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COMPUTER LINK TOTHE CATTLE TRACING SYSTEM

1. We are setting up a computerised cattle tracing system (CTS) with full details of births, movements
and slaughter of all cattle. ] am wnting to tell you about progress. In particular, this letter explains the
computer link which you will be able to use if you need to report high volumes of movements.

2. You need to take action now if you wish to use this computer link from the start. We have prepared
a "Standard Interface Specification" (SIS). If you want to make sure vour systems can feed directly
into the CTS, you will need to adopt the SIS.

Background

3. The UK has for some time been looking at the possibility of setting up a fully computerised system
in Great Britain to record details of cattle movements centrally. In Apnl 1997, the European Unton
reached agreement on new rules for cattle identification. These rules include a legal requurement for all
Member States to have computerised cattle traceability systems fully operational b\ 31 December 1999.
The CTS will begin operating in Great Britain as soon as possible in 1998, well in advance of this EU
deadline. It is an integral part of our efforts to lift the beef export ban.

4. The CTS is a computer-based system to register all cattle and their movements. It will hold details of
the identity of cattle and of cattle movements trom the animal’s birth to death, including movements

via markets and abattoirs. The intention is that CTS should hold movement details of all animals
recetving passports after CTS goes operational in 1998 (e cattle born from a date in 1998). The CTS
will be linked to the Ministry's database of BSE cases. The organisation which will manage CTS will
be the British Cattle Movement Service, to be based at \NOT]\II’IQ[OI] Cumbnia.

5. Markets will be legally obllged to provide details of movements through their
premises of cattle which receive passports from the date the CTS is operational in
1998 (ie cattle born from a date in 1998). These details will need to be passed to the
British Cattle Movement Service at the time the movements take place.

6. Abattoirs will have a similar legal obligation to pass the Briish Catle Movement Service details of

cattle which they slaughter. A gain this will apply to catie which recetve passports from the date the

CTS 1s operational. It will be a year or so after CTS starts up in 1998 before large numbers of such
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cattle start to be slaughtered Thus abattoirs have a little longer than markets to adjust to the new
system, but we still recommend that they begin that process of adjustment now.

7. Unless the CTS has all cattle movement details. including through markets and abattoirs, it will
not provide the full record of movements which is required to help lift the beef export ban and more
generally, to underpin health controls and assurance schemes.

How movements can be notified

8. There is a choice. There will be newstyle cattle passports for animals born after the CTS becomes
operational. These will include ‘freepost’ postcards for notifying movements. This is likely to be the
preferred option for those with only a few movements to report.

9. Large livestock businesses such as markets and abattoirs are likely to find it much easier to report
cattle movements by electronic mail (e-mail). This option will also be available from the start of CTS
operations, so avoiding a paperwork burden Some businesses may want to establish themselves as
CTS agents. reporting cattle movements on behalf of a number of farmers or other businesses. Such
agents may also want to make use of e-mail. '

10. If you want to report cattle movements by e-mail you will need to adapt vour IT software so that it
can communicate with the CTS database. Y ou will need to do this in accordance with a ‘Standard
Interface Specification’ (SIS). Y ou may well need the assistance of your software supplier.

11. The technical specification for SIS and the Guidelines for SIS Users and A gents are now available
and copies are attached for your information Because of the benefits SIS has to offer. we expect that
most markets and abattoirs will wish to report movements electronically.

What are the benefits of using SIS?

12. SIS will have a number of benefits, particularly for those reporting large volumes of movements.
SIS users will benefit from:

less time spent on processing cattle movement
notifications. Only one e-mail message will be
necessary to report movements for many animals.

fewer errors and therefore less likelihood that their
staff will have to spend time answering queries from
the British Cattle Movement Service.

a more efficient, and quicker method of movement
notification for their customers.

13. Larger markets and abattoirs may be able to reduce staff time dealing with movement notifications
even further if they invest in bar code scanning equipment to read the bar code details on cattle
passports. The use of scanning equipment would require only a mimmal amount of manual data needed
to be keyed into the system. Y ou may wish to consider this possibili tv with vour IT advisers.

How do I become an SIS user?

14. Y ou should take steps to adapt vour software to meet the requrements of the SIS as soon as
possible. In most cases, vou will need to liaise with vour software supplier. We would recommend
this approach. You will see from the application form that vou will need two electronic mail addresses
These can be obtained for a small monthly charge from Internet service providers. A gain your software
supplier should be able to advise on this point.
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15. When you are ready to commence conformance testing vou should complete the enclosed
registration form and send it to the address stated on the form. Y our software supplier may wish to
help you with this. The conformance testing allows 335 calendar days for your test, so yvou should be
prepared for your test transmission when you send in your application form.

16. Upon receipt of your application form, MAFF will then forward details of how to undertake the
test.

17. It is essential that if you want to e-mail animal movement details to us, you take
the necessary steps now particularly if you run a livestock market. There are around
700 markets and abattoirs in Great Britain which are all potential SIS users. There is
a great deal of work to be done before CTS goes live in a few months’ time.

18. If you do not take the necessary steps, or if you do not do so in time, your
business will have to notify us of cattle movements using ‘freepost’ postcards. This
could be much more labour intensive for you.

Further Information

19. For further general information on the CTS you can contact;

Mrs J Bott

CTS Project Management Team

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Tolworth

Surbiton

Surrey KT6 7NF

Phone: 0181-330-8875

Fax: 0181-330-8873

20. For further information on SIS, you should contact:

Mr P Yarrow

SIS Project Team

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Epsom Road

Guldford

Surrey
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GUI 2LD

Electromc mail to:¢nquirics@ sig. maff. cov.uk

Phone: 01483 403660

Fax: 01483 403487

Y ours sincerely

DAVID ROSSINGTON

Head, Animal Health (Disease Control)Division

GUIDELINES FOR STANDARD INTERFACE
SPECIFICATION (S1S) USERS AND AGENTS

Prepared
by:

AH(DC)E
October 1997

Version: 1.0

Reference: SC1

Document Approvals

This is a controlled document, both author and approval signatures must be present for a full release,
Note that version numbers less than 1.0 refer to draft versions.

Author Signature (Team Leader)

Name of Author Date of Signature

Approver Signature

Name of Approver Date of Signature Signature
Change Control

If you find any errors within, or have any comments on this document. please document and forward
to Alison Reeves. MAFF. Room C8, Government Buildines, Hook Rise South. Tolworth, KT6
/NF. Fax number 0181 330 8873

Revision Record
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1. Introduction

This document deals with the use of the electronic data transfer facility. known as the Standard
Interface Specification (S1S), used for reporting cattle movements to the Cattle Traceability System
(CTS).

1.1 These guidelines are intended to serve a number of purposes:

to explain the difference between SIS users and agents in the Catle Traceability
System(CTS);

to outline the role of SIS users and agents
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to explain how to register to use the electronic data transfer facility for reporting
movements data;

to outline the responsibilities of SIS users and agents
to provide advice and recommendations on best practice.
1.2 These guidelines do not replace any statutory obligations contained in EU or UK legislation
1.3 General queries about the content of this document should be addressed to:
Mrs Julie Bott,
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food,
Room C62, Government Buildings,
Hook Rise South,
Tolworth, Surrey
KT6 7NF
(telephone 0181 330 8875).

Once CTS is operational in 1998, the contact address will be the British Cattle Movement Service
(BCMS) located in W orkington, Cumbria.

Technical enquiries about SIS should be addressed to:

SIS Administration Team,

Mimstry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food.
Information Technology Directorate,

98 Epsom Road,

Guildford, Surrey

GUI 2LD

(telephone 01483 403660)

(fax 0143 403487)

(email address: enaginres <y rmaft oo k)

2. Background

2.1 The Catlle Traceability System is a computerised databasc 10 register all cattle and their movements.
http://www.maff.gov.uk/animalh/bse/public-health/traceaI)ilily-cts.html Page 6 of 26
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It builds upon the Cattle Passports system. introduced on 1 July 1996, which records the identification
details, date of birth, breed, sex and dam identity of all cattle born in Great Britain as well as details of
cattle imported to GB since that date. CTS will record each animal s movements from birth to death,
including those via livestock markets and to abattoirs. CTS will apply to all new bon and imported
cattle after a specified date (when the system becomes operational ).

2.2 Movement information will be notified to the database in two ways; electronically and by
postcards. [t 1s expected that electronic data transfer will account for the greatest number of movement
notifications. However, farmers will be able to choose to use post-paid movement cards if they prefer.
These cards will be processed by the British Cattle Movements Service (BCMS), a new public sector
organisation

2.3 The electronic data transfer option will be available primarily for those who are required to notify
large numbsers of cattle movements to the database, such as livestock markets and abattotrs. Others,
such as breed societies, recording organisations, agricultural merchants and veterinarians could also
use this method to notify movements on behalf of their members or clients. Anyone who wishes to
send in movements information by electronic means will have to use a defined data format known as
the Standard Interface Specification (SIS), to transfer the data to the central database. This specification
1s defined in a separate document, ref. SIS(97)4 version 2.0 which can be obtained from the contact
addresses shown in paragraph 1.3.

2.4 For the start-up of CTS. only movements data will be notified via the SIS. There may. in the
future. be scope for agents to send in passport application details on behalf of farmers.

2.5 Farmers who have their own computers can also, if they wish, use the SIS to send in movements
data. They would have to meet the same terms and conditions as other SIS users and agents. However,
SIS is primarily aimed at users and agents who are regularly reporting large numbers of movements.
For infrequent users and/or those notifying small numbers of movements we would recommend that
they use the services of an agent.

3. SIS Users and Agents

3.1 EU regulation 820/97 (on establishing a system for the identification and registration of bovine
animals) requires keepers of cattle to notify movements of their animals to a central computerised

database (the CTS). Keepers are defined as:

"any natural or legal person responsible for animals whether on a permanent or on a temporary basis.
including during transportation or at a market."

This puts a statutory responsibility on farmers, markets, abattoirs and others who are handling cattle to
notify movements to MAFF (transporters are exempt from this requirement). These individuals and
organisations, who may be reporting large numbers of movements, can choose to use the SIS as the
method of sending data to the CTS. For the purposes of this document. keepers who choose to use the
SIS will be called SIS unsers.

3.2 There is another category of organisations who may choose to use the SIS. These are organisations
(or individuals) who are not keepers of cattle but who wish to offer a service to keepers to report cattle
movements to the CTS. These are known as agents as they are acting as a third party on behalf of
keepers. There is no legal obligation on agents to report movements. It will be the keeper who is
deemed to have committed an offence if a third party agent fails to report a movement on behalf of the
keeper.

3.3 Some SIS wsers may also choose (o offer a service as an agent 1o other keepers.

3.4 Much of the information in this docurnent will apply equally to SIS users and to agents. Where
there are differences. these will be ghlighted in the text.
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4. Role of SIS USERS AND AGENTS

4.1 Both SIS users and agents will play an important part in capturing cattle movements data for the
CTS. The data collected via the SIS will reach the database more quickly via electronic means than that
from movement cards through the post. The data is likely to be of greater and more consistent quality
as SIS users and agents will be required to perform validation checks before transmission, such as
ensuring all relevant data fields are completed. This will assist farmers by reducing their paperwork and
speed up the process of updating the database.

4.2 However, the EU regulation on cattle identification makes the keeper of animals responsible for
reporing movements. An agent cannot be made responsible in place of the keeper. Agents who report
movements on behalf of farmers will be assuming a voluntary role; but it is an important role which
carries certain responsibilities (although a voluntary role, agents are not prevented from charging
farmers for this service).

4.3 The agents’ main value for farmers is to make the job of movements notification easier. A gents
may, if they choose to do so, offer farmers alternative methods of reporting movements to them, for
example telephone input. At the same time, however, the farmer/agent partnership must ensure that
between them they have a means of communication that they can refer to when changes. problems or
disagreements arise. For example, the farmer may wish to prove that he has submitted his return
accurately and on time; the agent may wish to prove that he was following instructions accurately. An
agent will have to be responsible to the farmer for inputting the returns to the CTS database promptly.
EU legislation currently allows up to 15 days to report movements ( within 7 days from | January
2000). The UK is seeking EU agreement to allow member states to impose a shorter timescale. It is in
the interests of maintaining an accurate and up-to-date system that all movements are notified as quickly
as possible.

4.4 It should be noted that an agent is acting for the farmer to send in authorised returns. He is not an
agent for the Government to collect returns.

4.5 All SIS users and agents must meet certain conformance standards before they are approved to
transfer data electronically to the CTS. Only on satisfactorily achieving these standards will a formal
‘live” application number, which identifies the originator of the message, be allocated to a SIS user or
agent. Information on conformance tests can be found in document reference SIS(97)4 version 2.0
which can be obtained from the contact addresses shown in paragraph 1.3.

5. Who can be a SIS USER OR AGENT?

5.1 Any cattle keeper can potentially be a SIS user. In addition anyone can potentially be an agent. For
example. livestock markets, abattoirs and farmers could apply to become SIS users. Cattle breed
socteties, recognised recording agencies (e.g. National Milk Records, Scottish National Milk Records),
software companies and others could all apply to be agents. Some of these organisations may have a
dual role; they may have an obligation to report movements as keepers but may wish to offer a service,
as agents, to others. Both SIS users and agents will be required to pass the same conformance tests
before being allowed to transfer data to CTS.

5.2 Intemnet Service providers (ISPs) may provide a data entry service to CTS on the Internet. This will
be different from most agents as the ISPs will not input or handle the data themselves but provide a
“carrier’ service. However, ISPs will have to register to use SIS and pass conformance tests in the
same way as users and agents.

