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Section Number or Title to be Amended: 7.9 Fertilizer Regulation and Use 
 
Subject of Policy Amendment: Updating Fertilizer Regulation and Use Policy Statement   
 
Submitted by: Secretary Jeff Witte, New Mexico 
 
Text of Policy Amendment:  
[This text replaces the current text of Section 7.9:] 
  
Just as soil, water, and air are essential for growing food, so too are nutrients provided by fertilizers. Balanced 1 
nutrition, soil testing, nutrient use efficiency measures, and other tools are essential considerations for 2 
appropriate fertilizer use. While some federal laws govern the manufacture and transport of fertilizer, due to 3 
the dramatic variability of soil conditions from state to state, primary responsibility for fertilizer regulation rests 4 
with the states, typically state departments of agriculture.  5 
 6 

• Fertilizer regulation must be based on sound scientific and agronomic principles. 7 
• Fertilizer quality, labeling, and application are most appropriately regulated at the State level, rather 8 

than the federal level. Additionally, fertilizers should not be regulated by political subdivisions of a State 9 
due to the scientific expertise required. States should implement legislation to this effect.   10 

• NASDA supports the comprehensive use of Nutrient Management Planning (NMP) when using fertilizer 11 
products.  12 

• NASDA supports the utilization of the 4R stewardship system: using the right nutrient source, at the 13 
right time, rate, and place.  14 

• NASDA supports policies that assure regional and farm-specific conditions are considered as farmers 15 
develop and implement Best Management Practices. This flexibility is critical in order for farmers to 16 
maximize the economic and environmental benefits of adopting BMPs. 17 

• NASDA encourages the adoption—by both states and industry—of electronic, paperless mechanisms for 18 
U.S. fertilizer tonnage reporting. 19 

 20 
Background and Rationale (Note: Information in this section will not be included in the final text of the Policy Amendment): 21 
 22 
This updates and streamlines existing policy (see existing policy below).  Notably, this amendment adds new 23 
language supporting the adoption of paperless reporting mechanisms for fertilizer tonnage reporting. A 24 
coalition of leading industry organizations, in cooperation with state governments, is working to make U.S. 25 
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1 
fertilizer tonnage reporting an electronic process, eliminating needless hours of work and errors from manual 26 
reports, and standardizing a process that today varies widely from state to state. 27 
 28 
Currently, 42 states require reports using 48 different, mostly paper-based formats. This process is usually 29 
manual for industry and states resulting in labor-intensive data entry and transcription. Implementation of a 30 
standard electronic format would simplify reporting, reduce processing time, and reduce risks associated with 31 
inaccurate or incomplete data. NASDA’s affiliate organization, the Association of American Plant Food Control 32 
Officials (AAPFCO), endorses the goal of a paperless reporting environment.  33 
 34 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 35 
7.9 Fertilizer Regulation and Use 36 
The regulation of fertilizers must be based on sound scientific and agronomic principles. Just as soil, water and air are 37 
essential for growing food, so too are nutrients provided by fertilizers. 38 
Nutrient Management Planning  39 
Balanced nutrition, soil testing, nutrient use efficiency measures, and other tools are essential considerations for appropriate 40 
fertilizer use. Therefore, NASDA supports: 41 

• The comprehensive use of Nutrient Management Planning (NMP) when using fertilizer products.  42 
• The utilization of the 4R stewardship system will help choose the right nutrient source, at the right time, rate, and 43 

place. This system of Best Management Practices (BMPs) matches fertilizer type to crop needs, and fertilizer 44 
amounts to crop needs, making nutrients available when crops need them, and keeping nutrients where crops can 45 
use them. BMPs are designed to provide adequate nutrition for crops, while minimizing nutrient losses to the 46 
environment. 47 

• Policies that assure regional and farm-specific conditions are considered as farmers develop and implement Best 48 
Management Practices. This flexibility is critical in order for farmers to maximize the economic and environmental 49 
benefits of adopting BMPs. 50 

Fertilizer Regulation 51 
Appropriate fertilizer application can improve the quality of the environment. However, the regulation of fertilizers must be 52 
consistent with—and based upon—sound scientific principles. Because of the scientific expertise required, NASDA supports 53 
the following policies: 54 

• Fertilizers should not be regulated by political subdivisions below the level of the State.   55 
• States should develop legislation that prohibits the regulation of fertilizers below the level of the State in order to 56 

insure that these materials are regulated based on sound scientific principles needed to protect the environment. 57 
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Section Number or Title to be Amended: Section 10. Agriculture Infrastructure 
 
Subject of Policy Amendment: Agriculture Infrastructure 
 
Submitted by: Commissioner Mike Strain, Louisiana  
 
Text of Policy Amendment:   
[This Amendment Replaces Current Section 10:]  
 
10. Agriculture Infrastructure 1 
Farmers and ranchers depend on reliable infrastructure to deliver their products and expand their operations. 2 
Out-of-date, underfunded transportation systems and a lack of available labor hinder agriculture production, 3 
while advancing technology encourages growth. NASDA believes in maintaining fairness and equity within the 4 
agriculture community through the development of a strong agriculture infrastructure. 5 

10.1. Agriculture Transportation  6 
Agriculture relies heavily on a consistent and dependable transportation system including rivers, rail, and 7 
roadways. Farmers and ranchers need the ability to move products and equipment to sustain their normal farm 8 
and ranch enterprises. The U.S. transportation as a whole needs drastic upgrades to allow for efficient 9 
movement of goods.  10 

• NASDA believes improvements to the U.S. highway system and bridges are urgently needed. Adequate 11 
state and federal funding is needed to maintain these structures.  12 

• NASDA supports increased weight bearing limits on roads and bridges and the allowance of higher truck 13 
weights on federal roads. 14 

• NASDA believes the U.S. waterway system needs improvements and supports efforts to fund lock and 15 
dam maintenance and improvement programs. NASDA urges the Corps to maintain waterways to help 16 
ensure a smooth flow of commerce. 17 

• NASDA believes that Congress and the federal government should substantially increase oversight of 18 
railroads, including rates and services, where competition is not present. NASDA supports the expansion 19 
of the Surface Transportation Board and measures that allow shippers to seek nonperformance 20 
arbitration. 21 

• NASDA urges all railroads to charge reasonable rates and offer fair, consistent and equitable rate 22 
spreads, service, and treatment to all shippers. NASDA believes monthly rail shipper survey information 23 
should be published. 24 

• NASDA believes container availability is crucial for access to international markets and surveys of the 25 
location and availability of containers are needed. 26 
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2 
10.2. Grain Inspections 1 
(Added September 2015—[consolidated from Rural Development and Financial Security chapters] 2 

• NASDA supports the role of the Federal Grain Inspection Service (FGIS) in conducting mandatory official 3 
inspections of exported grains and oilseeds under the Grain Standards Act. If grain inspections are 4 
interrupted, USDA should take appropriate steps to ensure that commodities can reach export 5 
countries. 6 

• NASDA encourages the use of procedures to ensure that grain grading and inspection results of all 7 
official grain inspection laboratory services are uniform, consistent, and provide the services required to 8 
efficiently market the nation's grain crops. 9 

• NASDA believes that the USDA should cooperate with the state departments of agriculture in the 10 
regulation of agricultural commodities' warehouse activities to provide producers with the best 11 
protection possible while subjecting the industry to the minimum amount of regulatory oversight. 12 

10.4. Agriculture Labor [Removed, discussed in separate policy amendment]  13 
 14 
10.4. Weights and Measure - National Measurement System  15 
NASDA recognizes the need for a nationally uniform and effective weights and measures system.  A sound 16 
weights and measures system is critical to commerce in the national and international 17 
marketplace.  Measurement standards are essential for fair competition, promoting good business practices and 18 
protecting consumers.  19 
 20 

• NASDA recognizes the value of the National Conference of Weights and Measures (NCWM) to 21 
promulgate regulations on a consensus basis. 22 

• NASDA supports increased federal funding for the weights and measures system to help form 23 
partnerships and establish programs to strengthen the national measurement system.  24 

 25 
10.5. Emerging Technology 26 
Science-based, pragmatic approaches to innovation are essential to maintaining the U.S.’s status as the safest 27 
and reliable food supplier in the world. Innovation results in new and better crop and livestock genetics, more 28 
efficient and effective cultivation methods and equipment, faster and clearer communication and wider and 29 
more profitable commerce. 30 

• NASDA encourages the federal government foster a favorable regulatory environment for new 31 
technologies and supports funding for research and development of agriculture technology. 32 

• NASDA supports a science-based and calculated approach to use of Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) 33 
technology that allows producers to effectively utilize the technology within their operations. 34 

• NASDA encourages state and federal UAS policies to recognize the privacy of agriculture producers and 35 
private citizens and emphasizes that privacy concerns must be addressed in development and use of 36 
new technology.  37 

 38 
Background and Rationale (Note: Information in this section will not be included in the final text of the Policy Amendment): 39 
 40 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 41 
10. Agriculture Infrastructure  42 
10.1. Grain Inspections 43 
(Added September 2015)  44 
Mandatory Federal Grain Inspections  45 
NASDA supports the role of the Federal Grain Inspection Service (FGIS) in conducting mandatory official inspections of exported grains and 46 
oilseeds under the Grain Standards Act. Federal grain inspections are crucial for commodities to reach export markets. If grain inspections 47 
are interrupted, USDA should take appropriate steps to ensure that commodities can reach export countries. 48 
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2 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
Official Grain Inspection Laboratories  2 
NASDA encourages the use of procedures to take advantage of the latest analytical and networking technology to ensure that grain 3 
grading and inspection results of all official grain inspection laboratory services are uniform, consistent, and provide the grain grading and 4 
inspection services required to efficiently market the nation's grain crops. 5 
10.2. Introduction 6 
(Updated September 2012) 7 
Labor management problems, transportation inadequacies, and the increasing concentration among suppliers can have 8 
adverse effects on the agriculture industry.  NASDA believes in maintaining fairness and equity within the agriculture 9 
community through the development of a strong agriculture infrastructure. 10 

The twentieth century was “America’s century,” and the success of our agricultural sector was critical to the nation’s 11 
preeminence.  Infrastructure investments made in the nineteenth and twentieth century led our country into 12 
prosperity.  Railroads, highways, electricity, communications and education — linking rural areas with urban, and the world, 13 
both physically and socially, were costly but necessary investments that enabled the people of the United States to become 14 
the best fed at the lowest price of any people in history.  That infrastructure is crumbling however as we begin a new 15 
century.  Nearly half of our agricultural production is exported and a large factor in our competitiveness in the world 16 
marketplace has been the efficiency of our transportation system.  Without a substantial investment in our infrastructure, we 17 
cannot hold our preeminent position in food production. 18 

NASDA supports the following five principles as the basis for discussion on proposals for E-verify and agricultural guest worker 19 
program reform in the U.S. 20 

FEDERAL SOLUTIONS: Immigration is a federal policy issue between the U.S. government and other countries — not one 21 
state and other countries. We urge Congress, and others, to lead efforts to strengthen federal laws and protect our national 22 
borders. We urge state leaders to adopt reasonable policies addressing immigrants in their states. 23 

FAMILIES: Strong families are the foundation of successful communities. We oppose policies that unnecessarily separate 24 
families. We champion policies that support families and improve the health, education and well-being of all children. 25 

ECONOMY: The U.S. is best served by a free-market philosophy that maximizes individual freedom and opportunity. We 26 
acknowledge the economic role immigrants play as workers and taxpayers. The nation’s immigration policies must reaffirm our 27 
global reputation as a welcoming and business-friendly country. 28 

A FREE SOCIETY: Immigrants are integrated into communities across the United States. We must adopt a humane approach 29 
to this reality, reflecting our unique culture, history and spirit of inclusion. The way we treat immigrants will say more about us 30 
as a free society and less about our immigrant neighbors. The U.S. should always be a place that welcomes people of 31 
goodwill. 32 

LEGAL IMMIGRATION: Ending illegal immigration is an overarching and common goal among all sides of the immigration 33 
reform debate. This is done by implementing a dual front strategy of enforcement and reform of processes for businesses to 34 
access documented workers. 35 

NASDA should work to ensure the following priorities are incorporated into any guest worker reform package. NASDA should 36 
also activate a bi-partisan, Border Security and Immigration Reform Task Force of NASDA members to work closely on this 37 
issue in the coming weeks. 38 

• Enforce border regulations. The United States government must work with state and local officials to secure the U.S border 39 
to ensure the sovereignty of the United States, protect its citizens and their property, and the success of any agricultural 40 
guest worker program. Equally as critical to the success of guest worker reform is the overarching and common goal 41 
among the states to end illegal immigration. This can be accomplished by implementation of a dual strategy of 42 
enforcement and reform of programs that allow employers to access a documented workforce. 43 

• New name. Any newly established guest worker program must be renamed to remove negative connotations associated 44 
with existing or former dysfunctional guest worker programs. 45 
 46 
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2 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
• The H-2A and H-2B guest worker programs are broken. The U.S. Department of Labor’s implementation of the H-2A and 2 

H-2B programs has made those programs increasingly less workable. To the extent that it was ever anyone’s vision that 3 
these programs would be a reliable, consistent, cost-effective way to supply a legal workforce for the food, fiber, and 4 
forestry industries, that vision now seems out of reach. 5 

• Guest worker program reform must precede or occur alongside any federal E-verify mandate. Either prior or 6 
simultaneously to the adoption of any sort of mandatory use of the federal E-verify system for agricultural workers, 7 
Congress must provide a mechanism by which farmers have legal access to the workers needed in their operations. Put 8 
differently, NASDA is opposed to mandating that agricultural employers use the E-verify system unless and until Congress 9 
provides a workable alternative avenue for those employers to secure the workers they need. 10 

• Reform efforts must include a guest worker program that takes into account a process by which undocumented workers 11 
may enter the workforce legally. NASDA recognizes that to be politically viable, any guest worker reform legislation must 12 
deal with undocumented workers who are already working in the industry. NASDA supports a process by which 13 
undocumented workers may enter the workforce legally (i.e., they should be allowed to participate in any new guest worker 14 
program). 15 

• USDA should administer the agricultural guest worker program. The United States Department of Agriculture should 16 
oversee any new federal agricultural guest worker program. 17 

• No cap. The reformed agricultural guest worker program should not include a cap on the number of workers available to 18 
the agricultural sector. 19 

• Guest workers are needed year round. The reformed agricultural guest worker program should provide for year round 20 
visas, as the need for agricultural guest workers in many sectors, such as dairy and other livestock sectors, including 21 
processors, is not seasonal, but constant. For employers willing to commit to multi-year contracts, there should be no 22 
requirement that the certification process be annual. 23 

Domestic agriculture producers and related businesses must have a reliable, trained workforce in order to produce a safe and 24 
secure domestic food supply upon which our customers depend. As such, American agriculture would clearly benefit from 25 
immigration reform consistent with the policies stated herein and should be an active advocate for it. Proper security and 26 
enforcement coupled with a legal documented workforce are critical to meeting the needs of producers and American 27 
businesses and to protecting our economy and our country. 28 

NASDA seeks tangible resolution of these matters with the following mutually dependent policy principles implemented 29 
simultaneously to help guide the association and policymakers in their efforts to reform the United States immigration system: 30 

• Reform should respect the rule of law while respecting human dignity. 31 
• Immigration reform should not vilify current undocumented workers. These workers are members of our communities, 32 

many have families, and they should be treated with respect. 33 
• Labor and employment laws should be enforced. Both employer and employees that knowingly violate labor laws and 34 

requirements and fail to perform required verification and reasonable due diligence should be prosecuted. 35 
• Reform should not come at the expense of immigrants migrating legally under our current system. 36 
• Persons without authorization to live and work should first obtain a conditional status with the following requirements: 37 

• Come forward, fully report and pay a just fine; 38 
• Demonstrate verifiable employment or be currently enrolled in a qualified post-secondary training program or higher 39 

education institution; 40 
• Submit to a criminal background check 41 

• Individuals who fail to timely adhere to the temporary and conditional status requirements to become fully authorized 42 
should be deported in an expedited manner. This conditional status should not be a pathway to citizenship nor should it 43 
bar continued employment in the United States. 44 

• Employers and businesses should have access to an improved E-Verify, or comparable identification system that is 45 
reliable, available for preclearance of new applicants, and reduces burdens on employers, and their role in enforcing 46 
immigration laws. 47 

• Visas should be streamlined and deadlines strictly enforced. Policies should also recognize industries that need visa 48 
workers on an annual basis need a longer-term solution and that an annual emergency worker program is an unnecessary 49 
burden on businesses that can’t find a workforce. 50 

• Guest worker programs are another critical tool to meet workforce needs and should be reformed by simplifying all 51 
programs and recognizing the unique needs of agriculture and rural areas, along with the service and construction sectors, 52 
in order to provide access to a legal, available, and documented workforce. 53 

• Existing guest worker allotments using documented foreign workers should be increased and based on market demands 54 
with a program that can act quickly to meet labor needs of agriculture and other sectors. 55 
 56 
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2 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
• Immigration reform should provide employers a viable, sustainable, portable and legal worker program that meets the 2 

future workforce needs. 3 
• Individuals who, as minors, immigrated to the U.S. with their parents, should obtain conditional or legal status no later than 4 

one year upon turning 18 years of age or, if older than 18, by one year of the law’s passage. 5 
10.3. Agricultural Labor [*Discussed in separate policy amendment*] 6 
 7 
10.4. Agricultural Transportation 8 
The U.S. agriculture industry relies heavily on a consistent and dependable transportation system including rivers, rail, and 9 
roadways. A collapse of any part of the current transportation system will be a detriment to the survival of the agriculture 10 
industry. Farmers and ranchers must have the ability to move products and equipment to sustain their normal farm and ranch 11 
enterprises on highways 12 

River Transportation 13 
Farmers and ranchers have an enormous dependence on the U.S. waterway system. According to USDA, barges transport 14 
about 50 percent of all U.S. grain exports including around 68 percent of soybeans, 58 percent of wheat, and 65 percent of 15 
corn. The dependency between agriculture products and grain barges is reciprocal with waterborne transportation relying on 16 
field crops for 80 percent and agricultural inputs for 16 percent of its traffic. 17 

