact on Non-Food Consumer Goods:
e All clothing and other items made from animal hides or fibers will increase in price.
e Some 1500 different consumer products manufactured with milk casein as an ingredient—adhesives to paint
and pharmaceuticals (Venus Casein Products’) will increase in price.
e Vaccinations for childhood diseases, flu. pneumonia, and more contain ingredients (legally necessary in some
cases)from cattle and/or chickens (Vaccine Excipient®) that will increase in price

> USDA figures - profit per calf:
http://www.ext.nodak.edu/extnews/newsrelease/2003/061903/02beefta.htm
Note: Mean off 20% lowest and 20% highest for inputs: $417.50 inputs cow/calf, same for sale of 500 pound calves:
$405.00 so already at a loss of S -12.50 for calf growers in '08. Add the cost of id to this and realize
30% of our beef comes from herds with less than 50 head and you can see the problem immediately.
Also http://www.fapri.missouri.edu/outreach/publications/2007/OutlookPub2007.pdf
Note: page 137 shows a loss of -524.25 for 2009 and a profit of $9.20 for 2008
® NAIS Draft Business Plan:
http://animalid.aphis.usda.gov/nais/naislibrary/documents/plans reports/TraceabilityBusinessPlan%20Ver%201.0%20S
ept%202008.pdf
Also NAIS User Guide: http://animalid.aphis.usda.gov/nais/naislibrary/documents/guidelines/NAIS-UserGuide.PDF
7 Venus Casein Products, Inc: http://www.venuscasein.com/
® Vaccine Excipient & Media Summary, Part 2 - Excipients Included in U.S. Vaccines, by Vaccine
10



http://www.fapri.missouri.edu/outreach/publications/2007/OutlookPub2007.pdf
http://animalid.aphis.usda.gov/nais/naislibrary/documents/plans_reports/TraceabilityBusinessPlan%20Ver%201.0%20Sept%202008.pdf
http://animalid.aphis.usda.gov/nais/naislibrary/documents/plans_reports/TraceabilityBusinessPlan%20Ver%201.0%20Sept%202008.pdf

Consumers with Extraordinary Burden From NAIS:

e Senior citizens, many on fixed incomes will become more dependent upon all levels of government for
assistance. Single parents, also already economically disadvantaged, will do the same.

Conclusion: With U.S. population increasing daily, demand will increase as supply decreases, putting extraordinary
pressure on the remaining farmers, affecting all consumers, and government agencies at all levels, and forcing a remedy
for a situation that should never have happened. Given the economic situation, many American families will be
imperiled by this program.

Problems with similar systems in other countries

In Australia
e Costs to Sale Barns: In excess of $30,000 even with subsidizing9
e Excessive Fines:
0 Stephen Blair, cattle producer, fined $17,300 for incorrectly tagging 177 head of cattle: Mr Blair was
fined $1800 under the Stock Diseases Act and ordered to pay court costs of $15,500."
0 $500 fine for eight cattle lacking proper identification"*
In the UK
e Healthy Herd of 567 Head Destroyed for Clerical Reasons
In March, 2007 Cheshire, UK dairy farmer David Dobbin;s prize-winning registered dairy herd was destroyed by
DEFRA for undefined "irregularities" in "some" paperwork regarding the identification of his cattle under the EC
system. DEFRA confiscated the cattle passports which are to bear the eartag number of the individual animal on
the RFID document, then confiscated his cattle telling Dobbin he had 48 hours to positively identify the animals,
no longer in his possession, via DNA or they would be destroyed. As per EC regulation 494/98, no indemnity was
paid. The herd was valued in excess of 500,000 pounds and was destroyed in March of 2007."

Premises Registration and RFID Tagging:

eEnroll ment in NAIS requires a | andowner to registe
unspecified duration and uncldagal meaning. Most farm owners object to this and refuse to enroll.
eThe 8400 registration prefix f orintRdatlofabystenggi ng i s
e The databasig: for premises registration for the state of Wisconsin, and posdidyentire country, is being held
in Canada.