6. Are there different types of SIS USERS?

6.1 The difference between SIS users and agents is explained in section 3. In terms of using the SIS,
the same conditions will apply 10 evervone who sends in data electronically.
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7. How to register as an agent

7.1 Potential applicants will be asked to complete a SIS application form. The application form can be
obtained from either of the contact addresses shown in paragraph 1.3 of this document. It is also
proposed to make the form available for downloading from MAFF's Internet site, MAFFweb, in due
course. Upon receipt of the application form, MAFF will provide details of how the applicant should
go about submitting a test file to demonstrate conformance to the necessary standards. Applicants
should note that there is a limited time (35 calendar days) available to achieve success in the
conformance test and that they should read the SIS specification and the application form carefully
before sending in their application The time period starts when MAFF issues details to the applicant

of the conformance test and the electronic mail address to which to send transmissions. Applicants will,
of course, be able to re-apply should they not meet the deadline.

7.2 The application form asks the applicant to sign a declaration of conformance to MAFF’s terms and
conditions for usage of the SIS. There will need to be a separate registration for each separate
originator of electronic data, i.e. where 2 separate cattle markets are supplied with the same piece of
software by the same company, each will need to register.

7.3 The intention is that registrations will be reviewed annually, probably by providing applicants with
a copy of their registration details and asking them to confirm the details and whether they wish to
renew. This will enable BCMS tokeep an up-to-date record of SIS users and agents. Changes to the
SIS definitions will be notified to users/agents and, as necessary. new conformance tests arranged.

7.4 There will be no charge for registering to use the SIS.

7.5 Applicants who will be agents will be asked at the registration stage whether they wish their name
to appear on a list, compiled by MAFF, which will be made publicly available through MAFF's
Internet site or on request from the BCMS.

8. Receipts

8.1 The SIS will generate an electronic receipt which will be sent by electronic mail to notify the
originator of a message that it has arrived. If there are any errors in the data format an error message
will be sent back to the originator instead Most validation of the data content will be done later by the
cattle traceability database.

8.2 Itis in the interest of SIS users and agents to ensure that they receive a receipt notification or an
error message for each transmission sent; you will need a second email address to receive these. BCMS
are not responsible for data which is not received from the originator. It is a requirement of using SIS
that the software you use is able to process receipts and error notifications.

9. ERRORS

9.1 Errors arising from data input to the CTS via SIS will be dealt with initially by staff at the BCMS.
Depending on the nature of the error, the BCMS may have to contact SIS users and agents to assist in
resolving the problem. In a few cases, errors may be passed to MAFF s Regional Service Centres,
Welsh Divisional Offices or Scottish Area Offices for further investigation

10. Costs

10.1 The standard interface specification document will be made publicly available at no cost to
software suppliers, SIS users or agents. SIS users and agents and/or their suppliers must bear any
costs which they incur in equipping themselves to use the SIS method. such as writing. amending or
updating software: installing, upgrading or replacing hardware including communications equipment;
rental of telephone lines and/or subscription to Internet services: and call charees,
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11. Charges

11.1 Any fee charged by an agent to farmers to whom they are providing a service is a commercial
arrangement between the agent and client.

12. Agents’ Responsibilities to Farmers

12.1 Agents will provide an important link between farmers and the CTS. They will be in a position to
persuade farmers of the benefits of having an up-to-date traceability system and encourage them to
notify cattle movements by electronic means to help achieve this.

12.2 Whilst agents will not have the legal responsibility of notifying cattle movements, they will be
expected to meet all reasonable service requests they receive from fammers. It is therefore vital that
agents make absolutely clear to their clients the services to be provided and the conditions for providing
those services. The following are recommended actions:

Agents should make clear to their clients the scope of the service they are offering. For
example, the type of transactions they can undertake (NB. currently only movements
data), how quickly the transaction will be made, how the client will be notified that the
transaction has taken place. what it will cost.

A gents should make clear to farmers the timescale in which they must receive
movements information so that the agent can meet the deadline for reporting
movements to the CTS (currently 15 days, then within 7 days from 1/1/2000).

Agents should explain to their clients the method of notification to be used, that is,
how the farmer tells the agent about cattle movements (¢.g. on paper, by telephone,
etc.) and how the agent will notify the CTS database. It is recommended that agents
obtain written authorisation from clients to act on their behalf

Agents should consider drawing up a contract or service agreement with clients. This
could be a simple document which covers the above points and also includes how
disputes will be handled.

Agents should make clear to farmers whether the service they are providing (i.e.
notifying movements data) constitutes part of the normal terms and conditions of _
business (e.g. a clause in membership terms and conditions, conditions of sale. etc.).

Agents should periodically provide clients with a statement of transactions undertaken
on their behalf.

13. Responsibilities OF ALL USERS OF SIS

13.1 MAFF consider it very important that SIS users and agents use the SIS properly. adhere to the
specification, send accurate and timely data and do not divulge their SIS user/agent number. 1t is
important that agents take the necessary action to deal with receipt and error notifications. MAFF is

very concerned that no viruses are sent to MAFF. Misuse of the system will lead to instant
withdrawal of the SIS facility from a nser/agent.

13.2 These responsibilities apply equally to evervone who is using SIS. including those providing a
data entry service to SIS via the Internet. '

SIS users and agents must:
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undergo satisfactory conformance testing before becoming authorised to use SIS.
only send known data, not inferred data (i.e. do not guess)

only transfer data which conforms to the SIS format

ensure all mandatory data items are completed

include optional data items where their customer has requested it.

submit transactions to the CTS database promptly, preferably within 2 working days
of receipt of movements information

put in place the necessary measures to ensure the security/integrity of the systems used
toaccess CTS. For example, only accessed by authorised staff, protection against
viruses, etc.

be responsible for the safekeeping of the originator id and electronic mail address used
for SIS and must not divulge this information to an unauthorised person

have a designated person available to deal with technical problems/difficuluies that
occur during or after transmission of the data.

check for receipt and error notifications from the CTS database promptly, preferably
the next working day following submission of the electronic file

assist the BCMS, as necessary, in resolving queries arising from the validation of data
sent by the agent

have in place contingency arrangements in case of failure/unavailability of their [T
system or the SIS. Options for contingency in case of SIS failure are being
considered.

notify changes to software/hardware to MAFF in sufficient time to ensure continuing
approval.

The following are recommended practice. SIS users/agents should:

provide training for staff in how to use the SIS software. Consideration should be
given to training additional staff to cover temporary absences, etc.

maintain backups/copies of transactions sent in to CTS using SIS.

STANDARD INTERFACE SPECIFICATION

Enquiries by email to: enquiries@siy.maff.gov.uk

DOCUMENT APPROVALS

This is a controlled document, both author and approval signatures must be present for a full release.
Note that version numbers less than 1| refer to drafr versions.
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BACKGROUND
Cattle Traceability

A GB Cattle Passports scheme was introduced on | July 1996 as one
of the preconditions of the Florence agreement to get the ban on UK
beef lifted. A feasibility study report was produced in September
1996 that made recommendations for the development of the Cattle
Traceability System (CTS). including the proposal for a standard
interface. In December 1996 the UK decided to create a computerised
CTS to further that aim. The feasibility study had recommended that
livestock markets. abattoirs and other businesses be able to report
their (large) volumes of movements to the CTS by electronic data
transfer by means of a *Standard Interface Specificauon” (SIS)

established by Government. The CTS database is an expansion of the

existing Cattle Passports (CPS) database with movements and
additional data on farms and ammals being added to the existing birth
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and death processes etc. The new CTS database is to be admimstered
by a new organisation called the British Cattle Movement Service
(BCMS).

The CTS is capable of accepting data electronically from a variety of
sources:

livestock markets and abattoirs;

directly from farmers;

via a third party service provider.
All data is transmitted through a standard interface.
Industry Response

A consultation exercise commenced in December 1996 and reaction
indicated that the industry was in favour of the electronic transfer of
movement data to the CTS, as opposed to a manual system, e.g.
using pre-paid postcards to report movements. Many respondents
noted (and MAFF agreed) the benefit of agents submitting movement
details on behalf of others. The industry also noted the potential for
submutting cattle passport applications electronically but this item
does not form part of this specification

MAFF Approach

Following consultation with industry, MAFF has adopted an email
based solution for the development of the SIS to allow electronic
transfer of information to the CTS. This solution allows either X.400
or Internet (SMTP) as the underlying protocol.

The batch transmission of data is achieved using client software
currently in existence and already identified; a record for a single
animal, or a small group of animals, may also be transmitted using
world-wide web (WW W) technology to send SMTP email.

It is recognised that the principle of transmitting data to MAFF using
a standard interface may be used in the future for other applications.
The possibility of using this approach for cattle passport applications
has already been mentioned in para 1.2.1 and. as the industry
becomes more familiar with the procedures. other applications may
be developed along similar lines.

STANDARD INTERFACE SPECIFICATION
Implementation

MAFF have implemented a Standard Interface Specification to enable
electronic transmission of cattle movements data into MAFF s central
Cattle Traceability System.

Large volumes of data from organisations such as livestock markets

and abattoirs will be sent using email (either SMTP or X.400).

whereas individual cattle movement records may be submitted using
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emaill via the world-wide web.

Software suppliers to these organisations must therefore ensure that
their software 1s capable of transmitting data via email. This will
enable their customers to gain the full benefit of being able to transmit
cattle movements data electronically rather than via another route

(e.g. using pre-paid postcards).

As has previously been stated MAFF is able to receive either SMTP
(Internet) email or X.400 email, although it is assumed that the
majority of email will be SMTP.

Originator Registration

In order to be able to use the SIS for electronic transmission of data,
potential onginators will need to register themselves with MAFF.

Having contacted MAFF, potential onginators will receive an
information pack containing (amongst other things) this document,
an SIS application form and the terms and conditions for SIS
originators. Upon approval of their application, potential onginators
will receive details of conformance testing including a 7 character
numeric identifier and an email address to be used for conformance
testing (see section 2.3 below).

When the applicant has satisfied the conformance critena laid down
by MAFF, they will be 1ssued with the "live" SIS email address for
subsequent transmission of cattle movement data when the CTS 1s
introduced.

Onginators are simply that - the source of the data transmitted to the
SIS. They are not necessarily the owners of the data, indeed it 1s
accepted that some originators will offer a service whereby they will
act as agents to transmit details of cattle movements on the behalf of
others.

It should be stressed, however, that it 1s the responsibility of the
originator of transmissions to the CTS to ensure where possible that
the statutory requirements of the CTS are met, movements should
ideally be reported within one day of receipt of the data and should
contain (to the best of the onginator's knowledge) accurate
information

Onginators will need to re-register annually to continue using the SIS
for transmussion of cattle movement data.

Should an originator consistently fail to meet the terms and
conditions of use of the SIS, their transmissions will not be accepted

by the SIS until they can satisfy MAFF that their problems have been
resolved

Conformance Testing

Part of the procedure for registration to the SIS is that applicants need
to satisfv a sertes of conformance criteria detined by MAFF.
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These critenia are designed to ensure that data transmitted to the SIS
1s of the correct format, using the correct version of the SIS and
using a recognised and approved transmission technology.

This document provides sufficient information on the SIS file format
(see Section 3 below) for applicants to be able to satisfy the
conformance criteria. However, should an applicant fail at the first
attempt, they will be allowed to resubmit data following discussions
with MAFF as to the reason(s) they have failed

Continued failure after a number of attempts will result in the
applicant having to re-apply at a later date.

De-registration from the SIS

Should an oniginator wish to cease transmitting data via the SIS, they
will need to inform MAFF. That originator will then be de-registered
from the system and no further transmissions will be accepted.

MAFF will routinely check logs of transmissions received to confirm
that registered users are in fact submitting data via the SIS and that
the data being transmitted is of an acceptable quality. If this is not
the case. the user will be contacted and possibly de-registered from
the system

Should an originator subsequently wish to re-register, they will need
to follow the registration procedures laid down in para 2.2 above.

Version Control

Future changes in the content and format of the file to be transmitted
via the SIS will involve the publication of a new version
Orniginators will need to satisfy the new conformance criteria in order
to continue using the SIS.

MAFF will retain details of the version of the SIS for which a
particular agent has satisfied the conformance criteria.

In order to allow agents time to make modifications, MAFF will
allow either new or old formats to be transmitted. It should be
stressed however, that this is for a limited time only. This overlap
period will be dependent on the nature of the changes and the
umescale for this overlap period will be agreed with originators on
publication of the new version of the SIS.

In the event of an originator changing their software and/or

hardware (e.g software upgrades or change of supplier).
conformance testing will need to be repeated to satisfy MAFF that the
new sof tware/hardware conforms with the SIS. It is the
responsibility of the originator to inform MAFF of any such changes.

Electronic Messaging

An electromce message will be generated for all files received This
will take the form of either a receipt (see Annex C) or an error report
(see Annex D). The originator must therefore ensure that procedures
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are 1n place to check for these messages.

There are other situations whereby electronic messages will be sent to
the oniginator. For example. if a message is unable to be delivered to
MAFF for whatever reason, a non-delivery message may be
generated and sent to the agent by third-party email service providers.

MAFF routinely checks all mail for viruses, and, in the unfortunate
event of a virus being detected, the message will be rejected by
MAFF and the originator will be informed. Should further data files
be affected by viruses this will lead to the automatic de-registration of
that originator.

In all these cases the originator must be aware and should have
procedures in place to check for such messages.

RECORD DEFINITION

Movement Data Items Required

The essential movement data items required are:

a) Arumal Identifier;

b) Locaton Identifier;

¢) Date;

d) Type of Movement.

For practical reasons, and also for a certain amount of
“future-proofing’, these basic data items are expanded in some cases,
and additional, optional data items are allowed.