Typical single unit tows on the Upper Mississippi River move about 22,500 tons, which is equivalent to about 225 rail cars or 18 
870 tractor-trailer units. The topography of the Columbia-Snake system in the Pacific Northwest demands a greater need for 19 
dams and locks. Nonetheless, a single tow of three barges moves about 10,000 tons equivalent to 100 rail cars or nearly 400 20 
trucks. 21 

River transport of bulk and cargo containers of agricultural products is critical to many areas of the country. In addition to the 22 
crucial role that dams and locks play in the transportation of agricultural commodities, they are also critical in the nation’s 23 
energy mix as a source of clean energy. For example, in the Pacific Northwest, the Snake River and Columbia River dams 24 
generate 40 percent of the hydropower in the United States. 25 

Many rural and urban communities rely on the river systems, ports, reservoirs, irrigation, and other structural components of 26 
dams. In recent years, significant investments have been made in these systems to accommodate fish passage and other 27 
wildlife issues. Indeed, most salmon recovery programs in the Northwest are financed by the Bonneville Power Administration, 28 
which spends $435 million a year on the effort. Ratepayers, including farmers and ranchers, are financing these efforts. On-29 
going efforts will continue to address conservation and wildlife needs; but, the social fabric and economic reality of rural and 30 
urban areas rely on river way infrastructures 31 

Much of the nation's imported and exported agricultural products are transported through port facilities linked to waterways and 32 
the nation's lakes and rivers. If we are unable to move agricultural products in an efficient manner, the U.S. will become less 33 
competitive in export markets and will lose domestic markets as well. Specifically, one of the United States’ biggest 34 
competitors, Argentina, recently invested more than $650 million in a dredging project. This project has lowered ocean freight 35 
rates paid by Argentine grain exporters. Furthermore, more dredging is planned. This, paired with government economic 36 
reforms encouraging grain production, will increase Argentina’s competitiveness in the world market and with U.S. product. 37 
China is also rapidly improving its waterway system. 38 

Improvements in the U.S. waterway system are urgently needed. These aging structures can no longer accommodate the 39 
traffic volume or the physical size of today’s carriers. NASDA supports adequate funding and continued investment in these 40 
facilities for our nation's trade and food security interests.  NASDA supports efforts to fund lock and dam maintenance and 41 
improvement programs necessary for the continued operation for safe and efficient commercial navigation on the U.S. rivers 42 
and lakes. 43 

Under section 404(f) of the Clean Water Act, permits are not required for various activities, such as normal silviculture, as long 44 
as certain conditions are met. Section 404, which regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material into waters of the United 45 
States, is jointly administered by the Corps of Engineers and the Environmental Protection Agency. The Corps has additional 46 
authority to regulate obstructions, structures and activities under section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 that impede 47 
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[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
the course, condition and navigational capacity of navigable waters. However, ongoing forestry operations in wetlands that 2 
qualify as "normal silviculture" under section 404(f) of the Clean Water Act have not been subject to the permit requirement of 3 
section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. NASDA urges that the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 4 
States from normal farming,  silviculture, and ranching activities such as plowing, seeding, cultivating, minor drainage, 5 
harvesting for the production of food, fiber, and forest products and including the placement and use of temporary structures 6 
for soil and erosion control protection, or upland soil and water conservation practices remain subject to section 404(f) of the 7 
Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344(f)), but not be prohibited by or otherwise subject to regulation under section 10 of the Rivers 8 
and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. 403). 9 
Rail Transportation 10 
Farmers and ranchers face unique challenges in the global market, and require a dependable and affordable means of 11 
transportation for their product. Weather, market conditions, and mergers have impacted the rail transportation industry 12 
causing grain car shortages, especially in the upper Midwestern States. Farmers and ranchers already operate on exceedingly 13 
low profit margins–this paired with dramatic fluctuations in world economies places them in a financially precarious 14 
environment that Congress has taken a special interest in addressing. Many farmers and ranchers are captive rail customers 15 
without logical or affordable alternative modes of transportation. Agricultural shippers in some parts of the U.S. are paying the 16 
highest rail freight rates for, arguably, the most sporadic and unreliable service. Agricultural producers need a clearly defined 17 
means for securing reliable service at a reasonable rate. 18 
A review of the past 20 years of regulatory precedent demonstrates that rail regulators, faced with policy conflicts between 19 
competition and railroad industry revenue, invariably gave the rail industry’s bottom line preference. If Congress truly intended 20 
for competition to be the regulator of choice among rail carriers as well as with other modes this policy needs to be clarified 21 
legislatively. 22 
Dramatic increases in grain export demands, rail mergers, and Commodity Credit Corporation’s (CCC) loan requirements are 23 
a few causes of grain car shortages. Most CCC loans are due at or near harvest time when the volume of new crops already 24 
overtax the system. CCC loans are also due when grain prices are typically at their lowest point during the year. 25 
To address rail transportation inadequacies, NASDA encourages USDA to consider moving CCC grain into the market at 26 
various intervals and over a longer period of time to balance the shipping needs throughout the year. The Secretary of 27 
Agriculture should also be provided discretionary authority to extend CCC loans for up to six months for economic or other 28 
emergency reasons. We believe this increased flexibility in loan maturity could facilitate more orderly shipments of grain. 29 
We also believe monthly rail shipper survey information should be published and that the Surface Transportation Board’s 30 
National Grain Car Council should implement a mechanism that permits shippers to seek nonperformance arbitration. 31 
Congress should require rail carriers, upon request, to quote a rate between any two points on the system where traffic 32 
originates, terminates or may reasonably be interchanged without regard to whether the rate is for only part of the total 33 
movement. Also, upon request, small, captive agricultural shippers should be provided with a simple benchmark test for rate 34 
and service cases. 35 
NASDA urges all railroads to charge reasonable rates and offer fair, consistent and equitable rate spreads, service, and 36 
treatment to all shippers. NASDA also encourages railroads to offer co-loading of trains, and to have reasonable loading 37 
policies that hold both shippers and railroads responsible for moving equipment promptly. NASDA believes that Congress and 38 
the Federal government should substantially increase oversight of railroads, including rates and services, where competition is 39 
not present. 40 
Container Availability 41 
Container shipping has become a major part of international trade. In some instances, the lack of available containers limits 42 
the amount of commodities that can be traded. Often information regarding the location of containers is unavailable and 43 
opportunities are lost because of this infrastructure dilemma. The Agriculture Marketing Service’s Transportation Branch 44 
should periodically conduct surveys of the location and availability of containers to assist in expanding international trade 45 
opportunities. The results of these surveys should be readily available to assist the agricultural industry increase international 46 
market opportunities. 47 

10.5. Weights and Measure - National Measurement System 48 

NASDA recognizes the need for a nationally uniform and effective weights and measures system.  A sound weights and 49 
measures system is critical to commerce in the national and international marketplace.  Measurement standards are essential 50 
for fair competition, promoting good business practices and protecting consumers.  The individual states, territories and local 51 
jurisdictions conduct weights and measures enforcement in the United States. 52 



 National Association of State Departments of Agriculture 

 Policy Amendment 

2016 NASDA Annual Meeting Policy Amendment 7 of 7 
 

2 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
NASDA recognizes the value of the national measurement system and the various organizations involved in weights and 2 
measures. States, industry representatives and the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) join together under 3 
the National Conference of Weights and Measures (NCWM) to promulgate regulations on a consensus basis in the form of 4 
national handbooks.  The handbooks are commonly adopted by the individual states as regulations or are used as models to 5 
develop regulations with the intent of providing a nationally uniform measurement system.  The National Institute of Standards 6 
and Technology (NIST), a branch of the Department of Commerce, provides expert guidance on technical matters, 7 
interpretations of the national handbooks, training on measurement topics and accreditation of state metrology laboratories. 8 

Decreased funding by states, increased costs and the resulting variations in state program operations have led to a lack of 9 
uniformity in weights and measures laws, in regulations and methods of inspection and is causing an erosion of buyer and 10 
seller confidence in the market place. Lack of uniform enforcement exposes businesses and consumers to the potential of 11 
fraud.  Non-uniformity subjects marketers to a patchwork of state and local requirements, which becomes a serious 12 
impediment to efficient and effective commercial distribution systems. Lack of uniform inspection and enforcement capabilities 13 
can result in buyer and seller being cheated, government tax payments avoided and a general distrust in market place 14 
measurements. 15 

A federal grant program to restore and strengthen the weights and measures system should be approved by Congress.  The 16 
grant, administered by NIST, would provide assistance to the states in restoring and upgrading their capabilities and 17 
capacity.  The grant program would provide a method by which the states, federal government, and NCWM could work in 18 
partnership to establish programs to improve uniformity and strengthen weights and measures programs thereby restoring 19 
confidence in our national measurement system. 20 

10.6. Emerging Technology 21 
(Added February 2014) 22 
The United States produces the safest, healthiest and most abundant food supply in the world. Science-based, pragmatic 23 
approaches to innovation are essential to maintaining this status. Through innovation, new technology is developed and old 24 
technology evolves to keep our farmers and ranchers in the forefront of commodity production and resource stewardship. 25 
Innovation results in new and better crop and livestock genetics, more efficient and effective cultivation methods and 26 
equipment, faster and clearer communication and wider and more profitable commerce. It is in the best interest of our country 27 
to foster innovation and new technology both as an example for the world and to secure our position as the trusted provider of 28 
the best and most secure food in the world. 29 

Unmanned Aerial Systems Technology 30 
Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS) technology is rapidly advancing and expanding in the United States. As this technology 31 
continues to emerge and develop, policy makers must fully understand the potential benefits and potential consequences 32 
regarding its development in the agriculture industry. Consumers are wary of drone technology, yet it has the ability to change 33 
the way growers approach farming. 34 

Adoption of UAS technology will allow farmers to monitor their acreage, mitigate crop stressors and manage crop progress. 35 
Imaging from drones will allow farmers to combine their crop data with advanced crop mapping. The combination of these data 36 
sets will allow for advanced disease detection, pest mitigation, and nutrient tracking. Companies pursuing this research have 37 
found that they can utilize unique optical signatures for many crops to detect whether it is diseased or threatened by other 38 
stressors like pests. Additionally, monitoring of fertilizer and pesticide application will pinpoint the most advantageous times for 39 
application while helping prevent runoff and drift. UAS technology has implications beyond crop management regarding more 40 
accurate adjusting work and management of nutrients in soils and waterways. NASDA supports a science-based and 41 
calculated approach to this technology. 42 

NASDA supports technological advancements that help producers be good stewards of the land while minimizing inputs and 43 
maximizing production. This technology is part of the future of agriculture and will enhance our food safety, as well as our 44 
national and global food supply. While UAS technology is a valuable tool in agriculture, the use of UAS technology must 45 
recognize and respect the privacy of agriculture producers and American citizens. 46 
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Section Number or Title to be Amended: 10.3 Agricultural Workforce 
 
Subject of Policy Amendment: Agricultural Workforce rewrite 
 
Submitted by: Director Greg Ibach, Nebraska 
 
Text of Policy Amendment:  
[This Amendment Replaces Current Section 10.3]  
 
10.3 Agricultural Workforce 1 
Farmers and ranchers need a framework that provides for a legal, reliable workforce that supports the industry 2 
and treats workers with respect. American agriculture faces a critical shortage of labor that harms annual 3 
harvests, animal agriculture production and processing facilities. This damages American competitiveness and 4 
overall food security. NASDA supports border control and border security measures in conjunction with 5 
meaningful federal, Congressional reform as a means toward a legal and stable workforce. 6 

• NASDA believes both the current H-2A visa for temporary agriculture workers and the H-2B visa for 7 
temporary non-agricultural workers are unworkable.  8 

• NASDA supports reforms to temporary agriculture worker programs and recommends the following 9 
principles: 10 

o An “at-will” visa where employees do not have contractual commitments and can move 11 
between employers as seasons and labor demands change.  12 

o A contract visa where employees commit to working for an employer for a fixed period of time 13 
when stability is preferred between both parties.  14 

• NASDA supports a process where experienced, but unauthorized, agricultural workers who currently 15 
reside in the U.S. can obtain legal status.  16 

• NASDA supports labor policy that protects employers of non-U.S. citizens when those employers make 17 
reasonable efforts to document labor status.  18 

Background and Rationale (Note: Information in this section will not be included in the final text of the Policy Amendment): 19 
 20 
The need for reforms to the current agricultural labor system is becoming more and more apparent. 21 
Conversations are currently taking place across the country and in D.C. about the form these reforms could take 22 
shape. Current NASDA policy on agricultural labor prevents NASDA staff from participating in many of these 23 
conversations. The proposed policy amendment, crafted by a NASDA workgroup with representatives from each 24 
region, succinctly states NASDA’s policy about agricultural labor and will allow NASDA to add its valuable voice 25 
to the discussions surrounding labor reform.   26 
 27 
 28 
 29 

To be completed by NASDA Staff: 
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[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
For decades, the most labor-intensive sectors of American agriculture have been dependent on alien workers to meet basic workforce 2 
needs.  In recent years, almost all sectors have dealt with labor shortages by employing alien workers.  Regulatory efforts to protect this 3 
segment of the workforce from unfair treatment and exploitation while striving to avoid the displacement of U.S. workers by underpaid 4 
immigrant labor have exacerbated the ills they were designed to cure.  By using their authority to make it extremely difficult for 5 
agricultural employers to utilize legal temporary worker programs, governments have enhanced the economic incentives that underpin a 6 
thriving traffic in illegal workers. 7 
The present situation — characterized by a predominance of workers whose right to work in the United States is supported by 8 
documentation of dubious veracity or no documentation at all — is untenable in the long run.  The short-term consequence of an 9 
immediate expulsion of this segment of the workforce would cause a production crisis in a wide range of field and orchard crops, and in 10 
the livestock industry.  This would leave the United States no alternative but to import many food products from poorer countries that 11 
have surplus farm labor.  Any workable solution to the current, unstable situation must deal with the rights of both foreign and U.S. 12 
workers, with the status of alien workers now employed in the U.S. agricultural sector, and with the conditions under which foreign 13 
workers may be employed in the future. 14 
Rights of Agricultural Workers 15 
(Updated September 2010) 16 
Alien workers should receive the same wages, benefits, and protections as U.S. citizens working in the same jobs.  The wage standard for 17 
agricultural labor should be tied to the federal minimum wage rate as determined in accordance with the Fair Labor Standards Act.  Alien 18 
workers should not be permitted to fill positions vacant as the result of a strike, lockout, or work stoppage as a result of a labor dispute.  19 
Laws and regulations should be crafted in such a way as to discourage litigation .and facilitate rapid dispute resolution. Alien workers 20 
should have the right to return to their homes and families during vacations and gaps in legal employment without jeopardizing their right 21 
to return to that employment. 22 
Temporary Agricultural Workers 23 
The history of the U.S. agricultural labor market, particularly in the last half-a-century, suggests that there will probably never be a time 24 
that there is an adequate supply of native-born workers willing to perform entry-level work in labor-intensive segments of the agricultural 25 
industry.  Laws and regulations that pretend that this is not the case – or that imply that the industry can pay wages far higher than state 26 
and federal minimum wages and still compete with imports – will assure the persistence of a large underground agricultural labor force.  27 
A workable temporary or guest worker program is urgently needed.  A reform of the current H2A visa program designed to simplify the 28 
application procedure, decrease paperwork, and expedite approvals, is a good starting point.  The burden of proof that a labor shortage 29 
exists, as well as an adverse impact wage formula designed to augment rather than protect prevailing wage rates, are two reasons why 30 
the current program covers only a small percentage of the alien agricultural workforce currently employed. 31 
Identification of Agricultural Workers 32 
NASDA encourages the federal government to develop an identification system that will provide the United States reassurance that its 33 
national security is not being compromised while facilitating the availability of migrant farm workers to our agricultural producers. 34 
Adjustment of Status 35 
A workable means of regularizing the status of current agricultural workers is a critical element of any long-term solution to the 36 
temporary worker problem, since it will take some time to get the kinks out of a reformed guest worker program.  Policies should allow 37 
workers already employed in agriculture and willing to commit to future employment in the industry to have their de facto position in the 38 
labor force recognized, and should remove sanctions that preclude their ever participating in the workforce on a legal basis.  This will help 39 
the agricultural industry meet its immediate labor requirements without knowingly or unknowing violating current immigration laws, 40 
while placing current alien workers under the protections that all participants in the U.S. agricultural workforce are guaranteed. 41 
Federal Agencies 42 
The vast majority of all agricultural producers are in full compliance with all state and federal laws and regulations regarding the 43 
treatment of farmworkers.  NASDA urges the U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Labor, and the U.S. Department of State 44 
to enforce existing immigration, labor, worker safety and border patrol laws.  In addition, NASDA further urges these agencies to increase 45 
education and outreach efforts with producers to ensure they have the information necessary to comply with these laws.  These agencies 46 
should assist NASDA in disseminating information that accurately depicts the current treatment of farmworkers by agricultural producers. 47 
Fair Labor Standards Act 48 
Although the Christmas tree industry has changed considerably over the years to its current agricultural state, it is sometimes still 49 
classified as non-agricultural. Most state departments of agriculture, the Internal Revenue Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and 50 
the U.S. Office of Management and Budget have defined agricultural commodities to include Christmas trees, however, the U.S. 51 
Department of Labor has interpreted the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to exclude Christmas tree farming from its agricultural 52 
definition. This poses significant confusion and regulatory challenges for U.S. Christmas tree producers. 53 
 54 
NASDA supports legislation that would amend § 203(f) of the Fair Labor Standards Act to include Christmas trees within the definition of 55 
agricultural or horticultural commodities. 56 
 57 
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Section Number or Title to be Amended: 16.6 Roles of the States 
 
Subject of Policy Amendment: Cooperative Federalism and the Roles of the States 
  
Submitted by: Director Greg Ibach, Nebraska  
 
Text of Policy Amendment:  
 
