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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1999

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met at 10:07 a.m., in room SD-138, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Thad Cochran (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators Cochran, Gorton, Burns, Bumpers, Kohl, and
Leahy.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

STATEMENT OF DAN GLICKMAN, SECRETARY

ACCOMPANIED BY:
RICHARD ROMINGER, DEPUTY SECRETARY
KEITH COLLINS, CHIEF ECONOMIST
STEPHEN B. DEWHURST, BUDGET OFFICER

OPENING REMARKS

Senator CocHRAN. The meeting of our subcommittee on agricul-
tural appropriations will please come to order.

Today we are beginning our hearings to review the budget re-
quest submitted by the President for the fiscal year beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1998—the fiscal year 1999 budget—for agriculture, rural
development, and related agencies.

We are very pleased to have as our leadoff witness at this hear-
ing the Secretary of Agriculture, Dan Glickman. We appreciate
very much your being here, Mr. Secretary, and we understand that
you have accompanying you today Richard Rominger, Deputy Sec-
retary of the Department of Agriculture; Keith Collins, the Depart-
ment’'s Chief Economist; and Stephen Dewhurst, the Budget Officer
for the Department.

This subcommittee has jurisdiction for all programs and activi-
ties of the Department of Agriculture, with the exception of the
Forest Service which is funded by the Interior appropriations bill.

For this next fiscal year, the President has requested appropria-
tions of $56 billion for Department of Agriculture programs and ac-
tivities under the jurisdiction of the subcommittee, which is a net
increase of $8 billion from the current fiscal year enacted level.
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Three-fourths of that request is for mandatory appropriations re-
quired by law to be appropriated.

The President’'s total discretionary appropriations request is
$12.6 billion.

This presents us with a proposed decrease of approximately $330
million from the enacted level for this current fiscal year. That's as-
suming that the President’s legislative proposals and offsetting sav-
ings are enacted into law.

The Department’s request relies very heavily on the adoption of
new user fee legislation to generate $624 million in collections for
this next fiscal year. One of these proposals is to cover the costs
of meat, poultry, and egg products inspections. This and other user
fee proposals of this administration have been rejected by previous
Congresses, and | suspect they will be rejected by this Congress.

Further, a $205 million savings in appropriations for the crop in-
surance program results from the President’s proposal to shift sales
commissions for agents from discretionary to mandatory spending.
That's not certain to be approved by Congress either.

Many other increases proposed for food safety, integrated pest
management, and a host of other priorities are funded in the Presi-
dent’s budget by redirecting funds from existing programs and ac-
tivities.

I think it is fair to say that this subcommittee will not have the
luxury of being able to count on the availability of user fee re-
sources from legislation which has not been approved by Congress,
and | also expect that Congress will disapprove many of the pro-
posed shifts in funds from existing priorities of the Congress.

So, we have our work cut out for us, Mr. Secretary, to get these
numbers to come out at the end of the line so that we fund our pro-
grams for research, for agriculture production, and for the food pro-
grams that are required to be funded by this subcommittee each
year. So, we will work with you to try to identify the priorities and
the needs for the Department’s funding for this next fiscal year.

We appreciate very much your providing us with your statement
in advance. It will be made a part of the record in full, and we
would invite you to proceed to summarize your statement or make
any other comments that you think are appropriate.

At this point, however, 1 am going to yield to the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas, the ranking Democrat on the committee,
Senator Bumpers.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BUMPERS

Senator BumPERS. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 1 will
ask unanimous consent that my formal statement be inserted in
the record and simply say that this is a sort of bittersweet occasion
for me because this is the opening round of the hearings of my last
year in the Congress and my last year on this subcommittee.

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, let me thank you personally for
the cooperation and the kindnesses you have shown me. We have
agreed on most things, but even when we have not agreed, they
have been most amicable disagreements. | could not have asked for
a better chairman to work with on this committee, and | want to
publicly thank you for that and just summarize.
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My statement would be basically the same things you said, but
I would just like to emphasize again that when you consider the
fact that the budget authority for 1999 is $332 million less than
1998 and then you add $600 million in user fees to that, we have
a pretty tough year in front of us obviously because | agree with
you, Mr. Chairman. User fees have been brought up here—I think
this is maybe the sixth consecutive year that the Department has
asked for user fees, and it will probably be the sixth consecutive
year they will not be granted.

But | just want to point up the magnitude of our problem if user
fees are not granted by this subcommittee or by the authorizing
committee, for that matter, which technically we ought to have be-
fore we enter into such a thing as that.

But in any event, Mr. Secretary, |1 want to thank you for your
services. You have always been very responsive to the members of
this committee and we want to publicly thank you for that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you very much, Senator. | especially
appreciate your kind remarks. I do not know of any person | have
worked with in Congress that | have enjoyed the relationship with
than this distinguished Senator from Arkansas. We have swapped
this job back and forth over the last decade a number of times. It
has always been a pleasure to work with him closely on the sub-
jects under the jurisdiction of this committee. We will insert your
statement in the record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BUMPERS

I am proud to join Senator Cochran and my other colleagues on the subcommittee
in welcoming Secretary Glickman, Secretary Rominger, Mr. Collins, and Mr.
Dewhurst. Secretary Glickman was in my state a few short days ago and it is a real
pleasure to have him and others from the Department of Agriculture with us here
today.

This is a bittersweet occasion for me because it marks the first hearing for the
last annual appropriations bill of which I will have the pleasure to serve as a mem-
ber of this subcommittee. Over the years, | have not always agreed with my col-
league and friend, Senator Cochran, on every single issue before us, but | am happy
to say that those times of disagreement have been very few and without doubt, the
two of us have agreed on far more topics than we have disagreed. | want to publicly
thank him for his courtesy, his thoughtfulness, and the partnership we have shared
these past several years in crafting the funding bills for the Department of Agri-
culture, the Food and Drug Administration, and the other agencies under the juris-
diction of this subcommittee.

The fiscal year 1999 budget now before us appears to offer many new initiatives
and a few themes we have seen before. Last year, as we considered the fiscal year
1998 bill on the Senate floor, | made clear my view that investment in agricultural
research must be one of our highest priorities. | was disappointed to note the overall
decline below the fiscal year 1998 level in new budget authority requested for pro-
grams in the Research, Education, and Economics mission area. | realize that some
of this reduction is simply a result of moving specific programs to other mission
areas or, as in the case of the Census of Agriculture, a function of cyclical budgeting.

However, | have serious concerns about reductions in formula funds to our na-
tion’s system of land grant universities and extension network. The federal-state
partnerships in agricultural research have been the backbone for developing our na-
tion’s productive capability which has made us the envy of the world. Similarly, the
budget’'s elimination of congressionally directed research through the Agricultural
Research Service presents a challenge to us and to the research communities in our
states who had looked forward to a reliable partnership with the federal research
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arm of USDA. Still, I am confident the commitment of the President and of Sec-
retary Glickman toward agricultural research is strong and | look forward to work-
ing together to craft legislation for the coming year that will help prepare our nation
and our nation’s farmers for the coming century.

I also worry about the farmers themselves. | know that may sound a little dis-
ingenuous when you consider that net farm income, though slightly down in 1997,
was at a record high of $60 billion in 1996. It is an unfortunate lesson of history,
but prosperity on the farm is usually fleeting. Cycles of high yields and high prices
come, and those same cycles, in time, go. In 1996, when the tide was high, Congress
with the stroke of a pen kicked away a tradition of cooperative support and assist-
ance that the farmer had known for more than a generation. It may have been an
imperfect partnership, but the American farmer knew USDA would be there when
it was needed.

USDA is still there and the challenge now is for the Department of Agriculture
to continue to be a Department for Agriculture in a very changing economic and po-
litical environment. The 1996 Farm Bill did not destroy the farm safety net, but it
was badly mangled. Before declining budgets and different directions in farm pro-
grams and farm policies completely dismantle USDA's presence in rural America,
we need to take a few steps back and reflect on where we have been, where we need
to go, and how best to get there. | note that the budget for fiscal year 1999 contains
several features designed to improve the farm safety net and | look forward to hear-
ing from the Secretary on this subject.

The 1996 Farm Bill also included the creation of a Commission for Agriculture
in the 21st Century. Being a new commission and a new appropriations account in
a time when it has been difficult just to maintain the necessary ongoing programs,
the Congress provided no direct funds for this activity in the fiscal year 1998 bill.
I hope we will look more closely at the work and the potential of the Commission
this year. | fear we may otherwise one day regret having turned our backs on the
American farmer because times were good only to find that without him, times may
become very, very bad for the rest of us.

Food Safety continues to demand our strict attention. Food recalls accounted for
some of last year’s largest news stories. Whether it is contaminated beef or tainted
strawberries, the American people are more demanding than ever about the whole-
someness of the food they eat. Part of this goes back to my earlier comments about
research. It is vital that we learn all we can about how to identify, detect, and pre-
vent the occurrence of food borne illness. It is equally vital that we proceed with
the very best science in order to avoid sensationalized scares regarding food safety
that can, in an instant, destroy businesses that took generations to establish.

This subcommittee provided funds in fiscal year 1998 to implement the Presi-
dent’'s Food Safety Initiative, a collaboration of USDA, FDA, and CDC. The fiscal
year 1999 submission carries this initiative forward. Food safety is an area where
everyone should be in agreement. Food producers, processors, and consumers all
have a vital interest in knowing that products are reliable and safe. Consumers de-
mand such standards just as producers and processors hope consumers will demand
their products. As more and more foods are imported from around the world, as
emerging diseases and pests capture the headlines, it is more important than ever
that we hold food safety to the highest attainable standard possible.

Again this year, the budget request is dotted with proposed user fees. Some are
new creations, some are old acquaintances. The budget proposes to collect $573 mil-
lion in new FSIS user fees. This sizable amount, we are told, would equal only pen-
nies per pound in additional costs to the consumer. After all | have just stated about
food safety, one would assume that the American consumer would think nothing of
spending a few pennies more to know that the meat or poultry products in the shop-
ping cart are safe. Unfortunately, | am not convinced higher consumer prices is the
proper analogy to the user fee proposal.

If authorized and collected, the cost of FSIS user fees would seldom, if ever, be
absorbed by the meat and poultry processing companies. Anecdotally, we are told
that those few additional pennies per pound would come, not out of our tax burden,
but out of our pocketbooks at the grocery store. However, it is most unlikely that
the companies would pass this cost on to the consumers in grocery stores where
competition is the most fierce. Instead, the companies are more likely to pass on
these costs to the one sector of the economy that is unable to pass them on to any-
one else, the producer. It seems odd that while we worry about the small farmer,
while we shake our heads at livestock prices, while we worry about the economy
of foreign nations that might disrupt our livestock exports, we would in the next
breath propose adding another $573 million annual cost (nearly $2.8 billion through
the year 2003) to these very producers.
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The Department of Agriculture touches on many more subjects than those | have
just discussed. Providing adequate nutrition for our people, protecting our environ-
ment, promoting rural development, and remaining on the cutting edge of world
trade are but a few of the other vitally important functions of USDA. As we proceed
through this year’s hearing schedule, | look forward to hearing from all agencies of
USDA on their plans for the coming year.

The budget presented to us by President Clinton is a balanced budget. It took a
lot of pain and suffering by all of us to reach this historic point. We will have a
lot of pain yet to endure to make a balanced budget more than simply a point in
time. As we hear from Secretary Glickman, and the other USDA officials that will
follow him, we need to keep in mind that austerity will continue as our guide. We
will also recognize our duty to the constituencies we serve today and in the years
to come. The passage of the fiscal year 1999 appropriations bill will be a point in
time, but one which we must assure will lead us in the right direction to a coming
millennium.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BURNS

Senator CocHRAN. Are there other Senators who would like to
make an opening statement? If so, | will be happy to recognize you
for that purpose. Senator Burns, you were here early.

Senator BURNs. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me just place my state-
ment in the record.

The Secretary already understands that | have got—I do not
know why we ought to be appropriating any money for the Depart-
ment, to be honest with you. That is where |1 am at right now.

Senator BumpPERs. Would you repeat that?

Senator BUrNs. Yes; | do not know why we are appropriating
any money because | do not see an advocate down there for the
producer and | would sure like to.

I want to say that I am very disappointed in the roadless areas
so far as the Forest Service is concerned with EEP having the
money and not spending it, not competing. Those areas that | think
would best be left to really just a private sit-down, | would like to
sit down with the Secretary one of these days and go over each one
of these things because what is going on in my State of Montana
has far-reaching ramifications. It is serious. It is serious beyond be-
lief. I know there is a way to work through this and | do not think
probably in the public domain is the place to do that.

I have a hard time telling my farmers if you think everything is
good on the farm. | have a hard time saying that we cannot get
as much for a 60-pound bushel of wheat as they are getting for a
pound of wheat in the grocery store. Now, something is awry and
I am not smart enough to figure it out. | wish | was. | wish there
was a single bullet, but there is not.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So, Mr. Chairman, | would just submit my statement for the
record and one of these days | would like to sit down with the Sec-
retary because we have some very, very serious things to go over,
if we possibly can.

I thank the Secretary for coming today and | thank the chairman
for holding the hearing.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BURNS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | would like to start by stating how well run | find
this subcommittee to be, | believe the Chairman and the Ranking member do a very
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good job of getting this process underway in this subcommittee. | would also like
to commend the staff of this subcommittee for the professional manner in which
they perform their jobs. Last year their work was a good example of how this proc-
ess works and | do appreciate their fine work.

Now with that done, | am pleased to see the Secretary of Agriculture before us
today. In my mind this is a very timely hearing considering much of the work that
the Secretary and his department have been involved with in recent weeks. Between
the difficult times that our farmers are facing in the field and the recent announce-
ment on roadless areas in our National Forests. These issues have all had a definite
impact on my state of Montana, and | honestly don’'t think a lot of consideration
is being given to rural America by the Department at this time.

To start out with Mr. Secretary, we must all admit that the current farm program
is in existence and is moving forward. The producers are getting their transition
payments and all is well on the farms. That is the feeling I am getting from my
constituents when they talk to the people in your department. But all is not well.
When | go to the store to purchase breakfast cereal, and have to pay $3.75 a pound
for Wheaties, and yet my farmers in Montana can't get that for a bushel which
weighs sixty pounds, well something is far from right on the ground.

It is my belief, and it is shared by many on the ground that this is due to inad-
equate trade policies and work both by the office of the United States Trade Rep-
resentative and the Department of Agriculture. In recent weeks | have had numer-
ous inquiries into my position on the trade credits that this country is providing to
countries in Asia. They are wondering about their future in these markets.

It is my position that | will accept the first payment made by this government
to Asian countries, but Mr. Secretary we had better see some realistic development
in the trade of American agriculture products from this effort. Without that | see
a rough and rocky future for any approval of additional efforts for bailing out these
countries. When our trade representatives are working with these people it is their
responsibility to make sure that American farmers and ranchers are being taken
care of on the world market.

As far as | am concerned this is not the case today. Most if not all American farm-
ers are proud of and will back their country to the bitter end on matters of national
defense and security. But, when doing so they would like to think that their govern-
ment is giving them a fair break on dealing on the world trade stage. This is not
the case today. As we place trade sanctions on many countries in the world, thus
losing any and all opportunities for trade of food products with these countries, our
friends and trade partners move into those markets and have a hay day.

It is known that some of our trade partners are going into the countries we have
trade sanctions with and selling above market price. They then take the extra earn-
ings they have achieved and sell below market price in those markets in which we
compete with them. Yet, for the past two years the Department which you have
been in charge of has yet to spend one dollar of Export Enhancement Program,
(EEP), funds to counteract this trade difference. As a matter of fact you gladly
turned back about $60 million last year for disaster assistance.

This year you propose capping EEP at a sum of $320 million, when Congress has
provided you authority for up to $550 million for this program. | would personally
like to see some of that money used, but in consideration of what you have done
in the past couple of years, | honestly don't understand why you are even putting
that amount in the account this year. | would be pleased today to hear you state
that you really plan on using it, but | doubt you will say much more than if market
conditions warrant the use of EEP funds your office will make those funds available.

In contrast to the EEP funds the Department of Agriculture has gone out and
done a lot of good work with the Foreign Market Development funds. This seems
to be the one account in the Department and in the Foreign Agriculture Service
where the dollars are getting used. Then again we face another obstacle set forth
by the Department, the lack of realistic funding for this program. If it is the one
program that seems to be working and bringing dollars back to the American pro-
ducer, why does the Department continue to under fund this vital program. It ap-
pears all the Department does is carry over funds for the Cooperator program.

This weekend | will be returning to Montana, as will many of my colleagues be
returning to their states, for the President’'s week break. This Friday and Saturday
in Shelby, Montana they will be hosting the annual Farm and Ranch Days in which
I will be in attendance, answering questions and speaking to a number of farmers
from Montana and surrounding Provinces and states about our Agriculture policy.
I would like to invite you, and will assist your office to set up a time, for you to
speak to my farmers about their future via the phone. Then you can explain to them
why the rest of the world seems to be under selling our grain on the world market.
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By the way, are you aware of the significance of this meeting being held in Shel-
by, it was the town that almost declared war on Canada several years ago due to
the amount of wheat that was coming across the border in that area. They did it
then, and don't be surprised if they do it again in the near future Mr. Secretary.

| can guarantee you, your staff and the Department that until | feel that the con-
cerns of the American and Montana farmers are adequately addressed on the world
market that you will continue to hear from me on this topic. | have not supported
NAFTA or GATT and for the reasons listed above. This Department and this Ad-
ministration continue to cut trade deals all across the world, but my farmers are
not basking in the splendor that they were assured would come their way. Because
the world looks upon us as easy traders, one of the first issues that drops off the
table is agriculture.

Why is it that everybody is concerned about the food supply the American Farmer
and Rancher provide. It is because without a doubt they produce the finest, most
reliable and SAFEST food in the world. The rest of the world knows this, and in
reality are afraid of our producers. Mr. Secretary, | am willing to put any producer
in Montana up against, on a competitive market, any producer in any country in
the world. Time and time again they will produce a SAFER, more reliable and less
expensive product. But time and time again they, the producers, are faced with the
fact that they must compete not against another farmer, but against a foreign gov-
ernment without much help from their own.

It is apparent that the current Administration wants you and your office to go
down in history for providing a safer food supply for the people of this country. Well,
Mr. Secretary, if this Department does not go out and assist our farmers with mar-
keting on the world market, you won't have to worry too much about the food supply
here in the United States. | wonder how safe you all will consider the food supply
that we will be required to import from foreign countries in order to meet our daily
needs.

Mr. Secretary, it is simple, Congress has provided you with the tools do go out
and compete on the world market. Please use them and help our farmers make a
decent living and have a chance. If not, the idea of the Big Open will occur again,
and states like Montana will become the playgrounds that those with the big dollars
would like to see anyway.

Well that is my sermon on agricultural trade for today. Here ends the lesson. Un-
fortunately now | must go onto the issue which I am sure you knew | would bring
up today, Roadless Areas and the moratorium on any and all construction of roads
in these areas.

I cannot believe the nature in which you and the Chief of the National Forest
Service allowed this to occur. A couple of weeks prior to the announcement by the
Forest Service, myself and several members of this committee and the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee, joined in sending you a letter outlining our concerns
and suggesting that we were as concerned as you about the roadless areas. We stat-
ed that we would be willing to work with you and the Administration in developing
a policy to address these issues in our states where your announcement had the
greatest impact. But obviously those people who have elected us have no under-
standing of the finer issues, since their voices and their concerns went selectively
unanswered by your office.

This concerns me greatly, since we like the President are elected officials, and al-
though both Congress and the Administration like to act like we have all the an-
swers. By working together we may be able to at least address them in a fashion
that will answer the concerns of all the people, not just special interest groups that
fancy having one ear or the other.

Mr. Secretary, your decision to implement this moratorium and to notice proposed
rule making has done more in the past few weeks to reignite the fire that was once
called the “war on the west”. No other Administration has done more to make peo-
ple who live and work on the public, and for that matter private lands, in the west
feel as though nobody cares about them like this Administration has. These are real
people, Mr. Secretary, with real jobs and real dreams about the future, both for
themselves and their children. Yet they are brokered as insignificant pawns in a
motion to please the extreme elements within this Administration.

I have to honestly tell you how very disappointed I am in you and your office for
this action. There were numerous ways in which to address the current situation,
and you let them all slide in order to preserve some righteous thinking person in
the White House. Just remember sir that which can be done by executive order can
be undone by executive order, and god forbid the consequences at times can be
worse than what we started out with in the first place.
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Now | have preached a sermon, and given a lecture. | had hoped and always
thought that this might be the one committee where | did not feel the need to do
this, but current events have led me to this point today.

On to a point of interest in regards to a situation in Montana. You understand
that | worked with the Chairman and Ranking Member of this Committee last year
to provide funding for a quarantine facility in Montana for the bison that leave Yel-
lowstone National Park. | also understood that with the timing of the Agriculture
Appropriations, and the upcoming winter, that it would not be possible for the De-
partment to do much work in relation to that facility. However | had assumed that
in the past four months that there might be some dialogue with the state of Mon-
tana and the Department on the future of this facility.

Mr. Chairman, | admit to being rather long winded today, somewhat unlike me,
but | had a great deal to get off my chest here today. | again appreciate the leader-
ship that you and Mr. Bumpers provide to this committee and | am also aware of
some of the differences that the Ranking member and | have on these issues. But
it was important to me to get this out in the open and let the Secretary understand
why | have such a lack of confidence in the Department of Agriculture at this time.
Again thank you for this opportunity, and | look forward to listening to the Sec-
retary explain the USDA budget for the coming year. | will have some questions
later.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEAHY

Senator COCcHRAN. Senator Leahy.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I too am one who has enjoyed working with you. We have served
for so many years. | think we both had dark hair when we started.
Well, you still have hair. [Laughter.]

I also was privileged to come to the Senate with Senator Bump-
ers who has been, like you, one of the best friends | have had here.
I would like to praise Senator Bumpers because of what he has
done, both as chairman and as ranking member of this subcommit-
tee. | know that in that capacity he has had, as you have, Senators
from both sides of the aisle constantly coming, asking for help on
far more things than it is possible to do. Like you, he has helped
when it was possible to do it, and when he was unable to, like you,
he has still left the Senators feeling that they had a fair hearing.
No more could be asked of any chairman or ranking member.

Right now we are close to funding full participation for the WIC
Program. Mr. Secretary, | would say that is a pretty significant ac-
complishment when you consider that not very long ago one-half of
the pregnant women, infants, and children went unserved.

Another important nutrition investment is the WIC farmers mar-
ket program which helps create farmers markets and assists fami-
lies on WIC at the same time. This committee has greatly helped
that program with continued funding, and it has turned out to be
a win-win situation; both a win for the producers and a win for the
consumers.

Secretary Glickman, I want to especially thank you and your
staff. | am glad that there is a USDA because you have been up
in the past several weeks to help Vermonters in the aftermath of
one of the worst ice storms in this century. | toured that area,
along with Senator Jeffords. I know how badly it was hit, and |
saw the USDA, the Vermont National Guard, and the private sec-
tor come together to help us there.

The ice storm paralyzed communities from northern New York to
the tip of Maine. Trees collapsed from the weight of several inches
of ice that coated their branches. Power lines were literally just
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ripped right out of the houses. We had miles of utility poles that
were just flattened. They were standing one hour, and the next
hour they were all down. Hundreds of thousands of people were left
without power for days and even weeks, while temperatures
dropped down well below zero. The temperatures warmed up and
we got hit with ice melting and rivers flooding, overpowering their
banks.

I was born in Vermont. I have lived there 57 years. This storm
is the worst | have ever seen. In the Burlington area, 50 percent
of the trees were toppled or severely damaged, and across the re-
gion 70 percent of the trees were damaged. You have visited that
area before, Mr. Secretary. You know the beauty and the utility of
those trees, and you can imagine what it was like with them down.

Along with farming, forest and forest products make up the ma-
jority of the economy of the region hit by the ice storm. These rural
communities, and the men and women who work there, are going
to be feeling the economic effect of this storm for years to come. In
some cases, sugarmakers and woodlot owners and apple orchards
are going to have to wait several years before regrowth allows
them to go back into what has been their livelihood not only for
them but their families for generations. We see over $8 million in
crop damages and $3 million in trail damages in our national for-
ests and untold millions beyond that.

The hardest hit, though, were the dairy farmers in many ways.
They are already struggling to make ends meet. Farmers were left
without power needed to milk their cows. Cows have to be milked
twice every day whether you have power or not, and sometimes
cows went for days without being milked. Farms lost cows. Milk
handlers were unable to get through on the roads to make their
pickups. Farmers had to dump thousands of pounds of milk, and
losing one milk check for a lot of these farmers can make the dif-
ference of whether they stay viable or not.

Local and State assistance is going to help them, but Federal re-
lief is needed. | hope the Department can help us all the way
through. There are a number of programs that you have in your
Department, Mr. Secretary, and we are going to need your help
and we will continue to work with you.

But there is another storm on the horizon and that is manmade.
The storm that | am concerned about in the future is the one that
the Department of Agriculture is proposing in the milk marketing
order system. If it is made final, it is going to put thousands of
small dairy farmers out of business in very short order.

The Commissioner of Agriculture of Vermont has advised me
that Vermont could lose one-half its farms under the USDA pro-
posal. Economic analyses by Agrimark Cooperative shows the
Northeast will lose $117 million in annual income. Almost all re-
gions of the country will be dramatically hurt.

So, you can imagine then, Mr. Secretary, you are going to hear
a lot about this. You just had a proposal and a report which says
we should increase efforts to keep smaller farms in farming. Yet,
your proposal for milk pricing will force a lot of these same small
farms out of business. We will address this in authorizing commit-
tee, but | just wanted you to know it is an area of concern.
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Mr. Chairman, | thank you for your courtesy in allowing me to
go on longer than usual.

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Gorton.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR GORTON

Senator GorTON. Mr. Chairman, | would like to start out also by
saying how much we will miss Senator Bumpers when he leaves.
I was reflecting on the fact that there is almost no one | have come
across in my career with whom 1 can disagree more frequently or
more cheerfully with more eloquence on his part and with less ran-
cor from a personal point of view or, for that matter, someone who
is so great a friend and an ally when we find ourselves in agree-
ment. He has done a great deal on this subcommittee and the Sen-
ate as a whole.

I guess | wish | could be so kind to the Secretary and his budget,
but Mr. Chairman, when you start by saying that in spite of the
image that the American people have of the Department of Agri-
culture, overwhelmingly its money goes into entitlements that have
to do with transferring money and assets from one group in our
population to another and how little of it goes into agriculture
itself, as both we and the American people think of agriculture,
that is to say, our producers of food and fiber.

To see a budget that continues to move so radically in the direc-
tion of again cutting off farmers and being hostile to them and
their interests in the way that this does is an intense regret. To
see a complete cutoff, for all practical purposes, of cooperative re-
search programs of work between the Department of Agriculture
and our universities in order to fund basically more welfare pro-
grams.

The President’s ideology that he is unwilling to submit to the
Congress for its normal ratification just means in my view that we
have a Department of Agriculture that has forgotten about agri-
culture, and I am convinced that you, Mr. Chairman, as has been
the case in the past, are going to come up with a rather different
budget in these research areas than the one that has been submit-
ted to us here.

I also join Senator Burns in a statement, that is not directly rel-
evant to this hearing because it is part of the Department of Agri-
culture that belongs in the jurisdiction of my subcommittee, over
their forest initiatives, again hostile to traditional uses without
having solicited the views of the people in communities who are
greatly affected by those decisions, making decisions that really
ought to be decisions made by the elected representatives of the
people through their Congress rather than in individual Depart-
ments.

So, | have to say that an appropriation bill that I hoped we
would have a wide degree of agreement on is one that is simply
going to create controversy and has deeply disturbed people in agri-
culture in my State and | suspect across the country.

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Kohl.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR KOHL

Senator KoHL. Mr. Secretary, we appreciate your willingness to
testify before this subcommittee today on the issues raised in
USDA's fiscal year 1998 budget. We recognize the magnitude of the
task before you. Managing the USDA with this administration’s
commitment to a balanced budget is no small task.

We do ask that as you review programs, you avoid picking win-
ners and losers and focus on treating all programs and people fair-
ly and equitably. Past decisions in one program, the milk pricing
laws, have created winners and losers with family farms having
the most at stake. What needs to happen to Federal milk market-
ing orders is equity and simplicity to eliminate the regional dif-
ferences. Without reform, Wisconsin will lose almost one-half of our
family dairy farmers over the next decade.

In addition, Mr. Secretary, the family farmers must be assured
that other countries are not being given an unfair advantage or un-
fair access to our markets and we must expand our agricultural ex-
ports. To achieve these goals, USDA must actively monitor inter-
national agriculture trading agreements. While properly con-
structed trading agreements alone will not save the family farm,
poorly monitored ones will harm their existence. Without detailed
analysis and careful attention to the issues, | feel that family farms
may in fact disappear forever. Mr. Secretary, USDA's actions on
these issues will determine the future of the family dairy industry.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you, Senator.

Mr. Secretary, with that warm welcome. [Laughter.]

Thank you. We appreciate your being here.

Secretary GLICKMAN. | am reminded of Senator Bumpers' joke
which I have stolen from him and told about 4,000 times. | won't
repeat it today.

But thank you very much, Senator Cochran.

Senator CocHRAN. It may be one of the few jokes of his you can
retell. [Laughter.]

Senator GorToN. | did not know there was one.

Secretary GLickMAN. If he has more, | would be glad if he called
me this afternoon.

Senator CocHRAN. We better get back on the subject here. You
may proceed.

STATEMENT OF SECRETARY GLICKMAN

Secretary GLICKMAN. Thank you. | want to thank you for your
courtesy and hospitality.

I also would like to pay tribute to Senator Bumpers. | was in
Lonoke, AR, Senator Bumpers, where we announced a water pro-
gram that you had actually gotten started. The affection that peo-
ple have for Senator Bumpers is higher than | have seen for about
anybody in public life. So, | know that his contribution to his State
is enormous.