A fuller explanation of these movement data items. together with a
complete description of the format of the data file to be transmitted to
the SIS are found in the following section

File Format

The file to be transmitted will be a flat A SCII file comprnised of a file
header plus a body of text detailing ore or more animal movements.
The file 1s defined in Backus-Naur Format in Annex A and a sample
file is given 1n Annex B together with a full description

For the purposes of the SIS the following definitions apply:

a) CR - An ASCII carmage return character. (i.e. Octal 15/Decimal
13);

b) LT - An ASCI linefeed character. (1.e. Octal 12/Decimal 10):
¢) CRLF - A combination of CR and LF:

d) SPACE - An ASCII space character. (1.¢. Octal 40/Decimal 32):
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¢) CHAR - any printable ASCII character except "". (i.e. Octal
40-173,175,176/Decimal 32-123,125,126);

f) ALPHA - any ASCII alphabetic character. (i.e. Octal
101-132,141-172/Decimal 65-90,97-122);

2) DIGIT - any ASCII numeric character. (i.e. Octal 60-71/Decimal
48-57).

The file header 1s comprised of the following data items separated by
a vertical bar (""). The header is terminated by an optional carriage
return followed by a linefeed (/CR]JLF):

a) Application Identifier - Mandatory. This field is used
internally toidentify the application using the SIS. Itis a constant
value and for this implementation of the SIS will be set to CTSSIS.

b) Version Number - Mandatory. This field contains the version
number of the SIS format being used. It is a constant value and for
this implementation of the SIS will be set to 2. 00

¢) Originator ID - Mandatory. This field is used to identify the
onginator (or sender) of the file. It is issued by MAFF as part of the
SIS registration process and must be 7 DIGITs.

d) Number of Movement Records - Mandatory. This field
contains the number of cattle movement records present in the file. It
must be at least 1 but no more than 4 DIGITSs (zero filling is not
required).

¢) Timestamp - Mandatory. This field contains a unique value to
1dentify the date and time that the file was sent to MAFF. The format
of this field is 14 DIGITs comprised of a 4 DIGIT YEAR (must be
either the current or previous year), a 2 DIGIT MONTH (with a
range of 01 to 12), a 2 DIGIT DAY (vmh a rdngc of 01 to31)., a2
DIGIT HOUR (with a range of 00 to 23), a 2 DIGIT MINUTE w1th
a range of 00 to 59) and a 2 DIGIT SECOND (with a range of 00 to
59).

The body of the file contains a number of cattle movement records.
Each record contains the following data items separated by a vertical

bar ("I"). and is terminated by an optional carriage return followed by
a 11nefeed (fCRJLF):

a) Eartag Number - Mandatory. This is the official European
cartag number. The official format which eartag manufacturers have
to follow for the actual tag is set out in legislation However, for this
SIS, there are 7 possible formats of an eartag number dependent on
whether it is a GB eartag, a Northern Ireland eartag. or a non-UK
cartag. Anmmals that ong_maled trom outside the Eu_ropedn
Community will have European tags fitted before they are registered

on to the CTS,

1. GB eartags are either "UK" followed by a single SPACE
followed b\ I ALPHA followed by 4 DIGITs followed by a single
SPACE followed by 5 DIGITs;
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1. or "UK" followed by 2 ALPHA s followed by 4 DIGITs followed
by a single SPACE followed by 5 DIGITs;

111. Northern Ireland eartags can be "UK" followed by 3 SPACEs
followed by 3 DIGITs followed by a single SPACE followed by at
least 1 but no more than 4 DIGITs followed by 1 ALPHA:

1v. or "UK" followed by 2 SPACEs followed by 4 DIGITs followed
by a single SPACE followed by at least | but no more than 4 DIGITs
tollowed by 1 ALPHA;

v. or "UK" followed by a single SPA CE followed by 5 DIGITs
followed by a single SPACE followed by at least 1 but no more than
4 DIGITs followed by 1 ALPHA,;

vi. or "UK" followed by 6 DIGITs followed by a single SPACE
foliowed by at least 1 but no more than 4 DIGITs followed by |
ALPHA;

vil. non-UK eartags consist of a COUNTRY code followed by at
least 1 but no more than 12 CHARs. The only permissable values for
COUNTRY code are:

"AT" (Austria); "FR" (France).

"BE" (Belgium); "IE" (Ireland);

"DE" (Germany); "IT" (ltaly);

"DK" (Denmark): "LU" (Luxembourg);
"EL" (Greece); "NL" (Netherlands);
"ES" (Spain); "PT" (Portugal);

"FI" (Finland); "SE" (Sweden).

Examples of valid formats for SIS include:
UK[G7163[00314

UKKGI120709352

UK [[B458[#5V

EL[GIVYP348 ("[1=SPACE)

b) Electronic ID - Optional. This field is available for keepers of
cattle to inform MAFF of the electronic eartag mumber of an animal
(1f applicable). The format of this field is 15 DIGITs.
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c) Reference Number - Optional. This field is included to make it
easier to trace the origin of a movement record should a query occur
with its content. An example of the data in this field could be the
unique reference number given to an animal by a livestock market,
abattoir etc. (e.g. lot number). The format for this field is at least 1
but no more than 10 CHARs.

d) Location ID - Mandatory. This field is used to identify the
location to which this movement relates. There are two possible
formats for this field dependent on whether the identifier is a CPH
number or a MHS license number:

1. A CPH number is comprised of 2 DIGITs followed by "/*
followed by 3 DIGITs followed by "/* followed by 4 DIGITs:

11. A MHS license number is comprised of 4 DIGITs.

¢) Herd Suffix - Optional. This field forms part of the CPHH
(County Parish Holding Herd) number and is available for the
recording of additional information relating to separate herds kept at
the same holding. Large farms may have a number of cattle herds
(e.g. dairy and beef) which can be identified using this field The
format for this field is 2 DIGITs.

f) Movement Type - Mandatory. This field is used to identify the
type of movement being reported. The only permissible values for
this field are:

"2 "(normal on - i.¢. a simple movement onto a location);
"3 "(normal off - i.e. a simple movement off a location);

"4 " (temporary export - 1.e. where an anmimal is leaving UK but it is
known that it will return);

"5 "(re-import - i.e. where an animal has already been imported but is
re-entening UK after either a temporary or permanent export).

NB. It should be noted that the vast majority of movements will be
normal on/normal off, (i.e. types "2" and "3").

¢) Movement Date - Mandatorv. This field contains the date on
which the movement occurred. The format for this field is DAY
followed by "/" followed by MONTH followed by "/" followed by
YEAR. The format for DAY is 2 DIGITs with a range of 0] to 31
the format for MONTH is 2 DIGITs with a range of Ol to 12; the
format for YEAR ig 4 DIGITs and must be either the current or
previous vear (e.g. 1997 or 1996).

NB. Dates entered must be ‘real dates’ (e.e. 30/02/1997 or
31/09/1996 are not valid).

TROUBLESHOOTING

No response received from MAFF
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MAFF will undertake to respond with an electrome message to the
originator of the file.
In the event of a message not being received within 3 working days,
the originator of the file should contact the BCMS giving details of

their unique originator ID. the date and time the file was sent and
how many movement records were present in the file.

The BCMS will then determine whether the file was received by
MAFF and if not, request that the file be retransmitted.

Non receipt by MAFF

MAFF will routinely check logs of transmissions received and will
be able toidentify patterns of use from individual onginators.

[f this pattern is broken e.g. if an onginator who "normally"
transmits a file every working day does not transmit a file for a week,
the BCMS will query this with the originator.

If necessary. any mussing files will need to be retransmutted
Incomplete data received by MAFF

The Number of Movement Records field will be used 1o
confirm that the file contains the correct number of movement

records.

If this 1s not the case, the file will be rejected by the SIS and will
need to be retransmitted.

Errors in the transmitted data

The SIS will validate the format of the data transmitted and reject

any files which do not conform to the format shown in Annex A.
These files will need to be retransmitted.

The CTS database will establish the validity of the data transmitted
through the SIS. Errors will be notified to the originator by the
BCMS. In this case it may be necessary for all or part of the file to be
retransmitted. (See para 4.5 below).

Retransmission of data

It may be necessary to retransmit either all or part of a file following a
query or data corruption etc.

It 15 the responsibility of the originator of the file to ensure that the
data 15 stored 1n such a way as to make retransmission possible.

ANNEX A SIS FILE FORMAT
(in Backus-Naur Format)

http://www.maff.gov.uk/animalh/bse/public-health/traceability-cts.html Page 21 of 26



BSE: Cattle Tracing System (CTS) 4/10/98 6:25 PM

File = File_Header

[CR]LF

1*Movement_Record

File_Header = Application_Identifier "|"
Version_Number "|"

Onginator_ID "|"

No_Movement Records "I"

Timestamp

[CRILF

Movement Record = Eartag Number "|"
[Electronic_ID] ""

[Reference_ Number] "I*

Location_ID ""

[Herd_Suffix] ""

Movement_Type ""

Movement_Date

[CR]LF

Application_Identifier = "CTSSIS"

Version_Number = "2.00"

Onginator_ID = 7DIGIT

No_Movement_Records = 1*#4DIGIT

Timestamp = YEAR MONTH DAY HOUR MINUTE SECOND
Eartag Number = "UK" SPACE 1ALPHA 4DIGIT SPACE 3DIGIT /
"UK" 2ALPHA 4DIGIT SPACE SDIGIT /

"UK" 3SPACE 3DIGIT SPACE 1*4DIGIT 1ALPHA ;
"UK" 2SPACE 4DIGIT SPACE 1*4DIGIT 1ALPHA /
"UK" SPACE 5DIGIT SPACE 1#4DIGIT IALPHA ¢
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"UK" 6DIGIT SPACE 1*4DIGIT 1ALPHA /
COUNTRY 1*12CHAR

Electromc ID = 15DIGIT

Reference Number = 1*]0CHAR

Location_ID = 2DIGIT "/* 3DIGIT "/* 4DIGIT /
4DIGIT

Herd_Suffix = 2DIGIT

Movement_Type = "2" / "3" 7 ugn jn5n
Movement Date = DAY "/ MONTH "/" YEAR
COUNTRY ="AT"/"BE"/"DE"/"DK"/"EL"/"ES"/ "FI"/
"FR" /“IE" /7 "IT"/"LU"/"NL"/"PT"/"SE"
YEAR =4DIGIT

MONTH = 2DIGIT

DAY = 2DIGIT

HOUR = 2DIGIT

MINUTE = 2DIGIT

SECOND = 2DIGIT

The example SIS file overleaf has been generated by an originator whose unique ID is 9834765, The
file contains 11 cattle movement records and was sent at 18:17:28 on 16th May 1997, The movement
records relate to the following actual animal movements:-

An anmimal whose eartag number is UK U0347 90837 has been brought to market in Truro and sold.
The vendor's farm has ¢ CPH number of 07/042/7645 and the market also has a« CPH number of
(07/219/0836. The market was held on 14th May 1997. The market has a lot number relating to this
ammal of KU96575.

A second animal was brought to the same market late on the next day by a farmer whose farm's CPH
number 1s 07/030/0346. It was not sold until the following day's trading. The animal s eartag number
was UKMH7636 98734 The lot number for this animal is K192363.

A third farmer whose farm’s CPH number is 07/193/8758 brought an animal to Truro market on 16th
May 1997 which was sold This farmer has two herds at the same holding and the herd suffix for this
herd is 02. The animal s eartag number is UKTU4579 14987 (this corresponds to an electronic eartag
number of 739746927647836). The market again has a lot number - BY 23987,
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The same farmer sold a second animal from his other herd (01) four days previously directly to an
abattoir. This abattoir has a MHS license number of 4884 The animal in question has an eartag number
of UKTU1238 37826 (this corresponds to an electronic eartag number of 234090572727190).

CTSSISI2.0019834765111119970516181728

UK U0347 90837 KU96575107/042/7645113114/05/1997

UK U0347 90837I1KU96575107/219/0836112(1 4/05/1997

UK U0347 9083 7IKU96575/07/219/0836113114/05/1997

UKMH7636 98734I1KJ92363107/030/0346/1315/05/1997

UKMH7636 98734IKJ92363107/219/0836/1215/05/1997

UKMH7636 987341KJ192363107/219/083613116/05/1997

UKTU4579 149871739746927647836/BY 23987107/193/8758 0213116/05/1997
UKTU4579 1498717397469276478361 BY 23987107/219/0836112/16/05/1997
UKTU4579 149871739746927647836/BY 23987/07/219/0836113116/05/1997
UKTUI1238 3782612340905727271901107/193/8758/011311 2/05/1997

UKTU1238 3782612340905727271 90114884/ 2112/05/1997

ANNEX C SIS SAMPLE RECEIP
The following is an example of the receipt file which would be sent in response to the sample file
shown in Ammex B. It is an acknowledgement that the file conforms to the SIS format and has been

passed on to the CTS database. It does not acknowledge that the data within the file is valid

The email subject for this message is:- SIS Transmission Receipt

CTSSIS - ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF TRANSMISSION

File sent at: 19:58 on 16/05/1997
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File received at: 20:17 on 16/05/1997
Originator ID: 9834765

Number of records: 11

The following is an example of an error report file which would be sent in response to a file which
does not conform to the format specified in Annex A.

The email subject for this message is:- SIS Transmission Error Report

CTSSIS - TRANSMISSION ERROR REPORT

File sent at: 22:43 on 17/10/1997

File recetved at: 00:19 on 18/10/1997

Originator ID: 1001325

Number of records: 647

The following errors were found :-

Record Error

HEADER Version_Number [2.0] invalid

0018 Eartag_Number [UK 264092 43BH7] - invalid format
0062 Location_ID missing

0067 Electronmc_ID [308456783z2456] - invalid format

0085 Movement_Date [29/02/1997] invalid

1 [5¢tence of BSE]

£ [Public health] [Eradicauon] [Suppert 1o beel indusiry] [ European issues
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Introduction

Statement of Need

For the past 45 years, the agricultural industry has met the challenge of
producing low cost food efficiently. However, in obtaining this goal, certain
environmental and safety concerns were overlooked.  Whether real or
perceived, the American people have lost confidence in the food industry's
ability to address these concerns.

Recent media coverage of the E. Coli contamination in the Northwest has
caused some consumers to question the safety of the food supply. Most
consumers have little understanding of the complexity of the food industry.
However, consumer expectation is for that of safe food. It is the food industry's
challenge to the meet those expectations.