16.6 Cooperative Federalism and Roles of the States 1 
NASDA Members play a critical role in food and agriculture policy in the United States. As regulators and 2 
advocates for the agriculture industry, NASDA’s voice is unique in the nexus between the states and the federal 3 
government. NASDA members lead in areas ranging from food safety to resource conservation and promote 4 
agriculture locally and abroad. They and their departments are on the ground with agriculture every day yet, 5 
many of their federally-mandated programs have received fewer resources and more unfunded mandates year 6 
after year. 7 
 8 
In a time of increased risk and challenges for the industry, federal legislation and regulations should work to 9 
promote economic stability while guaranteeing safe and accessible food.  10 
 11 
This work must be a joint venture between the states and federal government. Looking forward, NASDA calls for 12 
a renewed commitment to Cooperative Federalism. It is critical this partnership between states and the federal 13 
government recognize and enhance the role of states in federal policymaking. Due to the importance of 14 
Cooperative Federalism in advancing agriculture, we promote the following principles:    15 
 16 

1. Advancing the role of states—as co-regulators and not simply stakeholders—in the federal regulatory 17 
process 18 

2. Ensuring federal legislation reflects the unique role states serve in implementing federal legislation  19 
3. Increasing flexibility for state program delivery  20 
4. Enhancing resources for states and no unfunded mandates 21 

 22 
Background and Rationale (Note: Information in this section will not be included in the final text of the Policy 23 
Amendment): 24 
This policy amendment updates and streamlines NASDA’s policy statement related to federalism and the role of 25 
states.   26 
 27 
[Text of existing policy statement which will be replaced by this Amendment] 28 
16.6 Roles of the States 29 
 30 
NASDA’s members, perhaps not surprisingly, view the role of the states as a critical element of any federal 31 
agricultural policy.  Enough so, that the role of the states is worthy of special comment in this introduction. 32 

To be completed by NASDA Staff: 
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[Text of existing policy statement which will be replaced by this Amendment] 1 
Competing priorities and increasing demand for resources, combined with consumers’ demands and the need for 2 
a level playing field for producers, mean that the old way of doing things has to be re-examined.  Nowhere is this 3 
more true than in the area of regulatory implementation and program and service delivery.   States can play a 4 
key role in making the delivery of services to producers and the protection of consumers more efficient and 5 
effective.   6 
 7 
States already play an indispensable role in the regulation of pesticides, for example.  It is largely up to the states 8 
to regulate pesticide licenses and certifications, to protect groundwater resources, endangered species and 9 
agricultural workers.  States are relied upon to conduct inspections, and provide technical assistance.   This 10 
system provides a valuable model for other policy areas – from new priorities such as food safety, to more 11 
traditional areas such as the delivery of program services.  Indeed, state departments of agriculture are close to 12 
the producers and can provide a much needed front-line common sense practicality to implementing federal 13 
programs and applying federal regulations. 14 
 15 
To be successful, however, such a program must be based on certain principles of partnership.  First, it must be 16 
clear that federal-state partnerships do not become new unfunded federal mandates on the states.  Because 17 
states can enhance the efficiency of certain federal programs, it does not follow that states can — nor should 18 
they — shoulder the fiscal responsibility of federal initiatives.  Second, the partnership must be based on 19 
recognition that each party has certain capabilities, authorities, and responsibilities that are mutually beneficial.  20 
Third, partnerships must be built to accomplish certain goals and priorities.  Using these principles as guideposts, 21 
NASDA members believe there is an expanded role for effective federal-state partnerships in agricultural policy. 22 
 23 
Using these guiding principles, NASDA members have developed the following policy statements.  These are 24 
NASDA’s operational, working policies that guide our efforts to influence the development and implementation 25 
of sound policy and programs at all levels and branches of the federal government. 26 
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Section Number or Title to be Amended: 2. Plant Health Protection and Disease Control 
 
Subject of Policy Amendment: Plant Health Protection and Disease Control Policy Statement Rewrite 
 
Submitted by:  Director Ted McKinney, Indiana 
 
Text of Policy Amendment:  
[This Amendment Replaces Current Sections 2.1 – 2.9 and the Noxious Weed section of Sec. 7.4] 
 
State Departments of Agriculture play a critical role in safeguarding agriculture from plant pests, diseases, and 1 
invasive species, which significantly impact agricultural crops, public and private lands, and natural habitats. 2 
NASDA supports enhanced federal-state collaboration and cooperation in program delivery to facilitate timely 3 
prevention, identification, control, and where appropriate, eradication of injurious plant pests and diseases 4 
impacting U.S. agricultural production, food security, environmental and public health, and international trade.  5 
 6 
Domestic Plant Pest and Disease Protection: 7 

• NASDA supports the funding and resources needed to maintain a robust state and federal plant health 8 
infrastructure necessary to facilitate early detection, response, control, and where appropriate, 9 
eradication activities of plant pests and diseases. 10 

• NASDA supports enhanced investment in science-based research needed to prevent the introduction of 11 
pathogens, control plant pests and diseases, and develop new methods for reducing or eliminating 12 
potential plant health hazards. 13 

• NASDA opposes activities or policies seeking to infringe or diminish the authorities of the state 14 
departments of agriculture related to plant heath or disease control. 15 

• NASDA supports enhanced funding for federal-state cooperative programs to facilitate timely control, 16 
containment, and where appropriate, eradication activities of plant pests and diseases. 17 

• NASDA supports enhanced outreach, education, and communication with federal agencies, private 18 
landowners, producers, and private citizens to facilitate timely detection and minimize the 19 
environmental and economic impact invasive species have on public and private lands. 20 

 21 
Foreign Plant Pest and Disease Protection: 22 

• NASDA supports protecting our citizens, stakeholders, and agricultural producers from the intentional or 23 
unintentional introduction of select biological agents and toxins.  24 

• NASDA supports the mission of the Department of Homeland Security in protecting our citizens, 25 
stakeholders, and agricultural producers from the introduction of Agro-terrorism or bioterrorism agents.  26 

• NASDA supports the funding and resources needed to maintain pest exclusion activities and quarantines 27 
at ports of entry to enhance pest exclusion activities. 28 

• NASDA supports the appropriate adjustment or modification in user fees collected from the traveling 29 
public and commercial carriers to support critical surveillance and plant protection activities. 30 

To be completed by NASDA Staff: 
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• NASDA urges enhanced federal agency coordination to support monitoring, diagnostic tools, and 1 

mitigation activities necessary to prevent pest and disease introduction threats. 2 
 3 
Strategies for Controlling Pests: 4 

• NASDA believes increased federal agency coordination and federal-state collaboration is essential to 5 
facilitating timely and effective prevention, identification, control, and where appropriate, eradication 6 
activities of injurious plant pests and diseases. 7 

• NASDA supports science-based pest risk analysis and continued review of current regulatory programs 8 
to ensure the most current science and technologies are incorporated into control and eradication 9 
efforts. 10 

• NASDA supports the use of biological control tools as a successful strategy, and NASDA supports USDA 11 
leveraging state activities and regional plant protection centers to deliver a more expeditious process to 12 
approve release permits for biological control agents. 13 

• NASDA supports irradiation as an effective tool for preventing and controlling the introduction of plant 14 
pests. 15 

• NASDA supports Integrated Crop Management (ICM) and Integrated Pest Management (IPM) to assist 16 
producers in monitoring, treating, and mitigating the impact pests and diseases have on crop systems 17 
and soil health. 18 

• NASDA supports improving and expanding pest and disease exclusion and eradication programs and 19 
continued access to all tools vital to these efforts. 20 
 21 

Regulation of Interstate Movement of Nursery Stock: 22 
• NASDA supports the efficient and effective inspection and certification of nursery stock to facilitate 23 

stream-of-commerce and protect against the potential introduction of plant pests and diseases. 24 
• NASDA supports the interstate movement of nursery stock consistent with long standing reciprocity 25 

agreements and the state of origin’s inspection and certification authorities under state and/or federal 26 
quarantine regulations. 27 
  28 

Seed Health and Regulation: 29 
• NASDA supports efficient and effective state seed inspection and verification programs to protect 30 

against the introduction or spread of plant pests, disease and pathogens. 31 
• NASDA supports the funding and resources necessary to enhance and maintain a robust seed laboratory 32 

infrastructure to facilitate the consistent, timely, and sound accreditation, testing, and certification of 33 
seed. 34 

 35 
Invasive Species and Noxious Weeds:  36 

• NASDA encourages the federal government to assert primary jurisdiction and assume a more dynamic 37 
leadership role in the interdiction and eradication of destructive invasive species and noxious weeds.   38 

• NASDA believes it is critical for federal agencies to work in partnership with state and local governments 39 
in developing scientifically-sound policies and procedures to identify, prevent, control, and where 40 
appropriate, eradicate destructive invasive species and noxious weeds. 41 

• NASDA calls for enhanced federal funding for control and elimination projects utilizing block grants to 42 
the state departments of agriculture to manage and lead such activities. 43 

• NASDA supports cooperative and coordinated approaches related to public and private lands to 44 
successfully implement statewide noxious weed plans. 45 
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• NASDA calls for increased federal support in funding and control activities under statewide noxious 1 

weed management plans, and this federal funding should reflect the activities consistent with the scope 2 
and geographical range of all state and federal lands within these defined areas. 3 

• NASDA supports the funding and resources necessary to enhance and maintain a robust federal action 4 
framework focused on education, research, prevention, monitoring, control, and where appropriate, 5 
eradication of destructive invasive species and noxious weeds. 6 

 7 
Background and Rationale (Note: Information in this section will not be included in the final text of the Policy 8 
Amendment): 9 
 10 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 11 
2. Plant Health Protection and Disease Control 12 
2.1 INTRODUCTION  13 
Protecting the health of our nation's crops is becoming an increasingly important and difficult task. The passage of trade agreements has 14 
increased the flow of fruits, vegetables, and propagative plant materials across our borders making the United States more susceptible to 15 
plant pests and diseases. The possible introduction of foreign plant pests and diseases, coupled with current efforts to control pests and 16 
diseases already inhabiting the United States, and the phase out of methyl bromide use, make the need for 1) federal-state collaboration 17 
and cooperation in program delivery and 2) basic and applied research more important than ever.  Research should be aimed at 18 
preventing the introduction of pathogens, controlling plant pest and diseases and developing new methods for reducing and eliminating 19 
potential plant health hazards during the production process. 20 
 21 
The consumption of and demand for fresh fruit and vegetables and propagative plant materials continues to grow and the agricultural 22 
industry must strengthen its efforts to integrate plant health and management programs. Facilitating the transfer of information and 23 
technology from the laboratory to the producer/consumer will ensure an adequate and safe supply of food, feed and fuel products. 24 
 25 

2.2 DOMESTIC PLANT PEST AND DISEASE ISSUES 26 
The agricultural industry is faced with a wide range of plant pests and diseases that threaten to damage crops and cause farmers to suffer 27 
severe economic losses.  Programs have been established at the federal and state level to combat plant health concerns.  NASDA 28 
recognizes the importance of controlling devastating pests and diseases and believes that the federal government should provide 29 
adequate funding to carry out existing programs and to perform research on ways to control and eradicate serious pests and 30 
diseases.  Cooperative agreements with states and growers should be encouraged as a way of developing appropriate management 31 
strategies.  Criteria under consideration by USDA to calculate state and federal participation in cooperative funding for pest and disease 32 
eradication and control must be flexible and take into consideration that each problem is unique and may not readily fit a formal 33 
criterion.  To control and eradicate pests and diseases, early response is critical. 34 
 35 
NASDA supports maintaining or increasing the funding for the following serious plant pest and disease programs: 36 

• Asian Longhorned Beetle 37 
• Avocado Lace Bug 38 
• Boll Weevil Eradication Program 39 
• Emerald Ash Borer 40 
• Citrus Canker Cooperative Eradication Agreements 41 
• Cogongrass 42 
• Federal Scab Initiative 43 
• Fruit Flies of Economic Importance 44 
• Glassy Winged Sharpshooter and Pierce’s Disease 45 
• Golden Nematode Quarantine Efforts 46 
• Grasshopper/Mormon Cricket Program 47 
• Gypsy Moth “Slow the Spread” Strategy 48 
• Honeybee Pests and Diseases 49 
• Imported Fire Ant Program 50 
• National Program Proposal on Late Blight 51 
• Pest Detection and Management 52 
• Pink Hibiscus Mealybug 53 
• Plum Pox Cooperative Eradication Agreements 54 
• Potato Diseases including Potato Virus Yn Complex 55 
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[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
• Sudden Oak Death 2 
• Tropical Soda Apple 3 
• Vine Mealybug 4 
• Wood Insect Research Laboratory and Termiticide Efficacy Data 5 

 6 
Plant Quarantine and Inspection Guidelines 7 
The pest prevention mission of public agricultural agencies in the United States is to protect agriculture, the environment, and its citizens 8 
from the economic and environmental harm that injurious plant pests can cause.  Satisfying this mission while, at the same time, 9 
providing for equitable and orderly domestic and international trade, is a major challenge.  The ideal pest prevention system is one that is 10 
mutually agreed to and uniformly applied.  The system must efficiently and effectively identify pest harm and assess and manage pest risk. 11 
Mutual agreement among pest prevention officials and agencies cannot be achieved unless the functions, activities, and tasks involved in 12 
pest harm identification and pest risk assessment and management are understood.  Uniformity cannot be achieved if there are no 13 
mutually agreed upon guidelines that serve as a standard against which various systems and actions can be measured and readjusted as 14 
needed. 15 
 16 
The current array of international, federal, and state plant pest and disease regulatory requirements varies considerably, giving rise to 17 
occasional disputes and charges of unfair trade practices.  In addition to these inconsistencies, a number of other trends create a need to 18 
increase the consistency and effectiveness of pest prevention programs.  These trends include increased responsibility of the states, rather 19 
than the federal government, to be wholly involved in the management of plant inspection and quarantine programs for both domestic 20 
and international trade; heightened awareness and concern about the adverse environmental impacts of plant pests and the resulting 21 
increased use of pesticides; the importance of pest prevention programs in facilitating commodity exports as specified in both the North 22 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT); and the frequency of breaches in 23 
existing quarantines. 24 
Given these trends, uniformity among states becomes even more important from a federal and international standpoint.  States should 25 
evaluate their current pest prevention programs for conformity with the National Plant Board guidelines and consider modifying their 26 
programs in order to achieve uniformity with them.  The USDA should make provision for approval of state quarantine and plant health 27 
program regulations as "official control" programs.  Pests covered should include quarantine and regulated non-quarantine pests as 28 
defined in the International Plant Protection Convention.  29 
 30 
In addition, the USDA should optimize federal domestic program delivery via state plant pest prevention organizations.  This can be 31 
accomplished using various agreements including 1) partnership agreements as detailed in NASDA's "Key Principles of A Cooperative 32 
Relationship" Policy Statement, 2) memoranda of understanding, and 3) contractual agreements.  33 
 34 
Taxonomic Expertise Resource List 35 
Accurate and timely diagnosis is critical to making effective regulatory decisions when pests, weeds, and diseases of possible regulatory 36 
significance are found associated with commodities in foreign and interstate commerce.  The existing diagnosis experts are few in number 37 
and located among various federal, state, and county governmental agencies, universities, museums, and private industry.  Retiring 38 
diagnostic experts are not being replaced in many organizations and universities are training fewer and fewer biosystematists. 39 
 40 
NASDA believes that the National Plant Board should work with USDA-APHIS-PPQ, USDA-ARS and other appropriate groups to address this 41 
issue.  USDA-APHIS-PPQ should coordinate this effort. NASDA also believes it would be beneficial for a catalog of existing taxonomic 42 
expertise in the United States to be developed and recognizes that the catalog will need regular updating and suggests APHIS maintain 43 
the catalog.  It is also advisable for the National Plant Board and the USDA to review protocols for identification of potential pests, weeds, 44 
and disease found associated with commodities in foreign and interstate commerce, and develop a more efficient system based on a 45 
network of approved expert collaborators from cooperating organizations.  NASDA encourages the further adoption of technological 46 
advances (PCR, digital imaging systems) to address identification needs and reduce processing time.  NASDA also believes these systems 47 
should be developed to their fullest extent within individual states and link with federal cooperators. 48 
 49 
Emergency Eradication and Official Control Funding 50 
Federal-state cooperative programs that control invasive pest species, plant and animal, benefit all states by controlling the spread of 51 
such pests and, thereby, limiting the damage to agricultural crops nationwide.  States which are found to harbor an invasive pest species 52 
have recently been required by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to contribute a minimum of 15% of the costs associated with 53 
controlling such pests in order to receive emergency federal assistance through USDA’s Animal & Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). 54 
NASDA recommends that the cost-share requirements for funding federal-state plant pest control containment and eradication efforts be 55 
eliminated.  Emergency eradication and official control funding should be negotiated on a case by case basis with the state and should 56 
take into account the damage resulting from pest activity in the affected state, the economic impact upon the state’s regulated  57 
 58 
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[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
businesses, the financial and competitive disadvantages that are inherent when a state discovers an invasive pest species within its 2 
borders and the potential economic impact on the rest of the country. 3 
 4 
NASDA wishes to remind OMB that the Plant Protection Act authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with state and local 5 
governments, but does not authorize or obligate states to perform plant pest or disease emergency (eradication) project activities.  The 6 
USDA alone is responsible for the eradication of federally regulated plant pests and diseases.  The federal government should accept 7 
responsibility for full funding of its programs, declare its intent to cooperate with the affected state(s), implement cooperative agreements 8 
to fund state eradication and control program costs, and exercise leadership. 9 
 10 
Cost-Share Criteria for APHIS Emergency Programs 11 
APHIS has published a proposed rule that would codify a standardized cost-sharing formula for animal disease and plant pest and disease 12 
emergency eradication programs that are conducted cooperatively with states. Unfortunately, expanding world trade and the threat of 13 
bio-terrorism have increased the risk of destructive pests and diseases being introduced into the United States. The USDA is the federal 14 
agency statutorily charged with preventing the introduction, spread and establishment of plant pests and diseases, noxious weeds and 15 
pests and diseases of livestock in the United States. States are not federally mandated to partner with USDA in this endeavor yet have 16 
historically done so with great success.  Developing a plan on how the USDA should respond to emergencies is not without merit. In fact, 17 
NASDA's Animal Health Safeguarding Review and the Safeguarding American Plant Resources Review conducted by the National Plant 18 
Board contain recommendations that would facilitate the kind of out year planning envisioned in the proposed rule. 19 
 20 
Emergency programs relating to animal and plant health by their very nature, however, do not accommodate a "one size fits all" 21 
approach.  While some suggest a cost-share formula would yield savings to the Federal Government in future years, it will actually result 22 
in quite the opposite for states, who are already bearing significant costs associated with plant and animal pest and diseases that are not 23 
detected at the border. 24 
 25 
NASDA urges USDA to withdraw the proposed rule and work with states toward the development of a joint system for the early detection 26 
and eradication of plant and animal pests and diseases. NASDA's Animal Health Safeguarding Review and the Safeguarding American 27 
Plant Resources Review would provide a sound footing for the development of a science-based rule that combines the unique abilities of 28 
each partner.  NASDA discourages attempts to construct meaningful eradication programs around budgetary decisions. 29 
 30 