In any event, | want to make a couple of comments.
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DECREASES IN USDA OUTLAYS

One is if you look at the chart here, outlays in the Department
of Agriculture for the last 6 years have clearly been coming down.
There are a lot of reasons for that, but the prime reason is the re-
duction in entitlement spending: food stamps and farm programs.
Food stamp reductions have largely taken place because of eco-
nomic improvement and the resulting reduction in the numbers of
people on the rolls and their length of time on the rolls, particu-
larly for the last 3 years. Farm program spending also has come
down largely because of congressional action related to AMTA pay-
ments.

So, the fact of the matter is that in the 1999 budget we have re-
guested increases in EQIP, increases in conservation, and to fully
fund crop insurance, but we have not asked for more money to fund
the basic commodity programs because we are operating under the
7-year AMTA Freedom to Farm Act which has a ratcheting down
of farm program expenditures every single year.

So, | do not want the impression to be left that there is a reduc-
tion on the farm side and an increase on the welfare side. Congress
has made some decisions on the farm side to lock in reductions
over the next 7 years, and | think by and large most farmers—not
all, but most—think that that decision was an appropriate decision.
And, we are implementing that the best way that we possibly can.
The flexibility provisions of that farm bill have proven to be very
positive.

Not every part of agriculture is doing well. Most farmers are
doing better because interest rates are down. They are low because
we have made progress on the budget. We also have made progress
on inflation. | think that is a tribute to both the administration
and Congress, but the fact is those lower interest rates have sta-
bilized a lot of the slide on farm income that we saw in the 1980's.

SEVERE WEATHER PROBLEMS

But clearly, the Northern Plains regionally have the most serious
problem in agriculture today. The Dakotas, Montana, the northern
tier of States with the very severe weather problems, coupled with
prices particularly in grains that have not been of an augmented
level have caused serious problems there, and | understand that.

DAIRY PRICE ISSUE

In addition to that, dairy has not done as well as other segments
of the American farm economy. Dairy prices today are better, but
I cannot predict to you where they are going in the future. | think
the basic formula price for last month was $13.30, which indicates
some strengthening, but dairy producers have suffered a great deal
and | think that that is a problem for us and we need to work on
it. We have proposed milk marketing order reform, which is highly
controversial, but at least we will get a national debate.

WEAKENED LIVESTOCK PRICES

A third issue is livestock. Livestock prices, while they have been
strong the last few years, have weakened recently. Part of that has
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to do with the Asia financial crisis. Part of it has to do with other
factors.

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM

But without trying to be overly defensive, | think it is important
to recognize that whether we are working on a conservation reserve
program for example in Washington State to make sure that Sen-
ator Gorton’s farmers are treated fairly under that CRP program
or we are dealing with exports or other kinds of initiatives, the
heart of the Department of Agriculture is in our efforts to preserve
stable income and the health of production agriculture. We do a lot
of other things as well, such as seeing to the sustainability of land
and making sure that hungry people are fed.

But | take very seriously, coming from Kansas, my role in pre-
serving the strength of production agriculture. A lot of decisions
were made in the 1996 farm bill which changed farm policy, and
perhaps we need to talk about some legislative issues. | want to
make it clear that the heart of what we do is to preserve a strong
farm economy out there in all sectors, all regions, and all commod-
ities.

PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET

Let me just make a comment that we had to make difficult deci-
sions in light of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and the Presi-
dent’'s commitment to a balanced budget, the first one in 30 years
submitted. We had to make difficult decisions on resources in
terms of where we provide them and how they are redirected. We
did propose some new user fees. We absorbed certain costs and
looked at our own business practices. Those efforts, combined with
program reductions and reforms taken in prior years, have made
a significant contribution to the President’s balanced budget.

USDA's outlays, as you can see on this chart, are down by about
14 percent over the last 6 years, from $63 billion to a projected $54
billion.

Over this same period, employment, on the other chart, is down
about 20,000 through reorganization and streamlining efforts.
Today USDA is the smallest it has been since the mid-1960's. We
are doing our part to reduce the deficit.

But notwithstanding those facts, there are serious challenges fac-
ing farmers, rural Americans, and the Nation and we cannot abdi-
cate our role in that area.

CIVIL RIGHTS

I also want to emphasize to you the importance that the Presi-
dent and | place on improving USDA's civil rights performance.
The necessary funding for civil rights-related activities contained in
this budget, the largest increase in two decades in that area re-
flects that commitment. We are asking for funds to carry out rec-
ommendations of our Civil Rights Action Team and the National
Commission on Small Farms that support our civil rights agenda.
In total, we are requesting $250 million to invest in credit, out-
reach, and conservation programs relating to civil rights, plus fund-
ing to resolve discrimination cases that are currently pending.
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Briefly, | want to go over the four major parts of the budget. The
first one has to do with economic and trade opportunities.

CROP INSURANCE PROGRAM

The long-term viability of our farmers is now more dependent
than ever on their ability to manage risks inherent in the market.
This is what | call the post freedom to farm market, where the
Government is not actively engaged in managing the supply and
price of products. We believe that maintenance of a strong set of
risk management tools is essential in this new situation, and that
is why our budget provides for full funding of the crop insurance
program. We will propose legislation to shift funding of certain crop
insurance delivery expenses to mandatory funding to ensure main-
tenance of this vital program. There is no real safety net out there
for most farmers except selling our products overseas and having
an effective crop insurance program.

I admit to you that the crop insurance program is not perfect in
all respects, but having it based on mandatory funding I think will
give farmers some security that it will be there for a long time.

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON SMALL FARMS

Farmers and ranchers need credit to succeed. Our National Com-
mission on Small Farms and our civil rights report emphasized
that, driving home the point that improved access to credit creates
opportunity for family farmers, in particular beginning and socially
disadvantaged farmers.

For that reason, the 1999 budget provides more funding for farm
loans. We have proposed doubling direct farm ownership loans to
$85 million and increasing guaranteed loans. Under our budget, al-
most 3,500 beginning and small family farmers will be able to ac-
quire or save their farms. The budget keeps direct and guaranteed
farm operating loans at $2.4 billion to serve some 28,000 limited
resource farmers.

GOVERNMENT DEBT FORGIVENESS

But | must tell you there is one other issue | urge you to deal
with and that is that the 1996 farm bill contains an onerous provi-
sion which is a categorical ban on loans to farmers who have had
Government debt forgiveness since the mid-1980's. Now, mind you,
banks do not even do this. What the law says is that if you have
had any kind of a write-down in the past, 10 years ago, you can
no longer get a Government loan, a direct operating loan, a guaran-
teed loan, or the related farm loans that we have. So, that means,
notwithstanding the redemption that we tend to believe that people
should have, that once you have that impediment, you are forever
barred from Government assistance. No bank has that kind of on-
erous requirement.

I admit to you that there were people back in the 1980's that
took advantage of Government loans and abused the process, but
since 1989 we have had between 75,000 and 80,000 people who
have had write-downs and most of those people are doing OK now
but they are forever barred from getting loans.
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This is a very serious problem and one that has a monumental
effect. It was raised by our Civil Rights Action Team, but it is a
problem that affects every single State in this country. I am sure,
Senator Kohl, you have had people who have had Government
write-downs in the last 10 years. They are no longer eligible for
Government farm credit assistance. We are denying a lot of small
farmers access to credit.

We will ask Congress to replace this prohibitive standard with
one that we think is based on common sense that will protect both
taxpayers and hardworking, creditworthy farmers and ranchers.
This is also one that we need to work on quickly because if we do
not, we will lose more farmers because they will not be able to get
credit assistance, guaranteed or direct credit.

AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS

Exports have never been more important to the health of the
American agriculture. This is the other part of the safety net. We
have to aggressively use our efforts to open new markets, maximize
export opportunities, fight new obstacles to trade, particularly sani-
tary and phytosanitary restrictions being put on our products by
other countries. We have been wrestling with the Asia financial sit-
uation. We have been extending export guarantees to key markets,
keeping them open to our farmers and ranchers.

On that point but unrelated directly to our budget, I want to em-
phasize the critical importance to American agriculture of congres-
sional support for IMF funding. The stability of these Asian coun-
tries to buy our products is in large degree due to stability of their
currencies and their economic conditions, and it is unlikely that we
will have much of a market there without that kind of stability.

For 1999 we have proposed spending nearly $6.5 billion for trade
related activities, including a projected $4.6 billion for export credit
guarantees to protect sales to Asia. Just this last week | announced
that the Koreans were coming in for an additional $100 million of
credit for hides and skins, Senator Burns, which had the cattlemen
very, very interested.

Senator BurNs. It will not be my hide.

Secretary GLICKMAN. No.

Senator BurNs. That is the only one | am interested in right
now.

Secretary GLickMmAN. OK. Well, I will not comment.

But anyway, the fact is that the export credits are a key way to
deal with this issue.

The budget also proposes a flexible multiyear authorization for
the export enhancement program.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

We also believe that the programs dealing with housing, running
water, electricity, and telecommunications are critical. They mean
job opportunities. Overall the 1999 rural development budget will
support about $9.8 billion in loans, loan guarantees, grants, and
technical assistance, which is $300 million more than 1998 and
$1.8 billion more than in 1997, largely due to reduced and stable
interest rates. The budget supports the administration’s Water
2000 initiative, homeowner initiative, and maintains rural rental
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assistance to low-income families. | will not read all of the state-
ment here, but the area of rural development is a very high prior-
ity to the administration.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

Research is critical to the future economic growth of agriculture.
Driven by publicly funded research, agricultural productivity has
grown at an annual rate of 1.8 percent over the last 45 years.
There have been all sorts of breakthroughs that |1 do not need to
go into here. The budget increases the work we are supporting to
identify and develop a better understanding of genes that are im-
portant to agricultural production and crop biodiversity. We also
intend to increase our competitiveness in the global market, pro-
duction efficiency, and ultimately our farmers’ profitability through
our research.

The budget emphasizes improving sustainable management sys-
tems to enhance the economic competitiveness of small farm pro-
ducers and protecting the environment.

Marketing is more important to American agriculture than ever
before, particularly protecting the health and well-being of Amer-
ican agriculture at home and protecting us from unfounded sani-
tary and phytosanitary barriers to trade. For example, we are mak-
ing excellent progress in combating many plant and animal pest
and disease programs such as brucellosis.

There are other budget increases that are useful in this area, in
the area of pest detection, disease prevention, and border inspec-
tion. We have several proposals that will help farmers and ranch-
ers stay competitive in an increasingly concentrated market, espe-
cially the meat and poultry markets. Our budget requests funds to
carry out the organic certification program and broaden the pes-
ticide data program.

NATIONAL FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE

In connection with our goal for a healthy, safe, and affordable
food supply, the USDA budget includes $46 million, roughly one-
half of a Governmentwide increase of $101 million, for the Presi-
dent’s national food safety initiative. This initiative will focus on
enhancing the safety of imported and domestic fruits and vegeta-
bles, food safety education, modernizing our meat and poultry in-
spection systems, and developing information and tools to control
a greater range of potential food safety hazards.

We are on our way to modernizing our 90-year-old meat and
poultry inspection system. On January 26, 1998, or less than 2
weeks ago, 300 of the largest slaughter and poultry establishments,
producing about 92 percent of all meat and poultry, implemented
the HACCP system. These firms are using the latest science to
identify and correct food safety hazards setting the framework for
change.

For 1999 we proposed boosting food safety spending by $34 mil-
lion to a program level of $710 million. The resources will allow us
to maintain a frontline inspection work force providing rigorous
science-based inspection while working to involve a greater range
of food safety risks from farm to table. As you know, we have pro-
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posed user fees in this area. | am well aware of the controversial
nature of them. | dealt with them when | was in Congress.

My point is that, as | go around the country and talk to people,
the food safety issue is perhaps the dominant issue that people talk
to me about everywhere. So, in order to do what we need to do in
the food safety area, we have proposed the user fees because with-
out them we will have to either make major cuts in those areas or
major cuts in a lot of other program areas. Funding for research
and conservation needs to be maintained but we also have to keep
our frontline meat inspectors on the ground.

Obviously, we are going to work with you to deal with this issue
the best way we possibly can, but given the fact that the budget
is going down, and we have a balanced budget, the old expression
is something has got to give and | do not want the confidence that
the public has in our food safety system threatened.

I will have to tell you this. We have the safest food supply in the
world, bar none, but that is dependent on consumer confidence.
People in the industry also understand that safe food sells. So,
what we are doing with this is trying to ensure that we have the
infrastructure in order to keep that public confidence as high as
possible.

FOOD ASSISTANCE

In addition to that, not everybody has the advantages in this so-
ciety. Low-income people still need food assistance. The budget re-
quests full funding for the food stamps, child nutrition, and WIC
programs to ensure that that takes place.

With respect to food stamps, we propose to restore food stamps
to legal alien families, which include children, elderly, and disabled
persons.

For WIC, we are requesting the funds to support 7.5 million re-
cipients while we work to bring down the program’s package costs.
There are several other areas.

One area | would like to tell you about is our budget proposal
for a new $20 million food recovery and gleaning initiative to pro-
vide community-based grants to help neighborhoods recover edible
food and use it to alleviate hunger. The research we have done doc-
uments that 25 percent of the food produced every day in America
is thrown away. Twenty-five percent of food that is prepared in this
country is uneaten and thrown away, and a lot of that food can go
to feed hungry people and to supplement the Food Stamp Program
and other Government programs. These initiatives | think will
help.

CONSERVATION

In the area of conservation, obviously we need to continue to
have a vital, sustainable natural resource base. One of my top pri-
orities is implementing the farm bill's conservation programs to-
gether with our State and local partners. To do so, USDA needs
$825 million for the Natural Resources Conservation Service. That
will help us to contribute to the administration’s clean water initia-
tive which will improve water quality in certain highly vulnerable
watersheds that are impaired by agriculture.
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I will have to tell you that those programs are much more farmer
friendly than they have ever been in the past. Working coopera-
tively with State conservation districts, with RC&D’s, and with
other public and private bodies, most folks now believe that we
have gone to a carrot approach rather than a stick approach when
it comes to farmer-led conservation measures around the country.

We are making outstanding progress in our land conservation
and cost share programs funded through the CCC.

On the CRP, we held our first signup last year under new envi-
ronmentally focused rules. We have just completed another signup.
The response has been impressive. There were mistakes made, but
by and large we have tried to correct those mistakes as they have
come to our attention. I mentioned that | was out in the Pacific
Northwest correcting one of those mistakes in Senator Gorton's
area. It had to deal with the environmental benefit index as it re-
lated to air quality.

I am pleased to report that in 1 year we have doubled the envi-
ronmental benefits of CRP while at the same time saving taxpayers
hundreds of millions of dollars, and we are doing similar things
with the wetlands reserve program.

Another popular and vital conservation program, established by
the last farm bill and funded through the CCC, is the Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program. The budget includes a $300
million amount for EQIP, a one-third increase over 1998 funding,
which is critical to support the clean water initiatives. We also in-
tend to manage EQIP to respond to recommendations made by the
Civil Rights Action Team to increase participation by minority and
low-income farmers and other underserved clientele.

CUSTOMER SERVICE AND PROGRAM DELIVERY

In the area of customer service and program delivery, we place
high priority in this area. We are streamlining. We intend to go
down to approximately 2,550 service centers. Right now we are
about 2,700. And, we are collocating the county-based agencies into
one-stop USDA centers. We are also consolidating the administra-
tive functions that support the county-based agencies. Many times
you would have one office in a county with an NRCS xerox ma-
chine, an FSA xerox machine, and a rural development xerox ma-
chine. | use that colloquially to talk about the fact that we have
operated our farmer-based decentralized systems as separate units
for far too long from an administrative perspective. We are develop-
ing a common administrative and computing environment for these
agencies to achieve further efficiencies, and we have contracted
with an independent consultant to examine what further steps, if
any, we can take to improve the efficiency of our farm and rural
program delivery system. And, that study is to be completed this
year.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

Our budget also includes an additional $22 million to support a
Presidential initiative for our inspector general to crack down on
abuse in our nutrition, rural development, and other programs.
Our inspector general has had great success with a program called
Operation Talon dealing with people who are fugitives who are get-
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ting food stamps. That led the effort for prosecutions all over the
United States. This is another very high priority for us. | might say
that we have one of the most aggressive and energetic inspector
general operations of any Federal agency.

So, | think to summarize in terms of our goal, to repeat it, be-
cause Senator Burns is here, our prime function is to protect the
stability and security of America’s food production capabilities. The
budget is falling largely because there are fewer people on food
stamps and the AMTA payment provisions of the Freedom to Farm
bill have called for yearly reductions in farm program spending.

At the same time, we will fund whatever we need to fund to pro-
tect our markets overseas because we believe that is the ultimate
safety net that American agriculture has, and in addition to that,
we need a strong and aggressive crop insurance program to provide
the safety net when disasters hit.

We also believe that funding for conservation programs and our
food safety and security programs are necessary for the future of
American agriculture as well.

So, | thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for bearing with me
during this conversation. | would be glad to answer any questions
that you have.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. We
have your complete statement and it will be made part of the
record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAN GLICKMAN

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, it is a privilege to appear before you
to discuss the 1999 budget for the Department of Agriculture (USDA).

With the passage of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and the President’s commit-
ment to the first balanced budget in 30 years, we faced very tight funding con-
straints in developing the 1999 proposals for USDA. At the same time, our strategic
plan contains goals and objectives we must achieve to meet the needs of the people
we serve. These fundamental priorities include: increasing economic opportunities
for family farms and for rural communities and expanding trade; providing more
tools for the wise stewardship of our natural resources; feeding more needy children
and families and raising consumer confidence in the safety of the Nation’s food sup-
ply; and providing effective customer services and efficient program delivery and im-
proving the Department’s civil rights performance.

The discipline we imposed on the 1999 budget forced us to make difficult decisions
to restrain, reduce, and redirect resources to focus on the priority goals we estab-
lished. We have had to propose new user fees and contain and absorb certain costs.
We thoroughly scrutinized our employment and business practices. As a part of the
Department’s continuing reorganization, we are implementing a field office stream-
lining plan which collocates the county-based agencies in one-stop USDA Service
Centers and that will consolidate administrative support functions for the county-
based agencies. We are developing a common computing environment for these
agencies to optimize the use of data and equipment and improve our efficiencies
across the agencies. The Department has also entered into a contract with an inde-
pendent consultant to examine what further steps, if any, we can take to improve
the efficiency of our farm and rural program delivery system. That study will be
completed by September 1, 1998. These efforts, combined with program reductions
and reforms taken in prior years, have made a significant contribution to the Presi-
dent’s balanced budget submission to the Congress.

In addition to the improvements and strengthening in the economy, several fac-
tors account for the projected 14 percent reduction in our budget—from $63 million
in 1993 to a projected $54 million for 1999. Farm programs are more market ori-
ented today, significantly lowering outlays. The strong economy and welfare reform
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lowered participation in our food assistance programs. Declining interest rates have
led to large savings in rural credit programs and the shift to user fees in certain
programs has contributed to deficit reductions. Over this period USDA employment
will be reduced by over 22,000 staff years through our reorganization and streamlin-
ing efforts.

The President’s balanced budget plan for 1999 contains a nhumber of new govern-
mentwide initiatives that include participation of USDA agencies, including:

—A Food Safety initiative for improving the Federal food inspection system from
farm-to-table, through increased inspection, expanded research and consumer
education, better food surveillance, and improved Federal, State, and local co-
ordination.

—A Clean Water and Watershed Restoration initiative to achieve further progress
in solving water quality problems and enhancing the environmental quality of
agricultural and forest lands.

—A Land, Water and Facility Restoration initiative so that the Forest Service can
better protect wildlife habitat, maintain recreation sites and preserve the na-
tional forests.

—A Climate Change Technology initiative to support research aimed at inves-
tigating mitigation tactics, including production practices which sequester
greenhouse gases, to minimize the adverse effects of agricultural production
practices on climate change.

—A Food Gleaning initiative to increase food recovery by one-third above current
levels by the year 2000, providing a significant source of food to food banks and
other non-profit institutions to help feed hungry people.

—A Law Enforcement initiative to provide funds and resources to crack down on
fraud and abuse in the Food Stamp and other programs. This supports the
President’s commitment to assure that program benefits go only to those who
are in need and eligible.

The President’s budget proposes $57.4 billion in budget authority for 1999 for
USDA compared to a current estimate of $55.9 billion for 1998. Budget authority
for discretionary spending, which accounts for about 25 percent of USDA total budg-
et authority, declines from $15.6 billion in 1998 to $15.2 billion in 1999. The request
before this Committee for discretionary budget authority is $12.6 billion.

The budget also proposes legislation that affects the discretionary request before
the Committee, including user fees for the Food Safety and Inspection Service; the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service; the Grain Inspection, Packers and
Stockyards Administration; the Farm Service Agency; and the Natural Resources
Conservation Service. The budget also proposes shifting sales commissions for the
crop insurance program from discretionary to mandatory spending. We will send
this proposed legislation to the authorizing committees. If the entire package is en-
acted, it would lower the discretionary request to this Committee by $829 million.

The budget also proposes legislative changes in some mandatory programs, in-
cluding restoring food stamp benefits to most legal aliens, reducing the Federal
share of administrative funding provided to the States in the Food Stamp Program
to prevent cost shifting, reducing the cost of the crop insurance program, capping
cotton step-2 payments, providing a flexible multi-year cap for the Export Enhance-
ment Program, and increasing the Environmental Quality Incentives Program,
Rural Empowerment Zones, and a change in the formula for Forest Service pay-
ments to States.

Before addressing specifics of the budget, I want to emphasize the importance
that the President has placed on our civil rights work at USDA; the priority is re-
flected in the budget. The President’s budget calls for the largest increase in civil
rights funding in two decades. For USDA, that means providing funding to carry
out the recommendations of the Civil Rights Action Team (CRAT) as well as the rec-
ommendations of the National Commission on Small Farms which support our civil
rights agenda. In total, we are requesting about $250 million for civil rights-related
activities that would increase farm ownership and operating loans; increase loans
and grants to construct housing for the Nation's farmworkers; support an integrated
research, extension, and education competitive grants program for new technology
adoption and transfer to small farms; eliminate disparities in funding and enhance
the Department’s cooperative efforts with institutions of higher education that are
primarily devoted to the needs of minority students; and improve outreach and tech-
nical assistance to assure that all customers have full access to USDA programs and
services, and to provide assistance to socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers
through a substantial increase in the Section 2501 outreach program. Also, we are
requesting increased funds for more timely processing and resolution of complaints,
as well as efforts to prevent disputes and discrimination.
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FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

The mission of the Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services area is to secure the
long-term vitality and global competitiveness of American agriculture. Implementa-
tion of planting flexibility and other provisions of the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996 (the 1996 Act), in conjunction with strong export pro-
grams and sound trade policy, are helping us reach these goals. However, we re-
main concerned about the adequacy of the safety net for our producers and have
been working to expand and improve programs which help producers manage their
risk. We are also working hard to assure improved assistance and expanded oppor-
tunities for minority and limited resource producers in our farm programs.

Maintenance of an effective economic safety net for our farmers and ranchers is
a major priority for our plans in 1999, particularly in our proposals for risk manage-
ment. Last year we proposed legislation to make some modest improvements in the
safety net which were not acted upon by the Congress. The proposed improvements
included, among other things, provisions to permit extension of the terms of market-
ing assistance loans during periods of extraordinary market disruption; and the ex-
pansion of revenue insurance. These proposals deserve further consideration by the
Congress.

The challenge of providing improved customer service with improved efficiency as
resource constraints are tightened also remains a major focus of our efforts, particu-
larly in the Farm Service Agency (FSA) and the other county-based farm conserva-
tion and rural development agencies. The independent study being conducted by a
private consulting firm during 1998 of our county-based agencies will help us better
assess county office workload and identify options to gain efficiencies while meeting
customer needs.

Farm Service Agency

The consolidation of staffs and county offices, establishment of a common comput-
ing environment, and the convergence of administrative services at all levels of the
county-based agencies, continue to be the focus of FSA streamlining efforts. FSA
staffing has changed dramatically as a result of these streamlining efforts and work-
load changes brought about by the 1996 Act. FSA Federal and county staffing is
projected to be down by over 500 staff years, from 17,267 staff years at the end of
1997 to 16,744 staff years at the end of 1998 as a result of buyouts, Reductions-
In-Force (RIF’s), and attrition. The 1999 budget for FSA salaries and expenses pro-
poses a program level of $976 million, including $30 million earmarked for the es-
tablishment of a common computing environment in the service centers of the coun-
ty-based agencies. The budget also incorporates a proposed increase in user fees to
help offset some of the costs of providing information and other services to FSA cli-
ents. It is estimated that the budget will support a staff year level about 7 percent
below 1998 levels.

Farm Loan Programs

Access to credit is one of the most important elements of success in farming. That
point has been made in fairly dramatic fashion by USDA'’s Civil Rights Action Team
and by the Small Farms Commission. Improved access to credit means more oppor-
tunities for beginning and small farmers and, in particular, members of socially dis-
advantaged groups. For that reason, the 1999 budget provides more funding for
farm loans. Farm ownership loans would be increased to $85 million in direct loans
and $425 million in loan guarantees, compared to 1998 levels of $45 million in di-
rect and $400 million in guarantees. In terms of people served, this means that
3,500 beginning and small farmers will be given an opportunity to either acquire
their own farm or to save an existing one—600 more than during 1998. About 1,000
of these farmers will receive direct loans and the rest will receive guarantees. The
budget also provides for $2.4 billion in direct and guaranteed farm operating loans,
which maintains the 1998 level of funding and would serve an estimated 28,000 be-
ginning and small farmers about 12,000 of whom will receive direct loans.

The share of direct loans made at the reduced interest rate for limited resource
borrowers would be continued at current levels about 61 percent for farm ownership
loans and about 40 percent for farm operating loans. The budget also provides fund-
ing for emergency loans, credit sales, the boll weevil eradication program and credit
for Native Americans.

The Administration will also be proposing emergency legislation to modify the
1996 Act prohibition on loans to borrowers who received debt forgiveness. It is un-
fair to deny these borrowers a second chance.
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Commodity Credit Corporation

Changes over the last decade in commodity, disaster, and conservation programs
have dramatically changed the level, mix, and variability of the Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) outlays. CCC outlays are projected to total $8.6 billion in 1998
and $8.4 billion in 1999 and are projected to decline to a total of about $7.0 billion
in 2003. Since the late 1980's, commodity program spending has declined dramati-
cally, spending for ad hoc crop disaster programs has been virtually eliminated, and
spending for conservation programs has increased and has become a major portion
of CCC'’s outlays. Commodity program outlays account for about two-thirds of total
CCC outlays in 1999, and they largely reflect the pattern of production flexibility
contract (PFC) payments set in the 1996 Act. Outlays for the commodity programs
are projected to decline from $6.0 billion in 1998 to $5.7 billion in 1999 and to $4.0
billion in 2003.

Conservation program outlays account for almost one-fourth of the CCC expendi-
tures in 1999. The 1996 Act authorized direct CCC funding for the Conservation Re-
serve Program (CRP) administered by FSA and several new conservation programs
administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). CRP provides
landowners annual payments and half the cost of establishing a conserving cover
in exchange for retiring environmentally sensitive land from production for 10 to 15
years. The 1996 Act authorized the program through 2002 and set maximum enroll-
ment in the program at 36.4 million acres. Current enrollment totaled about 28 mil-
lion acres at the end of calendar year 1997. The budget assumes that the acreage
goal will be achieved gradually. Other conservation programs funded by CCC but
administered by NRCS include the Wetlands Reserve Program and the Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), which along with the Conservation
Farm Option give producers incentives to create long-term comprehensive farm
plans. The budget proposes to help meet critical water quality goals by increasing
CCC spending for EQIP by $100 million in 1999 and $350 million between 1999 and
2003. Other new programs funded by CCC include the Wildlife Habitat Incentives
Program which provides cost-share assistance to landowners to implement manage-
ment practices improving wildlife habitat, and the Farmland Protection Program
which provides for the purchase of easements limiting nonagricultural uses on
prime and unique farmland.

Risk Management Agency

Implementation of the 1994 reform of the crop insurance program has been a
major achievement for American agriculture. It has alleviated the need for ad hoc
disaster assistance. About 63 percent of the insurable acreage nationwide is covered
by the program, about 22 percent at the catastrophic (CAT) level of coverage, which
is fully subsidized by the Government, and 41 percent at higher levels of coverage
for which producers pay a portion of the premium. Producers may buy-up to 75 per-
cent of normal production and 100 percent of expected market price or purchase a
relatively new product, Crop Revenue Coverage (CRC), which provides protection
against price declines even without a production loss. CRC already accounts for
about 16 percent of the business.

While the reform legislation allowed for a dual delivery system with FSA provid-
ing CAT coverage and private insurance companies providing both CAT and buy-
up coverage, the private insurance industry has demonstrated that it can handle the
job alone and has been given that opportunity beginning in 1998.

There are 17 private insurance companies of various sizes participating in the
program. Sales agents work for these companies, mostly on a commission basis,
while loss adjusters are usually independent contractors. Companies sell policies
that the Government reinsures. However, the companies are required to retain some
risk of loss on the policies they sell, for which they may earn underwriting gains
or incur underwriting losses.

Weather has played a big role in the program performance over the last few
years. In 1997, the weather was particularly good and indications are that the pro-
gram had a very favorable loss ratio of less than .80, which is well below the statu-
tory requirement of 1.10. Consequently, the companies received underwriting gains
based on the risk they retained. Under normal conditions, the amount of underwrit-
ing gains received by companies would have been far less.

The 1999 budget provides full funding of the crop insurance program, but pro-
poses legislative changes to accommodate a shift in sales commissions for agents
from discretionary to mandatory spending. This shift would consolidate all program
spending into a single account and eliminate the possibility of the program being
restricted by a limited appropriation of discretionary funds for sales commissions.
In effect, the proposal is intended to fix a problem that dates back to the 1994 legis-
lative reform of the program which divided the funding for company expense reim-
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bursements between the mandatory and discretionary budgets for the sole purpose
of meeting technical scoring requirements.

Because the shift to mandatory spending will require PAYGO offsets, the Admin-
istration will also propose various program changes, including a reduction in the
loss ratio, a limit on CAT coverage to $100,000, and other changes. These changes
are expected to take effect in 2000 because other program offsets are available for
1999.

It should also be noted that the Risk Management Agency is charged with the
responsibility for risk management education. About $5 million is budgeted in the
agency’'s mandatory account for this activity in 1999. The Cooperative State Re-
search, Education and Extension Service and the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission are assisting in the education program. This is expected to be an important
part of helping producers adjust to the changes in price and income support pro-
grams that came about in the 1996 Act.