Insofar as the database exists outside the jurisdictional authority of the United States, how can producers ascertain the
sanctity of this information when the 1974 Privacy Act does not extend beyondotd8td? Who has access to this
information? We would never be able to determine that information.

http://www.cdc.gov/vaccines/pubs/pinkbook/downloads/appendices/B/excipient-table-2.pdf

° (http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2006/07/14/1686569.htm)

1% (http://theland.farmonline.com.au/news/nationalrural/livestock/Cattle/cattle-producer-ordered-to-pay-17300-for-
nlis-tag-breach/798558.aspx)

1 (http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2006/10/16/1765737.htm)

12 (http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1545862/Christopher-Bookers-notebook.html)

 Obtained by a producer in Wisconsin under Open Records law, pursuant to WI open records statute. Available by
request. Email info@nicfa.org
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NAIS Enrollment:

e USDA alleges 33/% enrollment of U.S. livestock holding properties
e Actual number closer to 9.7%

As of March 2009 the USDA allegesover38% | i vest ock hol ding properties al
Many of these are multiple unit enrollments, livestock auction facilities that own no cattle, custom feed lots, rodeo aren:
USDA employees, state DOA extension agents, livestock @wmeo are unaware they are enrolled and producers who
are in the process of AOpting Out. o6 Some youth have I
propertyo before a single goat or |l amb could qualify
Magazine has the largest circulation of any livestock publication in the world. In their online poll, June of 2008, based o
thousands of votes, revealed over 93% of animal owners, if given a choice, would refuse to comply with any compone
of NAIS.

e USDA press releases and staff state a number of 1.4 million livestock raising operations exist in the US.

e The 2007 US Ag census, plus data from the American Horse Council, plus farms with below $1000 in annual sale
bring the correct number to at least AP2. The category with the greatest growth recorded in the 2007 census
was cattle owners of 1 to 9 head and the under $1000 income group. Small farms are growing in numbers faste
than all others.

Calculating the actual number of all réalms total NAIS alleged enrollments minus the multiple
enrollments and adding the under $1000 income farms, the percentage of enrolled farm owners in the US
is not 33% but, in fact, less than 9.7%.

Conclusion

The USDA has spent over $138,000,000 for state cotpergreements and NAIS sign up incentive
programs. Its 28 USDA branches, including the Farm Service Agency, County Extension offices and
USDA licensed professionals, have dedicated untold hours to coerce new enrollments in NAIS. The cost
to USDA perNAIS enrolled farm owner is well over $360 each to date.

NAIS is the result of looking for trouble, not finding it anywhere, diagnosing it incorrectly, and applying
costly, bogus remedies. Never has such a USDA grandiose plot been attempted wstr lagproval,
less convincing value, and such distorted numbers used to spin the program.

Solution

Industrial agriculture created NAIS to benefit industrial agriculture. We support private industry creating and
maintaining a system like NAIS for its own use and benefit. If the system is cost effective, it will pay for itself. If it is not
cost effective, forcing small farmers and taxpayers to pay for it makes no sense.

CONTACT:

Deborah Stockton, Executive Director

National Independent Consumers and Farmers Association (NICFA)

www.NICFA.org info@nicfa.org 434.295.7176
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Economic Impact of NAIS for Horse Owners

Karen Nowak © February 2009

Every horse owner knows that the currecdnomic situation in the USA is impacting the horse industry. Feed
costs are higher than they've ever been. Il n fact
supplements to tack to farrier and vet costs are higher. At the same tesegrealvay down. Horses are on the
market for longer periods of time before they do sell and prices are rock bottom.

Those of us who breed cut way back on the number of mares bred last year. Some, like me, chose not to risk
at all and bred NO mares tagar. We are feeding and caring for broodmares and stallions with no return
whatsoever on our significant investment.

And now we have NAIS looming on the not too distant horizon! But wait, you say, "l thought NAIS was now
voluntary!?" Remember the keyrase "voluntary at the Federal level." Three states so far have made all or pal
of NAIS mandatory. Tremendous pressure in terms of grant monies is being placed on State Departments of
Agriculture by the USDA. In addition, if you read the USDA's mostmeofficial document, the September
2008,A Business Plan To Advance Animal Disease Traceahjbty will discover that while they claim NAIS

is "voluntary," the handwriting is on the wall. One way or another, they will push NAIS through.