2.3 FOREIGN PLANT PEST AND DISEASE ISSUES 31 
Homeland Security and Agriculture   32 
NASDA strongly supports the pest exclusion mission area known as Agricultural Quarantine Inspection (AQI) at the nation’s ports of entry 33 
that serve to protect our domestic agriculture industry from a foreign pest or disease incursion. After the events of September 11, 2001 34 
and the anthrax incidents that followed, AQI functions were transferred from the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) to the 35 
newly created Department of Homeland Security ("DHS") in an effort to consolidate all governmental functions that protect the nation 36 
against threats to the homeland into one agency. NASDA strongly supports the mission and efforts of DHS to prevent terrorists and 37 
terrorist weapons from entering the United States. While the prevention of terrorists and terrorist weapons from entering the United 38 
States is vital to the security of the nation, so too, is the protection of the nation's food supply, our agricultural economy, and plant 39 
resources and health. Introductions of foreign plant pests and diseases, such as Asian long-horned beetle, Emerald Ash Borer, Light Brown 40 
Apple Moth and Plum pox virus are of great concern to the U.S. agricultural economy, and to plant and animal health. The orderly flow of 41 
trade and timely inspections of perishable items are vital to agriculture and to agribusiness. The introduction of foreign or invasive plant 42 
pests remains a constant threat to nation’s agricultural crops and forests. 43 
 44 
Unfortunately, since the AQI transfer, pest and disease introductions have increased dramatically. It is clear that DHS’ administration of 45 
the AQI program lacks efficacy and currently there are no performance measures relative to AQI functions that DHS must meet to ensure 46 
the resources that DHS receives to protect the U.S. domestic agriculture sector are being utilized for this purpose. In addition, in order for 47 
AQI to remain effective while housed at DHS, it was essential that DHS and APHIS establish a consistent and clear communication 48 
structure that provides for problem resolution with built-in accountability in order to provide the greatest degree of risk reduction. 49 
Unfortunately, DHS’ mission is so broad that AQI is not viewed within the agency as a critical function either in terms of staffing or 50 
funding. Therefore, NASDA supports the re-assignment of the AQI mission area back to USDA APHIS given that they have the expertise to 51 
carry out a focused, coordinated and effective agricultural safeguarding effort and are statutorily charged with managing exotic pests and 52 
diseases. 53 
 54 
NASDA urges that increased emphasis be placed on the mission of safeguarding agriculture and strongly supports the immediate adoption 55 
of quantifiable performance measures for AQI functions to ensure the program is meeting the statutory mission for which it was created – 56 
protecting American agriculture from a foreign plant or animal pest or disease. These performance measures should consider the  57 
 58 
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interdiction, control, eradication and suppression costs borne by state and local governments for foreign pests and diseases that AQI fails 2 
to interdict at the ports of entry. These costs shall be assessed to the budget of the parent department of AQI. In addition, NASDA urges 3 
DHS’ Office of Domestic Preparedness to provide specific funding opportunities to state departments of agriculture for local preparedness 4 
similar to grants provided to state departments of health. 5 
 6 
Pest Exclusion 7 
The introduction of foreign pests has cost the nation millions of dollars in control and eradication efforts and lost production.  Foreign pest 8 
invasions should be recognized as a national problem, not just the problem of the state in which the pest originally entered the United 9 
States.  Regardless of the entry point of the disease, it still poses a threat to the entire agriculture industry.  Initiatives should be focused 10 
on pest exclusion activities including tighter security.  In order to be successful, traditional APHIS pest management programs must be 11 
fully funded to meet this objective, and maintain current quarantines for federally regulated pests. 12 
 13 
User Fees 14 
APHIS should seek authority to use the Agricultural Quarantine Inspection user fees collected from the traveling public and the shipping 15 
industry for better surveillance and protection of the plant industry in the United States.  Further, APHIS should seek to expand or increase 16 
the user fees charged to conduct a comprehensive pest prevention program.  17 
 18 
Plant Pest Survey 19 
Given the passage of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), several 20 
states have taken initiatives to develop agreements which support the export of agricultural crops and commodities.  A primary concern of 21 
importing countries in the negotiation of these agreements is the risk of introducing exotic or threatening pests.  U.S. exporters face a host 22 
of phytosanitary barriers around the world resulting in millions of dollars of lost trade opportunities. 23 
 24 
To help resolve this concern, a list of known pests associated with a crop or commodity is required by the importing country.  In some 25 
cases, the crop or commodity is prohibited from export if the target pest is known to occur in the exporting state.  In other situations, the 26 
importer allows entry, providing that the state can declare that a particular pest does not occur in the country of origin or growing 27 
site.  Statewide pest survey programs that are supported by USDA-APHIS-PPQ through the Cooperative Agricultural Pest Survey (CAPS) can 28 
help address these phytosanitary concerns.  The CAPS Program utilizes a National Agricultural Pest Information System (NAPIS) database 29 
for efficient pest management. 30 
 31 
Proper funding for the CAPS Program should continue so that pest data can be collected and the exporting of agricultural crops and 32 
commodities can be enhanced.  States should also consider conducting survey programs to complement the federal program.  33 
 34 
Interagency Offshore Pest Exclusion Program 35 
In response to introductions and interceptions of the Asian gypsy moth in the early 1990s in the U.S., an offshore program in Russian Far 36 
Eastern Port Areas was initiated to exclude this and two other exotic major pests of forest and urban trees and shrubs.  This program, 37 
which was initiated in 1993, has tracked the population density and distribution of three pests of Lymantria species, including the Asian 38 
gypsy moth (L. dispar), the nun moth (L. monacha), and the rosy gypsy moth (L. mathura) and implemented measures to minimize the risk 39 
of their introduction into the United States since the initiation of this monitoring program. 40 
 41 
This cooperative project between the United States Department of Agriculture’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), the 42 
USDA Forest Service, the Federal Forest Service of Russia, and the State Plant Quarantine Service of Russia is largely supported with funds 43 
provided by APHIS and the Forest Service.  During FY 2001, APHIS and the Forest Service will jointly provide about $150,000.  Most of these 44 
funds are provided by APHIS.  Populations of the Asian and rosy gypsy moths typically begin to peak in the Russian Far East during the late 45 
spring and early summer.  This translates into a higher risk of artificial movements of these pests on ships and cargo.  46 
 47 
NASDA urges the U.S. Department of Interior and USDA to fund this program for as long as these pests pose a significant risk of 48 
introduction into North America.  NASDA also urges USDA-APHIS and the USDA Forest Service to evaluate the risks arising from the 49 
movement of ships and cargo from other areas infested by these pests, such as Japan, Korea, and China.  NASDA encourages the 50 
expansion of this program to cover other known pest threats and threats which may be identified through the timely completion of pest 51 
risk analyses in the future. 52 
 53 
The detection, in early 2002, of live Mediterranean fruit fly larvae in Spanish Clementine citrus fruit delivered throughout the U.S. poses a 54 
serious threat to all fruit and vegetable areas. This unfortunate phytosanitary certification program failure makes it abundantly clear that 55 
proper safeguards were not adequately developed to protect our valuable agricultural resources from exotic plant pest introductions. The 56 
Spanish Clementine/medfly phytosanitary failure indicates there may be other agricultural protocols that are not adequate to protect our  57 
 58 
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valuable food and fiber resources.  USDA should take immediate steps to review the safeguards that are needed to assure all fruits and 2 
vegetables from any foreign country, as well as the current situation including citrus fruit from Spain are pest and disease free upon entry. 3 
The reviews should include treatment efficacy, pest surveillance, mitigation at origin, inspection at port of export, and inspection upon 4 
arrival. The expertise of NASDA as well as the expertise of the USDA-ARS, National Plant Board, and university system should be involved 5 
in the review which should be ongoing as new programs are proposed. 6 
 7 
Imported Wood Regulation 8 
Current pest risk analyses have addressed surface or shallow wood pests.  However, there is concern over a potential deficiency in the 9 
current imported wood regulations with regard to railroad ties, temperate hardwood logs, wood chips, bark chips, humus, and similar 10 
materials.  Experience with the currently regulated commodities to date indicates that the current regulations do not completely address 11 
the potential risks associated with these materials.  Specifically, evidence that pathogenic fungi and live insects have been imported on 12 
railroad ties, that fumigation does not always control deep wood insects or fungi, and recent experiences with Asian longhorned beetle 13 
and citrus longhorned beetle demonstrate that insects that bore deep into wood still pose a serious threat.  It was determined by the 14 
Oregon Department of Agriculture that live fungi, including pathogenic species, have been found in imported fumigated wood and inside 15 
fumigated bark. 16 
 17 
NASDA urges USDA-APHIS-PPQ to conduct additional pest risk analyses and revise the wood regulations to mitigate pathways for 18 
introduction of potential deep wood pests and diseases through imported wood products. 19 
 20 
Quarantine 37 21 
Any proposed changes to CFR 319.37 commonly known as “Quarantine 37" must be based on a comprehensive biological assessment of 22 
the pest and disease introduction risk associated with the commodity and country of origin. The current request to allow additional plant 23 
species to enter the U.S. is of concern and must be subjected to a full assessment including evaluation from areas of the U.S. that are 24 
considered to be most at risk from exotic plant introductions. As Quarantine 37 has been, and remains, an important part of our first line 25 
of defense against exotic plant pests of concern to the U.S. nursery industry as well as other segments of agriculture, it must maintain its 26 
current high degree of biological integrity. 27 
 28 

2.4 STRATEGIES FOR CONTROLLING PESTS 29 
Biological Pest Control 30 
Classical biological control is a pest control strategy that involves the importation of new natural enemies to control introduced 31 
pests.  Classical biological control has been successfully implemented in the U.S. over the last 100 years.  The use of this strategy of pest 32 
management is experiencing renewed attention because it is extremely cost effective and environmentally sound.  Both the agricultural 33 
and urban populations in the U.S. have much to gain from the continued use of such efforts.  Once an effective natural enemy is 34 
established, control is self-sustaining, requiring no additional revenues.  Because the biocontrol agent is specific to the pest organism, its 35 
introduction has no adverse effect on the environment. 36 
 37 
Currently, there is no coordinated effort between the federal government and the state departments of agriculture to support and 38 
promote classical biological control at regional and national levels.  NASDA believes that a coordinated approach is essential so as to 39 
encourage continued importation of new natural enemies into the United States.  NASDA urges Congress to appropriate funds to 40 
adequately support the research and development of biological control agents and establish this effort as a priority within USDA-APHIS to 41 
combat established invasive species. 42 
 43 
Land grant institutions and the USDA have played a critical role in current and past biological control projects.  However, funding has been 44 
shifting to basic research in the field of biotechnology.  Although the products of this new technology hold much promise, classic biological 45 
control is a proven pest management strategy benefiting a broad range of concerns that must be financially supported by government 46 
agencies as well as the agricultural community.  Private enterprise cannot promote the development of classic biological control because 47 
the profit motive for controlling individual organisms vanishes when a pest problem is permanently solved. 48 
 49 
Regional plant protection centers are critical research facilities which provide biological control agents for the surrounding states in the 50 
region.  Strong regional support is important as heavy biological control needs demand the facilitation of interstate and international 51 
shipping of commodities while reducing the trend of strict pesticide use.  NASDA supports classic biological control in dealing with 52 
established invasive species and other agricultural plant pests. 53 
 54 
Irradiation 55 
Irradiation is the process of using ionizing energy derived from electronic beams, x-rays and other energy sources to treat possible sources 56 
of contamination.  Ionizing energy has a number of applications in food processing and pest control.  The increased energy state, which 57 
evolves from the irradiation process, attacks and destroys microorganisms, parasites, insects and bacteria.  It can be used to treat plant or  58 
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animal products including fruits, vegetables and meats.  It is also an important tool for preventing the introduction, through importation, 2 
of plant pests.  Irradiation, a process considered safe by national and world health organizations and accepted by many countries, is a 3 
technological development that can be applied to agricultural products in a safe manner.  4 
 5 
NASDA believes that the USDA should encourage the use of irradiation for pest control.  This is an important technology that can be 6 
applied to agricultural products to ensure a safe and healthy food supply. 7 
 8 
Integrated Crop Management and Integrated Pest Management 9 
The American consumer has the safest, most abundant, and secure source of food in the world.  America's farmers and ranchers have 10 
continually used the most up to date technology available to feed the American public.  However, today's farmers and ranchers are being 11 
criticized for abusing our natural resources while still being asked to provide more and cheaper food.  Producers and scientists across the 12 
country are searching for new and safer ways to meet the consumer needs that are also economic and environmentally friendly.  Two 13 
practices currently expanding in use are Integrated Crop Management (ICM) and Integrated Pest Management (IPM). 14 
 15 
Integrated crop management (ICM) is the practice of monitoring and treating pests, diseases and soil conditions on a field by field basis 16 
with the goal of reducing cost and production inputs. Integrated pest management (IPM) is a component of the ICM system of 17 
management.  IPM is a sustainable approach to managing pests by combining biological, cultural, physical and chemical tools in a way 18 
that minimizes economic, health and environmental risks. 19 
 20 
Major advances have been made in the use of agricultural chemicals and in the development of management practices using chemicals in 21 
combination with non-chemical production tools.  Developing a system of setting goals and measuring progress would result in real and 22 
positive changes in America's agriculture toward the underlying objectives of reducing environmental impact and increasing public 23 
confidence in the safety of foods. 24 
 25 
IPM should be implemented nationally to reduce the reliance on chemical pesticides and increase the use of non-chemical tools over the 26 
long term.  It will probably take at least $40 million to $50 million to implement a national system that defines appropriate federal and 27 
state roles, for many of the highest priority invasive plant pests that threaten our agriculture and environment. 28 
IPM will reduce the reliance on chemicals, but chemical use will continue with varying degree due to such factors as  non-uniform pest 29 
problems, regional differences in climate, pest resistance problems, and reductions in pesticide use already achieved by IPM programs 30 
currently in use. 31 
 32 
The following IPM principles are important to the implementation of such strategies in each state: 33 

• Assessment of pest problems associated with the planting, growing, harvesting, storing and processing of raw agricultural 34 
commodities, ingredients and processed foods for human and animal consumption. 35 

• Determination of management plans that emphasize non-chemical tactics to deal with pest problems. 36 
• Establishment of thresholds for each pest problem to define when corrective action must be implemented. 37 
• Implementation of monitoring procedures for each pest. 38 
• Implementation of corrective action when a threshold is reached for any pest problem. 39 
• Implementation of a documentation system to catalogue and monitor information and to document management procedures. 40 
• Establishment of evaluation and verification procedures to assure the IPM program is meeting stated risk reduction measures. 41 

Any national IPM strategy should consider the following principles and goals: 42 
• Adoption of IPM practices through a combination of education and cost-sharing programs with USDA's Water Quality Initiative 43 

and other conservation programs. 44 
• Development of training and educational programs to teach extension agents, growers, consultants and processors specifics of 45 

IPM principles and regional crop guidelines. 46 
• Establishment of economic incentives for growers to implement IPM practices. 47 
• Issuance of an annual report for each region summarizing levels of adoption of IPM principles for each crop and area. 48 
• Establishment of regional research priorities on the basis of annual results and recommendations from each region. 49 
• Establishment of regional centers structured to meet regional IPM needs.  50 

 51 
2.5 KARNAL BUNT 52 

Karnal bunt is the disease of wheat, durum wheat, and triticale that is caused by Tilletia indica. Plant pathologists generally consider 53 
Tilletia indica to be a weak pathogen that causes a disease of minor production importance.  Measurable yield loss is uncommon.  The 54 
most severe adverse economic impacts are associated with the current domestic and the more than 50 foreign quarantines which have 55 
disrupted the traditional marketing of wheat produced in the United States.  The presence of Tilletia indica-like teliospores jeopardizes 56 
wheat shipments in the marketplace. 57 
 58 
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There is a consensus, among the majority of the plant regulatory officials of the United States and plant pathologists, who work with smut 2 
diseases, that Tilletia indica can be effectively managed and controlled with normal crop management practices.  Since Karnal bunt is a 3 
pathogen of minor significance, the USDA should emphasize and promote the successful management of Karnal bunt in the United States 4 
in discussions with our trading partners.  5 
 6 
The USDA should call for deregulation of Karnal bunt as a quarantine pest by our trading partners and individual states immediately.  Any 7 
revisions to domestic restrictions should include provisions for the shipment of seed from a potentially infected area if that seed is tested 8 
free of teliospores and treated with a fungicide. NASDA encourages USDA to immediately work with the National Plant Board to revise the 9 
federal domestic quarantine regulating grain to allow its movement while minimizing the spread of the disease.  To this end, NASDA 10 
encourages USDA and the National Plant Board to analyze and review the pest risk posed by allowing movement based upon tests for 11 
bunted kernels versus teliospores.  USDA also should revise the federal foreign quarantine to be consistent with the revised federal 12 
domestic quarantine. 13 
 14 
Recognizing that, in the meantime, quarantine requirements will be established by importing countries, the USDA should continue efforts 15 
to prevent additional quarantine restrictions and to negotiate with trading partners for reasonable phytosanitary requirements.  The 16 
national survey should continue to validate the pest-free status of all United States production areas, serve as the basis for further 17 
regulation on an annual basis and be the validation for Federal Phytosanitary Certificates. 18 
 19 
Consistent with the Principles of Plant Quarantine, USDA should work with the scientific community to identify, prioritize, and facilitate the 20 
accomplishment of research objectives.  Further, NASDA encourages the international scientific community to develop a scientific position 21 
statement on Karnal bunt and other smut diseases for the global community. 22 
 23 