International Trade and Export Programs

The performance of U.S. agricultural exports was again robust in 1997, reaching
the second highest level ever at $57.3 billion. While this was somewhat below the
all-time high achieved in 1996, many positive developments did occur. It was the
third year running in which agricultural exports topped $50 billion, and new export
records were established for both intermediate and consumer-oriented products.
And, for the 37th consecutive year; U.S. agriculture made a positive contribution to
the Nation’s trade balance, with exports exceeding imports by $21.5 billion.

The value of agricultural exports to the Nation’s economy is very significant, but
for the agricultural sector, exports are critical. Today, U.S. agriculture’s reliance on
exports as measured by gross receipts is approaching 30 percent, a level which is
twice as high as for the U.S. economy as a whole. With improving productivity and
slow growth in domestic demand, the future prosperity of our farmers and ranchers
is increasingly linked to strong export markets. Recent changes in domestic farm
policy also have reinforced the importance of global markets and have made export
performance a critical component of the farm safety net.

For these reasons, USDA's 5-year strategic plan has established the expansion of
global market opportunities for U.S. agricultural producers as one of the Depart-
ment’s primary objectives. With this mandate, we are continuing our aggressive ef-
forts of recent years to bolster export competitiveness, open new markets, and ex-
pand exports. The 1999 budget request supports these efforts by providing a total
program level of nearly $6.4 billion for the Department's trade and export promotion
activities.

The CCC export credit guarantee programs are the largest of the Department’s
export promotion activities. These programs make an important contribution to
meeting our export expansion objective by facilitating sales of U.S. agricultural
products to buyers in markets where credit is necessary to maintain or increase
sales. The value of these programs is being demonstrated this year. In recent
months, we have made available to countries in southeast Asia and the Republic
of Korea a total of $2 billion of export credit guarantees. This action is helping these
countries tackle their import financing problems and allows them to continue to pur-
chase agricultural products from the United States. By doing so, continued access
to these important Asian markets will be ensured.

The 1999 budget adopts a new approach for presenting the annual program levels
and budget estimates for the guarantee programs. These estimates will now reflect
the actual level of sales expected to be registered under the programs for which CCC
guarantees will be issued. This change will result in more realistic estimates of the
costs of these programs and will increase the accuracy of the CCC budget estimates.
The actual level of guarantees to be issued during the course of the year will not
be limited by the budget estimates but will instead be determined by market condi-
tions and program demand.

Based on this new approach, the budget projects a total program level for CCC
export credit guarantees of $5 billion in 1998 and $4.6 billion in 1999. These levels
are substantially above sales registrations in 1997 and prior years, due primarily
to the recent boost in programming to Asian countries.

The Export Enhancement Program (EEP) has seen very little activity during the
past 2%2 years because of world commodity supply and competitive conditions. Nev-
ertheless, the program remains in place and can be reactivated whenever market
conditions warrant. To ensure our ability to do so, the budget provides a program
level of up to $320 million for EEP in 1999, an increase of $170 million above this
year's level.

In conjunction with the budget, we will be submitting proposed legislation to pro-
vide a flexible, multi-year program level authorization for EEP, which will apply to
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the 1999 to 2003 period. The proposal will authorize a total program level of $1.2
billion for EEP over the 5-year period and will provide administrative discretion to
the Department to determine the annual level of funding for EEP. Any funding that
is not used in 1 year will remain available for use in subsequent years. However,
the annual level of programming will continue to be subject to the Uruguay Round
export subsidy reduction commitments. The proposal would generate approximately
$1.4 billion in savings during the 5-year period that will help to offset increased
funding proposed in the budget for other mandatory programs.

The pace of programming under our other subsidy program, the Dairy Export In-
centive Program (DEIP), has increased significantly during the past year. This has
helped to move additional dairy products into export markets and modify price fluc-
tuations here at home. The budget projects a somewhat reduced level of program-
ming under DEIP in 1999 because of a projected tightening in the domestic supply
situation; however, the actual level of programming will be determined by market
conditions at that time.

The budget continues funding for the Market Access Program (MAP) at its maxi-
mum authorized funding level of $90 million. In recent years, the Department has
taken steps to make MAP more targeted and friendly to small businesses. These ef-
forts continue and, in 1998, for the first time export promotion assistance will be
provided to small companies or cooperatives only.

The Public Law 480 foreign food assistance programs remain a mainstay of efforts
to assist developing countries meet their food import needs and develop long-term
trading relationships. For 1999, the budget requests a total program level of $979
million for Public Law 480 programs, which is expected to provide 2.8 million metric
tons of commodity assistance to recipient countries.

For the Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS), the budget provides direct appro-
priated funding of $146 million, an increase of $6 million above the 1998 level. The
budget includes a proposal to establish a buying power maintenance fund to assist
FAS manage unanticipated changes in the costs of its overseas operations. These
changes result from exchange rate losses or gains and overseas inflation which are
difficult to predict when budget estimates are prepared. Under the proposal, a re-
volving fund would be established which can be drawn upon to meet higher costs
resulting from exchange rate losses. Alternatively, exchange rate gains would be
credited to the account and would be available for use to meet future cost increases.
This proposal responds to a request of the Conference Committee on the 1998 Agri-
culture Appropriations Bill.

The budget also proposes that certain FAS Information Resources Management
costs, including the operating costs of the CCC Computer Facility, will no longer be
funded through a reimbursable agreement with CCC. Instead, these costs will now
be funded through FAS appropriations. With this change, this funding will shift
from mandatory to discretionary spending and will no longer be subject to the an-
nual limitation on CCC reimbursable agreements established by the 1996 Act.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Rural development creates opportunities for people who live in rural America—
the kind of housing they occupy; access to such amenities as running water, elec-
tricity, telecommunications; and the strengthening of local economic activity that af-
fect their prospects for finding a job that will allow them to earn enough income
to have a decent standard of living. The Department’s rural development programs
help rural residents achieve these benefits by providing financial assistance and by
working with rural communities through partnerships, empowerment and technical
assistance. Under this Administration, special attention has been given to serving
those rural communities that have been underserved in the past—where poverty is
persistent and unemployment remains high.

Overall, the 1999 budget reflects the Administration’s strong support for ensuring
that rural Americans have the ability to take advantage of the same opportunities
for economic growth that exist in urban areas. It supports the Administration’s
Water 2000 initiative which targets resources to the estimated 2.5 million rural resi-
dents who have some of the Nation’s most serious drinking water availability, de-
pendability, and quality problems. It supports the Administration’s National Home
Ownership initiative to increase home ownership, and maintains rural rental assist-
ance for low-income families and individuals, many of whom are elderly women. It
continues programs that provide infrastructure for meeting electric, telecommuni-
cations and a variety of other community needs. Further, it encourages business and
industry activity in rural areas through loan guarantees that create or save jobs.

About $129 million of the rural development program funding would be targeted
to Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC). The EZ/EC initiative
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reaches communities with the most persistent poverty and other economic adversity,
which have developed strategic plans for development. In addition, the budget pro-
poses to provide $20 million annually in mandatory spending to fund additional
grants for 5 new rural Empowerment Zones.

About $715 million of the $2.2 billion in budget authority included in the 1999
budget for USDA's rural development programs would be funded under the provi-
sions of the Rural Community Advancement Program (RCAP). RCAP was enacted
in the 1996 Act. It provides flexibility for transferring funds among programs in
order to meet local priorities. It also provides for the development of strategic plans
to help guide the development process. The Department’s proposal assumes the full
flexibility to transfer funds among accounts as authorized in the 1996 Act, which
is an important tool in tailoring assistance to meet the unique needs of each rural
community.

Rural Utilities Service

Without the Department’s rural utilities programs, much of rural America would
have been unable to obtain, at reasonable prices, basic infrastructure such as elec-
tricity, telephone, and water and waste disposal services. In earlier times, progress
was measured in terms of the number of farms and rural households receiving any
level of services. Today, the primary need is to assure quality infrastructure and
service at a reasonable price so that rural America can keep pace with modern tech-
nology and clean water requirements.

The water and waste disposal programs are one of the Administration’s highest
priorities. The budget provides $500 million in grants, essentially the same level as
provided in 1998. In addition, the budget proposes a $73 million increase in the di-
rect loan program. This level of funding will allow the Department to continue mak-
ing significant progress towards meeting the goals of the Administration’s Water
2000 initiative. Water 2000 targets resources to the estimated 2.5 million rural resi-
dents who have some of the Nation’s most serious drinking water availability, de-
pendability, and quality problems—including the estimated 400,000 rural house-
holds lacking such basic amenities as complete plumbing.

The 1999 budget provides for $1.65 billion in electric and telecommunications
loans, about $55 million above 1998; however, there will be a shift in how this as-
sistance will be provided in order to meet growing demand. The budget proposes
greater reliance on direct Treasury rate and Federal Financing Bank insured loans.
Legislation will be proposed to authorize direct Treasury rate loans under the elec-
tric program. This authority is currently available under the telecommunications
program.

The budget calls for $175 million in loans to be made by the Rural Telephone
Bank, the same as 1998. The Administration continues to work with the industry
towards its goal of privatizing the bank. In 1999, the bank is proposed to become
a “Performance Based Organization,” in order to establish its commercial viability
prior to being fully privatized in 10 years or less.

With regard to the distance learning and medical link program, the 1999 budget
includes about $15 million for grants and $150 million in loans at the Treasury rate,
requiring a total budget authority of $15.2 million. In 1998, Congress provided a
budget authority of $12.5 million which the Department converted into a grant pro-
gram of about $12.5 million and a loan program of $150 million at the Treasury
rate. This program encompasses two of the most useful applications of modern tele-
communications—education and medical services. Applications for this program are
well in excess of current funding. The increase in grant funding will provide vitally
needed assistance to some of rural America’s most remote and poorest communities.

Rural Housing Service

USDA's rural housing programs have been important in improving the availabil-
ity and quality of housing in rural America since the 1970’s. The programs reach
those who cannot otherwise afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing, and those who
cannot obtain credit from other sources to achieve home ownership.

The 1999 budget supports $4.4 billion in rural housing loans and loan guarantees,
an increase of about $200 million over 1998. This includes $1 billion in direct loans
and $3.1 billion in guaranteed loans for single family housing. Direct loans are
available only to low-income families, low-income meaning less than 80 percent of
area median income. Guaranteed loans are available to families up to 115 percent
of area median income. Further, the Administration will propose legislation to make
guaranteed loans available for refinancing existing direct loans—$100 million is in-
cluded in the $3.1 billion overall funding level for this purpose.

For rural rental housing, the budget includes $100 million in direct loans and
$150 million in guaranteed loans. These levels represent a reduction of $29 million
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in direct loans from the amount available for 1998, but a significant increase in
guaranteed loans, which were first introduced in 1997 and are limited to about $20
million in 1998. The guaranteed loan program has operated on a pilot basis to date
but has shown great potential, particularly where it can be used to leverage other
Federal, State and local or private financing. It serves a higher income clientele
than the direct loan program, yet reaches some lower income families and individ-
uals, and operates at far less cost than the direct loan program.

USDA currently has a portfolio of about 18,000 rural rental housing projects
which contain about 470,000 units. About one-half of these units receive rental as-
sistance payments. Tenants in units receiving rental assistance pay 30 percent of
their income for rent. Rental assistance, provided through 5-year contracts, makes
up the difference between what the low-income tenant pays and the rent required
for the project owner to meet debt servicing requirements. The average income of
tenants receiving rental assistance payments is $7,300. In 1999, contracts on an es-
timated 37,500 units are expected to expire. The budget provides for the renewal
of these contracts and a limited number of contracts on additional units, and in-
cludes full funding of all new farm labor housing projects. No rental assistance is
provided for projects financed with guaranteed loans.

The 1999 budget also provides for $97.1 million in loans and $72.9 million in
grants for various specific purpose housing programs. This includes $32 million in
loans and $13 million in grants for farm labor housing projects, an increase of $17
million in loans and $3 million in grants over last year’s levels. This would allow
the agency to finance 658 new units and rehabilitate 199 units of existing housing
for farm workers. The increase is proposed as part of USDA’s CRAT report.

Rural Business-Cooperative Service

Jobs are the cornerstone of all economic development—rural as well as urban. The
Department’s role in creating jobs and improving the infrastructure in rural areas
is both financial and supportive. Despite budgetary pressures, it is important that
the job creation and retention programs in rural areas remain adequately funded.

The business and industry (B&I) loan program is one of our best means to help
foster the growth of rural businesses including cooperatives. The cooperative form
of business is seeing a resurgence throughout rural America, agricultural producers
are embracing cooperatives for a variety of purposes including: value-added process-
ing, to return more of the value of farm products to producers; as a safety net, to
protect against price fluctuations; and for the traditional use of purchasing farm
supplies. Many “new-wave” cooperatives are being organized and operated in a man-
ner which is quite different from the historic cooperative principles. The 1996 Act
helped to improve the effectiveness of the B&I loan program in developing coopera-
tive businesses by authorizing loan guarantees to assist farmers and ranchers to
purchase start-up capital stock in processing cooperatives where the cooperative will
process the commodity being produced by the farmer. The 1999 budget maintains
the direct loan program at $50 million, while the guaranteed loan program would
be funded at $1 billion, including $200 million that will be directed to cooperative-
owned businesses. Further, using the flexibility available under RCAP, the Depart-
ment expects to fund a $1 billion guaranteed loan program during the current fiscal
year.

Our investments in cooperative businesses, however, will not provide the expected
returns unless there also is an investment in understanding the “evolving” coopera-
tive form of business. Therefore, the budget also proposes an increase of $2 million
in funding for research on cooperatives. These funds will be used to form cooperative
agreements primarily with State departments of agriculture, universities, and col-
leges to conduct research on rural cooperatives. This funding will help provide vi-
tally needed research and information at a time when available Federal resources
in this area are dwindling.

Through the intermediary relending program the Department provides low inter-
est (1 percent) loans to a variety of public and private organizations who, in turn,
provide loans to finance business facilities and community development projects in
their local areas. By providing assistance through local organizations the Depart-
ment ensures that funding is used on the basis of local priorities. The budget main-
tains support for the intermediary relending program at $35 million, the same level
as 1998.

Rural business enterprise grants may be provided to public bodies, Indian tribes,
and nonprofit corporations to finance and facilitate development of small and emerg-
ing businesses in rural areas. The budget provides $40 million for rural business
enterprise grants in 1999, a small increase from 1998.

The budget provides for an increase in the Alternative Agricultural Research and
Commercialization (AARC) program from $7 million in 1998 to $10 million in 1999.
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This program is particularly useful in meeting the needs for capital to commer-
cialize innovative value-added products from agricultural and forestry materials and
animal by-products.

Salaries and Expenses

The Department’s rural development programs are delivered through about 800
field offices, located within USDA Service Centers. The delivery system has been no-
ticeably improved by the introduction in 1997 of a centralized system for servicing
single family housing loans, which will save taxpayers $250 million through 2000
and allowed staff resources to be redirected to other urgent needs. Further, the
rural development programs are included in our administrative convergence efforts
for county-based agencies.

The 1999 budget includes $529 million for the administration of USDA's rural de-
velopment programs including AARC. This amount includes funding for an esti-
mated 7,138 staff years, which is a decrease of about 150 below 1998.

FOOD, NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES

USDA's farm and food safety programs help ensure a safe and affordable food
supply, while the nutrition assistance programs help to ensure that low-income fam-
ilies are adequately nourished. The Food Stamp, Child Nutrition and WIC (the Spe-
cial Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children) Programs
are the primary programs for carrying out the Nation’s food assistance policy. The
1999 budget request combines better management with increased funding to ad-
vance the Administration’s war on hunger and demonstrate our commitment to im-
prove the nutritional levels of low-income households.

The Food Stamp Program will be funded at a program level of $23.9 billion in
1999. The Administration proposes to restore Food Stamp benefits for vulnerable
groups of legal immigrants. Upon signing the 1996 welfare law, the President
pledged to work toward reversing the harsh, unnecessary cuts in benefits to legal
immigrants that had nothing to do with moving people from welfare to work. The
President believes that legal immigrants should have the same opportunity, and
bear the same responsibility, as other members of society. The 1999 budget would
provide Food Stamp benefits to 730,000 legal immigrants at a cost of $535 million
in 1999 and $2.5 billion over 5 years. The proposal expands access to Food Stamps
for families with children, people with disabilities, the elderly, and refugees and
asylees. Legislation will also be proposed to address the allocation of administrative
costs between the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program, Medicaid, and
the Food Stamp Program which will result in a savings of $180 million in 1999.

We are working to improve Food Stamp program integrity, and are requesting
funds to improve accuracy in the food stamp certification process to achieve our an-
nual performance plan of reducing error by at least 4 percent. The annual plan calls
for an increase in food stamp overpayment collections of 5 percent a year. Achieving
these goals will reduce program costs by over $60 million. We will also continue our
integrity efforts to reduce State over-billing of State administrative expenses and
trafficking.

Child Nutrition will be funded at a program level of $9.6 billion, an increase of
$0.4 billion from the 1998 estimate. This increase is needed for increased free meal
claims in the School Lunch Program, increased school and child care enrollment and
food cost increases. Child Nutrition Programs, both school and community based,
help keep children nourished and ready to learn. The Child Nutrition Programs are
particularly well positioned to provide nutrition assistance directly to children from
low-income families, easing the transition from welfare to work for their parents
and to support the President’s initiative to assure reading skills by the end of the
3rd grade.

With portions of the Child Nutrition Programs expiring at the end of 1998, we
will also be seeking reauthorization legislation. We want to work with Congress to
improve program integrity, reduce paperwork burden, support the President’s child
care initiatives, and foster improved dietary practices. As stated in the annual per-
formance plan, we will work to assist school food service management to implement
better business systems and increase the proportion of correctly claimed free meals.
And we believe we can better meet the Recommended Daily Allowance and Dietary
Guideline requirements for meals served, as well as improve the nutritional intake
of school children. School programs are demonstrated to be a very effective way to
shape the nutritional choices not only of our children, but their families as well.

WIC will be funded at $4.2 billion, 4 percent more than the 1998 appropriation
and sufficient to support 7.5 million recipients. Improving Federal and State pro-
gram management will be a major focus of our activities for 1999, including contin-
ued efforts to reduce the overall cost of WIC food packages by 10 percent by 2002.
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WIC State agencies have been highly successful in keeping unit food costs down for
the past decade primarily through rebates on infant formula, and now we will be
working together to expand other promising cost control activities. We are also un-
dertaking a series of management reforms to improve WIC program integrity.

The Commodity Assistance Programs will be funded at $317 million, including
$96 million for the Commodity Supplemental Food Program, $45 million for the
Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP), $140 million for the Nutrition Pro-
gram for the Elderly, and the budget also requests $15 million for the farmers’ mar-
ket program, an increase from the $12 million provided in 1998.

The budget includes $20 million for a new gleaning initiative that would be used
to support community-based grants and other incentives to help local neighborhoods
recover edible food before it is lost and use it to help alleviate hunger and distress.
With billions of pounds of food going to waste, we anticipate that the initiative will
yield large returns in helping needy families through temporary hard times,
supplementing food stamps for some; and for others providing necessary sustenance
on an occasional basis.

The budget also requests funds for research on nutrition assistance programs. The
Administration places high priority on receiving accurate, relevant, and timely infor-
mation from research and evaluation on the food assistance programs. To ensure
that the policy and research needs of the nutrition programs are most effectively
met in the context of administering the food programs, the Administration strongly
believes that the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) is the appropriate agency to
oversee and administer these research funds.

For Food Program Administration, the primary funding source for administrative
management of the Nation’s food assistance programs and the Center for Nutrition
Policy and Promotion, we request $111.8 million, an increase of $4.2 million. The
increase will fund existing responsibilities at current levels and provide for in-
creased Civil Rights effectiveness. In addition, the requested increase will improve
food assistance program management, particularly financial system integrity. Also,
funds will be used for work on year 2000 Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

FOOD SAFETY

On July 25, 1996, a milestone was reached in our strategy for making significant
gains in improving the safety of America’s food supply. The final rule for Pathogen
Reduction and Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) Systems for
meat and poultry products was published. This rule modernizes a 90-year old in-
spection system and lays out the Administration’s commitment to improve food safe-
ty and reduce the incidence of foodborne illness by 25 percent by the year 2000 as
stated in the Department’s strategic plan.

On January 27, 1997, the first implementation date for the final rule was reached.
All meat and poultry establishments now have in place standard operating proce-
dures for sanitation to ensure they are meeting their responsibility for preventing
direct product contamination and maintaining sanitary conditions. In addition,
slaughter establishments have begun testing carcasses for generic E. coli to ensure
their processes are under control with respect to prevention of fecal contamination.
On January 26, 1998, the 300 largest establishments, which produce 92 percent of
inspected meat and poultry products, were required to have HACCP systems in
place. In addition to HACCP systems in place, those establishments that slaughter
and those that produce ground product will have to meet Salmonella performance
standards, thereby implementing a major portion of the science-based inspection
system. By January 25, 2000, all the provisions of the rule will be implemented in
all establishments.

The final rule sets an important framework for change, but is only part of our
overall strategy to improve the safety of our meat and poultry supply. On January
25, 1997, the President announced the National Food Safety initiative. The initia-
tive includes seven components for improving the Federal food inspection system
from farm-to-table. Key components include expansion of the Federal food safety
surveillance system, improved coordination between Federal, State, and local health
authorities, improved risk assessment capabilities, increased inspection, expanded
research, consumer education, and strategic planning. The initiative reflects a high
level of coordination between agencies within USDA and the Department of Health
and Human Services. For 1999, we plan to build on these investments which Con-
gress supported in 1998. Continued investment in meat, poultry, and egg products
inspection activities will enhance public health by minimizing foodborne illness from
these products.

For 1999 the budget requests $623 million, an increase of $34 million over the
1998 current estimate. The additional resources will allow the Department to ad-
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dress a greater range of food safety risks from farm-to-table. At the farm level, we
will work with producers to develop voluntary measures that producers can utilize
to reduce pathogenic contamination of animals prior to presentation at the slaughter
plant. In addition, we will provide support to State educational efforts that will im-
prove the ability of producers to respond to new demands that slaughter and proc-
essing establishments may make with the implementation of HACCP. In order to
improve inspection we will provide additional technology and training to Federal in-
spectors and provide special assistance to State programs to facilitate their trans-
formation to HACCP. Another key component of the Department’s strategy in 1999
will be targeted food safety education. In a coordinated effort between the public
and private sectors product specific and audience specific messages that address
food safety risks relevant to such groups will be developed, evaluated, and dissemi-
nated.

The 1999 budget request proposes legislation to recover the full cost of providing
Federal meat, poultry, and egg products inspection. We estimate that this proposal
would generate approximately $573 million in new revenues in 1999 and thereafter.
The budget requests $150 million in appropriated funding to convert the program
to user fees and to maintain State inspection programs. States administering their
own inspection programs would continue to be reimbursed by the Federal govern-
ment for up to 50 percent of the cost of administering their programs and the spe-
cial assistance proposed for 1999.

Requiring the payment of user fees for Federal inspection services would not only
result in savings to the taxpayer, but would also ensure that sufficient resources are
available to provide the mandatory inspection services needed to meet increasing in-
dustry demand. The overall impact on prices as a result of these fees has been esti-
mated to be less than one cent per pound for meat, poultry, and egg products pro-
duction. The implementation of the user fee authority would be designed to be fair
and equitable, promote accountability and efficiency, and minimize the impact on
the affected industries.

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

The 1999 budget reflects the Department’s continuing commitment to voluntary,
cooperative and well-financed conservation programs that provide farmers with the
financial and technical assistance they need to remain competitive while not putting
our vital natural resources in jeopardy. The 1996 Act recognized the need for this
balance and dramatically expanded USDA's conservation mission by creating new
or refocused existing conservation programs. The effects of programs like the Con-
servation Reserve Program and the Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP) are already being felt as we focus on protecting mainly environmentally sen-
sitive lands that need our attention while returning fertile lands to production.

As farmers rely more on markets and utilize greater planting flexibility, it be-
comes even more critical that we maintain and strengthen our technical expertise
in the field, where it is needed. The Department’s field office streamlining initiative
has been successfully implemented so far and has enabled NRCS to continue to pro-
vide high quality technical assistance to farmers with proportionately fewer man-
agement and support staff. In so doing, NRCS has reduced headquarters staff by
over 50 percent, reduced State office staff by almost one-third, and consolidated a
number of administrative functions, which will continue under the administrative
convergence initiative for USDA’s county-based agencies.

The request for appropriated funds for NRCS totals $826 million which includes
$650 million for conservation technical assistance and water resources assistance.
This will fund critical NRCS technical support needed to meet the ambitious goals
set out in the agency’'s Annual Performance Plan. For example, in 1999, NRCS will
protect more than 4 million acres of cropland against excessive erosion and complete
conservation management systems on 6.4 million acres of grazing land. The budget
will also provide the resources needed by NRCS to maintain and enhance the con-
servation partnership that has grown over the years not only with conservation dis-
tricts but also with farmers, ranchers, and other private landowners. As we ap-
proach the 21st century, this partnership becomes more vital when we consider how
much more we can accomplish for the environment when we work together.

The budget supports this continuing shift toward greater cooperation and includes
an increase of $20 million for incentive payments to those States that are successful
in increasing the level of non-Federal support for the private-public partnership. To
further leverage the Department’s conservation dollar, we are also proposing to col-
lect $10 million in user fees for certain types of products or technical services that
are available in the private sector or that provide mostly private benefits. Fee struc-
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tures and applications will be developed by NRCS with direct input from State of-
fices and other groups or individuals that are directly affected.

The technical assistance budget also includes the NRCS contribution to the goal
of improving water quality in certain highly vulnerable watersheds where it is im-
paired by agriculture. Through the proposed interagency Clean Water and Water-
shed Restoration initiative, in order to strengthen local leadership capacity, NRCS
will direct $20 million to Competitive Partnership Grants. These funds will be
awarded to locally-led institutions such as conservation districts or watershed coun-
cils, primarily for the hiring of non-Federal watershed coordinators who will take
an active role in problem identification, goal setting and watershed restoration plan-
ning. An additional $3 million is also provided for monitoring work to help target
resources and document baseline conditions and performance. In addition to these
appropriated funds, the budget includes an increase of $100 million for EQIP as pro-
posed legislation in 1999 to provide added support to the Clean Water initiative as
well as to meet other Administration priorities in the Civil Rights area.

In the watershed planning and construction area, the Department will continue
efforts that have begun in improving how these limited resources are allocated. Only
the most cost-effective and environmentally beneficial projects will be funded with
an emphasis on nonstructural management systems. We will also continue to exam-
ine approved watershed plans to eliminate those projects that are now infeasible in
order to reduce the backlog of unfunded work. Beginning in 1999, technical support
for NRCS’ watershed planning and construction activities will come from the agen-
cy’s conservation technical assistance program which will reduce the number of
NRCS accounts that include payroll items. Also, we will try to help sponsors with
implementation costs by allowing some of the funds to be used to subsidize rates
of municipal loans administered by the Rural Utilities Service. Increases are pro-
vided for additional planning activities and for educational assistance to watershed
sponsors to make them more aware of the need to examine and possibly repair older
systems.

Finally, the Department’'s 1999 budget continues its support of the 290 authorized
Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) areas. It will also be sufficient to
support the approximately 25 new area authorizations that | hope to announce later
this year.

RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND ECONOMICS

The budget recommendations for the programs administered by the four Research,
Education, and Economics (REE) mission area agencies reflect the importance of sci-
entific, technological, and economic knowledge on future performance of the agricul-
tural sector in the U.S. economy, and its competitiveness abroad. Driven by publicly
funded research in Federal laboratories, land-grant universities, and private sector
investments, agricultural productivity has grown at an annual average rate of 1.8
percent over the past 45 years. Yet hunger and malnutrition remain a problem for
too many people in the U.S., and throughout the world, and with the projected popu-
lation growth rates, there are moral challenges and economic opportunities to make
our agricultural system even more productive in the future. Federally-supported ag-
ricultural research and education is needed to promote key Departmental objectives
related to expanding agricultural-based economic and trade opportunities for all pro-
ducers; ensuring a safe and affordable food supply; and protecting natural resources
for the benefit of current and future generations.

The ability of U.S. agriculture to help meet world food requirements relies on re-
search and technology to enhance productivity growth, develop a safer food supply,
and address critical human nutrition needs. Increased support for research and edu-
cation will also lead to a better understanding of how agricultural production im-
pacts the environment and how effective management practices can be applied to
mitigate harmful effects. Federal support for research conducted at land-grant uni-
versities and private laboratories encourages these institutions to invest in science
and technology needed to address critical issues at a level beyond what they could
do on their own. Publicly supported research and extension programs provide the
basis to complement much of the work carried out by the private sector.

The activities proposed under REE aim to achieve the five general goals for re-
search and extension set forth in the mission area strategic plan and in the agen-
cies’ performance plans: (1) an agricultural production system that is highly com-
petitive in the global economy; (2) a safe and secure food and fiber system; (3) a
healthy, well-nourished population; (4) an agricultural system which protects the en-
vironment; and (5) enhanced economic opportunity and quality of life for American
citizens. These goals are derived from the purpose statement for agricultural re-
search in the 1996 Act and the advice we have received from users and stakeholders
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represented on the National Agricultural Research, Education, and Extension, and
Economics Advisory Board.

Total funding requested for REE agencies in 1999 is about $1.8 billion. Within
this total, research in ARS would be increased by $32 million, funding for Federal
facilities would be reduced by $43 million, funding for university research and ex-
tension would be reduced by $9 million, and support for economic research and agri-
cultural statistics would be increased by $3.1 million. ARS will be redirecting about
$35 million from a number of ongoing research projects to support programs and
initiatives of high national priority.

An increase of $6 million in the ARS budget is provided for research efforts to
reduce the incidence of emerging diseases and exotic pests that threaten the safety
of the U.S. food supply. Of the total, $3.7 million will be used to enhance the devel-
opment of diagnostic tests, vaccines, and other immune strategies that prevent the
outbreaks and spread of exotic and zoonotic diseases, and pathogens. The remaining
$2.3 million will be used to prevent the introduction of emerging plant diseases and
pests.