What will thosecosts be? Up to this point, all we have been told by the USDA is, "There will be a cost to
producers.” They then try to divert our attention by exclaiming that the first component of N/&iBises
registrationnri s free. Yes, i eastlBsttechniealy it @allyiisnt free becausathesentirel
premises registration system has been funded by the taxpayers of this country without any of us having a vot
how that$130 million of our hardearned dollars has been spent. The questicshaeld be asking is "Will it

remain free, or will we have to pay to renew it every year once the funding dries up?" Ask and watch how
quickly they divert the question!

NAIS is a massive system! According to the 2007 Census of Agriculture, there ardligr2farims plus an
unknown number of properties which house small numbers of livestock for personal use, show grounds,
auction/sales barns, vet clinics, stallion stations, and public and prieateld trail systems. Virtually any
location animals fromitferent properties "commingle" will need to register their premises if the NAIS system
is to be fully compliant and functioning as designed.

The second component of NAIS is animal identification with rdicequency ID tags or implantable microchips
confaining a unique 1gligit ID number. According to the USDA, farms in the USA have an invento2y3of

billion livestock encompassing 33 species at any point in time. What will the cost of this electronic
identification be? The USDA has thus far refusedi®ager honestly. In the 2006 NAIS User Guide, the USDA
claimed microchips for horses would cost $8. They continued to skirt around the true cost by stating "Current
such cost for implanting the transponder in horses is approximately $15 to $20 pamidossalso dependent

on variation in travel cost of the veterinarian to the premi®ONE of this is accurate!

USDA has stated that those farms that move animals as a "production unit" will NOT need individual ID. The\

may use a group/lot number becadse animals all move together and do not commingle with other animals.
Those who will benefit by this group/lot number are the massive corpmnated agribusinesses, not the
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owners of a few animals. It is no accident that these same agribusinessesexgerses with this system will
be less, are those who helped design the NAIS program in the first place!

The third component is animal tracking. Every time a horse leaves your property and commingles' with horse
from other premises, a movement repait aave to be filed in this massive NAIS database. The purpose is to
be able to trace animals within 48 hours in the event of a disease outbreak. It is important to remember that tl
is an "after the fact" response. NAIS in NO way prevents disease!Wilhtéite charges be for entering these
reports? The USDA has refused to say anything other than "there will be costs."”

The other cost for the tracking component is the need to purchase a scanner to read these microchips. The
USDA skirts around this issws well by saying they do not require owners to purchase one. The USDA might
not but several states already require you to carry a scanner in the trailer if your horse is microchipped. For
those with a single horse, you may be able to get away with nmtgoayscanner, but if you own several horses,
the risk of a "transcription error" with those-dkgit ID numbers is so great that you have to ask yourself if it is
worth the risk of the penalty fee. There are "cheap” $300 scanners out there, but théely lavR@ computer
interface so you are back to the considerable risk of transcription errors.

In July of 2007, after much public outcry, the USDA funded a-bestfit analysis by Dhuyvetter and Blasi at
Kansas State University. That study was complatelliy of 2008. The USDA has yet to release the findings

of this study. Several Freedom of Information Act formal requests have been made to obtain the results of thi
study. Thus far all requests have been denied. So much for "transparency in government?"

In an effort to determine what the costs would be for horse owners, | used the cost estim:
analysis form for cattle, designed by Kansas State University's Agricultural Economist Ke
Dhuyvetter, Ph.D. and Beef Specialist Dale Blasi, Ph.D., and elahg tags and scanner to
those microchips and the scanner designed for hdr§¢B. (Radio Frequency ID/microchips)
Components Horses

Useful Salvage Percen **Yearly

Initial = Life | Value, *Annual to RFID
Interest 7.5% cost = Yrs $ Cost | RFID | Cost
elD Transponder- Vet Fees
microchip PER HORSE $30 30 0 100%
implantation PER HORSE | $25 0 100%
sedation PER HORSE $20 0 100%
farm call $55 0 100%

Electronic Reader

Scanner with computer  |$1,025 3 0 $367 100% $367
interface
spare battery $45 3 0 $16 100% $16

Data Accumulator

Laptop Computer $1,00C 3 $200 $287 60% $172
spare battery $150 3 0 $54 100% $54
external backup device $100 3 0 $35 100% $35
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Software/web based analysis & storage

Computer Software $700 5 0 $173 100% $173
anti-viral software $45 1 0 $29 60% $29
Other