Some concerns are even voiced around the world as to the safety of our food
products. Products produced in this country should not be hindered from
worldwide markets due to invalid safety or quality concerns.

Recent hearings held by the USDA have resulted in overwhelming testimony
demanding a tracking system that can provide trace back capabilities. In
conjunction with this, Secretary of Agriculture Espy has pledged to introduce a
bill empowering the USDA to adopt a system to trace tainted meat back to its
source.

The need for the food industry to produce top quality food that can be trusted is
very great indeed. It is imperative to have audit trails with trace back capability
to reestablish consumer confidence.

Statement of Purpose

It is important that agencies of Government realize there is a system available
that will enable them to address these issues. One such product is Coleman's
patent pending tracking system Origen™. Origen™ was first designed to verify
Coleman Natural Meats' specific product claims. The Origen™ system utilizes
modern techniques of electronic identification and computerized data collection.
This system is capable of tracking not only food products, but other products as
well. The Origen™ system of tracking provides Coleman Natural Meats with the
ability to establish consumer confidence by verifying labeling claims while
providing trace back capabilities for its products.



Through the use of a single identification number that is applied to an animal the
Origen™ system is able to maintain a reference to the original animal's
identification number all the way through to the finished product. As a result,
the same number that is displayed on the animal's ear tag is also found on the
resulting pieces of meat produced from that animal.

The Coleman Origen™ system is designed to be adaptable to future
technologies. It is also designed to be used as an information and food safety
resource. In fact, most producers could adopt such a system of product
identification as an improvement to their current inventory control systems.

The Origen™ system is also able to coordinate information on live animals and
food products. It transcends identification barriers between ranches, feed yards,
slaughter plants, processing plants and retail customers. Individual pathogen
tests, HACCP, and other procedures are coordinated with the identification
number that is attached to each animal. Labeling claims are verified through the
resulting information record that Origen™ maintains.

Government agencies that are searching for improved regulatory procedures
should adopt a similar unified identification system. A unified identification
system has the distinct advantage of being able not only to identify products
from "Farm to Table", but it also allows for the coordination of information
among agencies.
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State of Technology

Developing for the Future

One universal constant is that of change. Changes in technology have produced
the ability to record, store and produce information as never before. With these
changes has come the ability to identify and track food products. Such tracking
capabilities present the possibility of achieving greater control over food safety
and production efficiency.

The ability to capture and produce valuable information is the basis of this
presentation. Any system created to track food production must be designed
with change in mind. The goal is to develop a system that would not be made
obsolete within a matter of years. The transition from current technologies to
future technologies must be anticipated.

Current Industry Applications

The need for timely information in our society is becoming obvious. For
example, it was once considered impossible and impractical to track a package
anywhere in the world, at any time, at a moments notice. In fact, some might
even question why anyone would even want this ability. And yet, a major
source of competition among today's package and letter handling companies is
the ability to instantaneously track a packages any where in the world.

Businesses that were once dependent upon the pcstal service for mail delivery
soon found it necessary to rely upon overnight delivery services. Now even this
service is not considered fast enough, and as a result, no office today is
complete without a fax machine.

In a desire to be able to trace and identify objects a system of identification was
developed utilizing a bar-code system. This technology now infiltrates our daily
lives. The New York City Marathon employs bar-codes to track runners in its
annual race. The health care industry employs bar-codes to track blood
donations. Even the components used in automobiles are identified with bar-
codes. Although originally designed to track railroad cars, this.technology is
now used to track almost anything. ;

A system for tracking food products in a similar fashion may appear ambitious
today, but the technology and the ability currently exist. With the aid of modern
technology, the ability to identify and trace food products can increase food
safety and improve production efficiencies.
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Animal Identification Method's

Many forms of animal identification currently exist from hot iron branding to
electronic implants. Generally speaking, each one has been designed to aid a
particular segment of the production process with specific information. Most of
these forms of identification were never intended to possess the capability of
providing an information resource among production segments. The result has
been a duplication in time and effort in re-identifying animals and re-acquiring
information that may have previously been obtained by another segment. A
single form of identification that is capable of transferring information from one
segment to another would be of great value to business and government.

One such form of identification is through the use of an ear tag imprinted with
an electronically readable bar-code. This bar-code is capable of identifying the
animal that it is attached to. Information relative to this ID can be collected and
retrieved based upon a reference to this identification number. Since most food
production animals are currently marked for identification, in one form or
another, this approach would not result in a significant change in the industry.

in the future electronically implanted devices may be approved for use in animal
identification. Currently, the cost for such devices makes them impractical for
commercial use. However, once this identification technology is approved and
its cost effectiveness is demonstrated it could be used. -
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Requirements of a System

Farm to Table

The information requirements for tracking an animal 60 days prior to slaughter
are quite different from those tracing a product from "Farm to Table". In the case
of meat, tracking an animal 60 days prior to slaughter simply requires an
identification number be assigned to each animal, which references the premise.
With the addition of a lot number, more information may be added to the
identification system. However, this form of identification is still unable to
reference the animal's point of origin.

If this same identification device were placed on animals at their place of birth,
no additional costs would be incurred. The information record would begin at
birth and provide valuable information from there forward. The only additional
resource required is the ability to transfer the animal's identification record.

By extending animal identification back to the point of origin an animal can be
traced from birth through to slaughter. However, the requirements for a system
of tracking from "Farm to Table" insists that the identification process proceed
forward with the animal after slaughter and remain through all facets of
production and distribution.

The consideration for a "Farm to Table" identification system demands not only a
reference to the point of origin, but also identification through to the finished
product. The only reasonable way to achieve such as system is to identify each
animal and track its identification through to the finished product. The Coleman
Origen™ system is presently in use and is capable of identifying products from
"Farm to Table".

Objections

The thought of attempting to identify every meat animal in this country may
cause some heads to spin. Trying to take into account all of the meat industry's
identification needs could potentially become a nightmare in the minds of some
people. However, with the aid of computers and electronic ldentlﬁcatlon such a
system becomes manageable. '

Some people would argue that an identification system would be a burden to
small producers. However, nearly all small producers are presently identifying
individual animals. Furthermore, the system is presently being used by ranchers
of all sizes who raise cattle for Coleman Natural Meats.
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Others would argue that the costs of such a system would be enormous.
However, most meat companies that employ an inventory control system have
already demonstrated a willingness to identify and track their inventories. An
animal identification system is simply an enhancement to current inventory
control systems.

There are some who would question the need for a new system of identification.
The present systems for trace back all utilize a manual trace back process.
Records must be found and traced back from party to party. Such a process
does not inspire a great deal of confidence or timeliness.

Since many of the current methods and systems of identification were
developed prior to current technological developments, no standards exists for a
form of electronic identification. Such a new system of identification would
modernize current techniques and practices.

Page 6



Unified ldentification Number

Considerations

A system to identify animals must be inexpensive to implement and easy to use.
It must be adaptable for use by the smallest animal raiser to the largest meat
packer. A unified system of animal identification must be able to adapt itself to
future requirements and serve a multitude of purposes. In its simplest form it
must be able to identify ownership and in its most complicated form it should be
able to trace products from the consumer back to the point of origin.

The system must be designed with foresight toward free trade and global
markets. It must also produce benefits that far exceed its cost and effort. Such a
system must also be able to adapt itself to existing systems and not be viewed as
an additional form of regulation. In short, there should be a good reason for
businesses to want to adopt such a process.

Government should be able to use such a system to assure consumers of a safer
food supply. The system should also be able to meet today's requirements and
future requirements. It must increase government's effectiveness without
unnecessary burden.

Advantages

A system of unified animal identification allows for the creation of a dynamic
system of data collection and information retrieval. Such a system would
transcend individual producers and provide a valuable information resource.

The ability to track animals in such a manner would become the envy of the
world. A unified system of animal identification could be developed that will
secure and increase the agricultural leadership of products produced in this
country as well as consumer confidence.

Another advantage of a unified identification number is the ability to track
pathogens and animal diseases back to their point of origin. Animals raised in
this country could be tracked. Also with the advent of any foreign trade
agreements, the possibility of animal diseases entering this country would
becomes less of a concern with a unified identification system.
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Adaptability

A unified ID system should be adaptable. A small producer should be able to
use the same type of identification as a large producer.

A unified identification number should be standardized, but also possess the
ability to be used for different purposes. If its intent is to simply identify
ownership, it should be able to do so without being complicated. It must also
be able to track animals by lot number if necessary. Furthermore, it should also
possess the ability to identify each individual animal's identity if required to do
so.

The identification system should reflect real world situations. Occasionally
identification devices may be lost or damaged. As a result, the system must be
able to begin identification at any segment in the production process.

Specifications

The following specification for a unified ID number is not intended to be viewed
as an absolute. Coleman Environmental Systems does not intend to presume
that its solution will fill every identification need for the entire meat industry.
However, its research and experience indicate that this is a reasonable
approach.

NI AR

RC3G42 - 2A03L7

The specification for the numbering system would consist of two sequences
similar to that used for UPC Codes. The first sequence identifies the point of
origin. The second sequence is designed to be used as a reference number.
This reference number can take one of the following three forms:

1) A lot number

2) A premise or point of origin number

3) Individual animal/product identity number

The basis of the system is an alpha-numeric identification scheme. One
constraint to this numbering scheme, in the case of animals, is that it must be
able to fit on an ear tag. Bar-code technology is such that future advances in
stacked codes may render this constraint obsolete. However, the best overall
form of animal identification today is a bar-coded ear tag.
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By using an alpha-numeric scheme, instead of just a numeric sequence, certain
advantages are achieved. The following demonstrates the differences between a
base 10 and base 36 scheme.

Number of digits Base 10 Base 36
4 digits 9,999 1,679,616
5 digits 99,999 60,466,176
6 digits 999,999 2,176,782,336

By utilizing a scheme based upon base 36, a 5 digit prefix could identify over 60
million producers. A 5 digit suffix could additionally identify over 60 million
individual animals per producer. Of course more digits could be used to
dramatically increase the tracking capabilities of the system.

Once an individual producer is assigned a unique identification, that producer
may then begin the process of animal identification. An individual producer
would assign numbers to his animals in the same way that a bank assigns
checks. A producer does not have to identify which animal received which
number, he is only responsible for ensuring that the numbers are assigned
sequentially.

A record of identity does not need to be recorded unless the producer desires
additional information prior to the transfer of his product. As an example, an
animal producer might wish to take random pathogen samples of his animals.
By referencing the identification number prior to performing any test,
individualized information becomes accessible.

As animals are sold, a record of the individual animal identification changes with
title of ownership. Individual animal identification is required prior to transfer of
ownership to ensure integrity of the identification record. This information is
recorded and a complete record of the animal is available for reference.

If an identification tag is lost or damaged, a new tag is attached to the animal
using the current owners prefix and the next logical record of the second
sequence. Reconciliation of the record is done in a fashion similar to standard
inventory control systems.
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Benefits to Government

Animal ID / Trace Back

As hearings and debates continue, the need for a system of animal identification
is becoming more obvious. Consumer groups have begun to pressure the food
industry and government alike for an effective trace back program. Consumer
groups have cited the need for a trace back system for tracking residue
violations and as means of ensuring food safety.

A system of animal identification and trace back will enable regulatory, private
and consumer needs to be addressed. This ability to identify animals provides a
system of trace back that no other system can offer.

No other system is capable of identifying sources of contamination for events
similar to the E. Coli incident in the Northwest. For a system of trace back to be
timely and effective, the product must be identifiable from the consumer back to
the point of origin.

A properly devised identification scheme would allow for trace back of all
species of food animals. A consistent, unified approach can address many
concerns relative to food safety.

Cooperation / Communication

It is becoming more apparent that in order to compete in a global market,
greater degrees of cooperation between industry and government are necessary.
Establishing uniform goals and systems is the first step. Standardization among
various government agencies has certain benefits.

The correlation and comparison of data between agencies would promote a
new level of cooperation between individual agencies. Data from one
department could easily be transferred and disseminated, cutting research and
investigation costs. Many of the complaints regarding duplicity of effort and
conflict of interest could be avoided. The same information required by FSIS for
food safety could also be coordinated with APHIS and other agencies.

\
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Pathogen Tracking

An animal identification system has the advantage of being able to trace
pathogen contamination back to its source. In the case of pathogen's that can
be traced to a single source or location, a recall of all animals associated with
that source could be done. This would immediately identify and halt further
exposure of the public's safety to these contaminants.

Since pathogen contamination may not be detected untl its reaches a
consumer, the ability to trace from the consumer back is imperative. Current
claims that pathogen trace back from the packer to the feed yard is sufficient, do
not address consumer concerns.

Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP)

With the aid of an animal identification system, control procedures for HACCP
could become more complete. Individual tests could be done on samples or on
entire groups. Animal identification would aid in the ability to correlate common
traits among food products that demonstrate a high incidence of problems.

Tests could standardized further so that animals of similar origin or other
commonality would be tested at specific control points. This would greatly
increase the reliability of certain HACCP procedures for conditions that have a
high probability of contamination. Such a case may also include animals that are
imported into this country.

Slaughter plants using animal identification systems, whose HACCP procedures
have proved effective in controlling contamination, could share information with
other facilities experiencing similar problems.

Some commentators during public testimony believe that HACCP is of little use
without a Critical Control Point that destroys pathogens. However, many of the
means for destroying pathogens in this fashion are of concern to some
consumers (i.e. irradiation). The ability to trace back, identify, and correct the
source of contamination could be used as an alternative to such methods.

A trace back and recall system is one way to ensure consumers.that a situation
similar to the E. Coli or Alar problems could be more adequately addressed.
Had an effective recall system been in place, consumer confidence would have
been maintained.
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/mports

As the era of free trade and open markets continues to develop, a system of
identification across international boundaries will become more necessary.
Differences between country's safety regulations and production methods are
sure to result in problems.