Enhanced genetic diversity supported under the Department’s Food Genome ini-
tiative can reduce the likelihood of losses due to rapid environmental changes or
epidemics of pests or pathogens. An increase of $3.5 million in the ARS budget is
provided to support the continued development and maintenance of living
germplasm collections for crops, animals, and microbes. New funding for this initia-
tive is also proposed in the Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension
Service (CSREES) budget. Under proposed legislation, competitive grants totaling
$10 million will fund selected projects that enhance the genetic knowledge base re-
sulting in improved agricultural production and crop biodiversity. Also, within the
total CSREES National Research Initiative (NRI) funds, $16 million is proposed for
this initiative.

The budget for ARS includes an increase of $14 million for the President’s Food
Safety initiative. Of the total, about $8 million is provided for pre-harvest food safe-
ty research to design effective control programs to prevent the spread of bacteria
and parasites from animals to humans, and to improve post-harvest handling prac-
tices for fruits and vegetables. The remaining $6 million is provided for post-harvest
research in support of the HACCP model implemented by the Food Safety and In-
spection Service. Efforts will be focused on developing methods to reduce the patho-
gens and toxins infecting our food supply, including fruits and vegetables, and meat
and poultry products. The $11 million increase proposed in the CSREES budget for
food safety research and education programs will complement the ARS efforts. Of
the total CSREES request, $3 million is proposed to assess the impact of food han-
dling and storage practices on selected population groups, and $3 million of the NRI
funds is proposed for research to improve the understanding of disease-causing
pathogens. The remaining $5 million targets education programs for consumers in
support of HACCP implementation for meat and poultry products.

An increase of $5.5 million in ARS will support the development of substitute pest
management technologies to replace pesticides that are slated for elimination under
the new Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) regulatory standards. The research
will also support the Department’s commitment to encourage the adoption of Inte-
grated Pest Management (IPM) practices on 75 percent of the Nation’s crop land by
the year 2000. The CSREES budget also includes funding to support the Depart-
mental goal on adoption of IPM practices. Increased funding of $15.5 million is pro-
posed for research and extension programs on improved IPM systems to provide
pest control solutions that are economically and environmentally sound. All IPM ac-
tivities in the Department will be coordinated by the newly established Office of
Pest Management Policy which will work closely with EPA to promote safer pest
control practices and coordinate data and analysis to support informed decision-
making on pesticide regulations.

The ARS budget also includes a $10.5 million increase in support of the Presi-
dential Initiative on Human Nutrition. The overall objective of the human nutrition
program, conducted at the six ARS Human Nutrition Research Centers, is to en-
hance nutritional means to promote optimum human health and well-being for indi-
viduals through improved nutrition. The impact of nutrition on childhood growth
and development will be given special emphasis. Of the total request, $1.5 million
is also proposed to expand the sample size of the ongoing dietary survey to provide
more accurate and up-to-date information on food consumption patterns for pesticide
tolerance review activities mandated under FQPA.

Additional emphasis is placed on addressing pressing environmental issues. An
increase of $7 million in the ARS budget is proposed in support of the President’s
Climate Change Technology Initiative. This will also complement the climate change
research undertaken by the Forest Service. Efforts will be aimed at minimizing the
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adverse effects of agricultural production practices on climate change, as well as
using agricultural practices to mitigate global warming. An additional $2 million is
provided under the President’s Clean Water and Watershed Restoration initiative
to deal with the recent Pfiesteria outbreak in the Chesapeake Bay.

ARS also plays an important role in the Administration’s initiative to restore the
South Florida Everglades ecosystem. The budget includes an increase of about $1
million to develop mechanisms to control the spread of invasive Melaleuca trees and
$4 million for construction of a quarantine facility to house the study of biological
control agents. Construction of this facility was designated by the Administration’s
South Florida Ecosystem Task Force as a top priority to ensure prompt restoration
of the Everglades National Park.

The budget includes about $36 million for facility construction and modernization
projects, a reduction of $43 million from 1998. Of the total, $2.5 million is provided
for modernization of the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center at Beltsville, Mary-
land. The request includes $17.7 million for modernization of facilities at three ARS
Regional Research Centers. Remaining funds provide $5.6 million for the renovation
of facilities at the National Animal Disease Center at Ames, lowa, $3.5 million for
ongoing renovation projects at the Plum Island Animal Disease Center at
Greenport, New York, and $1.4 million for the renovation of the Grain Marketing
and Production Research Center at Manhattan, Kansas.

The budget request for CSREES is reduced by $9 million from the 1998 appro-
priation. Within this total, however, there are proposals for enhanced programs to
support a number of high priority research and education projects and Presidential
initiatives. Offsetting reductions are proposed for selected research and extension
formula programs. Current law gives States broad authority to determine research
program priorities and provide funding for selected projects accordingly. In addition,
the Administration recommends legislative changes to permit States to use up to
10 percent of the Hatch Act and Smith-Lever formula funds for research and exten-
sion interchangeably.

The CSREES budget includes an increase of $33 million for the NRI, bringing
funding for this competitive grants program to $130 million. NRI grants support a
wide range of environmental, health, food safety, and nutrition programs through
a competitive, peer-reviewed grant process that is open to all of the Nation's sci-
entists. NRI encourages breakthroughs and new approaches to problem-solving in
biological sciences that equip scientists with powerful new tools to meet continuing
and emerging challenges in agricultural and food sciences.

CSREES also proposes a $2 million increase to develop and improve sustainable
agriculture systems which require fewer off-farm inputs. The Sustainable Agri-
culture Research, and Education program, which has been funded at $8 million an-
nually since 1995, is proposed to be funded at $10 million. Research and education
grants under this program are awarded competitively at the regional level.

In response to the recommendations of the Civil Rights Action Team and the Na-
tional Commission on Small Farms, the CSREES budget also contains proposals of
$27 million for selected activities to strengthen programs at minority-serving insti-
tutions and to enhance opportunities for small farm and minority producers. The re-
quest includes $4 million to address problems that are unique to small farm produc-
ers. Proposed legislation which authorizes grants for integrated research, extension,
or education activities, is requested to carry out this program. Other proposals in-
clude $12 million for the renovation and construction of the 1890 facilities, $5 mil-
lion to support additional extension agents under the Extension Indian Reservation
Program, $3.5 million to expand the extension and teaching capacity at the 29 Na-
tive American Institutions, and $2.5 million to enhance the education capacity at
the Hispanic Serving Institutions.

The CSREES budget includes $2 million for continued expansion of the REE Data
Information System begun in 1996. An increase of $1.2 million above the 1998 ap-
propriated level is provided to continue development of an interactive information
system with the capability to manage administrative, financial, and management-
related data for any research, education, extension, and economics activities. This
information will be used for GPRA reporting and evaluation requirements.

The Economic Research Service (ERS) is an important source of information on
food and agricultural related issues, and the economic and social science research
conducted by ERS helps both policymakers and producers make informed decisions.
The budget request for ERS is $56 million, a decrease of $16 million below the 1998
appropriated level. The 1998 appropriation included $18 million for food program
studies previously funded within FNS. The 1999 budget reflects this funding within
FNS, which we believe is the appropriate agency to conduct this research.

The ERS budget includes increases to support economic analysis on three high
priority issues. Funding included as part of the President’s Food Safety initiative
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would support work with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to more
accurately assess the costs of foodborne illness and the economic consequences of ef-
forts to improve food safety. ERS would also collaborate on the development of risk
assessment models to identify where pathogens enter the food chain and where con-
trol efforts would be most cost effective. A second increase would support an assess-
ment of the Department’s role in meeting the information needs of small farmers.
More specifically, ERS will assess how information needs vary by the type of oper-
ation, how well USDA and private information services meet the needs of small
farmers, and what reforms and modifications in the Department’'s current market
information programs are needed in order to better serve small farmers. Finally, an
increase is included to support research on electric utility deregulation in order to
assess the potential impacts of deregulation on the Department’s rural utility loan
programs, the competitiveness of rural businesses and communities, and rural
households.

The National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) is also an important source
of information. NASS estimates and forecasts are relied upon by a wide range of
participants in the agricultural economy, and NASS has earned and maintained an
unmatched reputation for accurate, unbiased, and timely information. The imple-
mentation of the 1996 Freedom to Farm Act has made reliable and timely informa-
tion about production, supply and prices even more critical to participants in agri-
cultural markets.

This year for the first time, NASS is conducting the Census of Agriculture which
has previously been conducted every 5 years by the Department of Commerce. The
census serves as the main source of local level data about American agriculture, the
only complete enumeration of farmers, and an important benchmark for USDA'’s
program to produce national and State estimates. Overall, the budget for NASS re-
flects a net decrease of $11 million, from $118 million to $107 million, due to the
cyclical funding needs of the Census. With the proposed NASS budget, 98 percent
of total national agricultural production will be included in NASS' annual estimates
program, an increase of 5 percent above 1998.

The NASS budget includes increases for two follow-on surveys to the 1997 Census
of Agriculture: (1) the Agriculture Economics Land Ownership Survey (AELOS)
which has historically been conducted as a follow-on survey to the Census of Agri-
culture since the 1950's; and (2) a national survey of the fast growing aquaculture
industry for which very little data is currently available. For NASS’ Agricultural Es-
timates program, an increase of $1.4 million is included to expand the current pes-
ticide use surveys supporting implementation of FQPA to include the fast growing
nursery and greenhouse industries. In addition to providing pesticide use data for
an important sector of agriculture, this initiative also supports the CRAT rec-
ommendation to address concerns about farmworker exposure to pesticides and the
Administration’s IPM initiative.

MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS

The Marketing and Regulatory Programs contribute to increased domestic and
international marketing of U.S. agricultural products by: (1) reducing international
trade barriers and assuring that all sanitary and phytosanitary requirements are
based on sound science; (2) protecting domestic producers from animal and plant
pests and diseases; (3) monitoring markets to assure fair trading practices; (4) pro-
moting competition and efficient marketing; (5) reducing the effects of destructive
wildlife; and (6) assuring the well-being of research, exhibition, and pet animals.
Consumers, as well as the agricultural sector, benefit from these activities.

Beneficiaries of these services already pay a large percentage of the program costs
through user fees. And, we are proposing legislation to recover over $31 million in
new user fees from those who directly benefit from USDA services. New license fees
are requested to recover the cost of administering the Packers and Stockyards Act
except for the one-time restructuring costs. Expanded user fees are requested for de-
veloping grain standards and developing methods for measuring grain quality, and
for certain animal and plant inspection activities.

The budget includes an increase of $11 million for the Agricultural Marketing
Service (AMS). Modest increases are requested for expanding foreign market news
reporting and expanded reporting of livestock and poultry markets in accordance
with recommendations set forth by the Advisory Committee on Agricultural Con-
centration. The proposed rule to implement the Organic Foods Production Act was
published on December 16, 1997. In order to implement this new program, we are
requesting additional funds to accredit organic certifiers. Program costs will be re-
covered through user fees. Funding for the Pesticide Data Program (PDP) was pro-
vided within AMS in 1998 after being funded through the Environmental Protection



34

Agency (EPA) for 1997. For 1999, program increases are requested to initiate a
rapid response capability necessary to support EPA’s data requirements under
FQPA. As part of the President’'s Food Safety initiative, an increase of $6.3 million
is requested to broaden the scope of PDP to include microbiological testing of fruits
and vegetables.

For the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), the budget contains
$10 million in new user fees and a redirection of $12 million from APHIS appropria-
tions for the cotton growers’ share of boll weevil eradication to a USDA loan pro-
gram. This redirection in boll weevil eradication allows an appropriations decrease
without a decrease in program operations. Program successes in brucellosis eradi-
cation allow an $8 million redirection to higher priority activities to help the agency
comply with international trade agreements. APHIS anticipates that all 50 States
will reach brucellosis Class “Free” Status by the end of 1999. The budget assumes
increased cost sharing from beneficiaries of Wildlife Services activities. Also, this
budget supports activities that would increase agricultural exports. It maintains
funding for our important data gathering and risk analysis used in negotiations con-
cerning sanitary and phytosanitary trade barriers and restrictions on genetically en-
gineered products entering world markets. Funding increases are provided for Pest
Detection activities such as Agricultural Quarantine Inspection at the borders.
APHIS will likely inspect upwards of 85 million passengers potentially carrying
banned agricultural products into the United States.

The budget requests an increase in available resources of $4.8 million to strength-
en the Packers and Stockyards (P&S) programs of the Grain Inspection, Packers
and Stockyards Administration (GIPSA). The increased funding will enable GIPSA
to address more of the recommendations of the Advisory Committee on Agricultural
Concentration related to livestock and poultry marketing. Specifically the agency
would: (1) hire additional staff to monitor and analyze packer competitive practices
and the implications of structural changes in the meat packing industry; (2) expand
poultry compliance activities; and (3) install electronic filing equipment to reduce fi-
nancial reporting costs for stockyard owners and packing house operators. P&S pro-
grams will be able to conduct upwards of 1,950 compliance investigations in 1999.
Legislation will again be proposed to authorize a dealer trust similar to that of the
existing packer trust. The legislation would require dealers to maintain trust assets
covering the value of livestock inventory and accounts receivable due from the sale
of livestock until livestock is paid for. This proposed trust would be a valuable tool
in assisting the recovery of payments for unpaid sellers. Finally, this budget pro-
poses to fund the one-time costs of $3.0 million associated with restructuring the
P&S programs. The restructuring will strengthen P&S programs’ ability to inves-
tigate anti-competitive practices and provide greater flexibility and efficiency in en-
forcing the trade practice and payment protection provisions of the Act.

Funding for grain inspection is maintained at the 1998 level and GIPSA expects
to officially inspect 260 million metric tons in 1999. The budget proposes to recover
the cost of standardization and methods development through increased inspection
fees.

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

Several offices are responsible for Departmental management activities. These of-
fices provide leadership and administrative support to USDA agencies. The 1999
budget provides the resources necessary for these offices to enhance their leader-
ship, coordination, and support the Department’s Strategic Plan Management initia-
tives to: ensure that all customers and employees are treated fairly and equitably,
with dignity and respect; improve customer service by streamlining and restructur-
ing the county offices; create a unified system of information technology manage-
ment; and improve financial management and reporting.

As indicated previously, this request reflects a number of priority funding in-
creases to carry out the recommendations contained in the report of the Depart-
ment's Civil Rights Action Team. In both 1997 and 1998, the Congress increased
funding specifically for certain civil rights activities within Departmental Adminis-
tration. These activities will continue. The 1999 budget includes an increase of $6.3
million for civil rights and other activities. These resources are needed to meet the
Department’s strategic objective of ensuring that all employees and customers are
treated fairly and equitably with dignity and respect. The funds will support addi-
tional staffing to improve personnel services and assistance to USDA agencies, in-
cluding ethics compliance; to improve outreach to USDA customers including sup-
port for the new USDA Office of Outreach that will assure all customers, especially
underserved populations, have full access to USDA programs and services; and to
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enhance management-employee relations that support early resolution of employee
grievances and conflicts within USDA.

The Office of the General Counsel (OGC) provides critical legal support and advice
to the Department and its agencies. An increase is proposed in 1999 to facilitate
the processing and adjudicating of civil rights complaints by expanding the Civil
Rights Division in OGC.

The Office of the Chief Information Officer provides policy guidance, leadership,
and coordination to USDA's information management and technology investment ac-
tivities. The proposed increase for 1999 includes $1.5 million for further develop-
ment of the Department’s information technology capital planning and investment
control programs and the USDA information architecture. USDA is also taking a
strong management approach to effectively respond to the challenges of year 2000
remediation and we fully expect that all mission critical systems will be compliant
by no later than March 1999.

The Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) provides overall direction and
leadership in the development of modern financial management structures and sys-
tems. In addition, the OCFO is responsible for implementation of the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA). Additional funds are requested for 1999 to
strengthen the Department's capability to provide cost accounting information for
services provided, particularly with regard to implementing GPRA.

The request includes additional funds to continue the implementation of the
USDA Strategic Space Plan for the Washington metropolitan area. This plan has
been tailored to meet the needs of USDA based on the projected staff levels at the
Washington headquarters and to provide a safe, efficient work place for our employ-
ees. The Beltsville facility will be ready for occupancy in early 1998. The design for
the first phase of the South Building renovation was completed and a construction
contract is expected to be awarded in February. The design for phase 2 of the mod-
ernization is now underway and scheduled to be completed during 1998. The 1999
request includes funds for the construction of phase 2.

The Office of the Chief Economist advises the Secretary on policies and programs
related to U.S. agriculture and rural areas, provides objective analysis on the im-
pacts of policy options on the agricultural and rural economy, and participates in
planning and development programs to improve the Department’s forecasts, projec-
tions, and policy analysis capabilities. The proposed increase would be used to con-
tinue USDA's initiative to provide enhanced weather and climate data for agricul-
tural areas. This initiative includes modernization of USDA’s weather and climate
data acquisition equipment to allow USDA to continue to provide data to and re-
ceive data from the National Weather Service, and implementation of the second
phase of the National Agricultural Weather Observing Network which will manage
the collection, quality control, and dissemination of the weather and climate data
in agricultural areas.

An increase is proposed for the Office of Risk Assessment and Cost Benefit Analy-
sis in support of the President’s Food Safety initiative. Additional funding is also
included for the Commission on 21st Century Agriculture. The Commission is con-
ducting a comprehensive review and assessment of the future of production agri-
culture in the U.S. and the appropriate role of the Federal Government in support
of production agriculture.

An increase is proposed for the Office of Inspector General (OIG) including $21.7
million to support a Presidential Law Enforcement initiative. Included in the initia-
tive is funding for OIG to expand activities to crack down on fraud and abuse in
the food stamp and other nutrition programs. In this area, estimates indicate that
over $50 million a year in food stamps goes illegally to convicted felons and prison
inmates, and that a sizable number of retailers who accept food stamps make money
from them illegally. OIG's recent pilot effort, Operation Talon, has been extremely
successful. In the 24 metropolitan areas around the country included in the pilot,
Operation Talon resulted in the arrest of over 2,200 fugitive felons and the savings
of millions of dollars to the U.S. Treasury. This initiative will allow OIG to expand
these efforts nationwide.

In addition to food stamp fraud, these funds will also enable OIG to dedicate more
resources to rural rental housing programs, and disaster and health and safety pro-
grams. Health and safety of food from production to the consumer is of special con-
cern because of such highly visible emergencies as contaminated strawberries in the
School Lunch Program and the tainted meat in the food distribution chain resulting
in the recall of 25 million pounds of ground beef from public consumption.

That concludes my statement, | am looking forward to working with the Commit-
tee on the 1999 budget so that together we can meet the needs of our clients and
at the same time balance the Federal budget.
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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

Senator CocHRAN. Mr. Secretary, you mentioned the Office of In-
spector General. | just wanted to bring up the fact that | had a
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meeting with the inspector general in my office yesterday to talk
about some of these initiatives.

One thing which we discussed was the authority that we had
written into the agriculture appropriations bill 1 think in 1996 giv-
ing our OIG access to forfeited funds or funds that were forfeited
to the Government by reason of actions taken by this office so that
we would not have to appropriate as much money to operate that
office in the future. But for some reason or another, the Depart-
ment of Justice has blocked access to those forfeited funds. I won-
der if you would take it up with the Attorney General and find out
what is going on. For 2 straight years, we have had that authority
in the law, but the Department has prevented its being imple-
mented.

Do you know anything about that problem?

Secretary GLickmAN. Not any more than you have just stated, al-
though | have talked to Mr. Viadero, as my staff has, and | will
follow it up with the Attorney General. The fact that it is in the
law—and | think the law is pretty clear—we need to work this out.

Senator CocHrAN. Well, | would like to work with you if you feel
that we can be of any specific help in getting cooperation from the
Department of Justice on that subject.

ASIAN FINANCIAL CRISIS

On another topic, the Asian financial crisis is something that is
being talked about because it concerns us in agriculture with re-
spect to pressure on markets for U.S. agriculture commodities in
that part of the world. Many of these countries are major markets
for U.S. agriculture commodities such as soybeans, poultry, beef,
cotton, and others.

What is the situation with respect to our access to those markets,
whether we are going to sustain losses in sales in that part of the
world? What about the use of our Federal programs such as GSM
credit guarantees in helping to deal with that problem?

Secretary GLIcKMAN. | dispatched a team to Asia: our Under Sec-
retary, Gus Schumacher, and the head of our Foreign Agricultural
Service, Lon Hatamiya. They were in virtually every country in
Asia. Their assessment is basically that the crisis could reduce U.S.
agricultural exports between 3 to 6 percent from levels where it
would have been had there been no crisis. Much as this loss will
be in Korea and Indonesia, which is expected to account for the
lion's share. 1 do not think they expect very much impact at all
with Japan or China, Hong Kong, or the other nations.

Now, we have just made available about 2 billion dollars’ worth
of CCC export credit guarantees to the Republic of Korea and five
Southeast Asian countries. That action is helping to ease liquidity
constraints. A lot of these people could not even get letters of credit
because the banks would not issue them in some of the areas. So,
this is the highest priority for us right now in terms of the farm
sector, to make sure that those markets remain open to us.

It is my understanding that there is no statutory limit on the
amount of GSM credits that we can provide. It is a budget question
determining how much of a loss there will be, and we obviously
have to work with OMB on this particular issue. But it is my goal
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to use that provision of the law aggressively in order to ensure that
goods keep flowing.

Now, some of the other countries in the world are extremely un-
happy with our use of these export credits—Australia, for example,
I think their term for us was—how did they characterize it? Avari-
cious looters. The Americans were avaricious looters moving into a
market which they believe perhaps was traditionally their own.
The fact of the matter is the use of our credits is perfectly consist-
ent with our obligations under all international trade arrange-
ments.

Again, these are not subsidies. These are Government guaran-
teed bank credits, a commercial credit. But this is at the heart of
what we are doing in this particular area.

As | mentioned just briefly, the livestock industry, which used to
only export 2 or 3 percent of their product—but which now exports
up to about 10 percent—is very much affected by this, pork and
beef particularly. But the poultry industry has been a little more
on historical trend to both Hong Kong as well as Eastern Europe.

We are going to aggressively use our credit programs. Obviously
we will have to look at the potential for taxpayers’ losses in this
particular area, but | would say that is the biggest line of defense
right now for our exports. And it is not limited by the budget esti-
mates.

By the way, we have thought that we would use about—Ilet’s see.
What are we talking about? About $5.7 billion this year?

Mr. DEwHURST. $5 billion this year, $4.6 billion next year.

Secretary GLICKMAN. But that is based on what we considered
the demand to be. That is not a cap. The level could go up if their
utilization—and our desire is to move as much product as we pos-
sibly can.

Senator CocHRAN. | think Mr. Dewhurst responded to you that
the plan was to use up to $5 billion this year and $4.6 billion next
year. Is that your understanding of the forecast?

Secretary GLICKMAN. | would just say that is an estimate,
though. It is not a cap.

Mr. DEwHURST. That is right. That is an estimate of our use of
that authority, but it is not a limit. We could go above that number
if that is what the situation requires.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE FUNDING

Senator CocHRAN. Speaking of limits, one of the caps that is pro-
posed in the President’s budget request is on the cotton program,
proposing to save $110 million. This savings, as | understand it,
would fund the Federal crop insurance sales commissions. And,
there is another cap that is supposed to save an additional $48 mil-
lion.

These are troubling to those of us who come from cotton produc-
ing States. We worry about why the administration has singled out
the cotton industry to impose these caps to help fund the crop in-
surance program. If enacted, the competitiveness of our cotton
products may be harmed, particularly in light of this Asian finan-
cial crisis, making sales more difficult.
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Have you undertaken to assess what the effect of these caps
would have as a practical matter on the marketability of U.S. cot-
ton in the overseas markets?

Secretary GrLickmAN. | would ask Mr. Collins.

Mr. CoLLINs. Yes, Mr. Chairman; we have looked at that. You
are right. It would hurt our competitiveness somewhat. Our esti-
mate is that a total loss of sales might be a couple of hundred thou-
sand bales as a result of these caps, $140 million cap in fiscal year
1999. We would have essentially $193 million total that we could
spend in the year 2000 and beyond.

I might point out just one thing, though, that for every dollar
that we spend in step 2 payments on the export side, we are spend-
ing $2 to support domestic mills. There has been very little evi-
dence that that $2 spending on the domestic mills has really made
that much of a difference in domestic mill use.

But overall, yes, there would be some effect on our export com-
petitiveness.

CSREES RESEARCH PROGRAMS

Senator CocHRAN. One other proposal in the budget that trou-
bles me considerably is zeroing out Cooperative State Research
Education Service research programs and the reduction of formula
funds for the Hatch Act, Smith-Lever, Mclntyre-Stennis coopera-
tive forestry research.

What is the rationale for proposing such significant reductions in
formula research and extension programs? These enable the States
to meet local priority needs, to set some goals for helping students,
things like 4—H Club activities, others that are at the heart of rural
communities and small schools around the country. | worry about
the approval of that. I do not think we are going to approve that.
Why do you propose it?

Secretary GLickMAN. First of all, let me say with respect to both
the cotton step 2 program, as well as this program, we obviously
are going to work with you to try to devise the best dollars and lan-
guage that we can get under the circumstances.

The step 2 program has been the subject again of a serious
amount of OIG audits and investigations. So, we need to work to-
gether to make sure we enhance our competitiveness, but at the
same time have a program that gives the taxpayer a good bang for
the buck and is not prone to being misused. | think we hopefully
can do that.

On the formula funding, obviously this is something else that re-
lates to the total budget picture. We do not anticipate that the pro-
posed reductions in the formula program will have a materially
negative impact on activities carried out at the State level. States
will have full discretion to fund their research and extension activi-
ties that they consider to be of high priority, and the reductions in
Federal funding can be offset with modest increases in State and
local funding, less than 1 percent | believe, the total amount.

So, there are a lot of pieces of this puzzle. There are some in-
creases in the research budget in other areas as well. We will work
with you on this.

Senator CocHRAN. Senator Bumpers.
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Senator BuMPERS. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for your
statement, a big part of which I, of course, agree with. But Senator
Cochran has touched on something that is becoming increasingly
important to me because | have just been studying it a little bit.

But a couple of years ago, as best | could tell, we were putting
about $1.3 billion into research each year. Does that sound like
about a right figure, Mr. Dewhurst?

Mr. DEWHURST. Yes.

Senator BumpERs. When you consider we spend about $40 to $45
billion a year over at the Pentagon to make things explode and
then we spend, which everybody would agree with, roughly $15 bil-
lion at NIH for medical research, but when you consider the fact
that we have roughly 435 million acres of arable land in the lower
48 and we are taking 2 million acres a year out for highways,
urban sprawl, housing, shopping centers, and so on, and we are
adding 2 million people to the population every year, and when you
consider the addition of people to the population every year, 2 mil-
lion, taking 2 million acres out of cultivation and we are spending
$1.3 billion on research, that seems frankly like a pitifully small
amount.

Would you comment on that?

Secretary GLICKMAN. My personal reaction is | agree with you.
We have to deal with the priorities in the total budget process, and
working together, we do our best to try to make sure those prior-
ities are an adequate amount.

There are some increases on the research side of the budget. We
have put some additional money into human and food genome re-
search as well as the Pfiesteria and other key problem areas, but
the total dollars have not been going up.

I would say a couple of things here. If you had to ask me is every
bit of agriculture research we are doing necessary or is there dupli-
cation of research being done at various universities around this
country, I would say probably there is some duplication of research
and not every bit of agriculture research that is being done is nec-
essarily serving the good as much as it could.

We do have an outside advisory group that is looking at our fa-
cilities now and trying to see if there is a way that we can better
do our research job less expensively. It is difficult to close down a
research facility, as you know.

Senator BumpPERs. | want you to close all the others. | do not
want you to close the ones in Arkansas.

Secretary GLICKMAN. That is right.

Overall, 1 do not think we spend enough in agriculture research.

Senator BumpeRs. We obviously do not.

Secretary GLICKMAN. That is a personal item, but we have to do
the best we can and we have to make the best of the resources we
have.

Senator BumpPERs. We have a gigantic train wreck that is going
to happen probably long after | am dead, but you can see it devel-
oping and we are not really addressing it. That is the reason | raise
that sort of macro, long-term problem.

Secretary GLICKMAN. Let us just take a few areas. How do we
increase yields without using more pesticides, herbicides, fun-
gicides, particularly in massive areas of both the arid area of the
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United States but also in the developing areas of the world. That
is obviously one key area. How do we produce more nutrition in the
crops that are grown, how do we protect production agriculture and
still not have land wash away and blow away.

As you look down the next 30 or 40 or 50 years in terms of crisis
problems, how do we deal with global climate change, which | know
iIs controversial, but | suspect that it is going on and we have to
protect American agriculture in that process rather than just say
it is not happening and we do not want anything to do with it. We
have to make sure we do adequate planning, and that means re-
search activities as well. So, we need to spend the money to do it.

Senator BuMmPERS. Mr. Secretary, what kind of food safety inspec-
tion do we have on imported fruits and vegetables? | have never
really known.

Secretary GLICKMAN. The FDA is essentially responsible for that.
They do some spot inspections.

Senator BumpeRs. | will save that. They will be here, so | will
save that question for them.

Secretary GLICKMAN. | would say they are rather limited in
amounts, and that is one of the reasons the increase in the Presi-
dent’s budget is to provide more resources for them.

Senator BumpPERS. | just will make one observation—two obser-
vations.

No. 1, in connection with the train wreck that | have described,
we have a piece of that problem which is slightly different in my
State. The Mississippi alluvial aquifer which covers a good portion
of Mississippi, a lot of Arkansas, a little of Missouri, the southern
part, northern Louisiana. | had been successful in getting money
to study the depletion of that aquifer. Those studies have been
completed.

RICE PRODUCTION

As you know, we produce roughly 43 percent of all the rice pro-
duced in this country. Rice is very water intensive, and we have
been depleting that aquifer for rice growing for many, many years
now. We have reached the point where if something is not done,
rather dramatically done, by the year 2015, rice production, be-
cause of the loss of that aquifer, will be so much lower, and by the
year 2020, there will be no rice grown in my State, virtually none.

I felt so strongly about it, 1 went over to talk to the President
about it, and of course, coming from Arkansas, he was fully famil-
iar with it and put some money in his budget request to start deal-
ing with it.

