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Who we are and what we stand for:
Werepresenttheotherfoodsystem.Theonefeaturedio*ffies.Inadayofglobatcorporate
outsourced industial factory farmed vulnerable centralized govemment-approved pathogenic devitalized food, we are the
antidote: regional, neighbor-friendly, heritage-based transparent, nutrientdense, freely chosen, safe, and se,cgre. We are
native America, the strength of fieedom. We're the food system without subsidies, honest and tnre. We offer alternative
answers to every malady and every fear. We feed the world through our communities: farmers, butchers, bakers, chefs,
homemakers, feed mills, agronomists.

Why we oppose any government managed or funded
National Animal ldentification System (NA|S)

WHAT IS NAIS?
NAIS is another expensive,large govemment program that discriminates against small farmers. Proposed by the USDA,
NAIS imposes on all livestock and animal owneni a high-tech, high-cost livestock backtrack system-requiring;

a. Regishation of any premises wherc even one animal, a chicken, pet donkey, etc... is kept, in a database accessible
to many agencies and foreign governments.

b. Radio Frequency ID (RFID) nicochipping or tagging of every animal.
c. Reporting and recording each anim4l's movements within 24 hours, under threat of severe penslty, includi"g

confiscation of animals and fines of $1000 per day, per infraction,

WHY WE OPPOSE NAIS
l. It will not work. ln Australia and Canada, where it has been tried only on cattle, error rates are in the millions.

USDA promises of efficacy are both premature and inaccurate. It will be a database nightnare, bogging the entire
foodsystem down in a quagmire of undeteted andunentered data.

2. Menipuletion potendel. Witb the significant data breaches that have occurred, especially in government systems,
the tetrptation and./or propensity for price and market manipulation from global anO industriallnterests with this data
is virttrally unquantifi abte.

3. Movlng oblectlve. Since first conceived, NAIS has been touted for disease prevention, then as a marketing
technique. Proponents do not have a ctear justification. USDA encouraged feeding dead cows to cows for 40 years
until mad cow--so much for the tnrstworthiness of expert scientists.

4- DiscrlmlnrtolT tomrd communlQr-based food systems. The requirements and infrastructure are highfy prejudicial
against small pmducers and local food systems. The provisions favor industrial and global producers 

"ndptocessors.To saddle small producers with industryproblems is unconscionable.
5. Veterinerlan-frrmcr enmlty. County fairs, local abbattoirs, hatcheries, and veterinarinns who have always been

farmers' friends will become the new enforcement points. The ensuing mistnrst and circumvention will destnoy
strength and safety.

6. Cost. So far, costs estimates vary from 40 cents per animal to $30 per animal--including chickens. The alleged cgre
is far worse than the disease. The paperwork alone, along with bureaucratic harassment, will force -"rry ,rni1
farrrers to throw up their hands in surrender.

7. Unnecc$ry. Currcnt prevention and tracking techniques are working well. Anyone who wants this t5peof 6ac*ing
can already have it. A marlcet driven and paid-for system accomplishes all the security necessary.

t. Government Involvement metns mandrtory NAIS. USDA officials have made it Clear that efficacy demands 100
percent participation- Any government program will soon morph into a mnndatory sns. In'ftrqtry opcated.md filnded
is fine.

9. Fritb. lJltimately, as with all government pnograms, this boils down to a matter of tnrst. Community-based food
commerce engenders trust inherently with relationship transactions that are more accountable than bureaucratically-
operated systems.

10. Hlstorlcally unprecedented. For the first time in civilization, virtually every Little Red Hen must be registered in
order to deliver one egg to her caretaker. Such licensing should surely give ivery American pause.



MANDATORY?
Dre to massive opposition around the country, the USDA and House Agriculture Committee Chairman Colin
Fetersou aopear to have changed tfieir original position that NAIS be made mandatory atthe federal level. Yet the
USDA is giving large grants to State Agriculture Deparbnents to push NAIS in each state, demanding that they
achieve "full participation." In earlier documents, USDA said that without *l}}Vovoluntary participation"
r€gistratiotr will become rrandatory. A few states have already required premises regisfation- Gher states coeroe
registration when state progmrns, like 4-H and fairs, require registration to participate. Livestock markets are also
under pressure, or taxpayer funded financial incentive, to require premises registration, and some have done so,
forcing livestock owneni to comply or suffer the loss.