Potential problems with animal diseases entering this country may result as a
consequence of free trade. The sophistication of our current system of food
distribution further complicates the issue. Animals may be slaughtered and
shipped all over the country. A problem arising in one area of the country
would be very difficult to trace through the entire distribution chain. A system of
food identification would enable monitoring and trace back throughout the
entire distribution process.

International agreements and concerns can be addressed with an animal
identification system. Animals coming into this country can be identified and
traced by a single system. Information relative to trade and food safety for these
imported goods could then be achieved.

Imported foods that make specific product claims are difficult to verify for
authenticity and safety. A system of food identification would make it possible
to verify the source and claims of any food products entering this country.

Inspection

The inspection process of animals prior to slaughter, and the resulting meat
products, are presently under fire from both the public and the media. The
USDA is receiving nearly all of this heat at the present time. Government
agencies are responding to this criticism as rapidly as they can, considering the
current restrictions of manpower and finances. FSIS is also being hindered by

powerful industry forces that are justifying present methods and shifting blame
to others.

With Track I, FSIS has created a new approach to inspection by balancing
concerns of both industry and consumers. This plan will eventually need a
means of animal identification in order to improve procedures ~assure food
safety to consumers, and provide a means of trace back.

The use of an animal identification system would further aid in the coordination

of USDA inspection procedures with plant HACCP procedures resulting in
improved efficacy of the inspection process.
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Standardization

Throughout the food industry products are identified and labeled by many
different producers for a number of reasons. The standardization of this
identification system would simplify the current systems.

Standardization is capable of reducing costs. No longer will it be necessary to
use conflicting identification methods to determine product ID. Standardization
based upon a system of electronic identification further increases the timeliness
of information retrieval. Tracking products through manually kept records is
inefficient, costly, and time consuming.

Attempts to correlate and collect data from several organizations is also difficult.
The problem is further complicated as the number of producers involved with a
single product increases. A standardized numbering system for food products
would facilitate the identification of individual parties involved in the production
process.

Certification

As more and more products seek to differentiate themselves from the
competition, the role of government to regulate and certify such claims
increases. However, the call for greater regulation with lower budgets presents
problems.

A unified system of identification could be used to verify specific claims made by
producers. Specifications could be adopted for certain claims and the producers
could be required to validate such claims in a computer record.

Modernization

According to Secretary Espy, "We can not continue to run a system based on
1933 standards and procedures in 1993." The present inspection system was
not created to take advantages of current technological advances. The time has
come to update our present system to take advantage of all useful technology
that is available.

An observation of other industries should demonstrate to the food industry that

the future lies in information systems. Identification of food products will
happen sooner or later.
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Benefits to Industry

Farmers / Producers

Each and every farmer and stockman is proud of his product and is eager to
know how his products compare with others. He is also interested in methods
that can improve his product. A system of food identification will allow him to
make informed conclusions about his products.

A system of animal identification can provide stockmen with valuable data as to
the genetic performance of their breeds. This data can be scientifically
compared to other breeds for desired performance characteristics. Producers
could also be further rewarded for incremental efficiencies they are able to
achieve.

A farmer would be able to differentiate his products, for example, based upon
production methods. A problem such as the Alar incident could be averted by a
producer's ability to demonstrate by record that his product had never been
sprayed with Alar.

Feed Yards

Animal feed yards are places where congestion is the greatest. As a result,
disease is more rapidly transmitted. It is also the place where residues of
unwanted microbial or other materials are closer to the actual meat supply.
Individual or lot identification is imperative should a problem arise in the
resulting food produced by these animals.

Feed yard operators are anxious to make use of any information that can
improve efficiency. This information ‘may be relative to genetics, rates of
consumption, or tracking actual feedstuffs back to their origin.

It is now possible sort animals more effectively in order to achieve a more
uniform product. This information, when correlated with production data from a
slaughter plant or processor, can be instrumental in determining the types and
characteristics of animals that are most efficient for meat production. Changes
can further be implemented to reward those producers who fit these
characteristics.
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Slaughter Plants

The slaughter plant occupies a key position in the food production industry. It is
the point at which live animals are converted to food. Here, important
discoveries are made in relation to animal disease as well as pathogens. At no
other point in the meat production process is there a greater danger of
contamination from outside substances.

Inspection procedures can be greatly enhanced by correlating organoleptic
inspection with HACCP. Some animal diseases are not found until the slaughter
process. Animal identification would be able to assist slaughter plants in
identifying and tracing the source of dangerous pathogens.

Slaughter plants could also achieve increases in production efficiency through
the ability to control purchasing based upon desired animal characteristics.
Since animal identification is transferred -from the live animal to the meat
product, slaughter plants could change their purchasing practices from the
purchasing of live animals to the purchasing of meat.

Fabrication Plants

Good fabrication and processing plants of all types are constantly searching for
improvement in production methods. Good companies which manufacture
foods ask themselves daily if their products are safe, of the highest possible
quality, and if they satisfy consumer demand.

A food identification system has the ability to control inventory, provide
production information and assist quality control. Purchasing decisions can be
benefited by taking into account products that have a beneficial yield to price
ratio. A number of other accounting and production control measures would
benefit as well. Quality control would benefit by improved HACCP procedures
based upon individual identification.

A food identification system would also allow fabricators the ability to recall

problem products. As consumer demand for safer foods increases, fabricators
could assure their customers of greater product integrity.
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Distributors

Distributors everywhere deal mostly in packaged products. Inventory control
can be enhanced with a food product identification system. This is especially
true when dealing with commodity products where the source of origin is
difficult to determine.

Since the animal identification system would take advantage of electronic
identification, distributors could use such a system to improve inventory control
of their products.

Retail / Food Service

At the retail or food service level, the greatest amount of responsibility is
assumed in dealing with the ultimate consumer. These entities are at the front of
the firing line should a problem arise. They are also the ones who are best able
to educate and inform consumers. In the event of any food safety problem,
these parties will be the first to be approached.

In the event of a problem, the ability to identify and trace back a food product
before it becomes a significant public food safety concern is important. Jack in
the Box would probably consider a system of product identification very
worthwhile considering the bad publicity that they received for their association
with the E. Coli problem.
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Benefits to Consumers

Consumers are concerned about food safety. A system of food identification
would assure consumers that the production process of food products from
animals can be traced. This tracking system would ensure to them that at each
stage of the food production process the food is being checked and monitored
for safety.

In the event that any problems escape the safety controls of the production
process, the product can be quickly identified. Once a product is identified as a
potential problem to public safety, a recall of similar products can be done. The
ability to recall tainted products will ensure that other consumers are not
effected by the same problem.
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Further Applications of the System

Organic Products

The 1990 Farm Bill contained the National Organic Standards Act which
mandated the National Organic Standards Board to set growing standards and
production procedures for organically grown foods. Certification of farms and
processing plants has distinct guidelines; however, actual product identification
on a day to day basis is lacking.

Many organic farms sell products across state lines as well as to foreign
countries. Many organic producers also have conventionally grown products.
Consumer confidence can be maintained by the identification of each shipment
with trace back abilities for products making specific organic claims.

Other Products

The Coleman company believes that a great number of products need an audit
trail tracking system for reasons other than safety or authenticity of claims.

Dietary supplements, for instance, can presently be traced back to a
manufacturers batch number but fail to go farther into the ingredients within the
supplement. Cosmetic products for body care frequently make claims which
may or may not be accurate and may or may not be legal. A tracking system
offers a solution to product claims.
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Summary

In conclusion, a unified system of animal identification, such as Origen™ has
numerous benefits to consumers, producers, and government. By adopting such
a system valuable information can be maintained and utilized to improve food
safety and production efficiency. No other system possesses the ability to
monitor food products from "Farm to Table".

A system of food identification as described allows for the trace back of animal
disease and pathogens. Sources of contamination can be traced and corrected
before they become a serious public health hazard.

The ability to share and coordinate information among industry and government
can be achieved with an identification system that takes into account the needs
of all parties. Further cooperation can aid in this country's ability to capture
market throughout the world for its agricultural products.

Certification of unique product claims can become much easier to verify with the
aid of an identification system. Specific claims are recorded and maintained
through to the end consumer. Question or concerns regarding product claims
or production methods can be verified against the production record.

Private industry will benefit from this system by the additional information and
control that it will gain of its products. Additional value is inherent with products

using an identification system.

Consumers and food safety groups who are demanding increased confidence in
food safety can be assured of a valid recall ability for tainted products.

Page 19



Raising
Agreement

Veterinarian
Verification

Natural/Organic

Y

Certification Process

AUDIT TRAILS and QUALITY CONTROL

Quality Contro! & Laboratory

{ FeedSample |

Blood

A

Feeding
Agreement

Veterinarian
Verllication

Natural/Organic

T BAISED WiTHOUY WORMONEL OB AMTINIOYICE
: :
Ll L4
o ~-
< <
= H
x X
b o
= x
P »
~ g
4 >
WALSED AT TM WEAD OF THE THiiE
Feed Sample J r Feed Sample
[Bloa4] Slood
Natural/ [ Natural/ |
Organic Organlc
Certlficate . Cedificate
P Shipping GrOWIng Shippl
! -] pping
| Aftidawi Cattle Aftidavit
Brand Brand
Cenrificate Certificate

Feed
Yard

Y

Agreement

Feeding

i

Veterinarian
Verification

1
Natural,/OrganicJ

Certification __Cenrtificaticn Certification
L—-——-— _____________ e
>
>
e

[ Biood-Kidney-Fat |

|

- —— a————

l-»

A

Process |
Plant

Y

Production

Procedures

{ Product ‘

A

Naturay/
Organlc
Cezrilficate

o

USDA Verified |
[Productlon Coartrol

Shipplng
Atftidavit

! USDA
I crilficate

Natural/Organic
| Cerification

Natural/ ‘ Natural/
Organlc i | COrg'nlnk;
Certlficate | n . ortificate
1
Shipping ! aCk'ng )‘ Shipping
Attldavit | Plant Atidavit
Brand USDA
Cenilficate l Certificate
|
| y
[ T !
| | I Proaustion |
| | i._Procedures !
I ; USDA Verified {
| | | Production Control | |
|
I | tNatural/Organic I
I | Certification |
vy k]

CORPGRATE OFFICE

Government

Independent Organization

bt

"‘"":;‘"'ft

Retail

KEY
D Products

E] Quality Contiol

D Atfidavite

D Verlfiers




(301) 594-1755

A Y /Y MAN 2 ¢ 109p

FAX (301) 594-1831

A, i E
o Center for Veterinary Medicir

Issued by: Office of Management, Communications and Education Branch, HFV-12

January 17, 1996

REGULATION OF ANIMAL ELECTRONIC IDENTIFICATION PRODUCTS

CVM has received a number of inquiries about how the Agency regulates implantable
electronic identification devices for use in animals. The following is an update on this

subject. This applies only to implantable electronic identification products intended for
the sole purpose of animal identification.

Implantable electronic identification device (EID) products which are used to identify
individual animais are being deveioped by several companies. The products consist of
a very small transponder which is impianted in the body of the animai (in the ear, for

example), and a component (reader) that interprets the transmission from the transpon-
der.

Under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (the Act), FDA may regulate implant-
able EIDs intended for use in animals as food additives. A food additive is defined by the
Act as “any substance. the intended use of which results or may reasonabnly be expected
to result, directly or indirectly, in its becoming or otherwise affecting the characteristics
of any food.” Also, under the Act, food includes animal feed.

To ensure public health and the safety of the food supply, FDA has determined that EIDs
must not be implanted in an edible portion of an animal unless a human food additive
regulation for this use has been published. Noncompliance with this requirement would
render the food product adulterated and subject to FDA regulatory action. Currently, no
human food additive petitions have been approved for EIDs intended to be impianted in
an edible portion of any animal. In addition, considering the component materiais
currently present in EIDs, FDA does not anticipate approving human food additive
petitions for EIDs intended for implantation in edible tissue.

Nonedible portions of slaughtered animals are routinely rendered to become part of
animai feed. Unless the implanted EID unit is removed and properly discarded prior to
rendening, it likely will become part of animai feed. Therefore, implantable EID products
that might become part of feed are regulated by FDA's Center for Veterinary Medicine
(CVM) as animal food additives.

In some specific cases, CVM may exercise enforcement discretion and not take action
againstthe use of an animal food additive that is not covered by afood additive requiation.
With regard to EIDs intended forimplantation in nonedible portion of animals, CVM may
exercise its enforcement discretion and not take requlatory action if manufacturers

Food and Drug Administration, 7500 Standish Place. Rockville. MD 20855



J (2 - L rmaem—
I:g oM :_:\ e
NEPARTMENT OF 3 ' ;O e e T
HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES '3 - } e m—— AT
v b o~ P
Public Health Serviee (HFV.1 ) “'D' 2 .

v '.\ = - ‘...' - T . et N
Food ena OTue Adminutraton ROSRRY / e R
Rockville. MD 20857 LTS T

Official Business
Pemaity For Private Use $300

ad
O

RETURN THIS SHEET TO ABOVE ADDRESS IF:

You a0 NOT with o recerve this matermal

Blg

if chanme of nddrem i3 nevoed.
tindicate changs, inciucung Z1P code )

Carol Tucker Foreman
Safe Food Coalition

1100 New York Ave., NW
Suite 1030 West
Washington, DC 20005

-2

provide safety information on each implantable model intended for marketing. The
information must be adequate to assure thatthere are no human food safety concems ansing
from the cocnsumption ot products (meat, milk, or eggs) from animais that have consumed
feed containing EID component material. Further, the information must be adequate to
assure that there are no environmental concerns associated with the proposed use. If, the
human focd safety and environmental safety concerns are satisfactorily addressed, the
Agency will notify the manufacturer in writing that, as a matter of regulatory discretion, sale
of the specific model EID may take place without an animal food additive reguiation.

To assure that the implant wiil not enter human food. the implantation site should be in an
area that wiil minimize potential for migration to edible tissue. The EID manufacturer must

receive concurrence from U.S. Department of Agricuiture (USDA) as to the acceptabiiity of
the implantation site(s).