All 1 want to say is it is a $1 billion problem. In the budget, the
President asked for $13.5 million to initiate a program that the
Corps of Engineers—now the Corps does not like agricultural prod-
ucts. They are not prohibited from doing them, but they do not like
them. They are going to have to learn to like them because this is
not just a problem in my State. This is a problem that is develop-
ing everyplace, for example, the Ogallala aquifer that covers the
Plains States. That aquifer is going to disappear too.

So, what we are proposing to do is to divert surface water from
the rivers to the rice fields. | tell you that simply because the Corps
of Engineers is going to have to get actively involved, even though
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they would rather not, and the Department of Agriculture is going
to have to help in coordinating these efforts and helping us deter-
mine where the most critical areas are.

Now, finally, Mr. Secretary, let me laud you by saying | think
you have done a superb job. You have been a very responsive Sec-
retary. | have never called, | have never asked for anything that
I did not get a fast response.

FOOD SAFETY INSPECTION SERVICE

But | must say when it comes to the Food Safety Inspection
Service, the one big disagreement | have had with the Department
is the way the Hudson Foods case was handled. I have been famil-
iar with that company since | ran for Governor in 1970 when it
was just doing a few million dollars a year, until it became last
year a $1.5 billion business. Let me just say what my concern is
and ask you to respond to it.

What Hudson Foods had was one meat packing—they are big in
the turkey and poultry business. That is all they are. They built
a meat packing company just to accommodate Burger King. It was
a state-of-the-art facility. There is no question but E. coli was found
in the plant. There is not any question that the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Food Inspection Service had to move. They had to do
something to find out about it.

But what happened, | really felt that these were gratuitous, in-
flammatory, and unnecessary statements made that caused Hud-
son to have to sell a good company, built over a 30-year period, and
they had no choice but to sell at what | have been told is $300 mil-
lion less than the fair market value of the company. The publicity
was so pervasive and so volatile they could not survive it.

Yet, the E. coli that was found in that plant came from another
USDA-inspected beef slaughtering plant. The question was why
should Hudson have had to bear the brunt of it when the E. coli
that came into that plant came from another FSIS-inspected facil-
ity, which so far as | know, till this day has never been named, and
yet Hudson had to bear the whole brunt of it. It seems to me that
USDA and FSIS should have taken the hit on the very fact that
this beef came in from another inspected plant which Hudson had
relied on. Hudson was relying on FSIS to make sure that the beef
they got from these other packing plants—they bought from about
15, but they were all inspected. They had the right to rely on the
safety and the efficacy of that beef.

Secretary GLickmAaN. Well, first of all, let me say that | am some-
what limited because there has been a U.S. Attorney investigation,
and | do not know if there is a grand jury looking at this.

Senator BumpeRs. Well, | was not aware of that. | am not trying
to prejudice the case.

Secretary GLICKMAN. | cannot talk about the specifics of that
case.

E. COLI

The only thing I can tell you is this, that | think we have learned
a lot from that episode. E. coli was either nonexistent or we had
not identified it as recently as 15 years ago. It is new. It is viru-
lent, it kills, and it is a troublesome problem, much more than a
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lot of other food safety problems. The fact is that we are learning
about this and how to deal with these kinds of problems. The com-
panies are learning as well how to manage their systems in order
to keep problems from happening. We have to regulate that proc-
ess. So, | cannot tell you today that everything we did was perfect
in that context.

But | would tell you this, that 1 have had some very successful
meetings with the meat and poultry industry as a result of the new
HACCP rules that went into effect. The new HACCP rules changed
the way that they and we do business so that no longer do you wait
until you find a problem in a piece of meat that has gone out in
the countryside before you take action. You try to deal with the
systems approach so that you test and the company itself focuses
on those critical systems at every stage of the operation.

Right now the focus is primarily on the packers, slaughterers,
and processors. Restaurants are beginning to use this system as
well. We obviously need a farm-to-table system that involves pro-
duction agriculture and involves the consumers because they are
the last line of defense.

Hopefully with the new system there will be a process that will
provide greater public safety so unsafe products will not be distrib-
uted. We will discover hazards inside the operations of the plant,
and at the same time we will be involved with the companies in
a way that still preserves our arm’s length regulatory approach but
in a cooperative way to try to find a problem when it occurs early
on.

So, Senator, | cannot tell you that | would do it exactly every iota
of the way we did it before, but I will tell you this, that this issue
is one that is going to grow in magnitude and complexity, the con-
cern about food safety. What we have to do as a country is to make
sure that the industry and USDA are working together to try to
understand that the public cares about food safety more than they
care just about any other thing in the world. So, we are just going
to continue to do the best that we can, and the new system | think
will help a lot.

Senator CocHRAN. Mr. Secretary, we have a vote in progress. We
are going to have to go over there and be recorded and we will be
right back. We will stand in recess temporarily.

[A brief recess was taken.]

Senator CocHRrRAN. If the committee could return to order. We
apologize for the interruption for the votes on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

We are prepared now to resume our questioning of the Secretary
of Agriculture. Senator Bumpers was in the process of asking ques-
tions. He will be returning, and we will yield to him when he does
return to continue his questioning, but until he returns, I am going
to call on Senator Burns, if you are ready, or Senator Kohl.

Senator BurNs. Mr. Chairman, | will be very quick. The Sec-
retary and | have talked over a couple of things. We are going to
have a sit-down when we come back, and we have some very spe-
cific things we would like to go over and maybe we can find some
answers. We are very concerned not only with the road moratorium
and how that is being held, but also what the designs are on the
Royal Teton Ranch and how that plays into the public land man-
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agement there north of the Yellowstone Park. We just talked about
the buffalo situation and APHIS and the things that we have to do
to deal with that situation.

So, Mr. Chairman, rather than take up a lot of time, I have a
whip meeting anyway. We have agreed to sit down and visit about
it because these are isolated instances that probably have very lit-
tle to do with the overall picture of funding the Department of Ag-
riculture.

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator BurNs. Thank you. 1 want to thank the Secretary for
that, and | want to thank the chairman.

As far as Mr. Bumpers going through his final hearings on agri-
culture appropriations, | for one am very disappointed that he is
leaving because he is one of the easiest guys to imitate. | can give
his space station speech on the floor now if they give me a pointer.
And 1 got them all up and we can do all those things. I will miss
him because he is a great source of good humor. So, | will be sorry
to see him go.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Kohl.

NEW MILK MARKETING ORDER

Senator KoHL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Glickman, when USDA announced the new milk mar-
keting order, two options were proposed which you called 1-A and
1-B, 1-A being the status quo and 1-B recognizing the need to
make some movement.

You have said on innumerable occasions that you do not support
status quo, that you support movement. The nature of that move-
ment is the contentiousness that exists in terms of what is finally
going to be done, but there has never been any question about your
position that the present system needs to be changed. I am trou-
bled by the fact that 1-A, which represents the present system, is
still out there.

Now, is that a misunderstanding in my interpretation of what
you said, or do | have cause to wonder about what is this 1-A?

Secretary GLICKMAN. Senator, somehow | believed you would ask
this question. So, let me just say this.

We have indicated that 1-B is our preferred option. So, we are
clearly on record as saying 1-B, which reflects some changes in the
order of price determination for class 1 milk, is our preferred op-
tion.

We had examined several options before, five or six, and 1-A and
1-B had clearly the most public interest as well as congressional
and academic support. So, we chose to pool those two options into
this final review process for comment. There is no question the De-
partment prefers 1-B, but we also now have to go out to the public
and get the input in the hearing process that is necessary. In a
sense, what we have done is we have given people a clear choice,
and now it is up to farmers, dairymen, consumers and others
around the country to help us augment the record in order to make
the decision that we have to make.
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By the way, even if | had only gone with one option, under the
law, 1 would have been required to accept testimony and, where
relevant, make modifications in that anyway in accordance with
the Administrative Procedure Act.

Senator KoHL. | appreciate that and | understand how——

Secretary GLIckMAN. If | just may make a couple of other points.

Senator KoHL. Go right ahead, yes.

Secretary GLICKMAN. In the 1-B option, we also provide a transi-
tion option, a suboption of 1-B. So, what we have in 1-B is dif-
ferentials for class 1 milk in some regions of the country flattened
out. Some class 1 milk price reductions do occur, although reduc-
tions would not be as great as some would expect for all milk prices
because of the way it is computed. We have also proposed a transi-
tion option where there would be a bump-up on the price in certain
areas. We proposed two or three different ways of doing that, and
that is also out there for public comment as well.

Dairy did not get transition assistance in previous farm bills as
we went to a more market oriented system. So, what we have tried
to do is provide some transition assistance in this bill.

One final thing, if I might. We have also proposed flooring the
basic formula price until such time as all of this milk marketing
order reform is done, and there will be a hearing next week on the
17th on that issue as well. That is a separate issue but they kind
of relate.

Senator KoHL. Yes; and | appreciate that answer, but I still must
say that having heard you say so often that the present system
cannot endure and will not endure, and recognizing that the De-
partment has the authority to make the change—it does not have
to come up for a congressional vote——

Secretary GLICKMAN. But we have to take public comment.

Senator KoHL. That is all right and | understand that, but it is
not as though USDA is not aware or has been unaware of the prob-
lem and has gone into this whole process starting from ground
zero. USDA is pretty expert at the order, and you as the leader of
the USDA, having taken a position, which | respect and, as you
know, agree with, that the present system must change, it still is
troubling to have you put out the present system as though it were
maybe not your alternative but an alternative. And | do not under-
stand that.

I know how contentious this is and what kind of powerful forces
are arrayed, and then | hear Senator Leahy representing his own
district saying, hey, we cannot change the system, the system bene-
fits us. Any change in the system will be a disaster for Vermont.
And you hear that I am sure from other States.

And then 1 see, yes, the present system is still out there as an
alternative, maybe not yours, but an alternative. You can under-
stand how, as | learn more and more about the political system and
how it operates, that the fact that you put that out as an alter-
native is troubling to those of us who want change, particularly in
light of your stated position that change must occur. If change
must occur, then why is 1-A, the status quo, out there?

Secretary GrLickmAaN. Well, let me say a couple things. One is
that we do provide preferred alternatives and options on environ-
mental impact statements all the time. We do it on proposed rules.
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We will provide options on proposed rules sometimes when there
is a very strong public interest perspective, and we decide to put
options in there. So, that is not unusual. This is not the only case
we have ever done that before.

The second thing | would say is that it is incumbent upon us to
get folks in your district and your constituents to actively engage
in this rulemaking process. We are going to get inundated with
comments on these rules. It is very important that your perspective
on this be known. I am not sure if it conforms with the 1-B op-
tion—I think you had even further ideas on what to do, but it is
very important that your perspective is reflected in that rule-
making process.

The third thing | would say is that beyond 1-A and 1-B, which
really just relates to differential prices on class 1 milk, there is a
lot in this rule that affects the price of milk. For example, we
changed the way the basic formula price is computed which will
probably have the benefit of reducing the wide variations. It will
be based on a longer time period and there will be some consolida-
tions and are other things in there as well.

So, my hope is that we get the kind of comment that we are
hearing now.

But again, 1 want to make it clear. We have set forth a preferred
option. It is not as if I am bucking or ducking the issue, but we
do have a preferred option.

Senator KoHL. All right. | do appreciate that.

STATE TRADING ENTERPRISES

Mr. Secretary, charges have been brought in state trading enter-
prises in England for illegal importing schemes, but problems do
exist in prosecuting STE's in England. | am asking what is being
done to ensure that state trading enterprises, which may well be
engaging in unfair transfer pricing of dairy products, are compelled
to compete fairly with United States farmers.

Secretary GLICKMAN. Well, generally, 1 am aware that the IRS
and Treasury are looking at this issue to see if there are any viola-
tions of Federal revenue laws. So, | have asked our folks to provide
them whatever assistance that they need. That is on the pricing
issue. So, we need to make sure they comply with our laws.

I also would say that we are generally concerned about state
trading enterprises, and we intend to highlight this issue in the
next round of trade discussions. The Deputy was in Singapore last
year where this was one of the dominant issues raised. The state
trading enterprises in Canada, and there are others.

Senator KoHL. New Zealand particularly.

Secretary GLICKMAN. There are dairy boards.

Senator KoHL. You understand, which I am sure you do, what
they do at the worst—and they do do that—is they price their prod-
ucts to the American affiliate so high that the American affiliate
does not make any profit, and then there are no taxes to be paid.
As a result of that, the American affiliate is able to undersell local
domestic companies and take away business because of this unfair
pricing procedure that they go through which brings their tax li-
ability down to zero.
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Now, that is something which | know you do not agree with and
the IRS does not agree with, and we need to get to a resolution of
that. 1 would like to hope that will be on a list of priorities that
you have.

Secretary GLickMAN. It will be.

EUROPEAN UNION

Senator KoHL. Last question. The European Union is aggres-
sively targeting our traditional barley malt markets in Central and
South America. Five years ago the malt industry exported 6 to 9
million bushels. This year only 50,000 bushels were exported from
the United States. This business was essentially lost by three Wis-
consin companies, so | am very concerned.

You have the Export Enhancement Program which helps compa-
nies compete against unfair competition. My question is, can we ex-
pect that you are going to give the companies in this industry, the
barley malt industry, the help they need to compete with other
companies in Europe who are subsidized by their governments and
have thereby been able to take away this 6 to 9 million bushels
market in Central and South America on barley malt?

Secretary GLICKMAN. Well, | need to look at the issue specifi-
cally. The EEP program, the Export Enhancement Program, is
geared to the specific issue of dealing with unfair farm subsidies—
it's not just a trade tool. It must be focused on, let us say, the EU
or other places that are undercutting us in a way that we need to
use this authority to keep markets. So, if what you are saying is
an accurate reflection, it would seem to be something that would
be suitable for EEP. But we will take a look at this. | presume our
folks know about this particular issue, but we may need to contact
your office to get more information.

Senator KoHL. | would appreciate that. | think we can provide
you with enough information that would hopefully satisfy you that
there is some assistance here that is deserved.

Secretary GLICKMAN. Have these constituents of yours filed any
other trade complaints under various sections of our trade laws?

Senator KoHL. Well, maybe | can be in touch or you can be in
touch and we can work out the facts and maybe some resolution.

Secretary GLICKMAN. Yes.

Senator KoHL. | would appreciate it.

Secretary GLickmAN. OK.

Senator KoHL. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Bumpers.

Senator BumpPeRs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | just have one or
two items.

STATUS OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. Secretary, first of all, does the Department have any studies
as to what the status of agriculture in this country will be, good
or bad or somewhere in between, once the farm subsidies expire?

Secretary GLickMmAN. | will ask our Chief Economist to determine
what we are doing there.



48

But as you know, Congress authorized a Commission on 21st
Century Agriculture. In fact, there is a representative. | believe
Jim DuPree from Arkansas is on it. You do have somebody from
Mississippi on there as well.

They have started to meet and their task is to look at this issue,
but not as much from an economic perspective. It is more what
comes next, and they are currently doing that. We are having trou-
ble, frankly, providing them the resources they need because our
advisory committee budget is so limited. We are trying to do our
best to make sure they can at least do some of their work.

Perhaps Mr. Collins might talk about what we are doing in the
post—1996 farm bill environment to look at what is going on.

Mr. CoLLINs. That is in our plans to look at, Mr. Bumpers. We
are going to be releasing on February 23 a 10-year assessment that
looks out at agriculture over the next 10 years. But in that assess-
ment, we used the conventional assumption that in years beyond
the expiration of the farm bill, we use the level of CCC payments
that were available in the last year of the farm bill which is rough-
ly $4 billion. So, we assume a $4 billion annual continuation be-
yond 2003.

But certainly as we move closer to the year 2003, we are going
to look at this question in more detail, and I think we will also do
it in conjunction with the Commission on 21st Century Production
Agriculture.

Secretary GLICKMAN. Yes.

The other thing | would say is that crop insurance is going to
have to be the center piece for risk management. This program
works pretty well for some, not very well for others. We really need
to make it an effective operating tool for all producers. If you are
in the Northern Plains and you suffer two, three, four disasters in
a row, given the actuarial nature of it, it is a problem. If you are
in a place that does not get disasters all that frequently, it can
work out very effectively. That is one of the reasons why we have
asked for moving it on the mandatory side in order to give it some
long-term predictability so it can operate. So, we have looked at
that as well.

We have provided some other safety net proposals like loan ex-
tensions, other kinds of things that we have asked in our budget
before.

But the question is a good question. What happens post-2002?
Actually the question may be more relevant, what happens next
year and the year after? The first 2 years of Freedom to Farm were
quite good for most producers with the payments and the market.
They have come out ahead. | think the majority of producers have
come out ahead, but I do not know what happens next.

COMMODITY YIELD COMPARISONS

Senator BumMPERs. Mr. Secretary, let me ask you—and if you
could just give me a short answer to this—what is the comparison
on a per-acre-yield basis of corn, wheat, soybeans? Just take those.
Those are basic food crops. What is the comparison of yields now
per acre as compared over the last 3 or 4 years? Are they not rath-
er static? Are the yields in this country not rather static? Secretary
Rominger or Mr. Collins?
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Mr. CoLLins. Actually we are doing much better in soybeans over
the last couple of years.

Senator BumPERS. Is that because of irrigation?

Mr. CoLLINs. It is because of a change in agricultural practices.
Much higher plant populations per acre are being used in the Mid-
west, and we also have much better varieties in the South. So, the
South is getting much better soybean yields.

We have actually gone up a little bit on wheat yields. If you just
look at this past year, 1997, we had the largest wheat crop that
we have had in the 1990's, and in the winter wheat areas, Kansas
and other areas, we had record high yields.

For corn, we had a 127-bushel-per-acre yield this past year. |
think it was the fourth highest in history, the record being in 1994
of about 139 bushels.

So, actually we still do continue to trend up. | know your concern
earlier about research is whether we will be able to sustain that
trend given the research investment that we have been making.

AGRICULTURAL TRADE BALANCE

Senator BumpPers. Well, 1 am concerned about another matter,
and that is we depend on farm exports to keep our balance of trade
sort of halfway in balance. You stated | think maybe in your state-
ment, Mr. Secretary, that the trade balance afforded by agriculture
last year was a plus $21 billion——

Secretary GLICKMAN. Correct.

Senator BumPERs. Even though overall exports were $3 or $4 bil-
lion less than the preceding year.

I am sort of coming back to where | was a moment ago, and that
is | do not see, unless we have some unbelievable breakthroughs
in research, any way that we can continue to export unless we have
much bigger yields than we have had in the past. I do not think
we can feed an ever-increasing population in this country and con-
tinue to increase our exports abroad unless yields go up much fast-
er than they have been going up.

This is just a country lawyer’s sort of common sensical approach
to it. It seems to me that where we are headed is for lower exports,
not higher, because we are going to have to feed an ever-increasing
population in our own country and we are taking a lot of land out
of cultivation every year.

Secretary GLIckMAN. | think you have to segregate agriculture a
little bit. Bulk commodities—well, there has been some growth and
some decline. The big increases in exports have been in value-
added, which is livestock, meat, poultry, and fresh fruits and vege-
tables, and those have been dramatic, profound increases. We
talked a little bit about the poultry exports to Russia and related
countries. Our export growth has doubled in the last decade, rough-
ly. And much of that growth has occurred in the value-added fresh
fruits and vegetables horticulture products.

In terms of the bulk commodities, | cannot give you a projection.
A lot of that frankly depends on the income levels of these import-
ing countries. Most of these countries want to be self-sufficient in
those commodities, and they look to us kind of as a reservoir of last
resort when things get bad.
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So, | still think there is great positive potential out there, par-
ticularly in the value-added side of the picture.

Senator BumpPERS. | am not quite as sanguine about our future
on this as you are.

ASIA'S COMMODITY EXPORT VALUE

The final question, Mr. Chairman. Of the $56 or $57 billion in
exports in 1997, what percentage of that went to Asia or what dol-
lar figure went to Asia?

Secretary GLickmAN. | think 40 percent of our exports go to Asia.

Senator BumpPERs. Have you already seen a decline in demand
for exports?

Secretary GLickMAN. A small decrease.

Mr. CoLLINs. Our most recent data is only through the month of
November from Commerce, but it does look like that, plus anec-
dotal data do show that our sales have fallen off some.

Secretary GLICKMAN. But let me just tell you the real worry of
the dropoff is Korea and Indonesia. We have not seen any material
dropoff in China, Hong Kong, Japan, other major markets.

Senator BumpPers. How did exports to China in 1997 compare
with 1996? Can anybody answer that?

Mr. CoLLins. They were a little bit lower. China usually buys
about 2 to 3 billion dollars’ worth of our products. In 1997 they had
a superb wheat crop. They had very large corn stocks, and so they
actually became a net grain exporter. This is a country that in the
early 1990's was importing 12 million, 13 million tons of wheat, in
1995-96 actually imported 3 million tons of coarse grain, and here
in 1997 they became a net grain exporter. So, there has been quite
a shift in China because they have been promoting a policy of self-
sufficiency in grains.

Senator BumMPERs. They do not import cotton anymore either, do
they?

Mr. CoLLINs. They are importing our cotton this year. | think we
expect somewhere in the neighborhood of 1 million bales of cotton
to China this year.

Senator BumpERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator CocHRAN. On that subject, | think India is another coun-
try that has had a turnaround in production in wheat. It used to
be a big importer. Now it is self-sufficient and even exporting some
as | understand it.

Mr. CoLLINs. That's true. They're also increasing their exports of
soybeans and they have become a competitor for us in oilseed prod-
ucts in Asia because of their own soybean production.

Secretary GLICKMAN. But notwithstanding that, there is popu-
lation growth of the world. I hope that you are wrong and |I am
right. The population growth is significant enough to allow for radi-
cally increased demand over the next 10 years if we can capitalize
on that.

CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

Senator CocHRAN. There is a substantial commitment in this
budget request to conservation which | applaud. We have done a
good job, I think, in helping to devise programs to protect more ef-
fectively soil and water resources. We have also added another di-
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mension and that is incentives for development of wildlife habitat
on privately owned land where land is idle. The conservation re-
serve program has been a big contributor to nurturing wildlife, en-
dangered species, and the rest.

I noticed in the EQIP program, the Environmental Quality In-
centives Program, there is a big increase in the request from $100
million in mandatory funding to a total program level of $300 mil-
lion.

What is the justification? Given all these programs that we have
seen working effectively, like CRP and the wildlife habitat incen-
tives program, why is it necessary for that big jump proposed in
that one EQIP program?

Secretary GLICKMAN. There is a tremendous demand for this pro-
gram. A lot of it involves small and medium-size livestock opera-
tors who sense a lot of problems associated with environmental
issues affecting livestock production and the need for water sys-
tems and sewer systems and control mechanisms to deal with efflu-
ent. That is one thing.

There has also been a big demand from farmers installing prac-
tices that improve water quality and the overall health of their wa-
tershed. A lot of this was a result of State conservationists and our
farm folks around the country saying there is a tremendous
amount we could be doing in land practices.

The Deputy might want to comment on this too.

Mr. RoMINGER. | think one reason, as the Secretary mentioned,
is water quality and the fact that as a country we are beginning
to focus now on the nonpoint source pollution, which means in this
case agriculture being one of those. So, this is a program that will
help farmers address those areas so that they can improve water
guality in the watersheds where they are operating.

EQIP PROGRAM

Senator CocHRAN. Some are suspicious that this program just
gives the Department of Agriculture more people to go out and beat
up on farmers. But you are saying it provides technical assistance
and helps them meet the challenges of meeting these goals and tar-
gets.

Mr. RoMINGER. Technical assistance and cost share money.

Secretary GLICKMAN. | think that in the NRCS—the old Soil
Conservation Service—there was this belief that they had this club
and they hit people over the head, but | think by and large, it is
not true any longer. I mean, there may be some Government pro-
grams that still do that, but by and large, NRCS is cooperative
with the farm groups, conservation districts, related folks.

Senator CocHRAN. So, in this program when the person comes to
your farm gate and says, | am from the Government and | am here
to help you, he is really on the level? Is that what you are saying?

Secretary GLIcKMAN. Theoretically. He would not be coming un-
less he was asked to come.

Senator CocHRAN. Well, that would be a good attitude to try to
develop in the Department in these conservation programs because
a lot of farmers are still nervous that when you add money to this
program, you are just creating more trouble for them rather than
providing technical assistance, as it is called.
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Secretary GLIckMAN. It also keeps land in production. Farmers
like to farm and if we can provide them assistance to, let us say,
prevent soil from washing away, they view this positively.

Senator CocHRAN. | would like for the record to reflect what our
enrollment in the wildlife habitat incentives program is anticipated
to be in 1998 and what level of CCC funds will be needed to sup-
port the enrollment number, what enrollment and level of funding
is projected to be needed to support the program in 1999. Those
can be submitted for the record. I do not expect you to have all
those details in front of you.

LOWER MISSISSIPPI DELTA COMMISSION

There is a submission in the Interior appropriations budget I
presume—at least | know there is a request for $26 million for new
economic development initiatives in the lower Mississippi River
Delta. Some years ago, Senator Bumpers and | and others proposed
a commission to study the lower Mississippi Delta to come up with
some answers to the serious problems because of economic stagna-
tion in that area and human resource problems of various kinds.
The commission worked for a couple of years, made some rec-
ommendations. We implemented some of those. But now the Presi-
dent’s budget is suggesting a $26 million new program to be under
the auspices of the Appalachian Regional Commission and its staff.

My question to you is, would this be just as well administered
by the Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development Agency or
some other agency that is available for that job?

There are some of these States, for example, like Louisiana, Ar-
kansas, lllinois, Missouri, which will be in this new program—be
beneficiaries of this new program—but they are not in the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission area. Some of the Governors have—
in particular, the Governor of my State is worried that this is going
to weaken the Appalachian regional program and there is some
controversy about that aspect of it.

It would be nice to have the benefit of your thoughts on that. |
do not want to put you at cross purposes with the President right
now in public.

Secretary GLickmaN. Of course, | will take jurisdiction over any-
thing you want to give us.

The only thing I can say is that | am not personally familiar with
the specifics of this. I do know that we have our empowerment
zone program. One is in the Mississippi Delta region, and we are
working with the Southern EZ/EC Forum, which is an informal or-
ganization of communities in the region, including Arkansas, Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, to form a partnership to implement many of the
recommendations in the original Lower Delta Commission report.
We are talking about expanding the number of zones.

As you know, the empowerment zone concept is basically to do
a lot of what they have talked about, which is to bring various Fed-
eral agencies together but allow it to be locally driven.

So, all I can tell you is that we will—we are still working on the
delta empowerment zone because it has done a lot of good.

But | cannot tell you what the conflicts are. We will raise the
issue internally to see what else we might be doing on it.
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COCHRAN FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

Senator CocHRAN. There is a request, | understand, in the budg-
et for $3 million for funding a fellowship program which we started
some years ago to bring students, midlevel managers and others in
agriculture and agriculture-related activities, to the United States
to learn more about our market economic system and political in-
stitutions, hoping that this would develop better relationships be-
tween our country and others.

Tell me how that program is working, and if you can for the
record, give us a status of that fellowship program so we can see
where the money has been spent last year and whether we should
add money to that or $3 million is all we need to fully fund that
program.

Secretary GLickMmAN. | would have to tell you this is a very popu-
lar, successful program. The Vice President has a commission with
South Africa, and it is fascinating to see the impact of the Cochran
program with respect to people who have been trained, South Afri-
cans who come to this country and train in a variety of areas.

My records indicate in fiscal year 1997 about 700 participants
from 45 countries received training through the program. For fiscal
year 1998, the number of countries is expected to increase to 49
with the addition of Guatemala, Senegal, Tanzania, and Uganda,
and about 760 participants are expected to participate.

So, we have asked for a basic $3 million which is the same fund-
ing level, but | can tell you this program is extremely popular.

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you for that, and we will continue to
monitor it and try to be supportive in our committee of the pro-
gram goals.

There are a number of other questions and areas that we want
to explore with you, but my hope is that we can submit all those
questions to you and have the answers printed in our record. Other
Senators may very well want to submit questions too, and we hope
you will be able to respond to them in a timely way.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-

ing:]
QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR COCHRAN
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

Question. User fees to require industry to pay the cost of meat and poultry inspec-
tion have been consistently proposed by the Administration although they have
never been authorized. The fiscal year 1999 budget for FSIS again assumes collec-
tions from these unauthorized user fees. In the past, the Administration has pro-
posed user fees to cover the costs of pay for overtime of inspectors. The fiscal year
1999 budget user fees to recover the full costs of inspections. Why does the Adminis-
tration believe this proposal will have any greater success this year?

Answer. User fees are essential to the successful long-term implementation of
meat, poultry, and egg products inspection reform. The time for user fees is now be-
fore budget restrictions hamper our ability to ensure the safety of the food supply.
Each year discretionary funds for USDA have been getting reduced, which has made
it more difficult to ensure a stable budget for food safety inspection activities. By
converting the program to user fees now, we can ensure that meat, poultry, and egg
products inspection get the resources needed to protect the safety of the food supply
without an adverse impact on other important USDA programs.
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Question. Mr. Secretary, it is unlikely that Congress will legislate these proposed
user fees. What impact will adoption of the FSIS’s appropriations request have on
the country’s food safety if the legislative proposal is not accepted?

Answer. In the event that the proposed user fees are not enacted, we will have
to seek additional funding for meat, poultry, and egg products inspection to the level
needed under current law.

Question. The FSIS proposed budget also requests increases for other food safety
program activities. What is the priority of these new increases if an appropriation
for inspection activities are required and the full request cannot be provided for
these additional activities?

Answer. Maintaining an adequate inspection work force that has the training and
tools necessary for conducting effective inspection, facilitating the adoption of
HACCP by State inspection programs, and ensuring food safety from farm-to-table
are all essential to our mission of improving the safety of the food supply.

Question. The fiscal year 1999 request for the President's Food Safety Initiative
includes an $11 million increase for the Food Safety Inspection Service (FSIS). How
will the agency use this money to fund the FSIS portion of this initiative? Please
designate which activities are new and which ones are a continuation of current pro-
grams. Please prioritize these activities.

