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Philosophy

Extension should ...

— provide strong leadership for a university’s public service
mission,

— be synergistic with research to provide a scholarly approach,

— address the specific educational needs of clientele by providing
proactive interaction and support.

->->-> Develop a nationally recognized extension
program
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U.S. Needs To Move Forward With Food Animal 1.D.
It is pretty amazing how much impact a single cow can have. A single cow in
Canada infected with BSE or "mad cow disease” set off a wave of reaction and
her case taught U.S. meat producers a valuable lesson.

The U.S. closed its borders to beef imports from Canada to eliminate as nearly as
possible the least chance of the disease traveling to the U.S. and infecting our
domestic animals. Prior to the import ban, Canada's share of the U.5. beef supply

was about & percent. Last year Canada exported about one billion pounds of beef|
annually and about one million head of slaughter cattle to the U.5.

B cattlenetwork

The Souree for Cattle News.

Traceability: Trials & Tribulations
luly 8, 2010 — John Maday, Drovers

Does it seem like we’ve been discussing and
debating animal traceability for a long time?
\Way back in 2002 | had the interesting
experience of serving on a planning team,
organized by the USDA, to develop...

www.BEEFmagazine. com

Tracking failure
December 1, 2009 - By Wes Ishmael

Hard to believe six years have passed since .
the cow bearing BSE stole Christmas in the
"|U.S. Harder to believe there's still no cattle
and beef industry...

December 1, 2009

McDonald's aims to have at least 10% of its U.S. beef
purchases traceable from farm to table by year-end. Reuters
reports the McDonald's effort is to help reassure its
consumers — in the wake of BSE in the U.S. — about food

2,000 surveys mailed to U.S. cow-calf
producers
—609 useable surveys (30.5% response)

L BEEF Magazine subscribers

Collected
What type of producers registered
their premises in NAIS?

|

What functions should a traceability
] I system should serve?

- What concerns may cause non-
’ participation?

Producers’ “decisions” regarding
traceability system adoption.




What did producers specifically tell us...

¢ “Ranchers want to know what it will cost them to implement
traceability.”

* “The cow/calf producer cannot stand to carry the major costs of
traceability.”

* “The cow-calf producer would bear the most cost with the systems
proposed.”

* “Participation in any traceability for individual animals will depend
primarily on costs. Small producers won't participate in any program.”

* “We have 30 cows - what's the cost of traceability for us?”

e “Large producers are for most part in opposition because of potential
cost.”

e “Start up cost and additional labor required to implement is not cost
effective.”

USDA. United States Department of Agriculture
s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service

sm NEws RELEASE Initial concerns...
T Yo o o - Bt e o e - Will moving to a collection of
PR—— — smaller systems be less effective
AN o a0 534535 for disease surveillance and
L response?
February 5, 2010...“United States Department
of Agriculture (USDA) will develop a new — As a producer what are my
flexible framework for animal traceability in options now?
the U.S. The new animal disease traceability
system framework is one led by individual — Will domestic beef trade be
affected?

states and tribal nations, where USDA will
serve as a partner

— Will the U.S. lose export market
access ?
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Logic Model: A New Live Animal Traceability System Regime: What Individual States Should Know, Current Overview, and
Implementation
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Designing Traceability

+

M%%mm is managing disease when designing a traceability system?

Entirely Very
Unimportant  Unimportant Neutral  Important  Important
7.84% 3.16% 16.33%  37.49% 35.17%

How concerned with cost when designing a traceability system?

Entirely

Very

Unconcerned Unconcerned Neutral Concerned  Concerned

9.50% 2.80% 22.01%

33.47%

32.23%

Implementing traceability is unnecessary if COOL implemented nationally.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree  Neutra Agree Agree
15.00% 8.24% 27.61%  20.50% 28.66%

Several results on issues not discussed in this slide are available in::

—BEEF magazine; http://beefmagazine.com/beef-quality/0801-survey-id-feedback/.

—Journal of Agricultural & Applied Economics, 42.4, 2010.

—K-State Research and Extension; http://www.agmanager.info/livestock/marketing/AnimallD/MF2944.pdf




Producers’ PreferencesJr

3 producer segments
— “Premises Registered: Prefer Advanced Traceability to NAIS” — 47%

— “Premises Not Registered: Prefer No Traceability” — 22%
— “Auction Users: Strongly against Advanced Traceability” — 31%

Removal of traceability options contributes negatively to the economic
welfare of producers — Assumes no $/head market adjustments...

Class 1 “Premises Class 2 “Premises Not Class 3 “Auction

Registered” Registered” Users”

Removal of No -$2.32 -$89.89 -$0.76
Traceability [-$2.34, -52.30] [-$93.46, -$86.66] [-$0.77, -$0.75]

Mandatory NAIS -$19.10 -$118.82 -$0.76
Traceability [-$19.29, -$18.91] [-$123.98, -$114.19] [-$0.77, -$0.75]

Bottom line: participation will likely be slow under all voluntary
traceability systems...