2.6 REGULATION OF INTERSTATE MOVEMENT OF NURSERY STOCK 24 
NASDA supports the needs of the nursery stock industry to move products freely between states, but believes that nursery stock must 25 
adhere to a long established reciprocity agreement of inspection/certification by the state of origin which is re-enforced by state and/or 26 
federal quarantine regulations.  27  28 
While standardized procedures for the inspection/certification process may be appropriate, non-infested states must be protected from 29 
potential introductions for several reasons.  First, introductions of pests could put valuable forest and agricultural resources and 30 
urban/suburban forested areas that contribute substantially to the economic/social welfare of the state at risk.  Second, considerable 31 
resources have been invested by non-infested states to eradicate localized infestations and to establish surveys to detect, delimit 32 
infestations and monitor control treatments.  Third, environmental degradation and public chaos resulting from infestations and pesticide 33 
treatments could result.  Fourth, additional resources would be required to inspect high risk nursery stock imported to non-infested states 34 
at dealer locations that should be credibly inspected and certified at the grower location. Finally, trade agreements and markets for 35 
nursery, Christmas tree, and other regulated industries intending to export their crops or commodities could be hampered. 36 
 37 

2.7 SEED HEALTH AND REGULATION 38 
State Seed Regulatory Programs 39 
All 50 states have seed laws which require individuals and seed firms to truthfully label all seed for sowing purposes which is offered for 40 
sale.  Over the past years, a number of states have either reduced funding for their seed programs or eliminated them 41 
altogether.  Biotechnology and other advances in seed technology will likely be marketed to the consumer through the genetic structure of 42 
seed, thus placing additional demands on seed regulatory programs.  The situation has become very critical in the Northeast, where some 43 
states have reduced seed programs or eliminated their seed regulatory laboratories altogether. 44 
 45 
Strong and efficient state seed programs ensure the consumer that the seed they have purchased is truthfully labeled and is routinely 46 
being sampled and tested for quality under the state seed laws of their state.  Consumers of seed in states without viable seed programs 47 
may suffer financial losses when they unknowingly purchase poor quality seed sold or shipped into their state that would not be offered 48 
for sale in another state with a strong seed regulatory program.  Since a large volume of seed is sold through interstate channels, it is in 49 
the best interests of all states to have strong and viable seed regulatory programs in order to create a level field for marketing of seed in 50 
the United States. 51 
 52 
Seed-borne Pathogens 53 
Seed-borne diseases constitute a demonstrated threat to American agriculture.  Many seeds used by American agriculture are imported 54 
from foreign countries.  Although such seed importations are frequently inspected for weeds or insect pests by the USDA, no such 55 
inspections are conducted or required for seed-borne pathogens.  A testing and/or certification program for seed-borne pathogens is 56 
needed in the United States so as to protect agricultural crops. 57 
 58 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 59 
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Seed Health Initiative 1 
A seed health initiative proposal would provide for the accreditation of seed laboratories and seed companies to perform seed health 2 
laboratory and field testing to provide supporting documentation for issuing phytosanitary certificates.  This concept of a laboratory 3 
accreditation system has merit, but several concerns must be met.  First, a chain of custody for samples, including who, when, and how 4 
they are drawn, transported, and submitted should be established.  Public laboratories should also receive accreditation with 5 
consideration given to cost, loss of public laboratory resources for working on minor crops and approval vs. accreditation.  APHIS should 6 
maintain oversight authority over accredited laboratories.  Consideration needs to be given to the types of laboratories that should be 7 
accredited, including concerns about conflicts of interest associated with private laboratories belonging to seed companies. 8 
 9 
Finally, the availability of test data for plant pest officials’ inclusion in the National Agricultural Pest Information System database should 10 
be addressed.  11 
 12 
National Variety Name Registration 13 
A National Variety Name Registration should be established in the Federal Seed Act for all agricultural and vegetable crops, and it is 14 
recommended that adequate funding be provided for variety name registration over current budget allocations or registration fees be 15 
implemented to administer the program.  This program should be established because the release of new varieties into commerce has 16 
greatly increased with the advent of genetic engineering, the large proliferation of new variety releases are difficult to track and regulate, 17 
there is no national variety name registration within the United States, some cultivars may be illegally marketed by different variety 18 
names from one company to the next, confusion exists between variety labeling and brand labeling for some crop kinds, and some 19 
mixtures of agricultural crops are incorrectly labeled as single varieties. 20 
 21 

2.8 NOXIOUS WEEDS 22 
(Updated September 2012) 23 
Invasive non-indigenous plant species threaten to destroy America's biological heritage and cause serious economic loss by polluting 24 
natural areas and agricultural systems.  Biological pollution seriously impacts agricultural production and natural ecosystems causing 25 
economic and ecological losses.  It has been estimated that the annual economic losses caused by these invasions is more than $20 billion. 26 
Invasive, non-indigenous plants are assaulting America's wildlands, recreation areas, forest and pasture lands, replacing native 27 
vegetation, reducing the productivity and grazing land for livestock, degrading wildlife habitat, and clogging waterways.  This invasion of 28 
harmful, non-indigenous plants is not like other resource management problems.  It changes the very structure and function of critical 29 
ecosystems.  In essence, these noxious weeds cause a blight at the ecosystem level and interfere with ecosystem management.  Delays in 30 
controlling existing populations and preventing new invasive, non-indigenous plant species will only increase costs over time to America's 31 
agricultural industry and natural resource managers. 32 
 33 
NASDA believes it is appropriate and vital that the federal government assert primary jurisdiction and assume a more dynamic leadership 34 
role in the interdiction and eradication of destructive invasive species.  It is also critical that the federal agencies work in partnership with 35 
state and local governments and non-government organizations in developing policies and procedures.  Building greater capacity of state 36 
and local governments for effectively dealing with destructive invasives should be a paramount goal of this effort. 37 
 38 
NASDA also believes that caution is warranted in the development of the Invasive Species Management Plan.  It must clearly differentiate 39 
useful and beneficial “alien species” from destructive, invasive “alien species”.  NASDA recommends that the Council and the Advisory 40 
Committee avoid developing a “list” in the Plan that would combine the two categories of exotics.  In fact, we see no need to develop such 41 
a list at all. The Plan should generally reference invasive or noxious lists developed by local councils or committees which have utilized 42 
input from a broad constituency and which have followed public participation policy requirements.  The Plan should lay out a framework 43 
of federal action that focuses on prevention of accidental or intentional introduction of harmful invasives to the United States and its 44 
territories.  It should also establish a foundation for a national monitoring and informational network to provide state and local 45 
government with early warning about new potentially destructive species. 46 
 47 
Invasive Species are a major problem in all states. The species vary greatly from region to region but they are having major impacts on the 48 
health of our lands. The problem exists on private lands and public lands as well.   In most western states due to large acres of federal 49 
lands, the impacts are often outside the authority of state agencies. State and local government should be more involved in the efforts of 50 
reducing the species that are doing so much damage to our landscapes. The problems are often regional in nature and thus include 51 
private, state and federal lands. We support a program of enhanced invasive species control and elimination projects that uses the 52 
knowledge of the state departments of agriculture and local government, especially conservation districts to manage and lead such 53 
activities.  We believe a program must fund states in a significant manner, with funding levels taking into account all lands within a state, 54 
including federal lands. We believe states have the ability to deliver more money onto the ground and less to administration. This is an 55 
extension of the efforts of state agriculture departments efforts in invasive species control. Departments of agriculture should include 56 
other state and federal natural resources related agencies within the state in the process. 57 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 58 
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2.9 SOYBEAN RUST 1 

Asian soybean rust (Phakopsora pachyrhi) is a plant disease that is currently found in Australia, Africa, Asia, and South America. Soybean 2 
rust is an airborne fungal disease that can cause premature defoliation, which results in fewer pods, lighter seeds and poor seed quality. 3 
Rust damaged crops can suffer up to an 80 percent yield loss. Soybean rust can be easily confused with other common soybean diseases 4 
such as bacterial pustule, bacterial blight or septoria brown spot. Soybean rust and the seed from rust infected plants are not shown to be 5 
harmful to humans or animals. 6 
 7 
Soybean rust can be transferred many ways but most commonly it is transported by wind/air currents. Airborne spores can be carried for 8 
long distances and can infect and reproduce on numerous alternate host plants, including kudzu, which grows in many areas of the 9 
southeastern United States. Soybean rust will be impossible to contain and eradicate in the continental United States, because the spores 10 
are produced in massive quantities on a variety of infected plants, and then dispersed via air currents. Spores may also be transmitted on 11 
infected plant material or on articles such as shoes and clothing. 12 
 13 
Asian soybean rust has been detected in at least eight states since its initial discovery in a research plot in Louisiana on November 6, 2004. 14 
As predictive modeling indicated, soybean rust spores were introduced via hurricane activity, moving into the United States from the 15 
Southern Caribbean. 16 
 17 
In the foreseeable future, the only way to control the disease is through timely fungicide applications and management plan development. 18 
Currently there are two fungicides registered for foliar application in the United States. Several other fungicides and application programs 19 
are being evaluated and an application for Section 18 status has been submitted to the EPA. Researchers continue to work to develop 20 
genetically resistant or tolerant varieties to be used as an alternative or in conjunction with fungicide applications. In addition, seed 21 
treatment options are being explored for possible effectiveness and efficacy. 22 
 23 
Measures to Minimize Spread 24 
NASDA believes communication among government agencies as well as within the farm community is central to monitoring and 25 
minimizing the damage from soybean rust. NASDA supports producer education about identification of the disease and about viable 26 
options to control the pest, so producers are well informed and equipped to address the problem. 27 
 28 
Quarantine and eradication steps are not practical as the disease may infect many plant species (crop and non crop) found in the United 29 
States. Therefore, it is imperative that NASDA members, USDA and other federal officials coordinate their actions and quickly inform 30 
producers of a rust confirmation. Time is of the essence as under the right conditions, soybean rust may produce spores at an alarming 31 
rate, further infecting additional fields. The faster the news of a rust confirmation can be communicated with growers, the earlier the 32 
producers can apply fungicides to lessen the consequences of a soybean rust infestation. 33 
 34 
Farmers must be assured that communication concerning infected fields with agricultural officials will not result in punitive actions. 35 
Rather, it must be emphasized that early detection allows officials to warn growers so that both protective and curative fungicide 36 
treatments can begin as soon as possible. 37 
 38 
NASDA encourages the USDA to take a leadership role in the development of a soybean rust monitoring plan to determine the seasonal 39 
rate of spread. Further, the USDA should take the lead in the development of a soybean rust management plan. 40 
 41 
Homeland Security Designation 42 
NASDA urges the USDA and DHS to swiftly re-evaluate the pathogens currently on the Select Agents List. NASDA strongly urges the 43 
evaluation to disregard pathogens that are predicted to naturally spread to the United States, as rust is a prime example of a pathogen 44 
with no control mechanism to stop the airborne spread. 45 
 46 
This Select Agent designation highlights soybean rust in an unnecessarily negative manner. Soybean rust should be treated as any other 47 
normal quarantinable pest that could enter the country at any time. As long as soybean rust is labeled a Select Agent, we raise the risk 48 
that trading partners could use rust as reason to block imports of U.S. soybeans. 49 
 50 
7.4. Environmental Management 51 
Noxious Weeds 52 
Funding for Noxious Weed Programs 53 
Funding for weed management efforts should emphasize supporting cooperative and coordinated approaches among all types of 54 
landowners within a geographically defined area. Partial or incomplete cooperation undermines the ability of State departments of 55 
agriculture to successfully implement statewide noxious weed management plans. The groundwork for such cooperation with federal land 56 
management agencies has been established with the passage of federal legislation such as the Natural Resource Protection Cooperative  57 
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Agreement Act (H.R. 658/S. 2739) as well as specific funding streams such as the USDA-US Forest Service, State and Private Forestry, 2 
Forest Health Protection Program. Allocating additional funding to federal agencies will enhance their ability to be full partners with state 3 
agencies and local communities. When federal agencies have infused new funds to jump start local efforts to manage noxious weeds, they 4 
has cost-effectively prevented the spread of noxious weeds onto uninfested public and private lands and established long-term 5 
partnerships to address local and regional weed management needs. Any policies dealing with noxious weeds should build on this type of 6 
success where the federal government can contribute funds to efforts that emphasize cooperation and coordination amongst the public 7 
and private landowners in a defined area. 8 

Congress should fund legislation that supports coordinated management of noxious weeds. This funding should be channeled through 9 
block grants to the states in order to implement state strategic plans to stop the spread of noxious weeds. It is at the state level that most 10 
of the strategic planning for noxious weed management is carried out. State departments of agriculture have knowledge of the individual 11 
weed management areas and are the most qualified to administer funding to the wide variety of weed management areas within a state. 12 

Congress should pass and fund legislation that creates a national Early Detection and Rapid Response (EDRR) Fund for use by States and 13 
local governments in the rapid elimination of new invasive plant species to the United States or its regions. Numerous recent studies, some 14 
notably conducted by the Government Accountability Office, have concluded that investing in EDRR efforts is one of the most cost-15 
effective strategies the Federal government could employ to make a tangible difference in invasive species management. Administering a 16 
dedicated and stable funding source that can help States and local governments respond quickly and aggressively to new invasions will 17 
greatly improve the State’s and the Nation’s ability to prevent the establishment and spread of additional noxious weeds. 18 

Regulatory Environment 19 
State and federal lands must be subject to the same regulations and expectations regarding the control of noxious weeds that private 20 
landowners are. 21 

The Federal Noxious Weed Act has not kept up with the increase in global trade. Many invasive plants are not restricted under the Federal 22 
Noxious Weed Act, rendering the current permitting system inadequate to stop the introduction of detrimental species. Federal agencies 23 
responsible for routine inspections of imported goods at US ports-of-entry need regulatory tools and training to identify and quarantine 24 
suspected invasive plants without limitations or questioning of their authority. Therefore, NASDA supports the USDA Animal and Plant 25 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS) efforts to update and strengthen the regulations in 7 CFR 319.7, also known as Quarantine 37 (Q 37). 26 
These are principal quarantine regulations governing the import of plants for planting and will significantly help to prevent the 27 
inadvertent introduction of invasive plants. 28 

A protective rule in Q 37 should utilize a pre-import "screening" mechanism. Plants that are non-invasive should be permitted entry while 29 
plants with uncertain risk must be subject to further testing and study prior to granting permission for import. USDA-APHIS is urged to 30 
fully staff the development and implementation of this important regulation. 31 

The federal government should devise means to more closely monitor movement of invasive species through both traditional channels and 32 
through Internet sales. Closer regulation must be paired with an increased effort to educate wholesale and retail members of the nursery 33 
industry as well as the end-buyers. 34 

Research Needs 35 
As global trade increases, the number of species introductions will continue to rise. The federal government should fund research to 36 
evaluate the risk or invasiveness of newly introduced species. Furthermore, it should fund research that seeks to reduce the number of 37 
accidental introductions through packing materials, shipping ballast, etc. 38 

Research should focus on finding economically feasible management strategies. Many of the technological advances in controlling weeds 39 
in cropland situations have been a direct result of federally funded agricultural research. However, funding for research focused on the 40 
biology, ecology, and sustainable management strategies of invasive noxious weeds has been limited. Funding for these programs has 41 
declined by as much as 50 percent during the past decade. The cost of many of the current management strategies for noxious weeds on 42 
rangelands rival the purchase price of land in some areas of the country. 43 

Noxious weeds continue to spread across the United States causing significant economic and environmental damage. While there have 44 
been many new herbicides developed and registered for agronomic crops, there remains an inadequate selection for the long term control  45 
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[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 1 
of invasive, noxious weeds. Strong federal support is needed to ensure the availability of environmentally sound tools. The U.S. EPA should 2 
expedite the regulatory approval of effective noxious weed control herbicides. As new, ecologically-sound herbicides are approved by EPA, 3 
federal land management agencies such as NPS, BLM, and USFS should temporarily increase personnel needed to speed the approval of 4 
such herbicides for use on federal lands and avoid unnecessary delays. Furthermore, there is a need for enhanced research of biological 5 
controls as long-term control options for established noxious weed populations. USDA APHIS and the Agricultural Research Service should 6 
invest additional resources in the discovery, selection, and introduction of new biological control agents for noxious weed control. 7 

Noxious Weeds on Federal Land 8 
Section 15 of the Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (7 U.S.C. 2801 et seq.) should be adhered to by all managers of federal land. This act 9 
requires each federal agency to 1) designate an office or person to develop and coordinate an undesirable plants management program 10 
for control of undesirable plants on federal lands under the agency's jurisdiction; 2) establish and adequately fund an undesirable plants 11 
management program through the agency's budgetary process; 3) complete and implement cooperative agreements with state agencies 12 
regarding the management of undesirable species on federal lands under the agency's jurisdiction; and 4) establish integrated 13 
management systems to control or contain undesirable plant species targeted under cooperative agreements. The act stipulates that in 14 
the event an environmental assessment or environmental impact statement is required under NEPA, the federal agencies shall complete 15 
such assessment or statements within one year after the requirement for such assessment or statement is ascertained. Unfortunately, one 16 
year is an inadequate and unrealistic timeframe to complete NEPA assessments or statements. It then goes on to detail the cooperative 17 
agreements with state agencies the federal agencies shall enter into. 18 

One of the critical components of the Federal Noxious Weed Act is the requirement that the federal government should adequately fund 19 
noxious weed management. It is imperative that the federal government adequately fund noxious weed management at a level 20 
commensurate with the scope of the problem on federal lands. The amount budgeted for noxious weed management on federally owned 21 
lands is a drop in the bucket compared to the number of infested acres. 22 