Answer. Under the President’s Food Safety Initiative, the Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service will facilitate the transformation of State programs to Hazard Analysis
and Critical Control Point systems, work cooperatively with other Federal agencies
to expand consumer education, and develop voluntary measures to reduce the risk
of pathogenic contamination of animals on the farm. These new activities would
build on the successes and fill the gaps identified in the President’s 1998 Food Safe-
ty Initiative. The food safety activities identified as part of the initiative are all of
high priority and we urge Congress to fund it as an integrated approach within
available resources to reducing foodborne illness.

Question. Farmers are currently over-burdened with regulations. There is much
speculation that FSIS will eventually implement regulations which will affect the
farmer and his farming operation. In the fiscal year 1999 USDA explanatory notes,
there is mention of voluntary activities to deal with food safety issues from the
farm-to-table and the collection of data linking “food animal production to processing
contamination.” Would you please explain these voluntary activities and how the
agency plans to implement them?

Answer. We do not have, nor are we seeking, authority to mandate on farm prac-
tices. The FSIS Animal Production Food Safety Program is actively working with
producers to develop voluntary science-based animal management practices to im-
prove food safety on the farm. To assist producers in dealing with marketing pres-
sures and to improve the safety of the food supply, we are proposing risk assess-
ment and education activities. Risk assessments will help producers identify food
safety hazards and measures that can be taken on a voluntary basis to mitigate
them on their own behalf. Education is necessary to ensure that producers under-
stand the changes that are occurring within the industry due to HACCP implemen-
tation and to communicate the ways risk assessment can assist them in meeting
these new challenges.

Question. Does the agency see the need in the future to make these activities
mandatory?

Answer. We do not see the need to make any on farm food safety practices manda-
tory.
| Qu;stion. How does the agency plan to collect this data and use it once it is col-
ected?

Answer. Successful development of risk assessments and education strategies will
require a collaborative effort between producers, academia, and State agriculture
and public health agencies. Any data collected to support these activities will be
used to assist producers in identifying food safety hazards and cost-effective inter-
vention strategies they can voluntarily utilize on their own behalf.

Question. Mr. Secretary, the National Academy of Sciences is publishing a report
this summer on the creation of a single food agency. Are there any joint initiatives
that FSIS and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) are undertaking currently?

Answer. FSIS, FDA, and several other Federal agencies have a close working rela-
tionship, which can be seen through the joint implementation of the President’s
Food Safety Initiative.

Question. What is the Administration’s current position on the need to create one
single food agency?

Answer. Like Congress, we are also interested in seeing the conclusions of the Na-
tional Academy of Science and would not like to prejudge them at this time.
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Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget request indicates an increase of $130,000
to provide additional resources to the Under Secretary and the Secretary to support
activities associated with the President's Food Safety Initiative. What sort of re-
sources do you mean?

Answer. With the additional resources requested we will be able to support the
level of staffing necessary for this office to fulfill its role of building greater public
confidence in the safety of the food supply and maintaining the integrity of the Fed-
eral inspection system.

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget request proposes a humber of funding in-
creases in support of the President's Food Safety Initiative. Please rank these in-
creases in order of priority.

Answer. The Administration has proposed an integrated food safety initiative that
encompasses several high priority activities and involves several Departments and
agencies. We encourage Congress to fund this proposal within available resources
as a part of the integrated initiative.

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON SMALL FARMS

The Secretary of Agriculture established the National Commission on Small
Farms on July 9, 1997, and identified the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) to provide support to the Commission.

Question. What recommendations were made by the Commission and does the
President’s fiscal year 1999 budget incorporate these recommendations?

Answer. There were in excess of 140 recommendations made by the National
Commission on Small Farms. All of the recommendations are outlined in the Janu-
ary 1998 Report entitled “A Time To Act—A report to the USDA National Commis-
sion on Small Farms.” A copy of the report is being provided for the record. No addi-
tional funds have been requested in the President’s fiscal year 1999 budget to imple-
ment recommendations of the commission’s report. It is anticipated that rec-
ommendations can be accommodated through ongoing operations.

Question. Why was the NRCS chosen to support the Commission?

Answer. NRCS was selected because of its long standing history and success in
working with outside groups and locally led initiatives.

Question. Is the Commission still in formation and meeting formally?

Answer. The Commission was chartered for a period of up to two (2) years. Al-
though the commission is currently not meeting, it is scheduled to reconvene within
nine (9) months of the receipt of their report to provide input on emerging concerns
within the Commission’s domain.

WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVES PROGRAM

Question. What is the enrollment in WHIP anticipated to be in 1998?

Answer. Enrollment is anticipated to be approximately 170,000 acres under 3,400
agreements.

Question. What level of CCC funds will be needed to support this enrollment in
fiscal year 1998?

Answer. This enrollment level will require up to $30 million in CCC funding.

Question. What enrollment and level of funding is projected to be needed to sup-
port the program in fiscal year 1999?

Answer. The enrollment level is expected to be 114,000 acres under 2,300 agree-
ments with a funding requirement of $20 Million.

CLEAN WATER AND WATERSHED RESTORATION INITIATIVE

The Clean Water and Watershed Restoration Initiative is proposed to be funded
under the new interagency Environmental Resources Fund for America. Funding of
$23 million is designated for NRCS participation in this initiative.

Question. Which activities are proposed to be funded through the “Clean Water
and Watershed Restoration Initiative™?

Answer. NRCS funding for the Clean Water and Watershed Restoration Initiative
in fiscal year 1999 is proposed at $23 million. This includes a requested increase
of $20 million for partnership grants and $3 million for natural resources inventory
evaluation needs.

Question. Please describe each one and provide the cost of each activity.

Answer. The activities proposed to be funded include partnership grants designed
to comprehensively improve water quality to be funded at a level of $20 million. The
partnership grants will enable State and local organizations to hire non-federal wa-
tershed coordinators. Also included in the increased funding is $3 million for im-
proved natural resource inventory evaluation needs. This will enable the develop-
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ment of baseline assessments, integration of compatible inventories, and the evalua-
tion of program impacts and will fund an additional 30 FTE's.

DEBT FORGIVENESS

Question. Mr. Secretary, you are proposing that the Congress pass “emergency
legislation” to modify the 1996 Farm Bill prohibition on loans to allow farmers with
past debt problems and restore creditworthiness to once again be eligible for USDA
loans. What is the pressing need for this legislation?

Answer. There are several thousand family farmers who may need USDA farm
loan assistance but are prohibited from obtaining it because they received a debt
forgiveness on loans that were made to them in the past. This isn't fair. Even the
bankruptcy code allows borrowers restore their credit worthiness. Moreover, much
of the debt USDA has forgiven over the last several years traced back to the mid-
1980's when an accumulation of too much debt coupled with a decline in farm in-
come and land prices produced an credit crisis. These were circumstances beyond
the control of borrowers. Further, USDA actually encouraged borrowers to restruc-
ture their loans in ways that lead to the debt forgiveness, and borrowers did so
without knowing that it would mean they would not be eligible for new loans. In
fact, these borrowers were eligible for new loans until the 1996 Farm Bill changed
the ground-rules.

Question. Should this legislation be passed by the Congress, how many farmers
in your estimation would then be eligible for farm loans?

Answer. Since 1989, USDA provided debt forgiveness to about 73,000 farm bor-
rowers. About 11,000 of these borrowers still have active accounts. There is no infor-
mation available on the status of the rest of these borrowers. A sizable number may
no longer be farming; however, the Department has heard from many former bor-
rowers who are still in business and could use new loans. The legislative proposal
would also affect those borrowers who receive a debt forgiveness in the future.

Question. Does the fiscal year 1999 President’s Budget assume that these farmers
with past debt problems would be eligible for loans? If so, what number of farm
loans are estimated?

Answer. The President’s 1999 budget is based on current law, which includes lim-
its on the authorized levels for both farm operating and farm ownership loans. With
the enactment of the proposed legislation, the additional demand for these loans
would be accommodated within the authorized levels. In general, this would mean
that there would be increased competition for direct loans, which would most likely
affect applicants who do not qualify for targeted assistance as beginning farmers or
members of socially disadvantaged groups. Borrowers who do not receive direct
loans may, however, be able to obtain a guaranteed one.

COUNTY OFFICE CLOSINGS

Question. Mr. Secretary you have committed not to close any county offices with-
out Congressional input beyond those already named. At the same time, the Depart-
ment is currently streamlining and collocating offices at the state level.

A. Is there an employee reduction number each State Director is required to meet
as a result of the streamlining and collocation of offices.

B. Is staff being reduced on a state-by-state or county-by-county basis? Please ex-
plain the rationale used to decide where staffing reductions occur.

C. What are you doing to make reductions in staffing at the state level do not
predetermine further county office closures.

Answer. USDA has been downsizing its county-based program delivery offices
since 1994 when Congress passed major reorganization legislation. Pursuant to com-
mitments made when that legislation was passed USDA developed a plan to close
or consolidate USDA field offices into service centers. We have reduced the number
of offices from 3,700 to approximately 2,700 and will be down to below 2,600 by the
end of the year. Beyond these office closures we have no specific actions identified
at this time.

No employee streamlining plans have been established in relation to the service
center collocation effort. However, individual service center partner agencies are
managing within their assigned resources and budgets which may impact staffing
levels in the field and require further office closures. In addition, we are awaiting
the outcome of the Departmental study on the structure and delivery systems of
FSA, NRCS, Rural Development and the Risk Management Agency.

WORKLOAD STUDY

Question. USDA has an outside consulting firm conducting a workload study of
the farm and rural program delivery system of county-based agencies (FSA, NRCS,
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and RD) to be completed on September 18, 1998. What has the consulting firm been
told to look at specifically?

Answer. We have contracted with Coopers and Lybrand to conduct a study of the
farm and rural program delivery system of FSA, NRCS, and RD. The study will
evaluate the county office workload and resources of these agencies in relation to
their program responsibilities and customer needs. It will also review ongoing ef-
forts to improve efficiency and identify, assess and, as appropriate, recommend al-
ternative approaches for the organization and staffing of the county based agency
delivery system. The results will be drawn upon in developing budget and oper-
ational plans for subsequent years.

Question. Are streamlining and collocating of offices postponed until the study is
completed?

Answer. We have proceeded with the closure of FSA county offices according to
the 1994 plan. The current target for the number of service centers is 2,554. The
number of field office locations has been reduced from 3,726 in 1994 to 2,775 at the
end of calendar year 1997. Under current plans, office moves and closures will re-
duce our locations by 221 service centers. However, staffing reductions proposed for
1999 may require a reexamination of our county office structure. Because there is
a point at which an office can be too small to function effectively, it may become
necessary to further consolidate offices where staffing reductions take place. Results
of the study should be useful in any such reexamination of further restructuring and
consolidation of field offices. | will consider any closure decisions in light of cost ef-
fectiveness and quality of service to the producer, and | will keep the Committee
apprised of any prospective closures.

COUNTY COMMITTEE CONVERSION TO FEDERAL STATUS

Question. Much concern exists regarding the impact of converting county commit-
tee workers to federal status. Please explain this conversion process of federal em-
ployees and county employees. Is this process also postponed by the workload study?

Answer. As you know, | favor converting FSA non-Federal county committee em-
ployees to Federal civil service status. Conversion would eliminate the challenges
we face in operating two different personnel systems for FSA employees in county
offices. We are working with Congress to enact changes in authorization needed to
implement the conversion, and the process has not been postponed by the study
being carried out by Coopers and Lybrand.

Question. What criteria is being used in this conversion?

Answer. We have proposed that current employees with 3 years of permanent
county committee service be given career civil service appointments. Employees with
less than 3 years of permanent county committee service would be given career-con-
ditional civil service appointments and the period of current permanent county com-
mittee service would be counted when determining the 3 years of service necessary
for converting to career civil service status. Temporary county and area office em-
ployees with appointments of 1 year or less could be converted to temporary Federal
civil service appointments. Former permanent county committee employees would
retain reemployment rights resulting from a reduction-in-force. Other provisions
would facilitate certification of agreements between labor organizations and USDA
concerning bargaining units and their representation.

Question. How does this conversion process play a role in the streamlining and
collocation of offices?

Answer. The conversion process is intended to enhance management capabilities
and office productivity which should facilitate office streamlining and collocation ini-
tiatives. Equitable re-employment procedures are central in both conversion and
streamlining activities.

Question. Please explain this Common Computing Environment (CCE) implemen-
tation. Why is CCE exempt from the Department’'s current moratorium on pur-
chases of information technology?

Answer. The county-based field offices are being restructured into Service Centers
to improve customer service. At the core of this initiative is a shared information
system built on a Common Computing Environment (CCE) that will provide Service
Center staffs access to customer, program, technical, and administrative informa-
tion, regardless of the agency they represent. The CCE is based on identified busi-
ness needs and will provide the enabling technology for implementing reengineered
business processes to provide one-stop service to customers.

The CCE will enable USDA to: optimize the data, equipment, and staff sharing
opportunities at the service centers; overcome the extreme limitations of the current
legacy systems; and enhance customer service into the 21st Century.
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In fiscal year 1998, a business integration center has been established to facilitate
the development of reengineered business applications and pilot testing at nine
USDA Service Centers, as well as, test and evaluate information technology alter-
natives. Depending on the availability of funding, the plan is to achieve complete
migration from legacy systems to the identified CCE by 2002.

CCE is not exempt from the current moratorium on purchases of information
technology. OCIO is working closely with the Service Center Implementation Team
and will review any contract actions requiring waivers, as necessary.

LOWER MISSISSIPPI DELTA

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget proposes a $26 million increase in the Inte-
riolr budget for a new economic development program for the lower Mississippi
Delta.

Does the Rural Development Agency have the existing structure to implement a
new economic development program in the lower Mississippi River Delta? If so, why
is this proposal not under USDA's jurisdiction?

Answer. | cannot answer the question as to why the proposal for the new eco-
nomic development initiative for the lower Mississippi Delta was in the budget as
it was. The proposal was not discussed with the Department. However, USDA does
have a structure in place that could administer the program and we have been
working on an effort involving the lower Mississippi Delta Center and the Empower-
ment Zone and Enterprise Communities in the Delta to pool their resources and ef-
forts to more comprehensively address the economic and community development
problems in the Delta. A Memorandum of Agreement between these parties is
scheduled to be signed in March of this year.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget includes $529 million for the administration
of USDA's rural development programs, including the Alternative Agricultural Re-
search and Commercialization Corporation (AARC). This amount includes funding
for 7,138 staff years, which is a decrease of about 150 staff years below the fiscal
year 1998 level.

In what areas of Rural Development does the decrease of 150 staff years occur,
and how will the reductions be accomplished?

Answer. The reductions occur throughout the Mission Area; 80 in the Rural Hous-
ing Service; 49 in the Rural Utilities Service; and 24 in the Rural Business-Coopera-
tive Service. My policy is that the reductions will primarily come from administra-
tive areas rather than program areas. | anticipate that administrative convergence
will provide the reductions.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES FUND FOR AMERICA

Question. The fiscal year 1999 Budget proposes the Environmental Resources
Fund for America which would include funding for the Rural Community Advance-
ment Program (RCAP). Why did the Administration include the RCAP in its pro-
posal for the Environmental Resources Fund? What areas of the RCAP are included
in this fund?

Answer. The Environmental Resources Fund is an attempt to show all environ-
mental expenditures in one area. Only the Water and Waste funding for Water 2000
is included in the Fund.

BOLL WEEVIL ERADICATION LOANS

Misinformation regarding the interest rate in calculating the boll weevil eradi-
cation loan program was given last year, resulting in a shortfall of $250,000 in ap-
propriated funds which would have supported approximately $22 million in guaran-
teed loans.

Question. How many loans were made to farmers and what as the total of those
loans in fiscal year 1997?

Answer. Three loans were made in fiscal year 1997 totalling $39,999,500.

Question. What is the anticipated number of loans that will be made this year?

Answer. The 1998 budget assumes that five boll weevil loans will be made this
year. However, there are no applications on hand at this time, so it is difficult to
tell what will happen.

Question. How much is needed in additional funds to fully meet the demand for
these loans in fiscal year 1998?

Answer. As | mentioned, we do not have any applications on hand at this time,
and it is very difficult to predict the demand for this program because the amount
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requested per application is relatively large. The $30 million included in the 1999
budget should, however, be adequate to meet the demand.

1998 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS

| understand the administration will be proposing supplemental funding for fiscal
year 1998 to increase the Departmental Administration budget by $4.8 million and
the Office of the General Counsel budget by $235,000 to enhance funding for the
Department's Civil Rights. To offset these amounts, the Department has proposed
to reduce the largest USDA salaries and expenses accounts across the board. In par-
ticular, the Farm Service Agency’s salaries and expenses account has been targeted
to be cut by $1,080,000.

Question. Currently, the FSA has had to RIF 170 people this year. What addi-
tional reductions in force, if any, will be required if this proposed rescission to cut
salaries and expenses in FSA funding is enacted?

Answer. The Farm Service Agency (FSA) is anticipating a reduction in force of
152 people in fiscal year 1998. The proposed rescission of $1.080 million is not ex-
pected to result in any additional staff reductions beyond the expected 152. Instead,
the impact of this cut will mainly affect the non-salary portion of FSA’'s budget
which includes funds for equipment, travel, supplies and contracted services.

Question. In Rural Development, the budget reflects a 153 staff year reduction
from fiscal year 1998 to fiscal year 1999. What additional reduction in staff will be
requir%d if this proposed rescission to cut salaries and expenses in RD funding is
enacted?

Answer. There will be no further staff year reductions resulting from the proposed
rescission. Rural Development will defer planned expenditures in information sys-
tems to compensate for the proposed rescission.

Question. What will be the impact of each of the other proposed rescissions in sal-
aries and expenses funding, by account, on each agency activities?

Answer. The proposed rescissions are based upon total FTE's and the use of the
Department’s civil rights resources, and in total, represent about one-tenth of one
percent of the total appropriations, The rescissions will not have a noticeable impact
on the involved programs. The agencies affected by the rescissions will be making
small across-the-board reductions.

Question. What is the urgency of providing the supplemental funding requested
for the Department’s civil rights efforts?

Answer. These resources are needed to meet the Department’s strategic objective
of ensuring that all customers are treated fairly and equitably with dignity and re-
spect. The funds will support additional staffing to improve personnel services and
assistance to USDA agencies, including ethics compliance; to improve outreach to
USDA customers including support for the new USDA Office of Outreach that will
ensure all customers, especially under served populations, have full access to USDA
programs and services; and to enhance management employee relations that sup-
port early resolution of employee grievances and conflicts within USDA.

It is hoped that these supplementals will be enacted by the end of March.

An increase of $4.8 million is requested for Departmental Administration consist-
ing of:

—$1,123,000 for Human Resources Management activities,

—$1,004,000 for outreach to USDA customers, institutions, and businesses,

—$273,000 for conflict resolution,

—$1,900,000 for ongoing policy, oversight,and program activities conducted by
Human Resources Management, Office of Operations, Procurement and Prop-
erty Management, Office of Administrative Support, and Small and Disadvan-
taged Business Utilization,

—$500,000 to establish a commission on civil rights.

An increase of $235,000 is requested for the Office of the General Counsel which

would staff the newly created Civil Rights Division and continue to reduce the back-
log of complaints pending.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

The President used his line-item veto authority to cancel funds appropriated for
fiscal year 1998 for planning and design of two ARS replacement facilities: (1) the
Biocontrol and Insect Rearing Facility in Stoneville, Mississippi (—$900,000), and
(2) the Poisonous Plant Laboratory in Logan, Utah (—$600,000).

The rationale given for cancellation of funding for each project was: (1) the funds
weren't requested by the President; (2) additional appropriations would be required
in the future; and (3) the need for additional research facilities is under review by
the Strategic Planning Task Force, due to report in April 1999.
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Funding for the Biocontrol and Insect Rearing Facility in Stoneville, Mississippi,
was initiated on the basis of a USDA report on insect rearing capabilities which the
Committee requested in fiscal year 1997. While the President’s cancellation message
notes the fact that ARS conducts insect rearing at nearly 30 locations as a reason
for removing the funding for the new insect rearing facility, the ARS report notes
that “most of these operations are not of major concern * * * as they are location
specific and produce only a small number of insects for limited use.” The USDA re-
port indicates that the only three major facilities that produce large numbers of in-
sects in support of many important projects that are in Starkville and Stoneville,
MS, and Honolulu, Hawaii—the Starkville facility being ARS' primary insect
rearing laboratory.

A copy of the report is submitted for inclusion in the record.

INSECT REARING FACILITIES
INTRODUCTION

Senate Report No. 104-317, accompanying the Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies Appropriation Act for fiscal
year 1997, contained the following request by the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions:

The Committee is informed of the critical importance of the role of ARS
in terms of insect rearing capabilities for purposes of the development of
new technology in crop production. The Committee is interested in obtain-
ing a summary of the capabilities of FIRS to meet present and future needs
for insect rearing, and specifically requests that a proposal be submitted to
the Committee outlining these needs prior to the submission of the fiscal
year 1998 budget. The Committee further directs ARS to refrain from clos-
ing any existing facilities or programs aimed at insect rearing until the re-
sults of this study have been reviewed by the Congress.

In response to this directive, an internal Agricultural Research Service (ARS) as-
sessment of insect rearing facilities was conducted with input acquired from exter-
nal location review committees. Based on these assessments, this report outlines fa-
cility needs in support of two primary areas of crop production. The proposed facili-
ties will support new insect and weed control technologies for the southern U.S.,
California, and Hawaii.

BACKGROUND

ARS conducts research on, and pilot scale production of, many different insects
in support of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) programs in a variety of crops. Ef-
ficient production of high quality insects is essential for their successful use. Mass
reared insects are used as test organisms when developing resistant host plants,
biorational/chemical controls and in basic biological studies, or are used directly in
biologically-based control strategies such as the release of sterile insects or biological
control agents. Application of these technologies using mass reared insects has al-
lowed the eradication of the screwworm fly from North America; aided in the elimi-
nation of the Mediterranean and/or other fruit flies from California, Florida, and
Texas; and many similar successes with pests from various crops.

A number of new technologies now being developed by ARS are dependent on the
release of large numbers of beneficial insects, however, the efficiency of insect
rearing has been identified as a limiting factor that needs additional research. Ex-
amples of biologically-based technologies in this category include, but are not limited
to, viruses that control Heliothis, parasites that control the boll weevil, beetles capa-
ble of killing leafy spurge, parasites that search out and attack fruit flies, and many
of the pests themselves that can be used directly in sterile insect release programs
for control. These organisms are typically grown under controlled environmental
conditions, packaged and distributed by the insect producer, and then taken to the
field where they are applied to control the target pests. Unfortunately, mass rearing
technology and facilities within ARS are based on 1960’s (or earlier) technology, and
thus are severely outdated and no longer capable of fulfilling the current or antici-
pated research and development needs.

THE ROLE OF MAJOR INSECT REARING FACILITIES IN ARS

Mass rearing facilities fulfill two primary roles in ARS research programs. First,
they produce large quantities of test organisms to supply researchers with adequate
amounts of products to test new control strategies at realistic levels of operation.
This is extremely important in the development and evaluation of new area-wide
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IPM technologies prior to full implementation by action agencies or farmers. Second,
they allow limited laboratory rearing methods to be scaled up for mass production
using industrial-sized equipment and handling techniques. Making the step from
the laboratory bench to production scale operations is a significant component of
ARS research that involves designing new equipment, improving handling methods,
and evaluating product quality.

CURRENT ARS INSECT REARING FACILITIES

ARS conducts insect rearing at nearly 30 locations in support of local research
and action programs. Most of these operations are not of major concern for this re-
port as they are location specific and produce only a small number of insects for lim-
ited use. ARS, however, operates three major facilities that produce large numbers
of insects in support of many important projects. These facilities are located in
Starkville and Stoneville, Mississippi, and Honolulu, Hawaii, and are the focus of
this report.

Mississippi

The facility in Starkville (Robert T. Gast Insect Rearing Facility) is housed in a
24,000 sq. ft. State owned building adjacent to ARS laboratories on the campus of
Mississippi State University. Although the Gast Facility is ARS' primary insect
rearing laboratory, it is severely limited in its production capabilities as the build-
ing, supporting utilities, air handling capabilities, and existing equipment are inad-
equate to meet production requirements and also do not meet existing safety speci-
fications. Future expansion of the University campus is expected to displace the ex-
isting Gast Facility building.

Insect rearing in Stoneville is temporarily and inadequately housed within the
main laboratory building at the ARS Jamie Whitten Delta States Research Center.
Several different species of insects important for corn and cotton production and an
insect pathogenic virus being used in a 201,000 acre area-wide management pro-
gram for Heliothis are produced in this temporary housing. The building in which
insects are reared was built for biology research and is not properly designed to
handle insect rearing or microbial production which needs to be conducted under
highly sanitary conditions, with specialized air, water and waste handling systems.

ARS proposes to combine the two facilities from Stoneville and Starkville into a
new 50,000 sq. ft. laboratory and pilot plant that will be located adjacent to the
main laboratory at Stoneville.

Hawaii

The ARS fruit fly rearing facility is located on University of Hawaii property in
a residential area of Honolulu and is housed in old World War Il Quonset huts.
Being surrounded by a densely populated residential area has caused ARS problems
of compatibility with the local community due to odor and waste disposal. Several
species of fruit flies and parasites are mass produced in this facility that is in severe
need of replacement. The State has requested that ARS vacate this facility in the
near future.

NEED FOR NEW FACILITIES

Despite hundreds of millions of dollars spent by agricultural producers on insect
and weed control, and millions of pounds of pesticides being applied to vast areas
of the U.S. each year, pests continue to cause severe losses to a large number of
crops. In two recent reports, the National Academy of Sciences (1996) and the Con-
gressional Office of Technology Assessment (1995) called for increased research and
development of new biologically-based pest control technologies to improve control
effectiveness and reduce the use of chemical pesticides. One of the primary factors
limiting the development of new biologically-based technologies (biological control,
sterile insect release, etc.) is our lack of ability to mass produce high quality and
effective agents at economically acceptable costs. The proposed new facilities should
eliminate this constraint.

Laboratory and Pilot Plant Facility at Stoneville, Mississippi

Although ARS has developed and successfully demonstrated augmentative biologi-
cal control technology and products on a small scale, specific scale-up research and
pilot plant production needs to be investigated and improved so that industry can
further develop and commercialize these new technologies for U.S. producers. The
proposed mass propagation facility will include both developmental laboratories and
a pilot plant to address these needs. The pilot plant concept was created to allow
co-development of commercial scale equipment, improve operational level processing
systems, to develop and test other scientific advances in insect mass rearing, and
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to accelerate technology transfer in cooperation with industry. The projected cost of
construction for a new 50,000 sqg. ft. facility is estimated to be $10 million ($200 per
sq. ft.).

Laboratory and Quarantine Facilities in Hawaii

The fruit fly rearing laboratory in Hawaii is needed to provide adequate facilities
and equipment in support of evaluating new fruit fly strains for use in action agency
programs; to develop new rearing/handling methodologies to improve the quality,
longevity, competitiveness and economics of mass reared fruit flies for use in sterile
insect release programs; and to develop new cost-effective means of mass producing
beneficial parasites of fruit flies that can be released into the environment to control
these pests. Due to the quarantine status of many fruit flies in the U.S., this facility
must maintain a limited number of quarantine laboratories and small scale rearing
rooms. The projected costs of construction for a new 20,000 sqg. ft. facility are esti-
mated to be $5 million ($250/sq. ft. due to quarantine needs). The proposed ARS
Fruit Fly Rearing Research Laboratory will be located adjacent to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA-APHIS)
and the California Department of Food and Agriculture facilities in Waimanalo, Ha-
waii. This facility will address research needs for fruit fly control in fruit and vege-
table crops supporting implementation programs conducted by the States of Califor-
nia and Hawaili. This facility will complement the existing APHIS mass production
facility in Hawaii which collectively will support fruit fly suppression and eradi-
cation in Hawaii to prevent mainland infestation and greatly enhance the agricul-
tural production and export potential from Hawaii.

CONCLUSION

The need for new insect mass rearing facilities within ARS that support research
and control efforts for major pests such as the boll weevil, cotton bollworm, Euro-
pean corn borer, Mediterranean fruit fly and other pests is clear. By comblnlng two
old and |nadequate facilities in Mississippi into a single new facility at Stoneville,
ARS will be better able to develop and support USDA and grower action programs
in field crop pest control. This facility Will be linked with private industry through
pilot plant operations for scale-up production of organisms of commercial value. Op-
erations at the proposed Stoneville facility will be housed in a new 50,000 sqg. ft.
building that is projected to cost $10 million. The proposed ARS Fruit Fly Rearing
Research Laboratory in Hawaii will address research needs for fruit fly control in
fruit and vegetable crops supporting implementation programs conducted by the
States of California and Hawaii, and USDA-APHIS, and is estimated to cost $5 mil-
lion. A small section of the Hawaii facility will be constructed to maintain pest and
beneficial insects under quarantine conditions.

Question. Does the Department recommend new insect rearing facilities, as the
USDA report to the Committee submitted by Dr. Woteki indicates?

Answer. The Department still believes that two new high production, modern in-
sect rearing facilities will need to be constructed as described in the USDA/ARS In-
sect Rearing Facilities Report submitted to Congress in fiscal year 1997. This will
require combining the two facilities at Stoneville and Starkville into a new 50,000
square feet laboratory and pilot plant in Stoneville to address corn and cotton pests.
Also required is construction of a new fruitfly rearing facility in Hawaii to develop
new rearing/handling methodologies to improve the quality, longevity, competitive-
ness and economics of mass-reared fruitflies for use in sterile insect release pro-
grams, as well as to develop new cost-effective means of mass producing beneficial
parasites of fruit flies than can be released into the environment to control these
pests in Hawaii and in the continental United States.

Question. When will each of these new facilities be needed?

Answer. Although the need is not immediate, ARS will eventually need to move
forward with construction and completion of these projects to fulfill the Depart-
ment’'s and the nation’s long-range IPM goals, to furnish new biologically-based re-
placements for chemical pesticides that will be removed in the next several years
as a result FQPA, and to fulfill the needs of USDA and grower action programs in
field crop pest control. Decisions on when to make these investments in new facili-
ties will be reviewed annually as system-wide facility needs are considered and pri-
orities established for the annual budget.

