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Proposed Comments to APHIS

January 3, 2005

Regulatory Analysis and Development

PPD, APHIS, Station 3C71

4700 River Road, Unit 118

Riverdale, MD 20737-1238

RE: Docket No. 04-05201, Livestock Identification: Use of Alternative Numbering Systems.
The National Dairy Herd Improvement Association (DHIA), which represents over 27,000 dairy producers, with 4.2 million producing cows, appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the interim rule providing for the use of alternative numbering systems for livestock identification. 

National DHIA strongly supports the rapid implementation of the National Animal Identification System (NAIS).  We believe that it will be a vital tool for protecting the health of our livestock and the economic well-being of producers.  Our organization was actively involved in the development of the U.S. Animal Identification Plan (USAIP), which provided the basic structure for the NAIS and we are currently working with other partners to implement the NAIS.

We support the basic concepts included in the interim rule.  In order for the NAIS to move forward successfully, it is necessary for the identification methods that will be used in the program to be recognized as “official.”  The interim rule accomplishes this objective through a variety of appropriate actions:

· American ID (USA plus 12 digits), as well as manufacturer’s ICAR assigned code plus 12 digits are recognized as “official ID.”  This will allow currently available ID to be “Grandfathered” into the NAIS and be recognized as official.

· The Animal Identification Number (AIN) is recognized as an official form of identification

· The NAIS concept of premise and premises number is recognized as official

· Group/Lot ID, while not an issue for dairy, is recognized so these numbers can be used as “official” in the NAIS

· Appropriate attributes for an “official tag” such as “bear the U.S. shield”, “be tamper-resistant and have a high retention rate” are included in the definition of an “official eartag.”

We support each of these actions and request that they be retained as a part of the final rule.

We do have several areas where we believe that additional clarity should be provided in the final rule.  We believe the following suggestions to be consistent with the intent of the interim rule.  Including them in the final rule will, in our opinion, facilitate the implementation of the NAIS.  The following are our concerns with the rule as currently structured, along with suggestions on how each concern identified might be clarified:

· The AIN as defined on page 64645 and later in § 71.1 Definitions, § 77.2 Definitions, § 78.1 and § 80.1 does not require that the number be “nationally unique” or indicate that there is a need to avoid duplication with existing numbers as has been stipulated in the USAIP.  Later descriptions of “Official eartags” indicate that they “provide unique identification for individual animals” but do not specify how this is to be done.  It would be useful to include this requirement in the definition of AIN so that the rule is clear and specific through out.

· The interim rule indicates that: “The AIN consists of 15 digits, with the first 3 being the country code (840 for the United States), the alpha characters USA, or the numeric code assigned to the manufacturer of the identification device by the International Committee on Animal Recording.”  We believe that it is appropriate to identify the three types of numbers as “official numbering systems” at the present time.  We are concerned however, that only the “840” number is expected to be recognized as an AIN in the NAIS.  We would suggest that the other two numbers be referred to using alternative terminology, such as he commonly used “American ID” for the USA number, to prevent confusion and potential problems when the NAIS is implemented.

· As noted previously, the requirements for an “official eartag” seem appropriate for the future, but we do have concerns for the present.  Many animals currently carry tags that meet all requirements for an “official eartag” with the exception of having the U.S. shield printed on the tag.  In addition, many such tags have been manufactured and are ready to be used in cooperative agreements to begin the implementation of the NAIS.  If animals carrying these tags, with verifiably unique numbers, need to be retagged in order to be “official” it will place a significant burden on producers and delay implementation of the program.  We suggest that the requirement for printing the U.S. shield on the “official” tags be as of some future date specific (i.e. July 1, 2005) and that tags currently in use that meet all other criteria, be designated as “official tags” for those animal where they have been used.

· The Premise Identification as defined on page 64646 in the second paragraph, should have “nationally” inserted so that it reads: “IIA nationally unique number…”.  One additional concern with the interim rule is that the current language indicates that the premises identification number can be assigned by a State or Federal animal health official and that assigning the number is based on the judgment of either a State or Federal animal health official as to the premise being a geographically distinct location.  This appears to set up opportunities for jurisdictional conflict as well as conflicting information for producers.  The determination and assignment needs to be done by the authorized animal health official.  In most cases this would be expected to be the designated State Animal Health official.  The Interim rule does not specify use of the Premises Allocator for the NAIS, but assuring that it is a “nationally unique” number and then including the use of the seven-character number described in second bullet in this section facilitates this.

National DHIA appreciates the opportunity to provide input on the interim rule.  We find it to be a very positive and necessary step toward implementation of the NAIS.  We believe that the minor modifications that we are suggesting will allow it to more effectively meet current and future needs of both producers and animal health officials.  

Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions.
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