Internet Acces $480 1 0 $498 25% $125
Subscriptions/Upgrade Fe¢ $100 1 0 $104 100% $104
Labor $500 0 $519 100% $519
Total Annual Cost $4,27¢ $1,594
* includes annual interest + divideder number of useful years ** based on %
RFID

Contact your veterinarian for the cost of microchipping, as the above information is an average. It has been
included for people to use as a guideline only. Simply multiply those coste bynhber of horses you

own/lease and add it to the Yearly RFID Cost column to estimate your first year expenses under NAIS. If you
board your horse, expect your board to rise to help cover the considerable cost not only in equipment but in
labor with all he scanning that will need to be done every time you take your horse to a show, etc.

Spare batteries and aviral software were not included in the cost estimate analysis by Dhuyvetter and Blasi.
They are included here because they ARE necessities B0 movement cost listed above, just as there was
not on the original by Dhuyvetter and Blasi. An assumption has been made that the computer software' is NA
compliant software and the subscription/upgrade fees' allow the owner to upload the dse¢t/deenmhat

would be far more cosdffective for everyone (including the USDA) in the long run.

What will the costs be for show organizations? They will redddastone scanner and spare battery, a laptop
computer with spare battery and external bagklevice (prevent risk of lost data!), internet access and all the
software, subscriptions listed above, plus the labor to perform all these tasks.

Scanning horses at shows will be a logistical nightmare because of the many variables from one venue to the
next, the type and size of classes, etc. It would be impossible to scan all horses in the trailer as they enter the
show grounds unless you want a major traffic jam! There is also the not unlikely possibility that the person
scanning could be injured ¢ horse spooked in the confined space of a horse trailer. Last is the risk of
"missing” some scans due to late arrivals that will not be showing until the end of the day. It would also be
impossible to scan each horse as it enters the show ring bec#usa@elay it would cause in each class as well
as the considerable risk of "duplicate entries" since most show in more than one class. The most logical solu
to these logistic difficulties is to set up scanning stations on the showgrounds. Horsdéecmadned and

their entry numbers stamped with a symbol easily recognized by staff atgheeito each show ring.

How much time will this take? A very conservative estimate is 3 minutes per horse. We cannot line them up
nose to tail like theydocatte ©uin a fact that | do not think the
enough space between horses to prevent humans and horses from being kicked. That means additional time
spent waiting for the next horse to move up in line. While the micrattopld be placed in the same general
location, time will occasionally be lost searching for a microchip that is not quite in the perfect location. Last
will be the horses that spook at the scanner. We all know some will, and that will cost more time!
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Jug how much time will scanning take at an average horse show? Estimate that one person can scan 20 hors
per hour IF all goes well. It is not unusual for there to be 200 horses at a popular local or regional show and t
is where we must focus to determithe true cost to us as horse owners. If only one person scanned, it would
take10 hoursjust to scan all these horses into the NAIS database! Five scanning stations would be far more
workable as that would take a total of 2 hoursto scaninevery lBots¢. wai t ©Uf t hat me:
spare batteries! The cost to the show organizer just jumped from $1070 to $5350! Divide that over the 3 year
life of the scanner and it comes to $1783 per year just for scanners. In addition, they will needdahdditi
people just to scan and we all know how difficult it is to recruit enough help at shows! Just as with boarding,
these costs will have to passed on to those of us who show. The cost per horse to cover this expense (broke
down over the 3 year lifespaf the equipment) would be an additional $14 in entry fees. If they try to recoup
their costs that first year, the additional fee would be $42. That's not too bad you are probably saying to
yourself. Very true if you are the person showing but what abewtiow organizer who is already struggling

to meet expenses in this economic climate? They have to pay out an additional $8,090 for that first year for a
this equipment plus labor for the additional staff. Will they be able to survive? My belief idlseevmore

shows cancelled,just as the recent Red Hills Horse Trials in Florida was forced to cancel because there were
enough entries to meet expenses. Imagine if they have this expense on top of it!

What impact will NAIS have on the much smalleogis? One way to attract new people and children into
showing, and generate income in training and/or sale of horses, is to offer small shows at low prices to allow
them to "get their feet wet." These shows typically have 20 or so horses with entry$dde 87 per class.