Question. The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget again proposes to closed down
the ARS Prosser, WA; Mandan, ND; Orono, ME; and Brawley, CA facilities and to
transfer the Melaleuca, FL facility from the Corps of Engineers to USDA and initi-
ate construction funding for this facility in fiscal year 1999. Why isn’t the Adminis-
trlatlon proposing to wait for the Task Force conclusions before making these propos-
als?
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Answer. The President’s budget requires the reallocation of existing resources to
finance new, high priority research needs. A number of projects carried out in ARS
research stations at Prosser, Washington; Mandan, North Dakota; Orono, Maine
and Brawley, California, were identified as less critical. Given these programmatic
decisions, management considerations lead to recommendations to terminate and re-
direct resources to new research initiatives and close the mention research stations.
We believe there is adequate information for Congress to act on these relatively
straight forward recommendations at this time without formal input from the Stra-
tegic Planning Task Force.

Question. Please give the Department’s assessment of the adequacy of the current
ARS Poisonous Plants Laboratory office and laboratory space.

Answer. The structure that currently houses the 20 staff of the ARS Poisonous
Plants Laboratory in Logan, Utah, is inadequate. The patch-work building is too
small and outmoded to fill the needs of the current research program. The original
metal building was constructed in 1962. Four additions were constructed, the latest
in 1984, but the building is again too small to provide sufficient office and labora-
tory space. The design is inefficient and awkward to utilize, difficult to manage, and
expensive to maintain. The building has 7,725 sq. ft. of floor space, including labora-
tories and offices. The heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system does
not properly heat and cool the building, causing personal discomfort and analytical
instruments to malfunction. The HVAC system is marginal in terms of meeting
OSHA laboratory standards for air quality. Corrective measures have been taken,
but expensive repairs and replacement of HVAC equipment on this old structure are
not justified.

Question. Why didn't the reasons given by the President for cancellation of the
Stoneville, MS, and Logan, Utah, ARS replacement facilities also apply to the
unrequested funds provided for fiscal year 1998 for planning and initial construction
of the Western Human Nutrition Research Center in Davis, CA, replacement facil-
ity, and the Jornado Range Research Center in Las Cruces, NM?

Answer. Funding provided for the construction projects in Utah and Mississippi
was vetoed by the President under the line-item veto authority for the following rea-
sons: (1) the projects were not requested in the fiscal year 1998 budget; (2) the fund-
ing was for planning only and would require future additional resources for con-
struction costs; (3) the need for additional research facilities is currently under re-
view by the Strategic Planning Task Force mandated by the 1996 Farm Bill to re-
view potential consolidations of Federal agricultural research facilities. The Task
Force report is due in late spring of 1999. In addition, ARS conducts insect rearing
at nearly 30 other locations.

Because of other factors, funding for the Davis and Jornado projects was not ve-
toed. In the case of the Davis, CA project, relocation of the WHNRC from San Fran-
cisco, is necessary due to the likelihood of substantially increased leasing costs at
the current site. This facility is one of six ARS Human Nutrition Research Centers
and the only Center responsible for testing the biological efficacy of nutrition inter-
vention programs. Research conducted at the Jornado Research Center in Las
Cruces, NM is a key component of the ARS grazing lands program. ARS scientists,
and collocated collaborators from NRCS, EPA, and NSF are currently housed in a
temporary facility. Both relocations will foster continued cooperation between ARS
and university scientists by co-locating the ARS lab with university facilities.

FOOD RECOVERY AND GLEANING

Question. Mr. Secretary, last year we spoke about the Department’s food recovery
and gleaning efforts. You commented at the time that this is an area “where govern-
ment can be a facilitator, without costing any money.”

The fiscal year 1999 budget proposes $20 million for a new community-based food
recovery and gleaning program. Would you please explain this proposal and why
federal funding is now required for what you last year described to be a “no-cost”
federal effort?

Answer. Senator Cochran, you are correct. Last year | noted that government can
be a facilitator without costing any money. Government can also take a more active
role. And in this case, an active role is warranted. We can multiply the value of
the money we provide to local charities working on food rescue, and dramatically
increase the amount of food that they can safely acquire distribute to the needy.

As you may know, the Department estimates that 96 billion pounds of foods was
lost in 1995. Not all of this is wholesome and nutritious, or food that could be eco-
nomically recovered by volunteer groups. However, with a little bit more effort, we
can rescue a whole lot more than we are today—currently we rescue less than one
half of one percent—and we can use that food to feed hungry people. A key impedi-
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ment is one-time ramp up expenses that local organizations and charities must
incur as they take on the challenge of safely acquiring and distributing perishable
foods. Our proposal will help local communities pay for vans and trucks, specialized
containers to pick up usable food, other supplies, and training for both staff and vol-
unteers in how to safely handle the food.

FOOD AND NUTRITION PROGRAM RESEARCH

Question. Would you please explain how the Economic Research Service is execut-
ing the nutrition research and evaluation program for fiscal year 1998 and why the
Administration believes the Food and Nutrition Service can better oversee and ad-
minister these research funds?

Answer. | understand that ERS has consulted with many government agencies,
private and non-profit organizations, universities, and the Food and Nutrition Serv-
ice to solicit input for program development. A recent conference under the auspices
of the National Academy of Sciences was sponsored by ERS to help design and focus
the program. ERS plans to operate a nationally diverse program which draws on
the research capabilities of the public and private sectors, including the nation’s
academic institutions.

Despite the excellent work that ERS has done, the Administration believes this
research and evaluation program should be overseen and administered by the Food
and Nutrition Service. FNS has detailed knowledge of the country’s food programs
and, because they administer and have oversight responsibility for the programs,
they better understand the research and evaluation needs of the food programs.

Question. Would you please describe this initiative, its importance, and long-term
cost?

Answer. The National Food Genome Initiative (NFGI) is an essential component
of USDA’'s Research Agenda. It will vastly expand our knowledge of the genetic
make-up for species of importance to the food and agricultural sectors. This knowl-
edge is the key that will permit the U.S. to develop and use new genetic tech-
nologies for improvement in yield, pest resistance, production, and quality of the do-
mestic agricultural output. The Initiative will focus on mapping, identifying, and un-
derstanding the function and control of genes responsible for economically important
traits in the major agriculturally important species of plants and animals and asso-
ciated microbes. The Initiative expands the scope of the National Plant Genome Ini-
tiative (NPGIl)—a long term project of the National Science Foundation, the Na-
tional Institute of Health (NIH), the Department of Energy, USDA, and the inter-
national research community. NPGI is described in the recently published report
from the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC). (A copy of the NSTC re-
port is being provided to the committee.)

The research for NFGI will build upon the foundation established in the current
USDA genetic research programs. In this way, USDA will continue to acquire a full
understanding of the genetics of economically desirable plants, animals, and mi-
crobes, and will simultaneously enhance the employment of new and developing
genomic technology needed to achieve a safe and secure food supply. It will build
upon current genomic research, such as the Human Genome Initiative and the
Arabidopsis Genome Research Project, to understand gene structure and function
which is expected to have considerable payoff in crop species ranging from corn to
soybean to cotton and animal species ranging from cattle to swine to poultry.

In fiscal year 1999, the Department proposes investing $40 million in the NFGI.
The funds would be used primarily for whole genome sequencing for rice and
Arabidopsis; expressed sequence tag (EST) analysis for corn, soybean, cattle and pig;
data base enhancement and interface for species data bases; and functional
genomics. In fiscal year 2000 and 2001, it is envisioned that the Initiative will in-
crease to $70 million and $100 million respectively, and then continue at $100 mil-
lion per year, adjusted as appropriate for advances in technologies and scientific
knowledge, and as funds are available within overall spending limitations.

I understand that the Department’s fiscal year 1999 request includes $30 million
increase in discretionary appropriations for this initiative and proposes legislation
to provide for an additional $10 million.

Question. What authorization is needed for this proposed research initiative and
is the additional $10 million proposed an authorization for appropriations or direct
spending?

Answer. The fiscal year 1999 budget proposes new legislation to establish a Food
Genome Competitive Research Grants Program to support the Federal investment
in NFGI and to authorize annual appropriations to finance the program. The budget
recommends $10 million in discretionary spending for the Initiative under this new
authority to support competitively awarded projects.
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COMMISSION ON 21ST CENTURY PRODUCTION AGRICULTURE

The fiscal year 1999 budget request an increase of $350,000 to fund the Commis-
sion on 21st Century Production Agriculture authorized by the Federal Agriculture
Improvement and Reform Act. Last year, the budget request a separate appropria-
tion of $1 million for the Commission. The Committee did not approve that request
but left it to the Department to make funding available for the Commission within
the overall limitation on obligation for activities of advisory committees, panels com-
missions, and task forces.

Question. Why has the request for the Commission fallen from $1 million last year
to $350,000 for fiscal year 1999?

Answer. Last year's request assumed the Commission would employ a staff of sev-
eral persons, hold an ambitious schedule of meetings and hearings, award research
contracts, and publish the reports. Since that request was submitted, the Commis-
sion members have been appointed and met. This year’s request was developed in
consultation with the Commission. Given the lack of appropriations last year, the
Commission has scaled down their planned activities. Current plans for fiscal year
1999 call for the employment of only one staff person, no research contracts, less
frequent meetings, and limited distribution of printed copies of the reports.

Question. Is funding being made available for the Commission for fiscal year 1998
within the overall $1 million limitation on obligations for such activities? If so, how
much is being provided and which agency is bearing the cost?

Answer. The Commission is being provided up to $50,000 for fiscal year 1998. The
$50,000 will be made available within the overall $1 million limitation on obliga-
tions for such activities. At this time, no funds have yet been made available to the
Commission and the decision has not been made as to which agency is bearing the
costs.

CHIEF ECONOMIST. AGRICULTURAL WEATHER SERVICES

Increased funding was provided to the Office of the Chief Economist for fiscal year
1998 to improve weather and climate data for agricultural areas.

Question. Would you please explain the agricultural weather initiative more fully.
Also, how are the fiscal year 1998 funds being spent and what additional resources
will be required in fiscal year 1999 and each future fiscal year to fully carry out
this program and for what specific purposes will these funds be required?

Answer. Weather data is a key input to agricultural production forecasts, disaster
assessments, fire and flood control, conservation and natural resource programs,
global change analysis, environmental monitoring, and drought mitigation. Program
and budget cuts underway in the National Weather Service (NWS) have signifi-
cantly curtailed meteorological data and services formerly available to USDA. For
example, as a cost cutting measure, NWS recently announced it will cease delivery
of weather charts and satellite imagery used extensively by USDA.

The Office of the Chief Economist (OCE) is using a portion of the fiscal year 1998
funding to purchase computer hardware and software compatible with that being
adopted by NWS. When fully implemented, this will be USDA'’s only source for ob-
taining NWS data products.

The remainder of fiscal year 1998 funds are being used to collect, quality control,
and disseminate weather and climate data in agricultural regions no longer covered
by the NWS. In fiscal year 1998, USDA is acting to mitigate NWS data losses in
the southeastern United States, a prime agricultural area where weather and cli-
mate data gaps in agricultural areas have been well documented. A data collection
center is being staffed at Stoneville, Mississippi which will concentrate on improving
data collection in key agricultural states including, Mississippi, Florida, Alabama,
Georgia, and South Carolina.

For fiscal year 1999, OCE is seeking additional modernization funds and staff to
continue software development to improve access to and delivery of NWS data and
forecasts to additional USDA field sites.

Also during fiscal year 1999, data collection efforts will expand beyond the south-
eastern United States. The staff at Stoneville will be increased, and additional coop-
erative agreements will be established to acquire agricultural weather and climate
information in Texas, Louisiana, and parts of the southern and central Plains.

Beyond fiscal year 1999, initiatives will be directed at completing data acquisition
activities across the remainder of the nation’'s agricultural areas, specifically, the
Plains, Great Lakes, and Midwest. The exact funding requirements will vary de-
pending on the extent of weather data collected and the agricultural areas covered.
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CIVIL RIGHTS

Question. Mr. Secretary, at your request, additional funds were provided for fiscal
year 1997 and again for the current year for the Office of Civil Rights to address
the backlog of pending equal employment opportunity and program discrimination
complaint cases. However, the backlog of cases seems to have grown, not diminish.

Is any progress being made in this area?

Answer. Significant progress has been made with both program complaints and
employment complaints. Experience by others has shown that when an agency
starts to address complaints after a period of time in which they were not acted
upon there is a sudden flood of complaints filed by those who are hopeful that their
case will be seriously considered. Once these complaints are filed, the filing rate di-
minishes.

Question. How many cases were closed at the end of fiscal year 1997, how many
were pending in the courts; and how many had not been addressed?

Answer. When the Department focused on addressing complaints filed with USDA
in late fiscal year 1997 and early fiscal year 1998, we discovered that the basic case
load information was confused and incomplete. Some complaints that were submit-
ted over the past few years had not been properly logged into the system, and others
were inaccurately included in the case file with similar cases instead of being count-
ed as new ones. The backlog of program complaints were not updated and verified
until November 1, 1997, and employee complaints until January 1, 1997. As of these
dates, 1,129 of the 3,179 complaints filed were closed, and 2,050 were active. Nor-
mally there would be no active program complaints pending in court. However, the
latest amended list in the Pigford class litigation contains 351 names of which 143
have complaints filed with the Office of Civil Rights. Of these, 43 were filed before
February 21, 1997.

Question. Please provide this same information for fiscal year 1998 to date.

Answer. Two hundred eighty new cases have been filed since the backlog was
verified. Fifteen of these cases have been closed and two hundred sixty five are ac-
tive cases.

Question. How many of the above cases are employee complaints and how many
are complaints by farmers?

Answer. Out of the 3,459 complaints that we have on file, 1,118 are program com-
plaints and 2,341 are employee complaints. Of the program complaints, 155 are
from farmers. USDA has closed 229 of the program complaints and 915 of the em-
ployee complaints.

Question. What are the Department's plans to address the pending cases?

Answer. In addition to re-establishing the program complaints investigations unit
this year, the program complaint process is being accelerated through contracts with
10 investigative firms, 14 temporary investigators, more than 20 part-time law stu-
dents, 10 temporary support staff, and about 10 detailed employees to resolve the
entire backlog in a methodical and organized manner. New cases that have been re-
ceived are being addressed using a re-engineered process that should process and
resolve each new complaint within 180 days under normal circumstances.

Backlogged employee complaints are being resolved to the extent possible through
a mediation process that uses USDA employees and mediators outside the Depart-
ment. For example, the Forest Service resolved 75 percent of its backlog cases
through mediation during a special initiative this past fall and winter. New cases
that are relatively clear cut are being quickly addressed by in house staff to reduce
the time and cost to resolve them.

Question. Last year, you indicated to Senator Robb that the most pressing need
for the Office of Civil Rights was to establish the civil rights investigative unit and
that unit was critical to addressing the backlog of cases and ensuring timely resolu-
tion of future complaints. Why wasn't that unit funded from the funding increase
the Department received for fiscal year 1997, and has that unit now been estab-
lished?

Answer. We did not want to simply hire more employees until we had examined
and understood the extent of the workload and how past procedures used by USDA
to handle these cases had contributed to the backlog. Consequently, most of last
year's funds were used for these purposes. We also concentrated on addressing those
cases which had a potential to be quickly resolved.

Our intention is to improve both how we deal with the complaint process and how
we can make institutional changes in USDA policy and employee attitudes and ac-
tions that will prevent future situations that lead to complaints. The program com-
plaints investigations unit has been established and is responding to the program
complaints that have been made against the Department. At the same time, other
oversight, policy and program actions have been proposed to further ensure that fair
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and equitable treatment is provided to USDA customers through services to the
public.

Question. Of the increased funding requested for fiscal year 1999 for civil rights
related, how much of this is for the processing and resolution of complaints?

Answer. The increased funding requested for civil rights activities will be used to
strengthen the Office of Human Resources Management, the Office of Outreach and
conflict resolution capabilities, so we can serve USDA customers and employees bet-
ter and prevent future discrimination complaints.

About $170,000 of the total proposed increase for fiscal year 1999 would be used
to cover increased pay and operating costs for the Office of Civil Rights to process
and resolve complaints.

Question. How does this compare with the current level of resources devoted to
these activities?

Answer. About $3.5 million will be spent to resolve program complaints in fiscal
year 1998 and nearly $3.7 million will be needed for fiscal year 1999.

The fiscal year 1999 budget proposes $250 million for civil rights-related activi-
ties. This is an increase of $150 million above the fiscal year ‘98 level.

Question. Please list the individual activities for which increased funding is re-
quested in the fiscal year 1999 budget and indicate the fiscal year 1998 funding
level and staffing levels for each activity compared with those requested for fiscal
year 1999.

Answer. We will provide this information for the record.

[The information follows:]

USDA CIVIL RIGHTS INITIATIVE—BUDGET AUTHORITY

[Dollars in millions]

1998 current

Program estimate 1999 budget
Fund Civil Rights ACtIVItIES N DA ..o essssssessnees $12.8 $17.8
Improve Outreach to USDA Customers and Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and
Ranchers 3.0 10.0
Civil Rights Division Within 0GC 0.2 0.9
Fund Small Farms INFGIALIVE ..........overeviririeiieieeiciessess e essieesssesensnas 40
Address Disparities in Funding of Institutes of Higher Education:
1890 Facilities 8.0 12.0
Extension Services—1994 Institutions 20 35
Hispanic Serving Institutions Education Grants ... 25 25
Extension Indian Reservation Program 1.7 5.0
Farm Ownership and Farm Operating Loans:
Farm Ownership at $85 million level in 1999 6.0 13.0
Farm Operating Loans at $500 million level in 1999 .. 320 34.0
Farm Labor Housing Program:
Subsidy for $32 million in loans in 1999 7.3 17.0
Farm Labor Housing Grant Level 10.0 13.0
Rural Rental Assistance Payments 5.0 10.0
Address the Needs of Farmworkers: Fund NASS Pesticide Use Survey ................. 5.7 71
Provide Increased EQIP Funds to Low-Income Farmers and to Address Environ-
MENTAL NEEAS ...vvevevireisiriit bbbt ressesssneneennes 100.0
Total, CiVIl RIGNES ...ceuiciireice e 96.2 249.8

In addition to the request for funding, the budget also reflects increased staffing
levels for some of the previously listed activities. These include the following:

Administration.—An increase of 62 staff years. This will improve civil rights relat-
ed personnel services and technical assistance to agencies, increase outreach and as-
sistance efforts to under represented customers and groups, enhance management-
employee relations and support early resolution of complaints. The increase includes
staffing for the newly established Office of Outreach within DA to assure that all
eligible customers have access to USDA programs and services and for the Socially
Disadvantaged Farmers Outreach Program, which is authorized by Section 2501 of
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990.
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An increase of 8 staff years is proposed to facilitate the processing and adjudicat-
ing of civil rights complaints by expanding the civil rights division in OGC.

Research, Education, Extension and Statistics.—Funds are requested to support
an integrated research, extension, and education competitive grants program
through CSREES for new technology adoption and transfer to small farms. This ini-
tiative is intended to foster greater diversity in small farm enterprises as well as
enhance current small farms production capabilities.

Additional funds are requested to address disparities in funding and enhance the
Department’s cooperative efforts with institutions of higher education that are pri-
marily devoted to the needs of minority students. Funds will also be targeted to im-
prove outreach to socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers in cooperation with
these institutions to help stem the reduction of minority small farmers. The Exten-
sion Indian Reservation program will be expanded to meet the need for greater out-
reach by Extension Agents. One additional staff year is included for the Small
Farms initiative. The NASS proposal to support collection of data on pesticide usage
in nursery and greenhouse crops, where the potential for farmworker exposure is
high reflects an increase of 10 staff years.

Farm Credit.—Funds are proposed to support farm ownership and operating loans
at the levels recommended by the CRAT report. Direct farm ownership loans would
be increased from $46 million in 1998 to $85 million in 1999. This funding increase
will allow over 1,000 family farmers to either acquire their own farm or to save an
existing one—nearly 500 more than in 1998. Roughly 60 percent of these loans are
provided to limited resource borrowers.

Farm Labor Housing.—Funds are provided to support a total of $55 million in
loans and grants to construct housing for some of the Nation’'s neediest families.
This is over an 80 percent increase from the 1998 level.

Environmental Quality Incentives Program.—An increase of $100 million is re-
guested to address CRAT recommendations and Clean Water Initiative goals. While
this will not be used to support an overall increase in staff for NRCS, we expect
up to 50 staff years will be devoted to CRAT related activities.

FORECLOSURES

Question. In April 1997, USDA halted foreclosures on USDA farm loans, pending
civil rights reviews. As a result, 116 foreclosures were postponed. In each state
USDA office, a Civil Rights Independent Review Group has been created to review
these foreclosures. Have these Civil Rights Independent Review Groups reported
that discrimination contributed to any of these foreclosures? If so, how many and
in which states?

Answer. The 116 cases mentioned were reviewed by the Independent Review
Team in the National Office. The Review Team was established to review all cases
in the foreclosure process only to determine whether a question of discrimination
was raised, not whether it occurred. Upon the completion of their review, twenty-
eight of the 116 cases were referred to the USDA Office of Civil Rights, Program
Complaint Adjudication Division (PCAD). Of the twenty-eight cases referred to
PCAD, only eighteen discrimination complaints were filed, while the other ten were
determined to need additional loan servicing. Of the 18 discrimination complaints
filed, one has been closed by settlement and not foreclosure. Seventeen discrimina-
tion complaints remain open until a decision is made whether discrimination oc-
curred. Based on the twenty-eight cases reviewed none have been foreclosed. With
respect to 88 cases remaining from the 116 reviewed, additional servicing needs are
being carried out and none have been foreclosed. The Independent Review Team
was disbanded on September 12, 1997.

Question. How were these conclusions about discrimination determined?

Answer. The Independent Review Group was given guidance through a National
written directive that includes a detailed checklist to assist in the review. The
checklist, when completed, provides a history of the servicing actions taken and any
documentation submitted by the borrower that alleges discrimination. However, as
indicated earlier, the Independent Review Team did not make any determination
that discrimination occurred.

DEPARTMENTWIDE OBLIGATIONS

Question. Please provide a summary of obligations, Departmentwide, for each of
fiscal years 1997-1999, for the following object classifications: salaries and benefits;
travel; ADP hardware/software purchases; contracts, grants, and other extramural
agreements; and equipment (other than ADP related).

Answer. The following table provides an estimate of the obligations for 1997,
1998, and the 1999 budget in millions of dollars, excluding Forest Service:
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h 1997 1 1
Object class estimate estimate estimate
Salaries and benefits $3,424 $3,576 $3,617
TraVEl .o 159 166 170
ADP hardware/software purchases ............. 65 123 152
Contracts, grants and other extramural agreements 1,537 1,623 1,396
Equipment (other than ADP related) ..........c.ccoovermerninernenerneens 107 93 98

Question. Please provide the Committee with a consolidated listing of obligations
for fiscal years 1997-1999 for the following crosscutting program activities:

—civil rights activities;

—support for 1890 Institutions and Historically Black Colleges and Universities;

—pest management;

—food safety;

—nutrition (excluding benefits);

—USDA information activities;

—Congressional relations and legislative affairs offices; and

—natural resources and environmental programs.

Answer. The following table contains the information. Please note the amounts
are dollars in millions.

Activities 1997 estimate 1998 estimate 1999 estimate
Civil rights activities $23 $34 $37
1890 Institutions and HBCU'’s 95 92 96
Pest management and related programs ... 231 260 266
Food safety ... 631 654 721
Nutrition ....... 411 421 457
Information activities .. 46 47 48
Congressional relations and legislative affairs offices:
USDA (w/o FS) 3 3 3
FS s 1 1 1
Natural resources and environment programs 3,310 3,298 3,223

ADMINISTRATIVE STAFFING

Question. What is the total number of administrative staff for USDA broken out
by headquarters, regional, State, and field office levels?
Answer. The following table contains the information.

USDA Administrative Staff

Location 1997 estimate
HEAAGQUANTEI'S ...t ettt b e 4,298
Regional ..... . 4,353
State ........... . 1,457

[ =] [o I @ 3 [T SRS 4,600

EMPLOYEE DETAILS/ASSIGNMENTS

Question. The fiscal year 1998 appropriations Act specifies that “No employee of
the Department of Agriculture may be detailed or assigned to an agency or office
funded by this Act to any other agency or office of the Department for more than
30 days unless the individual's employing agency or office is fully reimbursed by the
receiving agency or office for the salary or expenses of the employee for the period
of assignment.”

Please provide the Committee with a list, by agency, of each employee detail or
assignment (by employing agency, title, and position) in each of fiscal years 1997
and 1998 for a period up to 30 days, and identify the agency to which that detail
or assignment was made, its length, and the purpose of the detail assignment. Pro-
vide this same information for employee details/assignments made for a period of
more than 30 days, and indicate the dollar amount of reimbursement made to the
employing agency for such detail/assignment.

Answer. The following table contains the information.
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SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC)

The Administration is seeking an increase of $145.5 million for fiscal year 1999
to “meet the long-standing bi-partisan commitment to funding in the WIC Program
at a full participation level of 7.5 million.” Further, the budget indicates that this
requested increase for fiscal year 1999 mainly offsets expected food and administra-
tive cost increases.

Question. On what basis has the Administration determined that 7.5 million rep-
resents the “full participation” level for the WIC program?

Answer. Our estimate is based on Census data and medical evidence which sug-
gests that 9 million women, infants and children were fully eligible for WIC in 1996,
the most recent year for which we have figures. In a fully funded program we would
not expect that all eligibles would participate. However, with funds available, par-
ticipation reached 7.5 million last January, and has hovered just below that figure
ever since. On that basis, the Administration has determined that 7.5 million rep-
resents the full participation level for WIC.

Question. The fiscal year 1998 appropriations Act granted the Secretary of Agri-
culture the authority requested in the President’s budget to allocate WIC funds out-
side the regulatory funding formula. How are WIC funds made available for fiscal
year 1998 being allocated to states and how does that allocation differ, by state,
from the statutory/regulatory WIC funding distribution formula?

Answer. At this point, we have not used the flexibility granted to us by the Appro-
priations Act. We requested it as a contingency to ensure that WIC funds went
where they were most needed. We estimate that the total available fiscal year 1998
funds will be adequate to bring States to stability funding with only a small amount
left over for distribution to States that have received less than their fair share of
funds. Therefore, we do not anticipate that it will be necessary to utilize the addi-
tional flexibility.

Question. Mr. Secretary, you indicate in your prepared testimony that efforts con-
tinue to reduce the overall cost of WIC food packages by 10 percent by 2002. When
did this effort begin and what reductions have we achieved to date in the overall
cost of WIC food packages?

Answer. We established this goal in the Government Performance and Results Act
Strategic Goals development process. This goal was mentioned in those sent to the
Congress last fall.

As far as specific reductions to date, WIC cost containment is one of the more re-
markable success stories in government. In fact, food costs were lower in 1997 (at
$31.66 per person) than they were in 1987 (at $32.68 per person). This is true de-
spite 10 years of general inflation in the economy and immense growth in the pro-
gram. This was achieved in large part because, in 1997 nearly $1.3 billion was
saved from infant formula rebates.

Our efforts to improve WIC management and to reduce food package costs are ex-
pected to help improve the overall quality of WIC. Many States have achieved nota-
ble successes in efficient and effective management, and as their practices are
adopted and adapted by other States, program quality will improve along with cost
efficiencies. WIC is a mature program and simply needs some fine tuning. If we can
keep food costs low we can serve more participants with the same money. That is
our strategic goal.

Question. You also indicate in your testimony that the Department is working
with states to expand other promising cost control activities and is undertaking a
series of management reforms to improve WIC program integrity. Would you sum-
marize the cost control activities and management reforms which have been imple-
mented?

Answer. We are committed to improving WIC management and have several ini-
tiatives underway to reduce errors and save money. For example, now that WIC is
a mature program we are beginning to see evidence of errors in eligibility deter-
minations similar to food stamps and school lunch. Therefore we are proposing to
require that all States obtain income documentation before certifying individuals to
participate. That is not currently a Federal requirement and not all States ask for
income documentation at certification. We are also reviewing our income verification
requirements to see if they need strengthened or brought in line with food stamps
and school lunch. Another area that we are working on concerns nutrition risk. We
are working with the States and the medical community to standardize enforcement
of WIC nutritional risk criteria. WIC statute allows only individuals at nutritional
risk to participate in the program. Finally, we know WIC has some problems with
unscrupulous vendors, the same stores trying to cheat the Food Stamp Program. We
will be issuing regulations to improve vendor management and reduce overcharging.
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Our efforts to improve WIC management will be coordinated with the Administra-
tion’s government wide error reduction initiative.

INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT

The fiscal year 1999 budget requests increased funding in support of the Depart-
ment's commitment to encourage the adoption of Integrated Pest Management
(IPM) on 75 percent of the Nation’s crop land by the year 2000.

Question. Where do we stand in meeting this goal? When did this initiative begin
and what percent of the Nation’s crop land was under IPM at that time? What per-
cent was under IPM at the end of fiscal year 1997? What percent is projected to
be under IPM practices at the end of fiscal years 1998 and 1999?

Answer. Consensus has emerged that IPM systems should be measured along a
continuum, ranging from no to high levels of IPM adoption. The Department's 1994
report, Adoption of Integrated Pest Management in the United States, measured
adoption along a continuum, and this approach was refined by Consumers Union
in its 1996 report, Pest Management at the Crossroads. These analyses estimated
that 70 percent of crop acreage is managed using IPM systems. However, according
to the Consumers Union estimates, 38 percent of these systems were at the low end
of the IPM continuum. Our goal is to develop and help growers implement IPM
strategies that permit them to move from the low end of the continuum to the high
end of the continuum, moving incrementally toward biologically based IPM systems.

The overall percentage of U.S. crop acres under IPM in 1997 remained at the 70
percent level, and will likely remain constant in 1998. However, we remain con-
vinced that the increased investments proposed in the President’'s budget request
for fiscal year 1999 will permit us to reach the 75 percent adoption goal by 1999
or 2000. More importantly, we believe that these investments will accelerate the
adoption of IPM systems at the medium and high end of the continuum. We believe
that increasing adoption of pest management systems at the high end of the IPM
continuum will benefit all Americans by increasing profitability, protecting water
quality and farm worker safety, and enhancing the wholesome quality of our Na-
tion’s food supply. We believe that an accelerated effort is warranted to develop and
help growers implement pest management strategies that will help them reduce re-
liance on high-risk pesticides and enhance the sustainability of their operations.