Accountability 23 
Funding allocations should be divided with separate amounts designated for planning and actual land management activities. With the 24 
current fiscal procedures, federal land management areas that do not want to raise public ire by using herbicides for noxious weed 25 
treatments simply stall actual management decisions by dragging out the planning process. Furthermore, federal land management 26 
agencies should comply with statewide weed management plans. It is counterproductive when an agency does not work towards state-27 
mandated eradication of a certain noxious weed when adjacent private landowners and local governments must and do comply. 28 
Cooperation and coordinated action across the landscape is the only way to achieve statewide weed management goals. 29 

The standard of accountability for weed management within the federal government needs to be increased. Inventories of noxious weeds 30 
should be completed and available to the states. Furthermore, inventories should reflect the numbers of acres treated, the efficacy of the 31 
treatments used, the number of acres replanted with desirable species, and the cost per treated acre. 32 

State strategic noxious weed management plans are developed in consultation with federal agencies. When these plans are adopted, 33 
federal agencies should be full partners in implementing them. States have a legitimate role in developing these plans in order to achieve 34 
coordinated efforts across the landscape. Federal agencies should be held accountable for their partnership role. As in state budgets, line 35 
items within federal agency budgets should be established specifically for the control of noxious weeds. This will ensure that noxious weed 36 
management is a high priority and will reduce the potential for funds to be spent on unrelated projects such as wildfire mitigation, wild 37 
horse management, or pine beetle control efforts. 38 



 National Association of State Departments of Agriculture 

 Policy Amendment 

2016 NASDA Annual Meeting Policy Amendment 1 of 13 

6 

Section Number or Title to be Amended: 1. Animal Health Protection and Disease Control 
 
Subject of Policy Amendment: Animal Health Protection and Disease Control Policy Statement Rewrite 
 
Submitted by:  Commissioner Richard Ball, New York 
 
Text of Policy Amendment:  
[This Amendment Replaces Current Sections 1.1 – 1.10 of the NASDA Policy Statement] 
 
Timely prevention, identification, control and, where appropriate, eradication of animal diseases are essential to 1 
U.S. agricultural production, food security, public health, animal welfare, and international market access.  2 
NASDA supports science-based policies promoting the responsible use of production practices to maintain the 3 
health, safety, and welfare of livestock, poultry, and other species in animal agriculture needed to produce an 4 
abundant, safe, and affordable food supply. 5 
 6 
Foreign and Domestic Animal Health Protection and Disease Control: 7 

• NASDA supports the funding and resources needed to maintain a robust state and federal animal health 8 
infrastructure necessary to facilitate early detection, response, and control activities to both domestic 9 
and foreign animal diseases. 10 

• NASDA supports enhanced investment in science-based research needed to advance diagnostics, 11 
vaccines, and other response or treatment options to current or emerging animal diseases. 12 

• NASDA believes federal animal disease control programs are essential to eradicate or prevent the 13 
introduction of foreign animal diseases. 14 

• NASDA supports enhanced outreach, education, and implementation of science-based biosecurity 15 
protocols. 16 

• NASDA recognizes the prevention, containment and eradication, where appropriate, of domestic and 17 
foreign animal diseases requires a robust collaborative effort among federal, state, industry and 18 
academia. 19 

• NASDA supports enhanced coordination between USDA-APHIS-Veterinary Services and regional state 20 
alliances to improve the nation’s integrated animal health network through an integrated approach to 21 
prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery to livestock disease outbreaks of national significance. 22 

• NASDA supports cooperative efforts, such as the National Animal Health Emergency Management 23 
System and the National Animal Health Laboratory Network, as part of a robust animal health 24 
emergency management system for the United States. 25 

• NASDA supports the rights of state jurisdictions to adopt and enforce statutes, regulations, or policies 26 
that may be more restrictive than federal requirements in order to have necessary protections of animal 27 
health and animal industries in their respective states. 28 

 
 
 

To be completed by NASDA Staff: 
Date Submitted: 9/1/16              Committee: Animal Agriculture  
 [  ] Adopted by NASDA [  ] Adopted with Amendment by NASDA [  ] Not Adopted by NASDA 

 
Additional Notes:  
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International Trade and Harmonization: 1 

• In the event of a reportable animal disease incident, NASDA supports the expedited normalization of 2 
trade and consideration of regional barriers, where appropriate, to minimize the overall effect on U.S. 3 
producers while regional disease issues are resolved. 4 

• NASDA supports the immediate activation of all activities and resources necessary to facilitate a timely 5 
renormalization of trade for U.S. producers. 6 

• NASDA supports harmonization of animal health standards and other activities needed to ensure U.S. 7 
producers achieve an above Minimal Risk status with our trading partners. 8 

• NASDA believes the U.S., Canada, and Mexico should work together to develop disease testing protocols 9 
based on a risk assessment of disease introduction and to develop uniformity and transparency in 10 
disease control programs. 11 

 12 
Disposal of Animal Carcasses and Animal Parts: 13 

• NASDA supports the development of a national coordinated carcass disposal utilization plan and 14 
guidance framework to assist states in addressing emergency and routine livestock disposal while 15 
protecting both public health and the environment. 16 
 17 

Homeland Security and Agriculture: 18 
• NASDA supports protecting our citizens, stakeholders, and agricultural producers from the intentional or 19 

unintentional introduction of select biological agents and toxins.  20 
• NASDA supports the mission of the Department of Homeland Security in protecting our citizens, 21 

stakeholders, and agricultural producers from the introduction of Agro-terrorism or bioterrorism agents.  22 
 23 

Wildlife Management and Exotic Animals: 24 
• NASDA supports the mission of USDA-Wildlife Services (WS) in protecting and mitigating the impact wild 25 

or exotic species may have on the health, welfare, and viability of U.S. agricultural production. 26 
• NASDA supports USDA-WS activities in managing the impacts wildlife may have on natural resources, 27 

agricultural crops, forests, pastures, urban and rural structures, and livestock or human health.  28 
 29 
Animal Welfare: 30 

• NASDA supports the humane care and handling of all animals, and NASDA opposes activities or policies 31 
seeking to establish production or welfare standards outside of sound veterinary science and science-32 
based best management practices. 33 

• NASDA supports science-based management practices and systems ensuring the health and well-being 34 
of animals while maintaining the affordability and competitiveness of U.S. producers. 35 

• NASDA supports the humane transport and slaughter of horses for human consumption. 36 
 37 
Antimicrobial Resistance:  38 

• NASDA supports the judicious and prudent use of antimicrobials as a priority for animal caretakers and 39 
veterinarians to ensure the health and welfare of animals. 40 

• NASDA supports enhanced outreach and educational programs for livestock producers, veterinary and 41 
medical practitioners, and the public as part of any antimicrobial initiative. 42 

• NASDA encourages federal agencies to work with the state departments of agriculture to support the 43 
veterinary and public health communities as they continue to develop infection control practices, which 44 
should reflect principles within existing quality assurance programs. 45 
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• NASDA encourages the promotion and further implementation of antimicrobial judicious use principles 1 

that will safeguard the food supply, protect public health, maintain healthy animals and enhance food 2 
production systems. 3 
 4 

Domestic Bee Protection: 5 
• As livestock, NASDA supports the enforcement of the Honeybee Act and scientifically-sound efforts to 6 

protect commercially managed honeybees from disease, pests, parasites, and pathogens. 7 
• NASDA supports science-based research and integrated pest management practices to develop new 8 

tools for Varroa mite management and other scientifically-sound solutions to reduce potential stressors 9 
to pollinators.  10 

  11 
Aquaculture: 12 

• NASDA supports enhancing the aquaculture industry’s access to USDA financing, crop insurance, soil and 13 
water conservation, commodity grading and other marketing services and be subject to USDA’s 14 
inspection and regulatory requirements comparable to those currently applicable to meat and poultry. 15 

 16 
Animal Identification: 17 

• NASDA believes the ability to efficiently track food producing animals from birth to slaughter is vital to 18 
safeguarding animal health and protecting the safety of the U.S. food supply. 19 

 20 
Background and Rationale (Note: Information in this section will not be included in the final text of the Policy 21 
Amendment): 22 
[The following text will be deleted and replaced by the proposed amendment:] 23 

1. Animal Health Protection and Disease Control 24 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 25 

The need for basic and applied animal health protection and disease control research continues to demand attention.  There is a critical 26 
need to strengthen integrated animal health management programs to facilitate the transfer of information and technology from 27 
laboratory to the producer/consumer.  Research is needed to prevent introductions of pathogens into the food chain by developing 28 
methods to reduce or eliminate them from animals during production. 29 
Currently not enough scientifically-based information is available to define what constitutes a state of well-being in animals.  Behavioral, 30 
physiological, health, and production parameters need to be incorporated into animal health research.  This will lead to improved 31 
management practices and systems which will ensure the well-being of animals while maintaining affordability and competitiveness for 32 
producers. 33 
 34 

1.2 FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC ANIMAL HEALTH ISSUES 35 
1.2.1 Animal Disease Eradication and Control 36 

The completion of several disease control programs of significance to the economic viability of livestock production agriculture in the 37 
United States is nearing. Bovine tuberculosis, bovine brucellosis, swine brucellosis and pseudorabies are examples of diseases that will 38 
likely be eradicated from domestic livestock. Funding cuts and other resource constraints threaten the ability of USDA, specifically the 39 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), to complete these important programs. 40 
 41 
As international trade has increased, the threat of an outbreak of a foreign animal disease in the United States has also increased. Such an 42 
outbreak would disrupt production of food animals, interrupt the domestic meat and poultry supply, adversely affect food processing, 43 
marketing and the distribution chain, and cause the loss of export markets for United States livestock and livestock products. The loss to 44 
the United States would be billions of dollars in trade of agricultural products. NASDA encourages APHIS to accept the DNA test in sheep, 45 
proven by ARS researchers as well as scientists in Great Britain as reliable, in determining scrapie susceptibility. 46 
 47 
NASDA believes that disease control programs are essential if eradication of animal and poultry diseases and the prevention of the 48 
introduction or outbreak of foreign or domestic diseases is to be successful. Priority should be given to programs whose efforts are aimed 49 
at preventing the outbreak of animal health diseases and protecting our nation’s domestic livestock from foreign diseases. Valid tests 50 
should also be developed to properly detect diseases that pose a risk to animal health. Some animal health diseases that require specific 51 
attention are: 52 

• Avian Influenza 53 
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[This Amendment Replaces Current Sections 1.1 – 1.10 of the NASDA Policy Statement] 1 

• Bluetongue 2 
• Brucellosis 3 
• Johnes Disease 4 
• Pseudorabies 5 
• Raccoon Strain Rabies 6 
• Scrapie 7 
• Tuberculosis 8 
• Vesicular Stomatitis 9 
• Chronic Wasting Disease 10 
• Anaplasmosis 11 
• West Nile Viral Encephalitis 12 

Sufficient resources should be made available for such programs so that the appropriate agencies can provide indemnity to owners of 13 
diseased livestock, which will encourage the elimination of remaining infected herds, and maintain an adequate number of animal health 14 
professionals able to respond to animal health issues. 15 
 16 
NASDA believes that any comprehensive program to control or eradicate disease from domestic livestock should include provisions for 17 
testing, quarantining exposed animals, and indemnifying diseased animals. All susceptible species should be included in regulations 18 
addressing disease control, including non-livestock species that can harbor and/or transmit diseases of concern. Historically, animal 19 
disease eradication and control programs have been cooperative state/federal programs and should continue to be cooperative 20 
state/federal programs. 21 
 22 
APHIS has published a proposed rule that would codify a standardized cost sharing formula for animal disease and plant pest and disease 23 
emergency eradication programs that are conducted cooperatively with states. Unfortunately, expanding world trade and the threat of 24 
bioterrorism have increased the risk of destructive pests and diseases being introduced into the United States. The United States 25 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) is the federal agency statutorily charged with preventing the introduction, spread and establishment of 26 
plant pests and diseases, noxious weeds and pests and diseases of livestock in the United States. States are not federally mandated to 27 
partner with USDA in this endeavor yet have historically done so with great success. Developing a plan on how the United States 28 
Department of Agriculture should respond to emergencies is not without merit. In fact, NASDA's Animal Health Safeguarding Review and 29 
the Safeguarding American Plant Resources Review conducted by the National Plant Board contain recommendations that would facilitate 30 
the kind of out year planning envisioned in the proposed rule. 31 
 32 
Emergency programs relating to animal and plant health by their very nature, however, do not accommodate a "one size fits all" 33 
approach. While some suggest a cost share formula would yield savings to the Federal Government in future years, it will actually result in 34 
quite the opposite for states, who are already bearing significant costs associated with plant and animal pest and diseases that are not 35 
detected at the border. 36 
 37 
NASDA urges USDA to withdraw the proposed rule and work with states toward the development of a joint system for the early detection 38 
and eradication of plant and animal pests and diseases. NASDA's Animal Health Safeguarding Review and the Safeguarding American 39 
Plant Resources Review would provide a sound footing for the development of a science based rule that combines the unique abilities of 40 
each partner. NASDA discourages attempts to construct meaningful eradication programs around budgetary decisions. 41 
 42 

1.2.2 Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy 43 
Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) in livestock has gained much of the world’s attention with its identification in Western and 44 
Eastern Europe, Israel, Japan and North America. BSE and other TSEs are considered serious animal health concerns. BSE has also become 45 
a public health issue as a result of the connection that has been made between BSE in cattle and variant Creutzfeld-Jakob Disease (vCJD) in 46 
humans. Public confidence in the beef supply is potentially affected each time another case of BSE in cattle is identified. Many questions 47 
remain that can only be resolved through further research, on-going evaluation and assessing the risks involved. Maintaining an adequate 48 
food safety system while additional knowledge is obtained remains a primary objective. NASDA supports a policy which assures that the 49 
U. S. actions are supported by the best available science–a policy that embraces research as a method to advance current knowledge and 50 
understanding, is based on risk analysis, is able to assure the consuming public that the beef supply is safe because of the actions taken by 51 
U. S. public agencies and is fair to U. S. beef producers. Within this context, NASDA supports— 52 

• Development of a feed ban based on the best available science and is enforceable. 53 
• Increased research – especially to develop an in vitro testing procedure that is rapid, accurate, and cost efficient, further analysis 54 

of other possible methods of transmission of the disease in cattle (e. g., blood/tissue), other possible avenues of transmission to 55 
humans, disposal options for SRM, infectivity of tissue from animals under 30 months of age, develop and implement effective 56 
methods for inactivation of transmissible spongiform encephalopathy (TSE) agents, further determination of pathways by which 57 
the agent causes the disease. 58 
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• Risk assessment – determine options for proper actions based on risk assessment. 2 
• Normalization of trade and consideration of regionalized barriers, where appropriate, to minimize the overall effect on U. S. 3 

producers while regional issues are worked out. Regionalization areas may be across international borders. 4 
• An emphasis on developing whatever is needed to allow the U. S. to qualify for better than minimal risk status with our trading 5 

partners. 6 
• The need for an animal ID system that is operational as soon as practical. 7 
• Harmonization of all animal health standards. Harmonization of BSE Standards while avoiding reaching agreement on other 8 

standards is not generally recognized as free trade in the U. S. No feeder cattle should be allowed to be imported until 9 
agreement is reached on harmonization of other animal health standards, especially bluetongue, anaplasmosis, brucellosis, and 10 
tuberculosis. 11 

• NASDA realizes there is no such thing as a no cost policy-if the U. S. needs to take actions to assure eradication in a reasonable 12 
timeframe, NASDA believes that affected sectors of the industry (e.g., renderers, perhaps others) should be assisted to assure 13 
compliance is reached as reasonably as possible. 14 

• Surveillance programs that assure the U. S. is compliant with OIE Standards and that go beyond compliance where such actions 15 
can lead to the removal of infected animals from the U. S. herd (e.g., due diligence on trace-forwards, trace-backs and cohorts). 16 
 17 

1.2.3 Cost-Share Criteria for APHIS Emergency Programs 18 
APHIS has published a proposed rule that would codify a standardized cost-sharing formula for animal disease and plant pest and disease 19 
emergency eradication programs that are conducted cooperatively with states. Unfortunately, expanding world trade and the threat of 20 
bio-terrorism have increased the risk of destructive pests and diseases being introduced into the United States. The United States 21 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) is the federal agency statutorily charged with preventing the introduction, spread and establishment of 22 
plant pests and diseases, noxious weeds and pests and diseases of livestock in the United States. States are not federally mandated to 23 
partner with USDA in this endeavor yet have historically done so with great success. Developing a plan on how the USDA should respond 24 
to emergencies is not without merit. In fact, NASDA's Animal Health Safeguarding Review and the Safeguarding American Plant Resources 25 
Review conducted by the National Plant Board contain recommendations that would facilitate the kind of out year planning envisioned in 26 
the proposed rule. 27 
Emergency programs relating to animal and plant health by their very nature, however, do not accommodate a "one size fits all" 28 
approach. While some suggest a cost-share formula would yield savings to the Federal Government in future years, it will actually result in 29 
quite the opposite for states, who are already bearing significant costs associated with plant and animal pest and diseases that are not 30 
detected at the border. 31 
 32 
NASDA urges USDA to withdraw the proposed rule and work with states toward the development of a joint system for the early detection 33 
and eradication of plant and animal pests and diseases. NASDA's Animal Health Safeguarding Review and the Safeguarding American 34 
Plant Resources Review would provide a sound footing for the development of a science-based rule that combines the unique abilities of 35 
each partner. NASDA discourages attempts to construct meaningful eradication programs around budgetary decisions. 36 
 37 

1.2.4 Disposal of Animal Carcasses and Animal Parts 38 
Significant animal mortalities from natural disasters as well as recent outbreaks of infectious animal diseases such as Avian influenza 39 
demand expeditious and appropriate disposal of animal carcasses in a manner that will prevent disease spread, prevent excessive air 40 
emissions and prevent ground water and environmental contamination by infectious agents or by the byproducts of decomposition. State 41 
and federal agencies must have protocols, authorities and approvals in place for appropriate animal carcass disposal prior to, and not 42 
after, emergency disease or emergency mortality events. NASDA supports the development of a national coordinated carcass and SRM 43 
disposal / utilization plan / guidance that will enable states to be better prepared to address emergency and routine livestock disposal 44 
while protecting both public health and the environment. 45 
 46 
Accurate identification of animals and products, traceability, and documentation of events is essential to ensure appropriate measures. In 47 
addition, adequate laboratory and diagnostic capabilities as well as essential interagency real time communication of critical information 48 
are important elements for animal carcass disposal. States must have necessary statutory authorities to deal with proper disposal of 49 
affected agricultural materials from either disease or other disaster incidences whether from imported or domestic animal production. 50 
NASDA will work to formulate and gain approval from all agriculture and environmental agencies of appropriate protocols for permit 51 
sanitary carcass disposal; to provide effective systems of identification; to promulgate needed authority in model language; to authorize 52 
needed resources and laboratory and diagnostics capacities; and to effectively incorporate interagency communication agreements. 53 
 54 