Twenty horses is just enough that you dare not have a "cheap? scanner (no computer interface) because of
ever present risk of =transcription errors’ when copying down numbers manually. These show organizers will
be faced with theasne costs as the bigger shows with the exception that they will only require one scanner an
one spare battery. Their initial cost outlay to comply with NAIS will be $3,645. Will their budget allow it?
Probably not but IF it did, the cost per horse to cohis expense (broken down over the 3 year lifespan of the
equipment) would be an additional $59 in entry fees. If they try to recoup their costs that first year, the
additional fee would be $177! There is no conceivable way these smaller shows caunlgeconvperate! Who
loses in the end? The entire horse industry loses because these are tomorrow's stars, as well as potential cli
for the many services the horse industry offers. The lost exhibitors are our future breeders and/or trainers!

What penties might we incur under NAIS? The USDA avoids this question but both the USDA and Congress
state that US Codes Title 7 Agriculture, Chapter 109, ( the Animal Health Protection Act) authorizes NAIS.
Below is the exact wording for penalties under thigptda

Ag 8313. Penaltiea) Criminal penalties (1) Offenses(A) In general A person that knowingly violates this
chapter, or knowingly forges, counterfeits, or, without authority from the Secretary, uses, alters, defaces, or
destroys any certificate, puit, or other document provided for in this chapter shall be fined under title 18,
imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both. Btribution or sale A person that knowingly imports, enters,
exports, or moves any animal or article, for distribution or, $aleiolation of this chapter, shall be fined under
title 18, imprisoned not more than 5 years, or bothM@}iple violations On the second and any subsequent
conviction of a person of a violation of this chapter under paragraph (1), the persom $imn&ltilunder title 18,
imprisoned not more than 10 years, or both.

(b) Civil penalties (1) In general Except as provided in section 8309 (d) (Veterinary Accreditation Program) of
this title, any person that violates this chapter, or that forges, caitdedr, without authority from the

Secretary, uses, alters, defaces, or destroys any certificate, permit, or other document provided under this
chapter may, after notice and opportunity for a hearing on the record, be assessed a civil penalty by the
Secet ary that does not exceed the greater of ©uo ( ¢
civil penalty may not exceed $1,000 in the case of an initial violation of this chapter by an individual moving
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regulated articles not for monetaggin; (ii) $250,000 in the case of any other person for each violation; and

(iii) $500,000 for all violations adjudicated in a single proceeding; or (B) twice the gross gain or gross loss for
any violation or forgery, counterfeiting, or unauthorized ulieration, defacing or destruction of a certificate,
permit, or other document provided under this chapter that results in the person'’s deriving pecuniary gain or
causing pecuniary loss to another person.

We, as horse owners, must stand up and\§xyo NAIS! For more information on how to get involved, please
go tohttp://farmandranchfreedom.otuoftp://libertyark.net,..http://naisinfocentral.nehttp://nonais.org..and
http://naisstinks.conThere is an excellent short video on the LibertyArk website:

http://libertyark.net/NAISnew/NAIS%20Clip/ and another dtttp://sovereignty.net/library/NAKveb.htmThe
latter is a bit outdated but still well worth watching.

To download the USDA's most recent document: A Business Plan To Advance BAiseate Traceability, go
to: http://animalid.aphis.usda.gov/nais/naislibrary/documents/plans_rep...
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Co-sponsorship Letter Template

[Put Date Here]

The Honorable [Put your representatives name here]
[Put room number & N,E,S,W (ex. Room 112 North)]
State Capitol

[Put mailing address here]

Madison, W1 53708

Re: Requesting Your Co-a LJ2 y & 2 NABRWI) 2Ff dey G F NB [ A@SaG201 t NBYAaSa
Dear Honorable Representative [Insert name here]:

| am a [insert livestock producer and/or consumer] from [insert your town and state] and | urge you to co-sponsor “AB-
279, Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration” which was introduced by Representative Scott Suder (R-Abbotsford) on
April 1, 2009.

[Please insert a paragraph or two about yourself, your family, and farm or ranch. Tell them why you do not agree with
mandatory premises registration.]

This legislation, “AB-279, Voluntary Livestock Premises Registration”, will protect the property rights of small family
farmers who have recently been taken to court to force them to register their farms with the state. This bill will make
livestock premises registrations voluntary, rather than mandatory in Wisconsin.