PREVENT DISEASE?
NAIS does not prevent disease, or prevent disease from entering the food supply.

WE SUPPORT legislation that would detund NAIS.

NICFA Fund Information
NICFA Fund is the nalionalfund of the Virginia hdependent Consumers and Farmers Association (WCFA)

Phone: Richard Bean, President, WCFA, 434-263.8704 Email editor@vicfa.net website: http://www.nicfa.org
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Following are excerpts of relevant documentation-much more is available (see contact info above).

A's'
All italicized quotes are taken from the "Cooperative Agreements for Implementation of the Natlonal Animat ldmtification System
(NAIS); United States Deportment of Agric'ulture (USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) yeterinary iervlces
(US). AmauncqnentType: InitialAnnouncenqrt ^ CatalogotFederal DomesticAssbtanceNumbet: 10-025,PlantarrdAninot
Disease, Pest Connol ond Animal Care"

REWARDS: Using taxpayer money, under questionable statuory authority, ttre USDA is awarding targe grants, called "Cooperative
Agrccrncnts," to state Agriculhre Dcpatncne to inq€as€ the premiscs rcgistcred in Each statc--thc first stagc of theNAIS
implernentation prognrm. According to this 28-page application, the stale Ag. departnrents "must include oi aggresstve planfor
education and outreach, including effective use of aisting outreach resources such os cooperative extension " tp.f t. Extension
agencies have traditionally been an infomration resource for farmers. They are now ptedators as part of this cosrcive effort States
also "must contribute premises registration data to the National Premises Information Repository @PIR)," [p.l] meaning that
personal information of registrants becomes part of a national database. Potential registrants are not necessarily informeilof this.

VOLUNTARY?: The USDA says, "4.t a wluntary effurt, fall imolenpntatbn of the NAIS [emphasis adddlwitl be achieved as a
phosed-in plan, emphasizing premises registratian as thefoundation of the system," [p.4] Thus the Cooperative Agreements state thc
USDA's int€nt of 100% participation.

BEN9IIMARKS: By derranding registation benchmarks, [p.5] the USDA malces clear their intent for "full participation": The work
plan must also include specific goals of achievement (measurable outcomes) regarding premises registratioi efforx- In addition to
proiected numbers of premises regbtered, perlormance measures may also be included to document efort and productivity such as
number of meetings conducted; number of producers/owners contacted: outcomes associated with animal ideniification ciordinating
committees: outreach materials distributed; mass mailing results; cooperative extension programming outcomes, including NAIS
funded and unfunded cooperative extension eflorts; ond use of promotional incentives to register premises. Measurable outcome(s)
for FY2007 NAIS Implementation Cooperative Agreementfunding, including premises registration, among others, is/are to be
emphasbed over measurable outputs (what was accomplished is to be prioritized over what was done and documented in quarlerly
andJinal reports).

COERCION AT MARKET ENTRY POINTS: "states will be responsiblelor selecting cooperating livestock marlcets and dealers
in their Sae and coordinating support ttcluding doatmentatbh of performancefur rquircd reports." [p.61

These are just exc€trPts. The document also includes zuggesting "integrating" prernises information from existing progra11s into the
NAIS 'toluntarily registered" database and financial or other prizes for those who register rnd for .coooeretlnsi llvistock
markets-who thstr force theirptoducers to registsr in order to sell their liveetock. [The "Cooperative Agreementi;is availaUle from
the US Gov't, or upon request to: editor@vicfa.netl



Abuse of the Database-olreqdv
Would be regisrants are told that their information, once entered, will only be iciJsiea in a Aisease outbreak. In Colorado's recent
bEz1frd" fre USDA used the NAIS hemis€s Registsation database b fmd farmers trql "thought migtt need help." Regadless of dre
stated intent, even before they have statutory authority to establish this progranr, the holders of the database are using the premises
rcgistration information outside the parametets they originally stated, making meaoingless their sratement that the information wll/
only be used in the event ofdisease outbreak,

