Fosition 5tatcmcnt on TA]5 by the Tcxas Organic Farmcrs & Gardcncrs Association

Position Statement: | he Nationaﬂ Animal ]clcnti{:ication 535tcm and the FroPoscd Texas
chulations

Thc Tcxas Organic Farmers and (Gardeners Association opposes the TAHC’S Proposccl

rcgulations for manclatorg Prcmiscs registration.

T here is a common misconception that | exas is rcquircd by federallaw to bcgin imP]cmcnting
the national animal identification system ("NAls“) Tothe contrary, the U5DA has ProPoscd
oniy a draft Plan; there are no Final, or even Proposcd, rcgulations. Further, no federal statute
authorizes Prcmiscs registration or the other stages of the NAIS. The Animal Health
Protection Act, which the (JOSDA claims Providcs authority, addresses only exports, imPorts,
interstate movements, quarantincd areas, and related programs. Congress has introduced, but
failed to adoPt, multipic bills that would have amended the Anima[ Hcalth Frotcction Actto
establish a national animal identification system. No federal law or rcglﬂation requires Texas to

imPlcmcnt this program.

There are many reasons whg Texas should not move forward with this program. First, the
TAHC has failed to consider the constitutional barriers to the NA]S 53 1Corcing individuals to
register their homes and their animals in a Pcrmancnt database, and bg aﬂowing that information to
be released under a wide variety of unsPcciFicd circumstances, the ProPoscd rcgulations violate
individuals' due process rights. The NAIS may also violate the constitutional Provisions for chai
Protcction, rcligious freedom, restrictions on searches, and restrictions on the talcing of property.

Sccond, the system imposcs a tax on livestock owncrship. W['n‘ic the amount for Prcmiscs
registration ($20 bicnniallg) may seem insigni{:icant, for some PcoPlc, even this amount will be
burdensome. More imPortantlg, the TAHC has signhcicant[y underestimated the implcmcntation
costs, making it inevitable that either the fees will increase or the program will become an
unclcr'l:unclcd, understaffed disaster. And that does not even consider the costs of the next two
stages of the program. Microcl—]iPPing or tagging livestock is cxPcnsivc. KcPorting every birth,
death, missing anima], and every time an animal enters or leaves the property for any reason will be

¢xPcnsivc, time~consuming and, for many Pcoplc, simPlH not feasible.

Tl‘lc result of this program will be to discourage peo le from ownin animalsmcor [casurc and
prog < peop 2 P

to drive many farms and ranches out of business. T his will have Far~rcaching effects on the T exas



economy.

The stated basis for this program is the tracldng of animal disease. Yetthe TAHC has
failed to show that cxisting programs do not adcquatc[g address the issue. Thc TAHC has also
Faﬂcd to addrcss the signi{:icant clistinctions between commercial and non-commercial oPcrations
with rcspcct to discasc, and w]'lcthcr lcss burdcnsomc and intrusive mcthods would serve. Thc
5ccondary reason for this program is to improvc the export market. Avoluntary program would
allow comPanics that wish to export animals to other countries, or to seek a Prcmium in the domestic
market, to Providc source verification. | here is simplg no need to create a mandatorg program that

burdens every individual who owns even one livestock animal.

The TAHC should table its Proposcd rcgu]ations until the Texas chislaturc has had the
oPPortunitg to review all of these issues in dcpth and adoPt new lcgislation. Such Icgislation

should sPcciFicaug limit the TAHC‘s aut]'loritg toa Purc]g voluntary program.
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