Atthis time, there is no acceptable implantation site for swine. This is because all portions
of the pig may be used for human food. An alternative for swine would be to incorporate the
EID in a plastic ear tag that cculid be removed at slaughter.

CVMdoces not require data (human food safety orenvironmental safety) fromfirms marketing
‘mplantable EID products solely for pet animals (e.g.,dogs, cats, pet birds), including horses

that wiil not be used for food purposes, and laboratory animals. These products may be
marketed zat this time.

Questions about CVM's electronic identification device policy may be directed to Richard

E. Jewell, CVM Division of Compliance, Case Guidance Branch, 7500 Standish Place,
HFV-236. Rockville, MD 20855, or by calling (301) 594-1785.



avea UNITED STATES ANIMAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION

f' ‘1‘ 1610 FOREST AVENUEK, SUITE 114
P. 0. BOX %227
, RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23288

Wy Fax (804) 2893367
o %%%
ro: Heodher Wlinkhomer Fax mo: (202) 8272 - Q08 0
COMPrANY OR COUNTRY/ % \T
INSTITUTION: CITY/STATE: 4
FROM: USHANY paTE: |2 -2 Q3 ((1
TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER PAGE: ] ZL, ﬂv(‘]
MESSAGE %’ /
s v Yhe ComnouaMece ¢ eﬁpor“\r lLl\

ud ey LA not hoove au

vesclulhon



REPORY OF THE COMMITTEE ON LIVESTOCK
IDENTIFICATION

Chalrman: Mr. John F. Wortman, Jr, Albuquerque, NM
Vice Chairman: Dr. Donaid R. Bridgowater, Northglenn, CO

J.M. Alumbaugh, IA; D.T. Bachiol, TX; R.L. Brewor, VA: J.&. Cargile, TX;
J.P. Davis, MD; M.A. Essey, MD; J. Fraley, IL: R.D. Gadd, SD; B. Gesilagher,
SD: T.V. Haas, KY; R.D. Heilman, VA: E.R. Hinshaw. AZ; J.N. Huft, CO; R.D.
Jones. SD; J.W. Leafstedt, S D. Likes. KS; J.L. Lindstrom, TX; E.E.
Mortensen. MT; R.E. Nelson. VT; T.A. Neuzil, IA; A.B. Park, MD; N.F.
Powers. NY; G.W. Roberts, CA; N. Robinson, MO; E.C. Roukema, VA; G.L.
Seawright, NM; J. Selz, WI; J.G. Shoun, CO; S.L. Spahr, IL; W.E. Stomier, [L;
J.E. Thomas, |D; O.D Wilkeraon, SD.

The committes mect Wednesday, October 27, 1993, at 1:30 PM in tho
Sahara Hotel Room 5, Las Vegas, Nevada. There woro 11 members and 25
guocts presant.

The First topic tor discussion Was, Frefiarves! rood Sefoty. Five ditfcront
agendies’ perspecuves addressing this issue wero presanted.

1. Dr. Jos Annalli, USDA. APHIS, Swine Health Staft, National Swine
Epidemiologlis1, reported tha following to the committes:

The United States Department of Agriculture {USDA), Animal Plant Heslth
Inspections Service (APHIS), has sccepted the leadership role in Preharvesat
Food Sefety.

Supplying the American public with safe food involves many participants
and several stages that are linked together in a complex chealn. Every link In
this chaln ts vuilnerable to disease-causing psthogens. The tirst link is the
tarmers/ranchers, who reise crops and livestock. Next come the transpaorters,
who move these products to markets and thon to slaughtering plants and
processors. These links compose the prenarvest area of the U.S. food chain.
Animael ldentification plays a vital role in linking the snimal from the canaumer
to the produocer.

2. Dr. Robert Brewer, USDA, FSIS, Deputy Director, Slaughter
inspection Standards and Procedures Division, reported tha following to the
committee:

The National Academy of Sciences 1985 rcport, “Meat and Poultry
inspection, The Scientific Basis of the Natlons Program" made an cxcellent
set of recommendations 1o modernize a system that would be scientific and
meet neaas of consumer public heaith snd bonefit producers.

One recommendation was 10 establish an animal idontification system
that would allow animals 10 be traced from the producer to the consumor
table.

A system has 1o be Initiatcd immodiately with current tochnology. We
can‘t wait tor the ideal system to be doveloped before weo mandate a
livestock ID program. It a mandatory plan was started, it would accalerate
technical develiopmeants and hasten improvements in ID devices.

Finslty, the ID plan initlally should in part be financed by USDA In much



the same way as are Lhe tubeiculosis and bruocliocis programs. These
programs are supported 83 public heslth monsures. A permanent tracesble
ID device unique to each animal uscd for food s aver bit as much a public
health benetit as tuberculosis and bruceliusis wereo at their inception.

The time has come for all agencies 1o close sanka and oxpedite universal
adoption of permanent, unique 1D tor oil potential food animels. :

3. Dr. G. A Mitchell, Director, Oftice of Survelllance and Compliance,
Food and Drug Administration (FDA)/Center for Veterinary Mcedicine, reported
the following to the committee:

The FDA encoursges producers, livestock dealers, and haulers to identify
animais that are administered drugs. Electronic idontification ia one technique
that holds great promise of assisting In  proper Identification of animala in
certen olaanac.

The FDA Center for Veterinary Medicine (CVM) ha3 determined that
impiantible eslectronic Identfication products are food additives under the
Federsi Food. Drug, and Cosmetic Act because thero is @ reasonable
expectation of these products directly ar indirectly becoming or otherwize
affecting the characteristic of food. For instance, those products may
reasonably be expected to bscomo a componont of rendered animal
byproducts auch a3 Mmoot and bone meal.

Manufactures of Iimplantible electronic identification products hawvc
contacted CVM seeking information on how to obtain a food additive poaition
approvel.

4. Dr. David Meekesr, Vice President Research and Education, National
Pork Producers Council (NPPC), roparted the following to the committoe:

The ability to identify the sourca of swine and treccback to thelr origin is
critical for food sstely, disease control, and produat improvemant.

A NPPC task forcs began work on swine identlfication (ID) in 1984
following 8 pork producer delegate resolution which called for its formation.
In 1985, delegates approved 1D standards. In 1886 the NPPC delegates
moved to support mandatory identification of ail sloughter hogs back to the
last farm of ownership, with encoursgement for sharing of health and oarcass
quality Information with pork produocors.

The push for mandatory ID came from several other NPPC task forces
working independently on other issues. The first Pork Value Task Forco
requested mandatory swine identification because the success of their Pork
Value program hinged on the flow of information on the composition and
merit of market hogs or carcasses which can only be accomplished through
identitication and treceback. Successiul ¢tforts to prevent food-borna illness
such as trichinosis., require the abilty 1o tracsback to the herd of origin
infectad hogs and cascasses. Disoase control programa such as the
eradication of pscudorabies can only be stfective with Identification and
traceback. The NPPC Quality Assursnce Commhieo has taken the lcad in
developing a producer program to reduce sulfa residus violations. It is critical
to the success of their etforts that violators can be identifled and the problem
corrected.



The USDA published their proposed rula for meandatory £wine
identification in the Federal Regizter on February 3, 1988. The propozal
provided the legal mechanism to require thet ail hogs bought and sold into
interstate commerce have identtitication consisting of a tattoo, eartag, backtag
or somas other suitable method and that records be kept on such transactions
for two yoers. :

Electronic ID shows great promise to be useful for better production
records and mansgement, as well as for slsughter 10 and traceback. This
method s still in the research stage and could be quickly implemented when
costs become low snvugh to enaure payback.

The NPPC's ID TYask Force examined the proposed rules and
recommended minor changes to assure they serve the neads of the Industry
without unfair burden on any onc segment. Mandatory swine identification
rules are now in force end affect sll slaughter hogs going to fedcrally
inspected slaughter plants, and breceding stock and fecder pigs in interstate
commerce.

YThe NPPC continucs to support swi
benofit of the pork industry.

' 5. Mr. Gary Wilsan's, National Cattlemen’s Association (NCA), Director,
Animal Health/Inspection, Rescarch and Food Policy. toplc was the “The
Status of Beef Cattle Traceback Systems.” A summary ot his report to the
cammittea follows:

Results of the National Cattlemen’s Association’s Traceback Capabilities
report indicate that current marketing systems allow 959% traceability of all
ted cattle from packer to feadlot. Casttle purchased directly from the feediot
were 100% tracesble. Results of the cull cow/bull segment of the study
indicated a traceback rate of 77%. Identification was highest where cattie
were double backtagged. In these cases, tracesbility was ncarty 100%.

Mr. Wilson also reported that the NCA policy supports the sstablishment
of traccback systems. The NCA does not support the establishipent of a
mandatorylindlvidual animal identification system. Itis NCA’s belief that cull
Cow traceabllity can be improved by utilizing existing backtagging procsdures
with a minimum amount of cost.

ne identification for the long-term

Five mdditional topics wers addvesscd. The topica covered wcra:

1. Dr. James P. Davis’, USDA, APHIS, Senior Staft Veterinarian, Cattle
and Diseases Surveillance Staff, topics were: Backtag Cement A Haxardous
Waste Product and Official Swine Tattoos.. A summary of his reports to the
cammittee follows: '

a. Backtsg Cement A Hazardous Waste Product: The backtag
cement used by the Animael and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) in its
animal identification program is considercd a hazardous wastc product in
accordance with the Hazardous Waste Regulations 40 CFR 261, ot the
Enviconmental Protection Act (EPA) because of its high flammable rating.
This backtag cement Is supplled to livestock markets, stockyasrds and
slaughter establishments for use in APHIS s Market Cattle identification (MCI)



and Markot Swine ldentification (MSI) progremz. These programsz have tha
markers maintain a supply of becktag cemcnt and tags ond apply the
backtags necessary for amumal ident!fication. Those backtngs ars used by the
markets to record sales Information on the animals sold In thoir market.

To reduce the use of backtag cement that is hazardous waste product
AFHIS 3 requesting Information on seif-adhosive and non-hezerdous glucs
that coukd be used in our MCl and MSI programs.

A backtag cement conterence is schaduled for early December 1993, to
give the adhesive industry an opportunity 10 heip APHIS find new options for
backtagging livestock.

i here exists a need to cvalumto ncw products in search for a bettor
backteg cement.

b. Official Swine Tatious: The use of official tattoos for sowe and
boars has provided the Animal and Plant Heahlh Inspection Service (APHIS)
with & methad of swine Identiticalivn that in the past met most of the needs
tfor sow and boar identificatiun. The approved tattooa for zows oand boars
wera onc of the primary means of Wentifying slaughter sows and boers,
provided that the tattoo was retained on the carcass sfter sloughter. Because
many of the sows sre skinned at slaughtor the ofticial tattoo is loat and we
are unable 10 identify the blood sample. The need for usabile identlfication
when collecting biood sampies far pseudorabios and bruccllosis hes coreatod
a policy of not sampling animais that are not identiflad whh an officlel
backtag.

There exists a heed 1o standardize the Ildentification of aslaughter sown
and boars to provide uniformny in the colisction of blood samples. Blood
samples should be collected only from sows or boars identified with an officlal
backtag. Slaughter sows snd boars Identitied with tsttoos should not be
sampled.

We need to consider amending the present regulation 9 CFR, Part 78.33
{al(3), the use of officlal tettoos for slasughtor zows and boars. The
amendment should require slaughter sows and boars 10 be backtagged when
in interstate commeice. Officlal swina tattoos could still be used o5 a
supplcmontal form of awine identifioation.

2. Dr. Ralph Knowles, (veterinary consultant) reported the following to
the committea: Destron-Fearing (manutacturer) advises thot, thc dovelopmant
of commercial spptications for oloctronic ID (EID) of certain llvestock is
procesding using external means of attachment. Application inttially targcted
are those where EID Is used in conjunction with automation of data callection
and retneval in the barn or the corral: One of the first ls. for rocurds
management in oW breeding, which I3 particularly ~“data intonsive®.

A combination handheld computer/scanner has been developed that
allows the tarmer or rancher to automatically record the identity of the animal,
then record data about the animal by punching it Into the handheld terminal.
Data is then uploaded to the main recurds system on the PC or mainframe,
and fresh batch data can be downloaded to Lhe handheld unit as wvell, =o
records in the tield are always up-to-date. This method replaces ID by tattoo
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or conventional oartag and writing down information by hand in the barn or
corrai for later keying into a mein computor.

An “eolectronic ecartag" has been devoloped for uze with the
computer/scenner. The cartag consists of a transponder ombodded in &
specially-devcloped oartag which attachus in the same way a3 a conventional
eartag.

The advantages of automating data collection and identiflcation a3z
describod include labour savings, avoldsnce of emrror, and avasilabillty of
informatlon in the barn or corral that is always orgsnized and up-to-dato.

Electronic 1.D. Inc. {a distributor for Destron-Fearing) advises that they are
on the threshold to launching s program under tha authority ot the Loulslana
Liveastock Sanitery Board; each horse sold through Louisiana Auction Markets
or gathered for entortsinment or athlkctic endoavors, is tested for equine
infoctious anemio snd identified by one of the following methads: implanting -
an clectronic 1D transponder in the ligamentum nuchse or permanent
individual ID such a3 a lip Lattoo, freeze/hot iron brand. This Is the first broad
application of olectronic identificatlion of animals in an animal health cantrol
program in the United Statos. —

3. Dr. James Lindstrom’s, Assiatant Exocutive Director, Texas Animal
lHealth Commission, topics wera Backtagging Cattée for Inrersrare Movement
and Mcxican Eartags for Cattle. A summary of his repornts to the committea
follows:

a. Backtagging of Casttle for interstate Movement: The State of
Texas backlagged in FY 1993 1.2 million test siigible cattie. Seven major
Toxas packing plants zlaughtered 3/4 million eligible head or on aversge
62000 hoad par month. During March 1993 through September 1993, the
State of Texas rocoived from three 3tates complaints about impropertly placed
becktags on cattie (they wore not tagged a few inches from the midiine, just
behind the shoulder). They were in violatlon of 9 CFR 71.18 () cartle,
when moved in interatate commaearce, are Identified by a Department -approved
backtag affixed a few hiches from the midiina and Just bshind the shouider of
the snknal...” The source of the complainls were: 1. Colorado: Excel
slaughter plant {five complaints) 2. Michigan: Murco slaughter plant 3.
lows: Tama slaughter plant.