“At a time when many family farms are struggling to keep the barn doors open, now is not the time for the state to be
threatening farmers who refuse to register their farms with a lawsuit,” Suder said. “In an economic crisis where every
job counts and every business matters, we should be doing everything we can to protect our farmers, not threatening
them with lawsuits that could very well put them out of business.”

The Department of Agriculture Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) currently requires any person who keeps
livestock to register their property and provide a description of the operation and types of animals raised at the location
to the state. DATCP has the authority under current law to create exemptions to the premise registration requirements
through the rules process. Suder says the department has chosen not to allow any exemptions to the premise
registrations in Wisconsin. The lawmaker said this strict mandate broke a promise DATCP made to the Legislature when
the Premise Registration Act was signed into law in 2004.

“DATCP told many of us who had concerns about mandating premise registrations that exemptions would be written to
protect the rights of family farmers,” Suder said. “That didn’t happen and now we are seeing lawsuits popping up
around the state threatening to sue farmers for thousands of dollars for not registering. Even the USDA strongly
believes that the best approach to premise registrations is a voluntary system led by the states. | believe we should
follow the federal government’s recommendations and make premise registrations voluntary in Wisconsin.”

Wisconsin is one of only five states that require mandatory premise registrations. Those five states are Wisconsin,
Michigan, Indiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. Texas has had such a big uprising against mandatory premises registration
that it is not enforcing the mandatory premises law it created. In fact, five states (Utah, Arizona, Kentucky, Missouri, and
Nebraska) have adopted laws banning mandatory premise and animal identifications as part of the National Animal
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Identification System (NAIS). Illinois, Arkansas, and Montana are considering similar proposals. According to recent
estimates, only a third of producers nationwide have chosen to register their farms in the past five years.

Rep. Suder said he anticipates bipartisan support for the bill as it moves through the legislative process this spring.
Please join Representatives Suder, M. Williams, LeMahieu, Bies, Spanbauer, and Vos as well as
Senators Taylor, Schultz and A. Lasee in co-sponosoring AB-279.

Representative Suder welcomes your comments on this and other isswanore information, please feel free to
contact Rep. Suder at (888) 568@69 or email him atRep.Suder@legis.state.wi.us

It is imperative that you join these fine people because there are already two farmers in the state of Wisconsin who
have been in court for failure to register their properties in Wisconsin’s Premises Registration Database. One is Emanuel
Miller Jr. who had an evidentiary hearing and trial on September 23, 2009 in the Clark County Courthouse in front of the
Honorable Judge Jon Counsell. The evidentiary hearing and trial lasted all day and brought many of the reasons why AB-
279 needs your support to light. The ruling in this case will not be known for months. Another farmer, Patrick
Monchilovich of Cumberland, W1, is scheduled to have a trial on October 21, 2009 in the Polk County Courthouse. Mr.
Monchilovich’s court trial will be presided over by the Honorable Judge Molly E. GaleWyrick.

There are many other farmers who have been the benefactors of threatening visits from Duane Brandner, Compliance
Officer for Animal Health Division, and who have received letters from Wisconsin’s Department of Agriculture, Trade,
and Consumer Protection promising prosecution if they do not comply with Premises Registration. It is rumored that
Family Farm Defenders has received over 1,200 such letters from farmers from all over our great state. Please feel free
to contact them at 1019 Williamson St. #B, Madison, W1 53703 or 608.260.0900 about this as they have been closed
lipped with the general public and other organizations that are trying to reverse mandatory premises registration. |
know that one such farmer is Paul Martin Griepentrog of Park Falls, WI. Emanuel Miller Jr. testified to this during his
evidentiary hearing on September 23, 2009.

Please stop mandatory premises registration and work with the Wisconsin Independent Consumers and Farmers
Association, Inc. to develop a sensible plan that would benefit livestock producers by improving our already effective
disease prevention, control, and eradication programs.

Sincerely,

[Include name and address]
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By Paul Griepentrog

The Lost People: Part Il

the case against Emanuel Miller Jr., having been charged under complaint for civil forfeiture because he refu
to register his propertipnpogrameThe niolmiag sessicn tvas des/otep to eheni
evidentiary hearing in which the state, represented by Clark Co. district attorney Darwin Zwieg and Bonnie
Walksmuth, a court appointed attorney representing Emanuel Miller, presented evidence af behalf

parties.