+ Several results on issues not discussed in this slide are available in:
—Journal of Agricultural Economics; http://www.agmanager.info/livestock/marketing/AnimallD/JAE 2010.pdf

—K-State Research and Extension; http://www.agmanager.info/livestock/marketing/AnimallD/MF2943.pdf

Where is the Industry Going?

Verification Systems:
¢ Ensure traceability system is working properly.

e Auditable procedures for collection and transfer of information.

¢ Requirements vary by program

USDA Approved QSA’s and PVP’s
*Ex: Age & Source, Non-Hormone Treated, etc...




Do you currently:
1) have all animals uniquely tagged?;
2) keep detailed placement/exit date and
origination records?; and

3) keep all records for at least 3 years?
57%

43%

1. Yes (to all 3)
2. No

o
&
4

What is the minimum premium you would
accept to do those 3 things?

=

S0/ “l already do 20%
all 4 things”

S1-S5/head
S6-S10/head
S$11-S15/head
Over S15/head

“I would never do
these 3 things”

15%

PpoT S W N

$0 $1-5 $6-10 $11-15 Over $15 Nev&r




Estimated Costs of Implementing a Verification Program

Proposed Change

Does your operation Currently tag? Tag=1, No tag=0
Average number of breeding females

elD tag cost, $/unit

Program Components

Example 1

Example 2

Tag Applicator Costs
elD tag applicator cost, $/unit

elD Tag Labor Cost
Labor rate, $/hour

Labor and Chute Costs
Number of employees

Cost of tagging service, $/head
Chute charge per head

Data Accumulator
Initial cost, total

Program Enrollment Cost

Initial fee, total

Per animal fee, $/head

On-site evaluation, total

Renewal fee, total

Per animal renewal fee, $/head

How many years do expect to be in this program?

Management Componenets

Electronic Reader Cost
Cost of reader, $/unit

Software Cost
Initial cost, $

Final Cost Breakdown

Interest rate on RFID investment
Interest rate on operating costs
Months calf tag purchased

Scenario: Currently tag vs. currently do not tag

v'121 animals

v'Fixed/variable rate program

v'Do not use RFID for management purposes

Overview of Costs — Currently Tag Overview of Costs — Currently No Tag

Breakdown of Costs ($) $/head sold___percent  Breakdown of Costs ($) $/head sold ___percent
Tags and Tagging Cost $4.30 58.0%  Tags and Tagging Cost $6.55 69.4%
Program Enrollment $3.12 42.0%  Program Enrollment $2.88 30.6%
Reading Costs $0.00 0.0% Reading Costs $0.00 0.0%
Interest on Breeding Herd Tags N/A N/A Interest on Breeding Herd Tags N/A 0.0%
TOTAL $7.42 100.0% TOTAL $9.43  100.0%




Scenario: Fixed/variable rate program vs.
fixed rate program

40,00 -
v 35.00 -
Currently tag 30.00 = Fixed/Variable Rate Program
= 3000 -
E 25.00 4 =—Fixed Rate Program
. [}
v'121 animals E 2000
2 1500 -
=
“ 1000 -
v'Do not use RFID for 5.00 - —
000 +—r— VT
L B T T BT~ I S B = I B O T Ty B Y- L )
AR A AR A A
Average Number of Animals
Overview of Costs — Program 1 Overview of Costs — Program 2
Breakdown of Costs ($) $/head sold ___percent Breakdown of Costs ($) $/head sold _percent
Tags and Tagging Cost $4.30 56.4% Tags and Tagging Cost $4.00 56.4%
Program Enrollment $3.12 40.8% Program Enrollment $3.47 40.8%
Reading Costs $0.00 0.0% Reading Costs $0.00 0.0%
Interest on Breeding Herd Tags N/A N/A Interest on Breeding Herd Tags N/A N/A
TOTAL $7.42  100.0% TOTAL $7.47  100.0%

Scenario: Management vs. No Management

70.00
60.00
v'Currently tag 3 00 —Management
M 000 = No Maganegement
[}
H £ 30.00
v'121 animals £
“* 70,00 \
O 4 10.00
v'Fixed/variable rate program
NwWwLwLwLwLwwiww.wWwnwwwwunwnww
S AN SN OO0 O N0 NGO
L B B B B B B R B ]
Average Number of Animals
Overview of Costs - Management Overview of Costs — No Management
Breakdown of Costs ($) $/head sold___percent Breakdown of Costs ($) $/head sold___percent
Tags and Tagging Cost $4.30 33.1% Tags and Tagging Cost $4.30 58.0%
Program Enrollment $3.12 24.0% Program Enrollment $3.12 42.0%
Reading Costs $5.36 41.3% Reading Costs $0.00 0.0%
Interest on Breeding Herd Tags $0.22 1.7% Interest on Breeding Herd Tags N/A N/A

TOTAL $13.00  100.0% TOTAL $7.42  100.0%




Beyond Direct Costs and Benefits

Short Run Direct

cost
estimates

Net benefitsaccrued to
producers-and Industry

Long Run

Implications for the Beef Industry

Animal health (proactive and reactive)

Food safety concerns
— Foreign and domestic consumers

Credence attribute verification
— Organic, COOL, Natural, Age, GM-free,...