The State of Toxas concluded that the problem could be resclved by the
affocted states by thelr implemeanting procedures such ss: 1. Pulling backtag
of f prior to shackling the animail. 2. Providing elevated platform for removing
backtag and couliccling blood samplo after shackling 3. Using “rake like”
instrumeont to removec the beckteg.

The suggestions were based on the smasall number of slaughter plants
collecting blood aamples for the State of Texas comparcd tu the numbor uf
cattlo being backtagged in Texas livestock markets. The State of Texas also
suggested that 9 CFR 71.18 be rovioweod for possible changes in tagglng
roguiations.

b. Maexican earlesys for Cattle: This issue has been partially
addiessoed by Lhe publication of a proposed change in the CFR (9 CFRPart 82,
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Docket $#93-083-1) that requires Mcxican cattle to bo tagged with Maxican
cartags to entor thc Unitod Staten.

Increased tracing of Mexican-origin diseased or exposed cattlo would be
aided by requiring identification 1o be recorded for Mexican cattle, anytime &
certiticate of veterinary inspection Is required. Presentty, stocrs and non-tast-
eligible cattle sre generaily not required to be Individually identified on
certificates of inspection. The collection of all man-made identification for
tuberculosis tracebacks noeds to boe emphacizad.

Also needed I6 the sntering of identitication vnto a central dota bese that
would be readlly accossible on a netional basis.

The committee acted 1o approve the tollowing motion: The Livestoak
identification Commitice ot the USAHA respoctfully requosts that the
Administrator, USDA, APHIS, investigate the legal ramHications of making the
retention of the official Mexican eartag on Mexican stoars and apayed heifers
be retained on the animai untll its final destinstion at slaughter in the United
States.

It ks the committee’s opinion that tuberculosis contral and eradication oan
onty be accomplished through identification sufficlent to trece an infected
snimal to the herd ot origin, whether it be In the United States or Mexico.

It seems rsasonable to the committee that such an import requircment
relating directty to an animal from = fareign Gountry does not conztituto o
violation of ~States’-Rights® nor fall under federal constraints of intarstatc
commerce.

The committes acted to spprove the following motion: That USDA -
consider eartags as the ofticisi form of identification for cull aows and boars
(not market hogs) rather than backtags of tatoo. In the correct form, theswe
eartags could ba applicd and used far record keeping on farms before serving
as slaughter ID. Other forms ot 1D could be permitted if tracsback could be
accomplizhed.

There being no turther business to come before the committoo, the
mecting was adjourned st 5:00 PM.
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Coleman Beef’s **Origen”
system may be the farm-to-table
tracking program the industry’s

been looking for.

by Steve Bjerklie

HE LARGEST PRODUCER and marketer of natural and organic

beef in the U.S. may have developed an animal-and-meat tracking

system to answer USDA's call for an effective farm-to-table trace-

back program to help control bacterial and residue contamination in

the nation’s meat supply. Called “‘Origen,” the system, developed by
Coleman Natural Meats. Denver, Colo., identifies and tracks meat by animal,
producer. feedyard and slaughter-date through the packinghouse. through
the distribution chain, and into retail stores. Additional information tracked
by Origen includes weight, grade, lot number, date and time of processing,
and other pertinent data. Under Origen, it’s possible for a consumer buying,
say, a Coleman tri-tip anywhere in the U.S. to find out where the animal
the meat came from was raised, who raised it, when it was slaughtered,
and what other cuts of meat came from that same animal and where they
were shipped.

“It's just a wonder for inventory control,” says Mel Coleman Sr., founder
of Coleman Natural Meats. “But more important, it fits right in with what
USDA's trying to do with HACCP and pathogen control.” A year ago, Cole-
man described his system at a hearing in Oakland, Calif., on FSIS’s proposed
strategic plan for inspection reform. Origen “virtually guarantees the ability
to track a piece of meat—or, for that matter, ground beef—back through
the production system from which it came,” Coleman told agency repre-
sentatives at the hearing. *“With this animal tracking, testing and trace-back
system, the pathogen-reduction program as described in both Track I and
I of Dr. Cross’ [then-] new FSIS inspection program can pinpoint the source
of any E. coli or other contamination before it ever reaches a consumer.”

Later. at another USDA hearing on the production of *‘organic” livestock,
Coleman told members of the National Organic Standards Board: “The
point I would like to stress here is that this total process from breeding to
packaging is documented. We can trace each animal through each step of the
production and retail process. If a consumer has a question about a package
of Coleman Organic Beef, we can tell exactly which animal the meat came
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Bar-coded data on this ear tag follows
the meat from individua/ animals through
Coleman’s plant and into the distribution.

from and its entire history —within hours.”

Coleman. whose company does about $25 million worth of

business annually in beef. ground product and processed meats
(Coleman Natural Franks are sold in special walk-up stands at
Colorado Rockies games). admits the system has some draw-
backs for high-volume operations. “‘Excel came and looked at
it and didn't think it would work for them.” he says. *But really,
what we've got is an object-tracking system, and it’s got so much
adaptability. [ think it’ll work for just about anyone with some
modifications.” Origen presently has patent-pending status. The
software was written by a Coleman employee. Dan Montinari.

Origen comprises a program ahead of its time. Although
fully developed. the system isn't in full implementation at Cole-
man because of market factors such as end-point pricing and
retail willingness to absorb Origen’s cost. However, the tech-
nology is full and present. What follows is a description of
Origen’s capability as developed by Coleman.

The heart of Origen is numbers. of course—numbers. and
following them through the links of the meatpacking chain.
Every animal raised for Coleman’s naturai and organic pro-
grams is stapied with a special ear tag. shortly after birth at
branding time. that carries a bar-coded animal tracking number
(ATN). The number is entered into a database Coleman tracks
from its offices in Denver. When the steer enters a feedyard,
the ear tag is scanned and a feedyard record for that animal is
established to track days on feed. market weight, and feed sources.
The tag is scanned again at slaughter after removal from the ear.

Scanning at siaughter produces four tags that also carry the
bar-coded ATN. These tags are placed on each quarter of the
carcass resulting from that animal. From slaughter the carcasses
move on to the Coleman processing facility, **where the com-
puter and scanning capability become of critical importance,”
according to Coleman,

At entry 10 processing, a scale-printer generates a production
control tag for each quarter. again carrying the bar-coded ATN,
as well as weight of the quarter, time of entry into the plant,
and USDA quality grade. This production tag is scanned when
the quarters are moved from Coleman’s holding cooler into
the production area. The scanned data goes into the database,
and the scanning also generates 22 additional production-con-
trol tags, four each for the two front quarters and seven each
for the two hindquarters of each carcass. All of the information,
including the ATN, contained in the original. primary produc-
tion-control tag is bar-coded on these 22 additionai tags.

The quarters are each weighed. scanned. time/date-stamped.
with all of that information going into the database under the

Left:

Data from each side is tracked prior to
fabrication at Coleman’s plant.

Opposite Page. Bottom:

Tags carrying the bar-coded data are
applied to each beef side, and generate
more tags applied to primais and
subprimals.

original ATN record. The 22 tags are. according to Coleman,
“separated and affixed at strategic places on the quarters so
that when the carcass quarters are fabricated the ATN follows
the primals and subprimals throughout the production process.”
A tag 1s placed on the outside of each vacuum-packaged primal
and subprimal.

At boxing, another printer generates a box-identification label
referencing the ATN-identified meat inside. and each package
in the box is likewise scanned so that a set of retail tags is gen-
erated that identifies the ATN of the meat inside each box.
These retail tags are for use by distributors. retailers or proces-
sors to identify the meat as they wish. Finally, the boxes are
sealed and shipped from the Coleman plant.

Bar codes are read by laser scanner prior to distribution of
the meat. The data recorded allows shipments to be tracked
by lot number, source, and individual animal.

“I've heard from some retailers that they think consumers
aren’t going to like all this animai identification.” says Mel.
““and so the last part of our system isn't really being used to the
extent that it could be. But the program’s all there if they want
to use it.” Without doubt. if the Food and Drug Administration.
which nominally has jurisdiction once meat and poultry has
left the plant, or some other government agency mandates a
retail tracking program for meat and poultry products, some
variant of the Coleman system will be considered. if not Origen
itself.

In addition to retail whole-muscle cuts, Coleman processes
and ships ground meat. which is also tracked by the company's

Continued
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PCM PoiyCasings .

Bottom line savings. Compare PCM PolyCasings to what
you pay for your current casings. Our advanced technigues
add higher yields and productivity to your production line
- at 3 guaranteed lower cost.

Top of the line quality. Designed to satisfy your most
demanding specifications, PCM PolyCasings are available
shirred, heat-sealed, pre-clipped and printed in a variety
of colors for automatic equipment such as Poly Clip DCA,
T-Sizer, ShirrMatic, Tipper-Tie 4201 and Sam Iil.

Straightforward service. We're hands-on application
specialists who know how to quickly implement for
minimal downtime. And our free technical support stays
with you until the economics work to your satisfaction.

Call 1-800-323-7264 today for your free PCM
PolyCasings test kit and price quote.

Package Concepts & Materiais
Ingenuity In Packaging Applications
1023 Thousand Oaks Bivd. ¢ Greenvilie. SC 29607 » 1-800-424-7264

KEEPING TRACK...

Origen program Ground from chucks
and rounds (Coleman uses no trimmings
for its own ground meat), each piece
prior to grinding comes with its bar-
coded tag carrying the ATN. All of the
ATNs going into a particular batch of
ground product are scanned and tracked!
Shipping conuiners for bulk-packed
ground meat are labeled with serial num-
bers referencing all of the ATNs in a
particular batch. Ground meat processed
into patties and other products is iden-
tified by production lot. and that iden-
tity carries within it all of the ATNs of
the meat used in that lot.

“With Origen. the
pathogen-reduction
program as
described in Track |
and II can pinpoint
the source of any
contamination
before it ever reaches
a consumer.”’

Trimmings sold in combos to other
ground-meat processors also carry labels
referencing ATNs. Trimmings produced
by the boning lines are placed in a combo
bin: when the bin is full it's weighed
and time/date-stamped. This time-stamp
identifies the carcass-quarters that were
fabricated in the period the bin was be-
ing loaded. and the ATNs of those quar-
ters are coded into a label affixed to the
side of the bin. Coleman sells these com-
bos of trimmings to other processors,
but it’s up 1 them to utilize the ATN and
in-plant-tracking data Coleman provides.

Two hallmarks of the Coleman family’s
115-year tenure on Colorado ranch-land
— honesty and credibility —were the
mothers of invention of the Origen sys-
tem. The company began tracking ani-
mals from producers to the plant back
in 1979, when Coleman embarked on
his ““natural beef” program. Mel. a third-
generation rancher (two generations
after him are also invoived in ranching
the family holdings, making the Cole-
mans a five-generation ranching pre-
sence), could guarantee for himself that
his own cattle were raised without anti-
biotics or hormones—the definition of
“natural™ Coleman used at the ime—
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COMPLETE KNIFE
SHARPENING
SYSTEMS

MOUSETRAP STEEL

(Available only through Razor Edge™ Systems. inc.) This low-skill steel
replaces the old-fashioned butcher's steel. Cut training costs - requires
only 15 minutes of training 1o teach a new hire.

SERVICE

RAZOREDGE is committed to service. We service everything we sell and we
offer low-cost support programs.

DEMONSTRATIONS

Woe offer demonstrations FREE OF CHARGE at your plant. We can help with '_:
repetitive stress injuries, turnover, yield/production and training problems. |§
Call for demonstration and references.

Machines:are easy to:
‘use: and: produce=a.
'RAZOR:SHARP:'edge:.
i{Noreworkis required!:

P.0. BOX 150, ELY, MN 55731
FAX: 218-365-5360

Complele Sharpening Systems, Products, Books and Videos
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OR-EDGE |

S YS TEMS, INC. The Innovators of Cutting Edge Technology and Equipment
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FLY TRAPPING SYSTEM

* Environmentally safe

® No pesticides

¢ Will not harm livestock

® Traps up to 6237 flies a day

(USDA TEST AUG/93)
® USDA tested
* Easy to operate & maintain
* No moving parts
* No Electricity
e Covers approx. 1000 sq. ft.
* Set on ground or hang up
® Made in U.S.A.

For more information
call or write:
FLY MASTER
NORTH AMERICA, Inc.

165 North Main. Suite 201
Collierville, TN 38017

800-359-4463
Fax: (901) 853-9875

DEALER INQUIRIES WELCOME
MC, VISA & AM EX Accepted

PATENT 5243781

KEEPING TRACK. ..

but as the business of’ Coleman Natural
Beet grew and he required cattle from
other producers. he needed a way to
guarantee that those other producers
met his strict. drug-tree standards. A
paper trail—aftfidavits signed by the
producers and their veterinarians. as
well as by feedvard operators—was one
way. but Coleman wanted to track in-
dividual animals. t0o. so that he had an
objective. veriflable means 1 support
his marketing claims. Thus. the original
Animal Tracking Number concept was
developed.