The afternoon session was devoted to the trial p
Counsell gave instructions that upon the completion of the trial transcript, there would be thirty days to file
motions, fifteen dgs after to file rebuttals, oral arguments would occur seven days later, and then he would
make his final decision.

Close to a hundred Amish were in attendance both from the local area and those who had come from other
groups in a show of solidarity fomianuel. There were three reporters and eight-Aonish present other than

the witnesses for the state and defend@unspicuous by their absence were the representatives of the groups
claiming to be fighting NAIS.The only group showing support was iWésconsin Independent Consumers and
Farmers Association (WICFA) by the presence of their president, C.J. Cordell and his wife Jessica.

The first phase of the hearing heard testimony from Emanuel Miller Jr., Emanuel Miller Sr., and Amos
Schwartz, Deacorof the group in and around Taylor C@ach giving testimony concerning their Biblical

beliefs in that although they could not state with absolute certainty that the premises number was a precursot
the Mark of the Beast, they knew it was the first stefhe NAIS protocol that would lead to the individual
numbering and tracking of animal$hey believed the need for caution in order to prevent them from being
drawn into the NAIS program only to discover later that they had violated their beliefaiditiven have no
recourse to remedy their erroWhen asked what they would do if forced to register and be subject to fines, jall,
or be forced to move they responded that they would accept or endure the consequences afd sfateda f a
isworthlvi ng f or, itds worth dying for. o

Upon questioning by D.A. Zwieg regarding the entry of information into databases as part of back tagging
livestock to sell, fire numbers, and other aspects of daily life, the Amish gentlemen responded that these acts
were @ne by others and outside their control orconsBre r wi n Zwi eg tried to sep
identification program from NAIS despite the cooperative agreement held by the state and the USDA to

i mpl ement t he USAndréwsJohbsoms field remesentativedan Dairy Farms of America a
company, to which the Amish farmers sell milk, testified that as part of his field kit issued by the company
contained a document from the state that the national trace back system would be madeyntkespéethe
statebds claims that individual tagging would be

The afternoondés session delved into the states w
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o Duane Brandner compliance officer for animal health division,
e Dr. Paill McGraw head of the animal health division, and,
o Cheryl Daniels administrative attorney for the state department of agriculture.

It was during the testimony of these three individuals that Judge Counsell began to directly question the
witnesses to fuher his understanding of the necessity of the premise nurtilveas during the questioning by
Judge Counsell of these witnesses, that the responses to the questions posed became inconsistent with exis
ag administrative c odam Theredverd several oOf$hBs& incnsistensidas anel kwsll  p
deal with them in a later article after | have received the trial transcript.

However, there are two instances that stand out,
Judge ©unsell regarding the necessity of the premise registration system. Judge Counsell questioned wheth
the premise registration system had shown to be a benefit to disease control in Wisconsin to which Dr. McGr
responded ANoOO.

The judge then asked if hdgen shown to be a benefit in any other state it had been implemented and again tt
response was, fAnoo.

In the judges questioning of Cheryl Daniels the question was posed as whether the premise number was par
the 15 digit individual animal identifierumber. A shocked look came onto Ms. Daniels face as she responded
Afinoo; an answer in direct contradiction to the U

There was of course much more that occurred that day in court than what | could cover here, however, the
conversation otside the courtroom during the breaks was just as insightful.

Having lived in an area with an Amish community | was surprised at their attitude, as it was one of cold angel
born of misinformation and broken promises from persons representing statgiandlrgroups that had lulled
them into a false sense of security; a blight that exists throughout the anti NAIS movemenMypdepe is

that the people involved will come to the knowledge of the truth without having to face the stark reality of the
courts and move to correct this unnecessary program.

Emanuel is not the only farmer facing prosecution for failing to register a premise; Pat Monchilovich is also
scheduled for trial in October on the same charges.

You see, | also have a vested interaghiese cases having received a visit from Duane Brandner in late
February informing me | would be charged for failing to register.

Paul M. Griepentrog

(C) Copyright September, 2008l! rights reserved. This article may nobe reprinted or redistbuted either
electronically or in hard copy, in whole or in part, in any form without the express permission of the author.
For reprint permission contagkfarms@-centurytel.net
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