1.2.5 Emergency Disease Preparedness/Response 55 
Government infrastructure for emergency animal disease preparedness has decreased significantly at both the state and national levels. 56 
This has led to serious concerns regarding our ability to control and eradicate foreign animal and poultry diseases in the United States. The 57 
economic and trade implications are enormous. 58 
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Successful strategies for emergency disease preparedness will require the combined cooperative effort of industry, government, and 2 
academia. USDA, the states, and regional groups must work in concert to improve communications and to prepare for dealing with 3 
emergencies involving the introduction of foreign animal or poultry diseases. NASDA supports the Animal Health Protection Act (AHPA) 4 
introduced in Congress in 2000. The AHPA would be a powerful tool for safeguarding the United States from dangerous incursions by 5 
granting the USDA broader authority. Appropriate funding must be available to carry out an effective emergency disease response 6 
program. 7 
 8 
The National Veterinary Services Laboratory (NVSL) provides vital support for the animal health programs of the Animal & Plant Health 9 
Inspection Service (APHIS). The NVSL plays a crucial role in safeguarding the agriculture of the United States from harmful disease events. 10 
Because of its importance in protecting American agriculture, NASDA supports funding for necessary upgrades to the NVSL Ames, Iowa, 11 
facility. 12 
 13 
The heightened awareness of foreign animal diseases due to natural events as well as intentional introductions has been met with like 14 
attention to the needs of appropriate funding and infrastructure to implement an effective emergency disease response program. 15 
Although the threat for introducing any foreign animal disease into the US is high, the spread of Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) poses the 16 
most immediate threat in the US, as well as multifaceted challenges that impact State Departments of Agriculture, Natural Resources, 17 
animal diagnostic laboratories, the farmed cervid industry, deer processors and hunters: 18 

• The health of captive herds must be carefully monitored to protect the economic future of the captive cervid industry 19 
• Surveillance of the free roaming cervid population must be conducted to determine the prevalence and spread of the disease. 20 
• Hunters must have a means of determining whether the animals they harvest are free of disease. 21 
• The annual deer harvest must be sufficient to control population. 22 
• Licensed deer processors require assurance of the disease status of hunter-killed deer in order to protect conditions in their 23 

facilities. 24 
 25 
Central to the challenges is the need for reliable, rapid diagnostic testing for CWD. Current restrictions on state testing do not promote the 26 
broad-based, rapid testing necessary to meet potential demand. USDA’s National Veterinary Services Laboratory (NVSL) conducts CWD 27 
surveillance, but is not equipped to provide the fast-turn around testing service required by hunters and processors and necessary to 28 
support programs of the Departments of Agriculture and Natural Resources. The current timetable for CWD results at NVSL is two to four 29 
weeks. 30 
State laboratories must be able to provide CWD testing service. The majority of state-run diagnostic laboratories are prohibited from 31 
possessing reagents necessary to run the tests. A limited number of laboratories recently authorized under contract with NVSL are 32 
required to use specific equipment (Ventana) and protocols established by NVSL. Non-contract laboratories that own and use quality 33 
immunohistochemistry stainers capable of producing accurate CWD test results must purchase a $45,000 Ventana immunohistochemistry 34 
stainer and a host of expensive commodities to be recognized by NVSL. 35 
 36 
NASDA acknowledges that prevention, containment and eradication of foreign animal diseases will require cooperative efforts of federal 37 
and state governments, industry, and academia. Further, NASDA urges USDA to: 38 

• Expand the authorities of state-run diagnostic labs to conduct tests for foreign animal diseases, including CWD: 39 
• Implementation of appropriate protocols to enhance the nation’s infrastructure to address foreign animal diseases, including 40 

accepting test results from laboratories that utilize systems other than Ventana, which produce accurate foreign animal disease 41 
test results.  42 
 43 

1.2.6 Homeland Security and Agriculture 44 
NASDA strongly supports the pest exclusion mission area known as Agricultural Quarantine Inspection (AQI) at the nation’s ports of entry 45 
that serve to protect our domestic agriculture industry from a foreign pest or disease incursion. After the events of September 11, 2001 46 
and the anthrax incidents that followed, AQI functions were transferred from the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) to the 47 
newly created Department of Homeland Security ("DHS") in an effort to consolidate all governmental functions that protect the nation 48 
against threats to the homeland into one agency. NASDA strongly supports the mission and efforts of DHS to prevent terrorists and 49 
terrorist weapons from entering the United States. While the prevention of terrorists and terrorist weapons from entering the United 50 
States is vital to the security of the nation, so too, is the protection of the nation's food supply, our agricultural economy, and animal 51 
health. Introductions of foreign animal diseases, such as Exotic Newcastle Disease and emerging diseases, such as West Nile Virus, Avian 52 
Influenza and Chronic Wasting Disease, are of great concern to the nation’s livestock and animal producers and could cause significant 53 
impacts to the nation’s agricultural economy. 54 
 55 
Unfortunately, since the AQI transfer, pest and disease introductions have increased dramatically. It is clear that DHS’ administration of 56 
the AQI program lacks efficacy and currently there are no performance measures relative to AQI functions that DHS must meet to ensure 57 
the resources that DHS receives to protect the U.S. domestic agriculture sector are being utilized for this purpose. In addition, in order for  58 



 National Association of State Departments of Agriculture 

 Policy Amendment 

2016 NASDA Annual Meeting Policy Amendment 7 of 13 

6 
[This Amendment Replaces Current Sections 1.1 – 1.10 of the NASDA Policy Statement] 1 
AQI to remain effective while housed at DHS, it was essential that DHS and APHIS establish a consistent and clear communication 2 
structure that provides for problem resolution with built-in accountability in order to provide the greatest degree of risk reduction. 3 
Unfortunately, DHS’ mission is so broad that AQI is not viewed within the agency as a critical function either in terms of staffing or 4 
funding. Therefore, NASDA supports the re-assignment of the AQI mission area back to USDA APHIS given that they have the expertise to 5 
carry out a focused, coordinated and effective agricultural safeguarding effort and are statutorily charged with managing exotic pests and 6 
diseases. 7 
 8 
NASDA urges that increased emphasis be placed on the mission of safeguarding agriculture and strongly supports the immediate adoption 9 
of quantifiable performance measures for AQI functions to ensure the program is meeting the statutory mission for which it was created – 10 
protecting American agriculture from a foreign plant or animal pest or disease. These performance measures should consider the 11 
interdiction, control, eradication and suppression costs borne by state and local governments for foreign pests and diseases that AQI fails 12 
to interdict at the ports of entry. These costs shall be assessed to the budget of the parent department of AQI. In addition, NASDA urges 13 
DHS’ Office of Domestic Preparedness to provide specific funding opportunities to state departments of agriculture for local preparedness 14 
similar to grants provided to state departments of health. 15 
 16 

1.2.7 Infectious Disease Concerns of Poultry and Other Birds 17 
Outbreaks of Exotic Newcastle disease (END) and avian influenza (AI) are costly and disruptive events for many Americans and significant 18 
threats to the U.S. food supply. There is a 30-year-history of repeated outbreaks of END and AI, and other dangerous avian diseases. The 19 
danger of these diseases is significantly magnified when they spread into and among backyard and barnyard flocks of poultry, game birds, 20 
game fowl, waterfowl and other avian species. Thousands of these types of flocks exist in many states, often in close proximity to 21 
commercial poultry operations. The composition, management and exact locations of these critically important flocks are often unknown. 22 
Therefore, mitigation of this dangerous situation by education and, when needed, regulatory action first requires the identification of the 23 
addresses and geographical locations of these flocks. Such identification would benefit from assistance from various grassroot county and 24 
township agencies. NASDA encourages states to give high priority to the formation of pilot studies, in cooperation with grassroot 25 
agencies, to find locally appropriate ways and means to precisely locate backyard and barnyard flocks, and other birds. In addition, states 26 
are encouraged to explore a national strategy to advance the identification and biosecurity of backyard and barnyard flocks, and other 27 
birds. NASDA will survey states to learn of their policies, activities and concerns related to regulation of backyard and barnyard flocks, and 28 
other birds. 29 
 30 

1.2.8 Regional Equine Event Permits 31 
The movement of equine between states in the southern region for special events (e.g. exhibition, trail rides, horse fairs) has become 32 
increasingly popular. All states require a Certificate of Veterinary Inspection (CVI) issued within the previous 30 days and evidence of a 33 
negative equine infectious anemia test for a specified length of time (typically 12 months) in order for equine to enter their states. 34 
Georgia, Alabama, and Florida have had a mutual agreement for approximately 15 years that allows movement of equine for special 35 
events for a six month period through the issuance of an Equine Event Permit issued by the state of origin. An additional agreement with 36 
South Carolina has been in place for approximately one year. Such permit is not valid for change of ownership. 37 
 38 
The Southern Animal Health Association is currently pursuing a Memorandum of Agreement between the southern states for a Regional 39 
Equine Event Permit. The southern state veterinarians agree that such a permit for this type of equine movement presents minimal risk for 40 
the introduction of disease and facilitates movement of equine throughout the southern region. NASDA supports efforts to implement a 41 
Regional Equine Event Permit and encourages each member to approve its use in their state, recognizing that appropriate safeguards 42 
must still be taken to ensure proper disease control. 43 
 44 

1.2.9 Rights of States 45 
NASDA diligently supported the Animal Health Protection Act (AHPA), the purpose of which was to modernize this nation’s ability to 46 
safeguard animal health. State animal health officials were careful to ensure that AHPA language did not appear to preclude states from 47 
enacting and administering laws and regulations more stringent than federal requirements in order to safeguard an individual state’s 48 
animal industries. 49 
 50 
To the surprise of state officials, APHIS administrators in April 2003 reported that enforcement of state animal health requirements which 51 
are more restrictive than federal policy could be legally challenged. Federal officials cited legal interpretation of the new AHPA language 52 
as their authority for federal preemption of state regulations. From a state perspective, lack of enforcement of state requirements could 53 
result in state officials being in violation of their own state statutes. 54 
 55 
The long and successful history of major federal disease control programs (e.g. brucellosis, tuberculosis, pseudorabies) have historically 56 
relied upon preceded actions at the state level for successful eradication, in collaboration with the private sector. The Livestock and  57 
 58 
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Horticulture Subcommittee of the United States House of Representatives Agriculture Committee is considering a hearing to address the 2 
implementation status and areas of concerns of the AHPA. 3 
 4 
NASDA defends the rights of states to adopt and enforce statutes, regulations, policies that may be more restrictive than federal 5 
requirements in order to have necessary protections of animal health and animal industries in their state. 6 
 7 

1.2.10 Uniform Disease Testing 8 
Uniformity in livestock disease quarantine protocols between the United States, Canada and Mexico demands some attention. In some 9 
cases, the United States’ requirements are unnecessary and, perhaps, redundant, while in other cases, compliance with those import 10 
requirements is not being met. Disease testing requirements that are applied by all three countries would assure that protocols are being 11 
met and that each country’s animal and public health is adequately protected. 12 
 13 
NASDA believes that the United States, Canada, and Mexico should work together to develop disease testing protocols which are based on 14 
the assessment of risk of disease introduction and to develop uniformity and transparency in disease control programs. 15 
 16 

1.2.11 Wild and Exotic Animals 17 
The unregulated, or inadequately regulated importation, commercialization, interstate movement and reintroduction of wild and exotic 18 
animals, including Cervidae and other wild and exotic ungulate species, poses a disease risk to domestic livestock. Even the barter and sale 19 
of surplus animals from quarantined zoos could result in the dissemination of diseases presently foreign to the domestic livestock. There is 20 
a need within the United States to address all susceptible animal species in disease control regulations. USDA should obtain authority over 21 
all animal species in order to provide for adequate control measures. The failure to do so will jeopardize the success of national disease 22 
eradication programs. 23 
 24 
Non-indigenous ticks are entering the United States with imported “wildlife” such as lizards, snakes and tortoises, which are imported for 25 
the pet trade. These ticks threaten cattle and wildlife by possible transmission of diseases that could cause great economic hardships to 26 
agriculture and inhibit foreign trade. Apparently no federal agency has responsibility for the inspection and control of these invasive pests 27 
as they arrive on “wildlife” from countries with known infestations of dangerous foreign diseases. Few acaricides have been approved for 28 
treatment inside the United States of these “wildlife” for the pests. NASDA encourages the USDA and all other agencies to work closely 29 
with foreign governments, with frequent interchanges of information and technical assistance between countries, so that the 30 
prevention/eradication efforts and elimination from all animals being exported can be coordinated with prevention/eradication of these 31 
pests in the United States. NASDA urges that APHIS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service take all necessary measures to prevent the 32 
introduction of non-indigenous ticks into the United States. 33 
 34 

1.2.12 Antimicrobial Resistance 35 
NASDA believes that cooperation between veterinary and public health practitioners, clients and their patients, the animal health industry 36 
and the general public is necessary to address ongoing concerns surrounding antimicrobial resistance. Judicious and prudent use of 37 
antimicrobials should be a priority for animal caretakers, as well as veterinarians to ensure the health and welfare of animals. This is 38 
illustrated particularly well through Guidance 213, the voluntary withdrawal by industry of medically important antibiotics for growth 39 
promotion purposes. 40 
 41 
State departments of agriculture are valuable assets for education and outreach, especially with their ability to reach diverse stakeholders 42 
and audiences. To do this, departments of agriculture and the animal health community will work with and access accurate information 43 
about quality assurance programs and best management practices. Relaying accurate information about antimicrobial use to the public is 44 
the best way to maintain trust in our nation’s food supply. 45 
 46 
We encourage state departments of agriculture to support the veterinary and public health communities as they continue to develop 47 
infection control practices. These practices and management protocols should reflect principles within existing quality assurance 48 
programs. Furthermore, collection and review of data associated with antimicrobial resistance both regionally and nationally should be 49 
pursued to scientifically address concerns. Any efforts should support practicing veterinarians and avoid compromising the veterinary-50 
client relationship. 51 
 52 

1.3 APHIS REORGANIZATION AND CONSOLIDATION 53 
USDA’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) consolidated the following offices — Veterinary Services (VS), Plant Protection 54 
and Quarantine (PPQ), Wildlife Services, Animal Care, and Investigations and Enforcement Services — into two regional offices. The 55 
consolidation streamlined the administration of programs, permitted cross utilization of personnel, and made the agency more responsive 56 
to the needs of the states and their constituencies. NASDA commends APHIS for its efforts to seek efficiency within the federal government 57 
and to improve satisfaction of its constituencies. We recognize the importance of the consolidation of APHIS programs into eastern and  58 
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western regional offices as a cost savings measure, while maintaining accessibility by customers and partners. NASDA recommends that, 2 
to prevent negative impacts on services, costs for future reorganizations should not be taken from operational programs, but from agency 3 
overhead savings. 4 
 5 
Further, NASDA recognizes that plant and animal health issues may not be similar within the consolidated regions and that current 6 
funding levels of programs in a particular region may be diminished due to priority setting as a result of the regional consolidation. NASDA 7 
urges APHIS to consider the plant and animal health needs of the states within the current regional composition when allocating program 8 
funding. 9 
 10 
NASDA strongly supports increasing funding to PPQ Unit for the purpose of interception of illegal and smuggled food products that pose a 11 
direct threat to the food security of the United States of America and to homeland security. NASDA also strongly supports increasing 12 
APHIS’s ability to fine and prosecute offenders of United States’ agricultural import laws. NASDA also recognizes that the 48 inspectors 13 
that the PPQ Smuggling and Interdiction Program has for inspection of all imported food and agricultural products into the United States 14 
is severely inadequate and further poses a direct flaw in the United States’ ability to ensure food security and homeland security. 15 
 16 

1.4 ANIMAL DAMAGE CONTROL 17 
(Updated February 8, 2010) 18 
USDA’s Wildlife Services program (formerly the Animal Damage Control program) provides leadership in managing problems caused by 19 
wildlife. Because wildlife can cause significant damage to private and public property, natural resources, agricultural crops, forests, 20 
pastures, and urban and rural structures, as well as pose a serious threat to livestock and human health and safety, proper wildlife 21 
management is essential. NASDA supports full funding for the USDA Wildlife Services Programs and encourages the U.S. Congress and the 22 
Administration to provide the necessary resources to strengthen such programs for the benefit of the American Public. 23 
 24 
The emergence and demonstrated spread of rabies in the United States has overwhelmed state rabies control and prevention programs. 25 
NASDA supports the appropriation of federal funds to support rabies control and vaccination programs.   26 
 27 

1.5 ANIMAL DRUGS 28 
Livestock Tampering at Exhibitions 29 
Livestock tampering and the use of illegal drugs at exhibitions around the nation have become prevalent. Some states have passed laws or 30 
have considered legislation making it a felony to administer illegal or unapproved drugs to livestock, or otherwise illegally tamper with 31 
livestock before or during exhibition. Valid tests have been developed to detect the use of drugs in livestock exhibitions. 32 
Several implications exist if action is not taken on this issue. First, public safety and health issues exist regarding the wholesomeness of 33 
meat and dairy products. Second, the use of illegal, unapproved, or off-label drugs in exhibition livestock jeopardizes consumer confidence 34 
in the safety of meat and the integrity of our inspection system. And, third, the “win at all cost” attitude of some exhibitors and fitters 35 
encourages unethical practices. 36 
 37 
NASDA denounces tampering and other unethical practices at livestock exhibitions and encourages states to aggressively survey and test, 38 
including ultrasound at exhibitions to ensure that food safety, consumer confidence and ethical standards are upheld. The federal 39 
government should provide aid in combating the administration of illegal drugs to exhibition livestock. Further, a national code of 40 
conduct/practices for showing exhibition livestock should be developed by the National Association of Agricultural Fair Agencies. 41 
 42 