When Coleman ook a step further
and began 1o produce organic beet after
USDA weakened the detinition ot “'nat-
ural” in 1983. the ATN concept proved
invaluable. Though USDA had no san-
dard for “organic™ (und still doesn’t.
much to the chagrin of the organic-foods
industrv. though hearings were held on
organic livestock production carlier this
vear: see “Organic producers want drug-
use clanification” in MEAT&POULTRY.
May 1994, p. 8). Coleman sought to
have certification by the Organic Crop
Improvement Association of his grass-
land. feeds and feedyards. as well as of
those used by his suppliers. The Origen
svstem proved to be ideal for management
of the tracking and follow-up paperwork.

Mel agrees that the number of tags
Origen generates can be a problem in
a big, high-volume plant. Plus, there's
the manpower to devote 1o making sure
the right tags follow the right carcass.
quarters. primals and subprimals. How-
ever. even if Origen isn't ideal in its
present torm for large packers. & gov-
ernment-mandated farm-to-table track-
ing system for meat and poultry products
would likely embrace the concept. if
not the actual technology and software.
of Origen. Coleman can always count
himselt as a pioneer.

“But there's just so much adaptabil-
ity." Mel enthuses again. uncharacter-
istically displaying a bit of pride in the
accomplishment of Origen. “Just the
system for our hitle company has the
capacity 10 track 2 trillion objects from
2 trillion sources. Now, that's a lot ot
cattle. That ought to be enough tor any-
one. don’t vou think?™ i
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polassium. for movement of these sugars into the kernel. Know-
ing more about how these mineral nutnients regulate starch syn-
thesis by corn seeds could help in developmg varicues which
use minerai nutrients more efficiently.

Source: Research Notes, [llinois Agricultural Experiment Sta-
tion, Universuy of Hlinois at Urbana-Champaigi

Dark Hives for Bee Survival

Dark-colored hives help protect bees against honevbee tra-
cheal mites. That's because those nasty mutes can’t take the
higher temperature inside the dark hives, which absorb more
sunlight. In ficld and lab studies. a temperature of 102°F (39°C)
didn't harm bees but killed the mites. Tracheal mites have caused
the loss of 50.000 honey bee colonies each vear since 1988, After
a three-month study. researchers found only onc in tweive mite-
infested colonies in dark hives stitl had mites. while ten of twelve
colonies in white hives remained infested. Lub tests confirmed
that exposure for forty-eight hours at 102°F (39°C) significant-
lv cut populations of mite Jarvae and eggs. Scientists say the
rcason may be that when hive temperatures rise. bees try to cool
the hive by fanning their wings. This causes heat inside the bee
10 rise because of the action of wing muscles located near the
bee’s breathing tubes, where the mites live. One recommenda-
tion from the study: If honeybees arc being bred for tracheal
mite resistance. they should be kept in white hives or in the
shade, so that heat and other environmental etfects to not mask
genetic resistance to the mites.

Source: Quarierly Report of Selected Research Projects, July
! 10 Seprember 30, 1993. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Ag-
ricultural Research Service.

Microchips to Track Animals —

Scientists are implanting computer microchips in cows’ ears
1o track them from farm to supermarket. Inside the chip 1s an
identitication number that allows producers to access the ani-
mal's performance stored on a separate laptop computer.

The information in chips will be valuable o fivestock pro-
ducers, processors. and consumers. "With these computer tools.
(t may be possible someday 10 keep records on most of the live-
stock in the world,” according to Jack Whitticr. animal scien-
tist at the University of Missouri-Columbia.

Researchers at Missouri are comparing microchips implant-
ed in cOws’ ears vs. those inside ear tags.

The microchip inside the ear tag has a unique eieven-digit
number. Eventually. those numbers might go as high as thirty-
two digits so each cow, pig. and sheep around the world would
have 1ls own number—and that number could be read by al-
most any electronic recording device. Farmers and processors
dealing with livestock would have complete health and produc-
tion history on every animal. Processors would benefit by be-
ing better able 10 select animals best for their use. Consumers
could check on quality and history by reading it on meat labels
in the store.

Source: Extension and Agricultural Information. University
of Missouri-Columbia.

By the veur 2000, farmers should be able to buy their own
agriculwural robots for the price of a new pickup truck—and those
robots will bring more high-quality melons to consumer’s ta-
bles.

“For a farmer with only a few acres of vegetables. the robots
will become as useful and versatile as tractors.” according 1o
Gains Miles. a Purdue University agniculiural engineer. “Be-
cause they have sensors, the robots will harvest only vine-ripe
fruit. thereby reducing waste and improving quality.” Farmers
will also reap higher yields because. unlike traditional mechan-
ical harvesters. robots can go through fields many times. pick-
ing only ripe {ruit on each pass without destroving meton vines.

Miles and his graduate students developed a prototype robot
that looks like the skeleton of a large utility tratler. They added
on electronic camera for sight and a computer to analyze imag-
es and locate fruit. A clam-shell type gripper gently grabs a
melon: and electronic sensor sniffs it for npeness: then the ro-
bot lifts it, cuts the vine. and places it on a conveyor or in a box.

They are testing the prototype at the Volcani Institute 1n 1s-
rael. “With continued engineering and decreases in the price of
computer components.” Miles says. “we're likely (0 sce robots
in every indiana county by the end of the decade.”

Source: K. Goetz, Purdue Agriculture 1993-1994. Purdue
Universitv, West Lafaverte, Indiana.
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The Status of Beef Cattle Trace-back
Systems

Executive Summary
Recent research shows that, under current marketing systems, the beef
industry’s ability to trace carcasses back to the previous owner is extremely
good. This demonstrates that those persons responsible for producing
vioiative drug residues - aibeit a very, very small number - are likely to be
identified, and.can be reprimanded. Further, it shows that mandatory

individual identification of ail cattie is not necessary in order to
advance the pursuit of beef safety assurance and residue prevention.

Certain inadequacies do exist for some classes of cattle, and for
certain marketing practices. However, these deficiencies can be easily
comected, and should be corrected by industry action as soon as possible.
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EVAIOATION CF BEEF CATTLE

Backoround

As public concerns about food safety have escalated, livestock
producers have came under increased pressure from goverrment and consumer
groups to ensure that all animals are identified throughout the marketing
chain. Camprehensive animal identification systems would assure the public
that, should violative residues be found in meat, the responsible party
could be located and corrective action taken.

The USDA has been criticized by Congress for its inability to trace the
origin of individual animals sold for slaughter. In its 1985 report
entitled "Meat and Poultry Inspection”, the National Academy of Sciences
stated that the absence of a national animal identification system prevented
the reduction of human pathogens in food animals.

Although legislation mandating individual identification has not been
passed, the Senate and House Agriculture Camittees have held hearings over
the past several years on the necessity and feasibility of such a system.
The concern about safety also prumpted support for mandatory identification
systems from FDA's Center for Veterinary Medicine, and USDA's Food Safety
and Inspection Service.

Since 1985, the National Pork Producer's Council has been working with
USDA to develop and implement a camprehensive swine identification system.
If the system works, researchers have suggested that other species of
livestock will follow.

Consumer groups have also placed pressure on industry groups ard
policymakers for effective traceback programs. Groups like Public Voice for
Food and Health Policy have testified before Congress in favor of mandatory
identification. As with other critics. consumer groups have cited the need
for tracing residue violations to the:r source as a key element of ensuring
safe meat supplies.

Govermment and consumer group criticisms of the lack of a naticnal
animal identification program have created a vulnerability in the industry's
beef safety assurance effort. Without evidence to indicate that current
beef marketing systems allow for traceability of individual animals, the
credibility of the beef safety assurance program is at risk. Further, the
longer critics are able to publicly question the measures, or lack of
measures, taken by the beef imdustry to ensure a safe product, the greater
the risk of a public backlash that damages beef demand and the image of the
industry.

Since the begimming of the debate on animal identification, the beef
industry has maintained that mandatory identification is not necessary to
ensure traceability. To resolve questions about the industry's traceback
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ability, NCA's Beef Safety Assurance Task Force camnissioned a study of
Qurrent beef marketing systems. The study was designed to determine 1) the
accuracy with which beef animals can be traced from the packing plamt back
to their point of origin; 2) weaknesses in the present system, and 3)
solutians to any weaknesses.

The project was funded through the Industry Information Program of the
$1 beef check-off.

Traceback Studies

The stidy was caxducted in two parts. In the first part, Texas A & M

Uﬂive::sit:y1 researchers evaluated the traceability of fed cattle from packer
to feedlot. Data were collected frum ten packing facilities— three large
plantsthatprocessme:a:ssoflOOOheadpardayarﬂgmdnsefedcattle
directly fram the feeder, two medium and two small plants that purchase
cattle from feeders, and five plants that purchase cattle from several
different sources. At each plant, data were collected an the rumber of
cattle processed the previocus day, the mumber in each lot, the owner of the
cattle, and the feeder. It was also determined whether the plamts kept
records for the previous 60 days. A total of 22,781 carcasses were traced.

The secand part of the study, conducted by South Dakota State

Unive.rsityz, determined the traceability of cull cows and bulls fram packer
to point of origin. Seven packing plants represemting various geographic
locations, were sampled to determine method of cattle procurement (central
public market, auction, dealer, or direct), sex, animal type (beef, dairy),
ard origin of cattle purchased. A minimm of 20 lots were sampled fram each
plant. A total of 2,979 cattle were surveyed. _

Results

Results of the fed cattle segment of the study indicate that current
marketing systems allow for 95% traceability of all fed cattle from packer
to feedlot. Cattle purchased directly from the feedlot were 100% traceable.
(Although an isolated incident of untraceability may occur, none were
detected in this study.) Cattle purchased through auctions or terminal
markets have a low traceability rate and accounted for most of the
untraceable fed cattle. In fact, the traceback rate an cattle sold through
auction may not be greater than 10%. Cattle marketed in this manner
generally are not backtagged and often are mingled after purchase so that
their only identification is a lot number and the market where they were
puchased. However, because nearly all fed cattle are purchased directly
fram the feeder, the overall traceability is very high.
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Results of the cull cow/bull segment of the study indicated a traceback
rate of 77%. Identification was highest where cattle were double
backtagged. In these cases, traceability was nearly 100%.

The primary cause of untraceable cattle was lost backtags (which helps
explain why cattle tagged twice were so easily traced).

Slightly over 5% of the cattle never received a tag or other form of
identification. Proper backtagging would eliminate this problem.

A few individuals were urwilling to release information about cattle
sold through their business. However, the researchers believed that most of
the cattle sold by these individuals were traceable.

Dealers terded to be urwilling to share infarmation about their
business. It is likely that few camplete records are available from
dealers. Therefore, the researchers concluded that dealers wauld be the
"weak link" in the traceback system.

FED CATTIE

Traceable 95.3%
Untraceable
Auction/Terminal Market . 4.4%

Speculator/Camuission Firm .23

QULL CATTLE
Traceable 76.6%
Untraceable ‘
Lost Backtags 10.3%
No Record of I.D. 5.1%
Non—cooperative 1.9%

Dealers 5.9%



Recommerdations

Under current marketing corditions, the industry's ability to trace
cattle is strong, particularly for fed cattle. However, improvements can be
made in several poterntially weak areas. The researchers have suggested
that the most important steps that can be taken are:

1) Proper idenmtification or backtagging of fed cattle sold
through auction or terminal markets;

2) Double backtagging of cattle;
3) Improved campliance with backtagging regulations;

. 4) Develcpment of a permanent identification system for use
R by dealers, speculators, and camission firms; <2<

5) Cooperation from packers to transfer tags to carcasses.

Most of these recammendations are simple activities that can easily be
implemented within the existing marketing syvstem. However, special
attention will need to be given to the identification of cattle purchased
and sold through dealers, speculators, and camission firms. These cattle
are generally traded in odd lots and may be owned for varying lengths of
time. Often, traders of these cattle do not affix any form of permanent
identlflcatlcn. To camplete the industry's efforts to ensure traceback
ability, a form of permanemnt identification must be developed and used by
dealers, speculators, and camnission firms. This may be as simple as
special ear tags or as technologically advanced as implanted electronic
chips. Either way, an educational effort may be necessary to demmnstrate
the importance of permanently identifying animals.

The results of the studies indicate that new beef cattle marketing and
identification systems are umecessary to assure traceback ability. Current
systems are resulting in a high degree of success ard, with a few N
improvements, could approach 100%.

1. Savell, J.W., D. Griffin, H.R. Cross, D. Hale, R. Garrett amd B.
Morgan. Evaluation of Effectiveness of the Current Beef Cattle
Traceback Systems. Texas A & M University, 1989.

2. Gee, D.H., J.R. Males, D.M. Marshall, amd B.J. Johnson. Evaluation of
Cull Cow Traceback. South Dakota State University, 1989.



identification of animals!

That's right! National Band & Tug Company has spent the last
decade in the research and development of a low cost means of
providing “c¢lectronic™ identification for animals. While there is
detinitely a place and future for transponders: their high cost and
lack of visual identification makes them an impractical solution for
many applications.

That's where our Bar Coded Ear Tags can work for you! They
provide the visual identification you require and the electronic
identification you want.

National's new Bar Code Livestock Tag

These tags are made of the same strong steel as our
original tags with a special “'space-age” white coating.
This surface is processed with our state-of-the-art
equipment that creates a “computer readable” bar
code, as well as 4 “human readable™ set of characters.

Tugs are applied on the top of the ear. The Bar Code is protected inside.

Our standard Bar Code symbologies are Interleaved 2 of 5, which
alfows up to 12 numbers on our tags, and Code 39, which allows 7
characters of numbers and/or letters.

The smooth. high gloss white finish provides a durable surtace for
bar codes. This surface resists dirt and can be easily wiped clean
with a finger or thumb if necessary.

If vou've thought about electronic identification, but have been reluctant to take the plunge, our new Bar Code Tags are
the solution.

For more information and prices contact Kevin Haas or Eric Haas at (606) 261-2035.



Accurate data collection can be obtained by
A I HONAL scanning the new Bar Coded Metal Ear Tag.
) p
BAND~TAG CO.

& 721 York St.. P O Box 430, Newport, KY 41072-0430
(606) 261-2035 Fux (800) 261-TAGS (8247)