Why do we need a National Animal Identification System for trade reasons?
Answer: We don't.
The claim that we need to open our export markets for more beef exports does not stand up to scrutiny. Currently, U.S. imports far
exceed U.S' exports in beef, veal, sheep, lamb, and goats. USDA export figures below (http://www.eis.usda.Gov/Data,/MeitTrade),
show the fallacy of the need to export more product. In 2006 alone, over twice as much beef was imported into the U.S. as was
exported. The numbers on lamb and mutton were even more divergent. The number of head of caUle imported in 2006 was 45 times
the number of cattle exported. So where is this zurplus of production that we need to export? It is non-existent.

lmporUExport status of llvestock 2006 (Nov)
2006 Beef and yeal imports (Nov) Carcass wt., 1,0001bs

Beef and yoal erports (Nov)

2006 Catfie lmports (Nov) Head
Cattle exports

Lamb imports & Mutton tmportr (Nov)
Lamb erports & tutton exports (Nov)

2,837,763
1,0/.9,250

2,Og2,2gg
46,175

171,595
16,919

According to Texas A&M University, using USDA data, the US import volume since 1999 has routinely exceeded exporr
volume by approximately 200,000 metric tons. The monetary trade surplus in the same years was created by exporting
US high Cuslrty beefproduc* and importinglow qudity beef products. We essentially are asking the people of tne US
to be satisfied with a reduction in quality food to accommodate the desires of the export market, noi by a need to move
stttplus m€at. In 2005 the United States produced 25.6 billion pound of beet but only exported 2.5 perceat of that total.
So, the USDA wants to set a tagging program that will benefit less than 3Yo of the beef production? In addition, Counuy
of Origin l-abeling (COOL) has been virtually been put out of the loop for meats, although the2002 Farm Bill required
the U-S- Secretary of Agriculture to promulgate regulations by September 30, 2OO4 that would require retailers to noti$
their customers of the country of origin of "covered commodities." Covered commodities include muscle cuts ofbeef
(incl'rding veal), lamb and porh and ground beef. Due to strong opposition to mandatory labeling by food retailers,
wholesalers and processors, and major U.S. trading partners, a law enacted in January 2004 delayed the mandatory COOL
requirements. Americans are ignorant, under the curent system, of where their meat in the supermarket comes ft,om. A
voluntary labeling bill first introduced in 2004 by then House Agricultrre Committee Chaiman Bob Goodlatte (R-VA)
and re-inboduced in June 2005 by Sen. Rick Santorum (R-PA) would have produced a market driven program with
traceback and labeling, yet it was abandoned.

' There are approximately 800,000 ranchers and cattlemen in the United States
. In January 2005, there were 95.8 million cattle in the United Sates
. Theaverageherdsizeis40head.
' USDA's latest estimate for 2006 beef supply is 28.8 billion pounds, based upon US production of 26.3 billion

pounds, imports of 3.5 billion pounds and exports of 93 million pounds. American consumed more beef than
we produced- We do not need to infringe r.lpon cvery citizeo who owns livestock for the benefitofasmall
number of exporters who want to have their business interests subsidized by the public.

The average producer of the average size herd will not benefit from the export market. The producer who chooses to
export, such as Creekstone Farms, should be allowed the tools to meet their export needs, not denied them, as the USDA
has done by denying Creekstone tleir oum BSE testing. To continue to insist only the govemment is capable ofproviding
what the market demands is tantamount to commuuism. The National Cattlemen's Beef Association developed the U.S.
Animal Identification Organization (US{O) for the specific purpose of meeting the market demand for traceability.
Following are excerpts from an article, by Lester Aldrich of Dow Jones Newswires, explaining that the USDA-organizert
NAIS has pushed aside a market driven approach. Why does the USDA in competition with private sector programs that
meet market demands, and why is the USDA intent upon withholding BSE testing from the private sector?