1.6 ANIMAL WELFARE 43 
Quality animal care is at the heart of farm animal production in an age when science and technology have moved farming from 44 
horsepower to computer power. Farmers and ranchers devote their lives to providing a safe, ample supply of food and fiber for the nation 45 
and many beyond our borders. Farming is a business and farm animals are not pets. Because the margin between costs of production and 46 
marketing products is so small, today’s producers recognize that poor or inhumane management is never profitable. Our nation’s farmers 47 
and ranchers must use the highest quality, most nutritious feeds, provide safe, clean stress free environments couple with a love genuine 48 
concern for their animals. However, there is a clear distinction between animal welfare and animal rights: 49 

• Animal Welfare is the proper care and management of animals. Farmers and ranchers believe animals raised under humane 50 
conditions and practices will be productive and profitable. 51 

• Animal Rights philosophy goes beyond the promise of protecting the physical well-being of animals and seeks to establish that 52 
animals have inherent legal and ethical rights that are equal to those of humans. Adhering to this philosophy would mean the 53 
complete elimination of all uses of animals for food, clothing, leisure or research. This would lead to the total abolition of animal 54 
agriculture. 55 

 56 
A healthy diet is based upon moderation and animal food products are an excellent source of essential dietary nutrients. Fat is necessary 57 
for hormone production and healthy skin and enables the body to absorb fat-soluble vitamins such as A, D, E, and K as well as providing  58 
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calories for energy. Advances in modern medicine, as well as agriculture production, have been made possible as a result of research 2 
involving the use of animals. We support the humane and judicious use of animals in research carried out under good laboratory practices. 3 
There is a growing need for adding animal welfare, which will include information on the value of farm animals, to the curriculum for 4 
elementary, middle and junior high schools. Youth programs should provide appropriate developmental and learning opportunities 5 
through working with farm, companion or when appropriate, research animals.  6 
 7 
Public concern about animal welfare continues to increase. The industry should address such concerns including the increasing need for 8 
both consumer and industry education about the welfare of animals and their value to the nation, new techniques to assure and improve 9 
the welfare of animals, national voluntary standards for animal husbandry practices, mechanisms to assure fair and proper enforcement 10 
of animal welfare regulations, government funding for this increased regulatory burden, and stronger laws and regulations to end threats, 11 
harassment, destruction and disruptive actions by animal rights activists. Animal welfare regulations and guidelines should be developed 12 
and promoted by the appropriate industry segment. These regulations should include guidelines about animals used in biomedical 13 
research; standards of practice for all livestock species, both for production and marketing including transportation; the handling of 14 
downer animals; and animal care including a protocol for farmers and ranchers to use to evaluate the welfare of animals on their farms 15 
and ranches. NASDA also encourages the dairy industry to adopt voluntary guidelines for the care of dairy cattle, and to urge that any 16 
requirements regarding the treatment of animals be based on science. 17 
 18 
We support the humane and compassionate care of all animals and encourage the development of educational programs and activities 19 
that communicate factual information on food and fiber production to the public. Research should be conducted that evaluates and 20 
develops production systems that insure an environment that provides for the health and well-being of animals, while simultaneously 21 
providing an economic and wholesome food and fiber supply for the nation’s consumers. 22 
 23 
Further, we support establishment of guidelines for use by livestock exhibitions, including petting zoos, to encourage minimized or 24 
controlled animal contact by the public, and to promote handwashing/sanitizing by the public. It is recognized that effective handwash 25 
practices protect both the public and animals from potential illness. 26 
 27 
 We believe that the goal of all persons involved in production animal agriculture should be to produce a quality food or fiber product for 28 
consumers. In order to accomplish this goal, producers and all other components of the marketing chain must operate in a profitable 29 
manner. Maintaining the health, welfare and value of animals as they are raised, marketed, transported and processed is of central 30 
importance. 31 
 32 
Horses for Slaughter 33 
As animals—particularly horses—age, their ability to survive without extensive care decreases. Current policies allow humane, 34 
veterinarian-supervised euthanasia of horses slaughtered for human consumption. These policies assist in the humane treatment of 35 
animals as they age, since they continue to maintain a market value. If limitations on uses of horse meat are enacted, many horses will die 36 
from abandonment and disposal problems will also result. NASDA supports policies which allow horse slaughter for human consumption 37 
to continue to be available to producers. 38 
 39 

1.7 DOMESTIC BEE PROTECTION 40 
The continued production of high quality food and fiber crops in the United States depends on the ability of the American beekeeping 41 
industry to provide pollination services. Research initiatives conducted by the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Agriculture Research Service 42 
(USDA-ARS) to protect and improve pollination resources have allowed the American beekeeping industry to become the finest in the 43 
world. International trade agreements such as GATT and NAFTA were intended to lower international trade barriers, the effect of which 44 
may have contributed to the increase in the recent introduction of undesirable honey bee diseases, parasites, pests, and/or genetic strains 45 
of bees into the United States. These recent introductions of bee diseases and pests have increased the burden on American beekeepers to 46 
maintain a healthy domestic supply of bees. An example is the Africanized honey bee. The Africanized honey bee (AHB) has characteristics 47 
that pose a threat to the United States beekeeping industry and the general public. 48 
 49 
It is essential to maintain a healthy domestic bee stock to pollinate crops, and for the production of honey. NASDA encourages the USDA 50 
to vigorously enforce the Federal Honey Bee Act in order to protect the beekeeping industry from introductions of undesirable honey bee 51 
diseases, parasites, pests, or genetic strains of bees in the United States. Pollinator and bee disease research programs should also 52 
continue to receive adequate funding. 53 
 54 
New regulations are being established for the importation of honeybees and related articles. It is therefore important that APHIS has data 55 
of the current status and risks of honeybee diseases and pests available so that informed decisions may be made regarding future import 56 
requests. NASDA requests that APHIS provide a mechanism similar to the Cooperative Agricultural Pest Survey (CAPS) for the purpose of  57 
 58 



 National Association of State Departments of Agriculture 

 Policy Amendment 

2016 NASDA Annual Meeting Policy Amendment 11 of 13 

6 
[This Amendment Replaces Current Sections 1.1 – 1.10 of the NASDA Policy Statement] 1 
establishing an ongoing, coordinated, nationwide survey to document the presence and/or absence of pests and pathogens which affect 2 
honeybees. 3 
 4 
(Updated September 2013) 5 
NASDA recommends that state departments of agriculture and USDA-ARS develop pollinator plans as guidelines to promote the health 6 
and welfare of pollinators. 7 
 8 
NASDA supports current science-based approaches to identify the definitive causes of CCD and other forms of bee loss. 9 
 10 
NASDA encourages continued scientific research in both the private and public sectors on CCD and supporting the development of 11 
integrated pest management practices with lower risk to bees, new tools to manage Varroa mites, and pesticides and adjuvants with bee 12 
repellent properties as a way to reduce potential stressors to pollinators. 13 
 14 

1.8 BRUCELLOSIS IN YELLOWSTONE BISON 15 
Brucellosis has been known to exist in the bison of Yellowstone National Park (YNP) since 1917 and in the elk of the Greater Yellowstone 16 
Area (GYA) since the 1930s. Numerous intermittent efforts during the time between 1935 and the 1970s have been made by USDA and 17 
state animal health officials to gain cooperation of the National Park Service (NPS) to control and eradicate brucellosis from YNP bison. 18 
More diligent efforts have been continuous since 1988. 19 
 20 
Until 1967, NPS officials conducted population controls of both bison and elk in YNP to maintain the population of bison and elk within the 21 
"carrying capacity" of the park (425 bison and 3,500 elk). These controls included capture and slaughter of bison, and the shooting of 22 
bison and elk. In addition, bison were tested periodically and reactors removed. YNP officials removed bison from the park and transferred 23 
ownership of YNP bison to other federal agencies and to private citizens. Some of these transfers were made without regard to the disease 24 
status of the bison. 25 
 26 
In 1967, NPS initiated a policy of "natural regulation" (hands off management) within YNP. The bison population in YNP was 397 head in 27 
1967. The bison population in YNP has been reduced from an estimated 3,500 head in 1996 to approximately 1,700 head as a result of the 28 
destruction of approximately 1100 head and the starvation of approximately 1000 head in YNP during the winter of 1996/1997. The 29 
current population in GYA consists of 2,5000 bison and 120,000 elk. The Grand Teton National Park contains 250 bison. 30 
Brucellosis infection in cattle, resulting from exposure to brucellosis-infected wildlife, may not be discernible for many months after the 31 
exposure occurred. The end result could be transmission of brucellosis to herds in a number of states. Without brucellosis eradication, 32 
efforts to set aside additional lands outside YNP are deceiving to the public and dangerous to domestic livestock and should be 33 
discouraged. 34 
 35 
The President should delegate authority and responsibility for animal disease control over livestock, and animals carrying disease which 36 
may affect livestock, to APHIS, the agency specifically established for that responsibility. APHIS should be involved in the effort of 37 
eradicating brucellosis from the wild populations of bison and elk living within the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA). The NPS should take 38 
responsibility for managing the wildlife, implementing a brucellosis management plan for bison and other species located in Yellowstone-39 
Teton National Parks, and other parks in the system, and maintaining numerically, biologically, and genetically viable bison populations in 40 
the parks that will maintain the brucellosis Class Free status of Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho, thus protecting the ability of livestock 41 
producers to freely market and buy livestock, eliminating brucellosis-related risks to public health. 42 
 43 
NASDA urges the Administration to direct Agriculture and Interior to collaborate with state agencies to address Brucellosis in wildlife in 44 
the GYA and to provide sufficient resources to control and eliminate Brucellosis from wildlife of the GYA. 45 
 46 

1.9 AQUACULTURE 47 
Aquaculture — the business of farming aquatic plants and animals — is the fastest growing segment of U.S. agriculture. Aquaculture is 48 
based on sustained production of renewable resources, promotes a healthy environment and provides an economically viable form of 49 
agriculture. As phenomenal as the growth of aquaculture has been over the past three decades, there remains significant constraints to 50 
realizing its full potential as a major force in American agriculture.  51 
 52 
NASDA believes aquaculture should be considered a form of agriculture in the broadest sense and aquaculture products should be viewed 53 
and treated as agricultural commodities. This means that the aquaculture industry should have access to USDA financing, crop insurance, 54 
soil and water conservation, commodity grading and other marketing services and be subject to USDA’s inspection and regulatory 55 
requirements comparable to those currently applicable to meat and poultry. Development of the aquaculture industry would be enhanced 56 
if the Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) leadership role in aquaculture was reaffirmed. Furthermore, we encourage USDA to work with 57 
other federal agencies including established Sea Grant and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) programs in the Department of  58 
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Commerce and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) programs within the Department of the Interior in order to enhance the role of the 2 
aquaculture industry in agriculture. 3 
 4 
NASDA believes regulatory constraints imposed upon the aquaculture industry should be clarified, streamlined, and consolidated. The 5 
treatment of aquaculture as a form of agriculture by local, state and federal regulatory agencies should enhance development of the 6 
industry from a regulatory standpoint and provide a positive climate for development. Water Quality standards and regulation need to be 7 
based on science and reasonable risk assessment procedures. The US Environmental Protection Agency should rely strongly on the 8 
expertise within USDA and the aquaculture organizations in evaluating new technologies and best management practices for aquaculture, 9 
which can be utilized to improve water quality. 10 
 11 
We believe the development of sound marketing strategies is crucial to the orderly and progressive development of the U.S. aquaculture 12 
industry. The research, extension and market development infrastructure utilized for other agricultural commodities has not adequately 13 
addressed opportunities for aquaculture. There is a need for collaborative research and education (with industry participation) to better 14 
identify consumption trends, market structure, market access, market elasticity, regional preferences, product form and demand 15 
equations from a regional, national, and international perspective. The opportunity for new international markets and the rise in 16 
competition from abroad increases the need for continued and expanded evaluation of foreign markets, trade constraints and markets 17 
potentials. 18 
 19 
Further, there is a need for improved crop and marketing reports and a better definition of market relationships among domestic and 20 
foreign aquaculture products and traditional fisheries products. We support strong marketing education of producers and processors as 21 
well as consumers such as home processing, preparation and the nutritional quality of aquaculture products. 22 
 23 
NASDA urges the Office of Management and Budget to approve USDA’s National Agricultural Statistics Service funding for an annual 24 
aquaculture census which would provide statistics on the number of aquaculture farms, number of units sold, total sales, and average 25 
price per unit for most species for places which have or normally have $1,000 or more in agricultural sales. The census would provide data 26 
for the major species under the following categories: food fish, baitfish, ornamental fish, sport or game fish, crustaceans, and mollusks. 27 
Aggregated information for other fish and aquaculture products would also be published. Estimates would be published for each of the 50 28 
states and the United States, except where prohibited by confidentiality laws. The estimated cost of conducting a census of this scope is 29 
$213,240 per year. The first annual census would update the information published in the 1998 Census of Aquaculture. This is the only 30 
source of aquaculture information for all 50 states and the United States.  31 
NASDA believes the development of improved processing technologies and new products development represent important opportunities 32 
for the aquaculture industry. New value -added products can contribute to both domestic and export markets. NASDA endorses the HACCP 33 
principles for aquaculture processing and encourages USDA and FDA to provide on-going training for the industry that is both cost 34 
effective and focused. Adoption of uniform quality standards throughout the aquaculture industry and assurance of product safety and 35 
high quality could assure a competitive edge for aquaculture products over the traditional capture fisheries or imported aquaculture 36 
products. 37 
 38 
 NASDA believes the process of development of minimum health standards by USDA should be with the direct involvement of the major 39 
aquaculture organizations, insuring coverage of all species groups and uses for the interstate and international movement of aquatic 40 
animals and plants. This is critical to the continued viability and growth of the aquaculture industry, domestically and abroad. The 41 
recognition of these standards will facilitate the movement of aquaculture products in commerce and protect the industry from losses due 42 
to disease outbreaks and adverse public opinion. Further, there is need for the development of rapid, non-lethal sampling and testing 43 
techniques for the diagnosis of aquatic diseases as well as state and national surveillance systems to identify disease early in its course. 44 
Regulatory constraints utilizing new identification methods and testing protocols should have nationally accepted validation and 45 
interpretation prior to adoption. 46 
 47 
The development of the U.S. aquaculture industry is severely constrained by a lack of federally approved chemicals, vaccines, and 48 
therapeutic compounds that could contribute to increased production efficiency and offset annual losses of millions of dollars to disease 49 
and parasites. The process of certifying shipments of live fish and aquaculture products for export needs to be streamlined in the areas of 50 
jurisdiction as well as the use of therapeutants and disease free status. There is opportunity to facilitate the process of clearance and 51 
approval of desirable and safe therapeutants through research to provide necessary information, through improved communications 52 
among government agencies and the industry, and through increased understanding of the aquaculture industry by regulatory agencies. 53 
We encourage the enhancement of the role of the National Research Support Program - 7 (NRSP-7), formerly IR-4 Program, in order to 54 
provide further assistance to aquaculture for development of minor use drugs. 55 
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1.10 ANIMAL IDENTIFICATION 2 
The number of animals officially identified in existing animal disease program databases the United States has been decreasing rapidly 3 
over the last few years due to the successes of disease eradication programs that have historically provided the foundation for animal 4 
identification.  The ability to efficiently track food producing animals from birth to slaughter is vital to safeguarding animal health, 5 
protecting the safety of the U.S. food supply and promoting the economic vitality of animal agriculture. More than ever, States need 6 
modern tools for capturing animal health data in an integrated and automated fashion to track the health of livestock populations. 7 
USDA's National Animal Identification System (NAIS) is a voluntary partnership among producers and government that seeks to ensure a 8 
48-hour traceback of livestock in the United States. NAIS utilizes three components - premise registration, animal identification, and 9 
animal tracing - to locate and eliminate potentially diseased animals. The system and all 3 components are based on voluntary enrollment 10 
by livestock producers. 11 
 12 
NASDA supports and encourages the U.S. Congress to legislatively remove livestock from the J-List, an amendment to the Tariff Act of 13 
1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1304(a)(3)(J); 19 C.F.R. § 134.33) This would allow animal health authorities to identify imported livestock, in concert 14 
with the recently enacted Country of Origin Labeling provisions in the 2008 Farm Bill (Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008, Section 15 
11002.). Moreover, identification of imported livestock is necessary to facilitate quick traceback of livestock that were previously and 16 
unknowingly exposed to potential new and emerging diseases, or diseases with long incubation periods, such as BSE and tuberculosis. The 17 
need to locate these animals may not be realized until many years after the date of importation. 18 
 19 
The USDA released a draft Business Plan for implementing NAIS in December 2007. The primary focus of the business plan is streamlining 20 
current animal health programs to increase NAIS participants through these systems. The basic strategies outlined in the business plan 21 
include; focusing on cattle breeding herds as first priority, harmonizing and standardizing data collection methods using NAIS standards 22 
across existing government programs; integrating automated data capture technologies within existing disease programs; expanding 23 
partnerships with state and tribal governments; collaboration with industry; and continued exploration of new technologies and their 24 
applications. 25 
 26 
NASDA supports USDA's efforts within the NAIS draft Business Plan to form a more workable, common sense approach to enhance animal 27 
ID for animal health and disease surveillance purpose. NASDA further supports the recent producer confidentiality provision within the 28 
2008 Farm Bill (Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008, Section 1619.) Section 1619 prohibits disclosure of information that 29 
agricultural producers or owners of land have provided to USDA concerning agricultural operations, farming or conservation practices, or 30 
the land itself, in order to participate in USDA programs such as NAIS. 31 
 32 
NASDA also supports and encourages the use of state-held animal ID program databases that are fully equipped to communicate with the 33 
other state-held animal ID program databases to trace animal movement in the event of a disease outbreak. NASDA further supports the 34 
use of a standardized animal identification numbering system for livestock that is technology-neutral, enabling producers to choose the 35 
identification tag that best fits their operations and management practices allowing producers to manage costs. 36 
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