Improving management
— On-farm AND throughout supply chain
— Competition implications across species

Bioterrorism risk control

Properly assign liability




Implications for the Beef Industry

Countries/firms WITH traceability/verification:
— Access new or sustain existing markets.
— Protect brand valuation/differentiation.

— Assist in reducing non-tariff trade barrier issues.

Countries/firms WITHOUT traceability/verification:

—Risk falling behind on all fronts - Less Information.

Traceability in the U.S. is treading water, waiting for
something to happen.

Implications for the Beef Industry

Comparison of Cattle Population and Identification and Traceability Systems

Group
Cattle /Lot Record Retire
Population  Premises  Individual Cattle  Electronic Animal Anima
v Cattle ID? D Cattle ID*  Movement*  Number?

Australia 28,500 M M N M M M
Botswana 3,100 v M NA M M v Competing
Brazil 207,157 M v M v M v export
Canada 11830 ¥ M NA M v M countries
European 90,355 M M v v M M
Union
Japan 4,391 M M v v M M
Mexico 28,648 v v v v v v Major
Namibia 2,384 M M v v M M importing
New 9,652 v v v v v v countries
Zealand*
South 2,484 M M v v M M
Korea®
Uruguay 11956 M ! v M M M

United
States*

96,702 v

World

1Al numbers are for cattle populations in 2006 as reperted by the Food and Agriculture Organization of

1,383,157

the United Nartions (FAOSTAT, 2008).

M = Mandatory, V = Voluntary, NA = Not Allowed

* Indicares a voluntary program. The reguirements listed are for those who choose to participate

Source: Bowling et al. (2008). Reproduced with permission from Editor-in-Chief, Professional Animal

Seientist.

Source: NAIS Benefit-Cost Analysis Study Results




Program Evaluation

Evaluation is three-fold:

1) Assessing program leadership.
— Clientele driven.

— Effective resource allocation.
— Fast and flexible approach.

— Take on controversial issues.

2) Quality and quantity of tangible output.
— Basis for articulating the difference extension is making.

3) Magnitude of impact on targeted clientele.

— Its not just numbers in the seats anymore.

— Improve decision making of stakeholders and policy makers.
— Use technology and new approaches for evaluation.

Overall, how useful was the presentation to
you and your operation?

Entirely Useless
Useless
Somewhat Useless
Somewhat Useful
Useful

Extremely Useful

o vk wnNeE




SESSION EVALUATION

Session: A New Traceability System Regime: What Individual States Should Know,
Current Overview, and Implementation

Presenter:

Excellent Good Poor

Best Things:

Improvements:

Level of Agreement
(Strongly Disagree — Strongly Agree)

1. This session provided a good sSD D N A SA
background on traceability.

2. This session provided little sD D N A SA
useful information.

3.Tam pleased I participated in this sD D N A SA
session.

4. Major issues of this topic were not sD D N A SA
addressed.

5. The information was presented at an SD D N A SA
understandable level.

6. This information was well organized. SD D N A SA

7. The “decision tool” demonstration sD N A SA
was helpful.

8.1 could see the visuals clearly. SD D N A SA

Monthly Visits/Visitors to Animal ID & Traceability Page
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Follow-up
K-State Beef Conference

Dear Producer:

Thank you for attending the presentation, “A New Traceability System Regime: What
Individual States Should Know, Current Overview, and Implementation” at the K-
State Beef Conference.

Please Mark and Return
1. Are you using any of the price analysis tools presented at conference?

YES. NO
2. Was the material presented easily applicable to your operation?

YES. NO
3. Have you made any impr to your 1t and marketing practices
since attending the conference?

YES. NO

4. Do you have any comments or suggestions?

O NO Uk WNPRE

What value do you place on this program in
terms of improvements in your operation?

SO

$1-S50
$51-5100
$101-5250
$251-S500
$501-$1,000
$1,001 - $2,500
$2,501 or higher




Questions/Comments

Lee Schulz
Graduate Research Assistant
Kansas State Unliversity
331-| Waters Hall
Manhattan, KS 66502
Phone; 785-532-2113
Emall: leeschulzé® agecon.ksu.edu

Animal ID & Traceability Page:
http://www.agmanager.info/livestock/marketing/Animal ID/default.asp.