Question. Please provide a summary of the total USDA appropriations, by agency
and account, invested in the Integrated Pest Management Initiative in each of fiscal
years 1993 through 1998 and included in the fiscal year 1999 budget request.

Answer. Three agencies provide direct support for the Integrated Pest Manage-
ment Initiative (IPM): the Agricultural Research Service (ARS), the Cooperative
State Research, Education, and Extension Service (CSREES), and the Economic Re-
search Service (ERS). Funding amounts from fiscal year 1993 to fiscal year 1999 are
as follows:
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INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT

Question. Please prioritize the fiscal year 1999 proposed funding increase for inte-
grated pest management (IPM) and IPM-related activities.

Answer. The increases proposed for IPM and related activities reflect USDA'’s goal
of helping U.S. agriculture implement IPM practices on 75 percent of the nation’s
crop acreage by the year 2000, and to help producers respond to the challenges they
will face as the result of Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) implementation. Each
research and extension program that supports IPM activities is coordinated to sup-
port major IPM goals. To further the development of a coordinated and integrated
effort, USDA has created a new Office of Pest Management and Policy (OPMP) to
serve as the focal point within the Department for pest management and pesticide
regulatory issues.

Proposed IPM and IPM-related activities in the fiscal year 1999 Budget focus on
this integrated and coordinated approach are summarized below. All of these would
be considered high priority within the Department’s 1999 budget.

IPM Initiative—Activities proposed under this multi-faceted initiative are built
around producer-identified needs for applied research and education projects using
pest control technologies that are ready for large-area trials and adoption. These re-
gional or area-wide projects will be supported by proposed increases of approxi-
mately $10 million for CSREES and ARS.

The initiative also include a proposed increase of $2.7 million for research on al-
ternatives to pesticides that may be lost to producers as EPA proceeds to implement
FQPA and on a decision support system that will help identify crop-pest combina-
tions where alternative controls are most critical.

Pesticide Use Data Collection and Analysis.—Net increases of $2.7 million are pro-
posed for pesticide use and food consumption data. USDA is the sole or primary
source for this data. Information on actual use and consumption patterns is needed
to conduct more accurate risk assessments. These programs include the Continuing
Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals (CSFII) carried out by ARS, the Pesticide
Data Program under AMS, and pesticide use survey and analysis conducted by ERS
and NASS, respectively.

Pesticide Registration, Clearance, Assessment, and Training.—Net increases of
$4.8 million are proposed for programs to support the registration process with in-
formation and analyses on the costs and benefits of current and alternative pest
management strategies at the local, regional, and national scales; programs to gath-
er data on pesticide residues for new and safer minor-use products, and for applica-
tor training to build confidence in the system that relies on well informed pesticide
applicators. Accurate data and analysis are essential to help policy-makers under-
stand the implications of pest-control decisions.

Question. For fiscal year 1998, the appropriations Act establishes a $1 million lim-
itation on activities of advisory committees, panels, commissions, and task forces,
excluding panels to comply with negotiated rulemaking or to evaluate competitively-
awarded grants. Please provide a listing of advisory committees, panels, commis-
sions and task forces funded in each of fiscal years 1997 and 1998, by agency, and
the amount of funds allocated for each.

Answer. | will provide for the record a listing of those advisory committees, pan-
els, commissions and task forces that are subject to the $1 million limitation. Final
decisions have not been made with regard to funding for each advisory committee
in fiscal year 1998. We will submit further cost estimates by committee when they
become final.

[The information follows:]

USDA Advisory Committees

Policy area and committee title i . i i 1997 actual
Food, Nutrition and Consumer Services: National Advisory Council on
Maternal, Infant and Fetal NULFtion ... e

Food Safety:

National Advisory Committee on Meat and Poultry Inspection ........... $26,060
National Advisory Committee on Microbiological Criteria for Foods .. 22,213
Total, FOOd SAEtY ......ccueiiiiiiiiie e 48,273

Research, Education and Economics:
Forestry Research Advisory COUNCIl .........cocceveiiiiiiiiie e 5,337
National Agricultural Research, Extension, Education, and Econom-
ICS AdVISOTY BOArd ......cooiiiiiiiiiiii e 299,149
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Policy area and committee title 1997 actual
Strategic Planning Task Force on Research Facilities .............cccocceen. 99,200
USDA/Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities
USDA/American Indian Higher Education Consortium ............ccccceeies vovieniieennenne

Subtotal, CSREES ........ccooiiiiiiieiieeeeeee e 403,686

National Nutrition Monitoring Advisory Council ...........cccccoeiiiiiiiiiinniiienne 17,420
National Genetics Resources Advisory Council . 4,140
Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee ............... 5,376
SUDLOtal, ARS .o 26,936
Census Advisory Committee on Agriculture Statistics .........cccccovciniiennenne 37,900
TOtal, REE ..o s 468,522
Marketing and Regulatory Programs:
Advisory Committee on Foreign Animal and Poultry Diseases ........... 20,385
General Conference Committee of the National Poultry Improvement

Plan ..o 7,511
National Animal Damage Control Advisory Committee . 17,928
USDA/1890 Task FOICe ......ccoiiiiiiiiieieieee e 12,000

Subtotal, APHIS ... 57,824

National Organic Standards BOArd ...........ccceeiuiiiieiiieiie e e

Subtotal, AMS

Federal Grain Inspection Advisory COmmiIttee .........ccccceeviieeiiiiieeniiee e 17,472
TOtal, MRP ..o 75,296
Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services:
Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee for Trade ...........ccccocveiiennenne 14,119
Ag. Tech. Adv. Comm. for Trade in:
Animals and Animal Products ...........cccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiicee e, 14,110

Fruits and Vegetables ............... . 14,110
Grains, Feed and Oilseeds .. 14,110
SWeELeNEersS ......cccoovvvvveeeeennne . 14,110
Tobacco, Cotton and PeaNULS ............ccccvveeeeeeeiiiiiiieeee e 14,110
Technical Advisory Committee for Edward R. Madigan Agricultural
Export Excellence Award Board ..........cccccceeiiiieeiiiiieniiee e 14,110
SUDTOTAl, FAS .o 98,779
Advisory Committee on Beginning Farmers and Ranchers ...........ccccce coeeiiieeennnes
Emerging Markets Advisory COMMITEEE ........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiieicice s e
SUDTOTAL, FSA et sanreeeaneeeaae
TOtAl, FFAS ittt 98,779
Natural Resources and Environment:
Task Force on Agricultural Air Quality Research 40,707
National Commission on Small Farms ...........cccocvviiiniiinieniceee 77,245
TOLAl, NRE ..ottt ettt e e as 117,952
Office of the Chief Economist: Commission on 21st Century Production
AGFICUITUIE ..ottt et e e sb e e e bb e e e snee beeeeanneeesannes
Total, Advisory Committee Limitation .........cccccceevviieeiiiinesiieeeiiennnn 808,822

Question. Why is the Department proposing to eliminate this limitation for fiscal
year 1999?
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Answer. The Department has proposed that this limitation be lifted in order to
provide greater flexibility in managing advisory committees to support the efficient
operation of USDA programs.

Question. Please provide a list of the advisory committee, panel, commissions, and
task forces, by agency, included in the fiscal year 1999 budget request, and the
amount assumed for each.

Answer. The advisory committees, panels, commissions and task forces proposed
for fiscal year 1999 are similar to those already funded and includes at least one
new committee, the Secretary’s Small Business Advisory Committee. Final decisions
have not been made regarding the proposed funding for each advisory committee.
I will provide the cost estimates by committee when they become final.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

Question. What amount has been deposited in the Department of Justice and/or
Treasury Department Assets Forfeiture Fund in each of fiscal years 1996, 1997, and
1998 as a result of investigation in which the USDA Office of Inspector General
(OIG) participates?

Answer. The Department of Justice and Treasury do not inform us of how much
has been actually deposited in their funds as a result of our investigative actions.
We do know that over $11 million in assets has been seized for the funds as a result
of our actions since receipt of our authority—over $7 million for the Treasury Fund
and approximately $3.5 million for the Justice Fund.

Question. Why isn't a memorandum of understanding between the OIG and the
U.S. Department of Justice and/or Treasury in place to allow USDA to receive an
equitable share of these resources?

Answer. The memorandum of understanding between the Office of the Inspector
General and the U.S. Department of Treasury has been finalized and is currently
in the process of being signed.

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget requests and increase of $21.7 million for
a law enforcement initiative to allow the Office of Inspector General to crack down
on fraud and waste in Food Stamps and other USDA programs. Would receiving
payments from forfeited assets reduce the need for increased appropriations for
these activities? If so, by how much?

Answer. OIG is authorized to receive proceeds from asset forfeitures as an addi-
tional tool in carrying out our law enforcement mission. Payments received from for-
feiture assets would not reduce the need for the increased appropriations as detailed
in the initiative because the laws on the use of forfeiture funds limit their use and
specifically prohibit them from being used for personnel compensation which is
about 80 percent of our agency'’s costs.

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget requests increased funding for the Office
of Inspector General to crack down on fraud and abuse in USDA programs, particu-
larly the Food Stamp and nutrition programs. Is a funding increase also proposed
for the Food and Nutrition Service compliance activities? If not, why?

Answer. A funding increase of $150,000 is being proposed for the Food and Nutri-
tion Service to enable the compliance branch to conduct “sweeps” in 8 States.

BRUCELLOSIS

Question. The Department's fiscal year 1999 explanatory notes indicate that
APHIS anticipated that all 50 States will reach brucellosis Class “Free” Status by
the end of 1998. Will bison carrying brucellosis and wandering beyond the Yellow-
stone National Park boundaries affect the achievement of this class “free” status?

Answer. As long as the surrounding states comply with the conditions of the In-
terim Bison Management Plan (which requires States and the National Park Serv-
ice to prevent the movement of bison from Yellowstone National Park and Brucel-
losis Management Areas) and maintain active brucellosis surveillance programs, the
Yellowstone bison should not affect the achievement of Class “Free” status in all 50
states.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES

Question. We understand USDA continues to have in place its moratorium on sig-
nificant information technology investments that was established back in November
1996 with a waiver process to make acquisitions. Also restrictions under this mora-
torium have been tightened to allow for IT investments to be made only for Year
2000 projects and emergency needs.

With only about half of fiscal year 1998 remaining, what impact will the morato-
rium have on USDA's IRM expenditure plans this fiscal year?
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Answer. According to the Chief Information officer the moratorium has caused
agencies to redirect their fiscal year 1998 expenditures from non-mission-critical
systems towards Year 2000 compliance. The moratorium may not affect the total
IRM expenditures for USDA because of this redirection towards Year 2000 programs
and the continued need for operations and services for existing systems.

Question. As of this hearing, how many waivers were requested under the morato-
rium for fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998, and what was the total dollar amount
of waivers approved each fiscal year?

Answer. Agencies can and do submit waiver requests which cover expenditures in
more than one fiscal year because the waivers are submitted for multiple year
projects. Since the moratorium began in November 1996, 127 waivers were re-
quested in fiscal year 1997 for approximately $283.7 million and approximately
$210.5 million was approved for fiscal years 1997, 1998 and 1999 expenditures. We
have received 36 waivers during fiscal year 1998 for $143.6 million and approved
approximately $133 million for fiscal years 1998 and 1999 expenditures.

Question. In light of the IT moratorium, what major investments have been
pushed back to fiscal year 1999 and beyond?

Answer. Because of the moratorium, agencies have made the decision to come for-
ward only with those investments which meet the emergency or Year 2000 criteria
for approval. The Office of the Chief Information Officer cannot categorically state
which investments have been deferred because of the moratorium.

Question. We are hearing that USDA may have spent more than $200 million in
fiscal year 1997 with plans to spend about $250 million in fiscal year 1998. If the
numbers are anywhere near this, the confidence we have in the moratorium may
be eroded.

If USDA continues to spend hundreds of millions on IT investments even while
under a strict moratorium on such investments, how effective in your opinion has
the moratorium been? Please elaborate on your answer.

Answer. While USDA has continued to make some investments while under the
IT moratorium, those investments have been scrutinized carefully by the Office of
the Chief Information Officer to ensure that they met the requirements of the mora-
torium. Any investments made were to support mission-critical programs. Since the
moratorium has become more stringent, IT investments are made only for emer-
gency situations or to support USDA'’s Year 2000 program. The CIO assures me that
the moratorium has been effective in ensuring that our expenditures for IT were
limited to those that are absolutely necessary to carry out USDA programs.

USDA has had its moratorium on IT purchases in place since November 1996.
Originally this moratorium applied to all IT acquisitions over $250,000, with excep-
tions for renewals to existing contracts and support services contracts for existing
systems to become Year 2000 compliant. However, waivers were being granted. We
understand that more recently that the threshold was lowered to all IT acquisitions
over $25,000, and that starting at the end of fiscal year 1997, waivers were only
b‘le_ing granted for emergencies and those directly related to ensuring Year 2000 com-
pliance.

Question. What was the total number of moratorium waiver requests submitted
in fiscal year 1997 and what was the total dollar amount of these?

Answer. During fiscal year 1997 there were 127 waivers requesting approximately
$283.7 million.

Question. What was the total amount dollars and number of waivers approved in
fiscal year 1997?

Answer. During fiscal year 1997, 113 waivers requesting expenditures of approxi-
mately $210.5 million were approved for fiscal years 1997, 1998 and 1999.

Question. With tighter restrictions put in place for fiscal year 1998, what has been
the total number of waivers requested, in terms of nhumbers and dollars, in fiscal
year 1998 to date?

Answer. Since October 1, 1997, we have received 36 waiver requests totaling
$143.6 million.

Question. Also, what has been the total number of waivers approved, in terms of
numbers and dollars, in fiscal year 1998 broken out by those granted to meet emer-
gencies, those directly related to ensuring Year 2000 compliance and others?

Answer. Ten waivers have been approved in fiscal year 1998 for emergencies, to-
talling $6.7 million in fiscal year 1998 funding and $1.4 million in fiscal year 1999
funding.

Eighteen waivers have been approved for Year 2000 compliance, totalling $122.4
million for fiscal year 1998 funding and $2.9 million in fiscal year 1999 funding. The
waivers for year 2000 compliance include incremental costs for making systems com-
pliant, as well as costs for upgrading systems, for which a portion of those costs can
be attributable to year 2000 compliance.
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Since no other grounds for approval of waivers exist, all waivers granted fall into
the above categories.

Question. In light of the waivers granted for Year 2000 compliance, how do these
waivers compare to what the agencies estimate they will need to spend to fix sys-
tems and make them year 2000 compliant?

Answer. USDA agencies estimate that the incremental cost for Year 2000 repairs
for fiscal year 1998 will be $58 million. This total is less than the amount of waivers
approved for Year 2000-related work because the Forest Service Project 615 initia-
tive has been granted a waiver for Year 2000 compliance in fiscal year 1998, but
only a portion of those costs can be attributed solely to year 2000 compliance.

Question. What are the Department's overall planned expenditures for informa-
tion technology in fiscal year 1997, fiscal year 1998, and fiscal year 1999? Please
provide specific expenditures, by agency and account. What are the Department’s
actual expenditures in each of fiscal years 1997 and 1998 by agency and account?
What planned expenditures were not made in each of fiscal year 1997 and 1998 as
a result of the moratorium?

Answer. In February 1996, based on the 1997 proposed President's Budget, USDA
estimated that it would spend $1.253 billion in information technology during fiscal
year 1997. The February 1998 report indicated that during fiscal year 1997, $1.080
billion was actually spent on IT. We believe that this reduction is in large measure
due to the impact of the moratorium.

In February 1997, USDA estimated that it would spend $1.239 billion in informa-
tion technology during fiscal year 1998. The February 1998 report indicates that
USDA plans to spend $1.211 billion during fiscal year 1998. Our experience indi-
cates that this estimate will further decline after the fiscal year is complete and ac-
tual expenditures are reported. We believe that this reflects the effectiveness of the
moratorium in reducing USDA expenditures for IT.

The Chief Information Officer has issued a call letter to the agencies, asking them
to update last year’s report “USDA Agency Information Technology Expenditures by
Budget Account”. | expect to be able to provide this information to the Committee
in early April.

Question. ldentify what each agency plans to spend in total during fiscal year
1998 and fiscal year 1999, and of that what it plans to spend under the following
information technology spending categories; (1) equipment purchases and leases, (2)
software purchases and leases, (3) supplies, (4) personnel costs, (5) commercial sup-
port services, (6) other services (i.e. primarily commercial telephone and data serv-
ice), and (7) Intra-Governmental Services?

Answer. | will ask the Chief Information Officer to provide the information for the
record.

[The information follows:]

The following information is from the Department’s OMB Circular A-11 report.
This report includes actual expenditures for fiscal year 1997, and estimated expendi-
tures for fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999. The estimated expenditures are sub-
ject to review and approval according to requirements of the moratorium.

Question. Provide a list of major technology initiatives underway or planned at
the Department. In doing so, provide what has been spent to date on the initiative,
what will be spent on the initiative in fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999, and
the total estimated life-cycle costs of the initiative.

Answer. The following table outlines our major technology initiatives. Specific
spending and life-cycle costs will be provided to the Committee by early April.

Integrated Systems Acquisitions Project (ISAP).—ISAP will establish a strategic
framework for implementing the next generation of information systems in the Ani-
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). In the fall of 1995, a contract
for computer products and services was awarded. APHIS has begun a five-year
phased transition to the new environment of software, hardware, telecommuni-
cations and support services. Before starting formal implementation, APHIS is spon-
soring transition activities to prepare for the new architecture. Total obligations
from fiscal year 1997 through fiscal year 1999 are estimated to be $26 million.

Project 615.—Through hardware and software acquisition, Project 615 will refresh
the Forest Service's (FS) office automation technology and provide that agency with
geographical information systems (GIS) technology. This will give FS the infrastruc-
ture to change its management of forests and rangelands from a single timber focus
to a multiple ecosystem focus. Through Project 615's series of contracts, FS will es-
tablish an open systems environment. The full application phase began in fiscal year
1997, and by the end of fiscal year 2000 all FS employees are expected to be on
line with the new technologies. Total obligations from fiscal years 1997 through
1999 should reach an estimated $400 million.
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Food Stamp Program Integrated Information System (FSPIIS).—In the Food and
Consumer Service (FCS), the FSPIIS is a comprehensive, integrated, on-line, menu-
driven information system to support administration of the Food Stamp Program.
Through GSA's Federal Information System Support Program and the Small Busi-
ness Administration’s 8(a) Program, the FCS is acquiring software development and
maintenance for the system. FSPIIS extensions and interfaces are being imple-
mented to support Electronic Benefits Transfer (EBT) and Electronic Data Inter-
change (EDI). Business Process Reengineering (BPR) methodologies were employed
to determine requisite business functions during fiscal year 1994. These business
functions are currently supported by EDI and EBT. From the BPR came also an
initiative to consolidate food stamp forms, which should dramatically reduce State
and project area reporting burdens, in terms of both the number of reporting
points—sites—and events. Total obligations from fiscal year 1997 though fiscal year
1999 should equal about $17 million.

Service Center Implementation.—Under the leadership of the Service Center Im-
plementation Team, initiatives are underway to consolidate county offices into local
USDA service centers equipped with communications and computer-related tech-
nology to save costs, improve program delivery, and provide one-stop service to cus-
tomers. This is a joint effort by the Farm Service Agency, Natural Resources Con-
servation Service and Rural Development. The implementation will support inte-
grated voice and data communications infrastructures, reengineered business proc-
esses, data sharing within current agency systems, and a common computing envi-
ronment to serve all agencies operating in any given service center. The communica-
tions systems currently being installed will cost approximately $100 million. The re-
engineering efforts are underway and will continue next year. The estimate of the
cost for the first phase of the common computing environment at the field level to
be approximately $30 million in fiscal year 1998 and $70 million in fiscal year 1999.
Approximately $10 million will be required for pilot and demonstration sites in fis-
cal years 1998 and 1999.

Field Automation and Information Management (FAIM).—The Food Safety and
Inspection Service’s FAIM initiative is a project to automate improved business
processed for the agency and to provide an agency-wide information management
and sharing network. Total obligations from fiscal year 1996 through fiscal year
1999 should equal about $45 million.

Dedicated Loan Origination and Servicing System (DLOS).—In amending the
Housing Act of 1949, Congress in 1988 mandated that the then Farmers Home Ad-
ministration escrow taxes and insurance. To comply, the Rural Housing Service has
purchased a commercial mortgage loan origination and servicing system known as
the Dedicated Loan Origination and Servicing System. It has an estimated total ob-
ligation from fiscal years 1996 through 1999 of $20 million.

The Foundation Financial Information System (FFIS) is a major initiative spon-
sored by the Office of the Chief Financial Officer to replace USDA’s core accounting
system. FFIS implementation is underway. FFIS is designed to help us meet a stra-
tegic departmental objective: implementing a single, integrated financial manage-
ment information systems in USDA, in compliance with OMB guidance and USDA
financial standards. We are looking at costs, planned schedules, performance and
management to ensure that FFIS is successfully completed. We will provide the
Committee cost information as we complete this review.

This Committee has been trying to get the Department to develop an information
systems architecture for the last several years and do so prior to making major in-
vestments. We understand that early last year the Department developed the initial
version of such an architecture, but one that needed much additional work.

CCC ADP

Question. Section 161 of the FAIR Act of 1996 amended the Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) Charter Act to significantly limit the use of CCC funds. CCC
spending for equipment or services relating to automated data processing (ADP), in-
formation technologies, or related items (including telecommunications equipment
and computer hardware and software) was limited to $170 million in fiscal year
1996, and $275 million for the six-year period including fiscal years 1997 through
2002. What was the total amount of CCC funds used in fiscal year 1997 for ADP?

Answer. Fiscal year 1997 CCC ADP obligations were $36,146,007, leaving a bal-
ance of $238,853,993 from the authorized cap of $275 million.

Question. What is the total amount of CCC funds USDA plans to spend in fiscal
year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 for ADP?
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Answer. Fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 CCC ADP budget obligations in the
President’s fiscal year 1999 budget are estimated to be $106,549,000 and
$76,401,000, respectively.

Question. What ADP initiatives will be supported in fiscal year 1998 and fiscal
year 1999 with the CCC funds?

Answer. During fiscal year 1998 one initiative partially funded by CCC is the
USDA Service Center Initiative. fiscal year 1998 funds will be used to complete
Phase | of the LAN/WAN/Voice project. Phase I, carried over from fiscal year 1997,
will provide integrated phone and local and wide area data communications for the
State and county offices. Phase Il LAN/WAN/Voice activities funded in fiscal year
1998 include e-mail, satellite dishes for distance learning and circuit upgrade equip-
ment for the Service Centers. CCC funds for the Common Computing Environment
(CCE) pilot demonstration sites, hardware and software, digital orthophotography,
and Business Processes Reengineering/Improvement projects, training, and studies
are also included in the fiscal year 1998 budget. NRCS and RD will also be using
their funds to support the CCE.

Several initiatives are funded in both fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999. Con-
tractor support is needed for application development and programming, including
Year 2000 modifications, in support of continued FSA State and county office pro-
gram delivery. Funds are also included for the continuing implementation of FSA'’s
portion of the FFAS integrated financial management system, CORE, which will
feed the Department’s Foundation Financial Information System for preparation of
consolidated financial statements and reports. Hardware and software maintenance,
upgrades, replacement and operational support for FSA legacy systems remain a
need.

Assuming successful pilot installations in fiscal year 1998, CCC funds are in-
cluded with funds from other Service Center agencies, in late fiscal year 1998 and
fiscal year 1999 to procure, deploy, and install the initial components of the nation-
wide implementation of CCE, including employee training to use the new equipment
and software. Procurement priorities of actual CCE components will be consistent
with business requirements resulting from reengineered business processes and sup-
portive of administrative convergence.

Question. What has the Department done since last year to build its information
systems architecture into a tool that USDA could use to plan Information Tech-
nology(IT) investments and ensure that any new systems meet the Department’s
business and information needs of the 21st century?

Answer. The USDA Information Systems Technology Architecture was reviewed
by a contractor under the OCIO’s Independent Verification and Validation (IV&V)
Program. While the IV&V findings were generally positive regarding USDA's first
effort, there were several recommendations that USDA will incorporate into the im-
plementation and management of the architecture. OCIO developed a high-level
project plan which currently is being expanded with detailed tasks and milestones.

Last Year, USDA received a grade of “D” from the House Government Reform and
Oversight Subcommittee on Government Management, Information and Technology
for its efforts to address the Year 2000 problem and bring systems into compliance.

Question. What steps has the Department taken to improve its grade and ensure
that it will be ready with its information systems to move into the next millennium?

Answer. | have taken strong management action to effectively respond to the chal-
lenges of year 2000 remediation. During the past year, USDA has established a
Year 2000 Program Office, under the Chief Information Officer, with Senior Execu-
tive Service leadership to manage the Year 2000 issues Department-wide. The Chief
Information Officer (Cl1O), Under and Assistant Secretaries have been given the re-
sponsibility for ensuring that USDA'’s mission-critical systems nationwide are Year
2000 compliant by March 1999. | directed each Agency Administrator to appoint a
Year 2000 Senior Executive Sponsor who reports directly to the Administrator and
establish Year 2000 project teams. Year 2000 is a critical element in the perform-
ance standards of the Senior Executive Sponsor in order to establish accountability

Additionally, USDA has issued a procurement moratorium requiring CIO ap-
proval of any IT procurement over $25,000; under this moratorium, purchases can
only be approved on an emergency basis or when the acquisition is directly related
to Year 2000 remediation. The CIO has sole signatory authority under the morato-
rium, which will remain in place throughout fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999
to assure that the Year 2000 is the Department’'s information technology priority.

Question. What is the status of the Department’s efforts in readying the systems
to be Year 2000 compliant?

Answer. USDA continues to make steady progress in the remediation of mission
critical systems. Currently, 41 percent of USDA'’s 1,319 mission critical systems are
Year 2000 compliant and we anticipate that the remaining mission critical systems,
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which will be required for use in the Year 2000, will be compliant by no later than
March 1999. All agencies have reassessed their systems to ensure compliance with
the new deadlines, and some agencies have redirected or reprogrammed resources
to accelerate completion of the remediation effort.

Question. How much does USDA plan to spend, by component agency, this fiscal
year and in fiscal year 1999 to fix the Year 2000 problems at USDA?

Answer. USDA plans to spend $58 million this fiscal year and $27 million in fiscal
year 1999 to fix the Year 2000 problem.

I will provide the agency information for the record.

[The information follows:]

[Cost in thousands]

Fiscal year—

Agency
1998 1999

Foreign AGrCUIEUTal SEIVICE .......vceuierirceierineieeeesi et $170 $170
Farm Service Agency—KC 6,190 1,580
Farm Service Agency—HQ .. 200 200
Risk Management Agency 380 380
Farm and Foreign Agricultural SErviCeS .......c.cvrermeenerneersrseerniireinienas 6,940 2,330
Food and NUEFItION SEIVICE ..o 2,200 670
Food, Nutrition and CONSUMEr SEIVICES ......ccvveerrrreereesireerienseeesees 2,200 670
Food Safety and INSPECLION SEIVICE ......c.vvveerieeeriieiieieeiee s 400 200
FOOO SAFELY ....ovoverrieiriiireri s 400 200
Agricultural Marketing Service 1,500 790
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service ............. 7,407 3,962
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration ... 1,100 300
Marketing and Regulatory Programs ..........ccocemeeeenemseonerineenersneeenseens 10,007 5,052
Forest Service 11,700 3,500
Natural Resources Conservation Service 7,849 8,611
Natural Resources and ENVIONMENT .........coocevvverimeenneesnnrineriensineesnnes 19,549 12,111
Agricultural RESEArCH SEIVICE ......ccvivreeeeriiriieriniireiieiesisesssi s 1,521 1,171
Cooperative State Research, Education and Extension Service e
ECONOMIC RESEAICN SEIVICE ....vvucereireeieeerieieseis e 260 260
National Agricultural SEatiSticS SErVICE ..........cocmrrirrinerrneineesinerisessesessnees 120 60
Research, Education and ECONOMICS ..........ocuereereeeeneensreneensnineessieesneins 1,901 1,491
RUral DEVEIOPMENT ..ottt nees 1,950 1,000
Support Programs: Departmental AdmInistration 1 ...........coccovemncrinenerneennenenns 540 500

Offices:
National APPEalS DIVISION .......oviiiiriiiiiiniesieeiisessis s eviiessensinis e
Office of the Chief Financial Officer—NFC .. 8,980 1,000
Office of the Chief Information Officer—NITC 5,942 2,490
Office of Communications 50 200
Office of the Chief Economist ... 3 4

Office of the Inspector General
Office of Budget and Program ANAIYSIS ..........coeevemiimmieriiiniiniinis e vesiessiensienees
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[Cost in thousands]

Fiscal year—
Agency
1998 1999
Office 0f the GENEral COUNSEL .....cvcvvivviieiieieie s ssvssssstesesienins sesesesesesaens
SUBLOLAL ..vovvivicicvcte e 14,975 3,694
Totals 58,462 27,048

Lincludes: Administrative Law Judges, Board of Contract Appeals, Civil Rights, Human Resources, Office of the Judicial
Officer, Operations.

Question. Who is charged with the overall responsibility and accountability at
USDA for ensuring that the Department’s mission critical information systems are
Year 2000 compliant and what are the Department’s Year 2000 milestones.

Answer. The Chief Information Officer and the Year 2000 Program Executive
have the overall responsibility for the planning, oversight, and evaluation of USDA’s
effort to achieve Year 2000 compliance. The Under and Assistant Secretaries and
Agency Heads have been empowered with the programmatic, budgetary, manage-
rial, and technical responsibility for ensuring that USDA'’s mission-critical systems
nationwide are Year 2000 compliant by March 1999 in their respective areas.

Milestones for completion of the various phases of remediation have been estab-
lished based on guidance from the General Accounting Office and the Office of Man-
agement and Budget. September 1998 is the milestone for completion of the renova-
tion phase for repaired systems; January 1999 is the milestone for completion of val-
idation for all mission critical systems; and, March 1999 is the milestone for comple-
tion of the implementation phase for all mission critical systems.

Question. What assurances can you give this Committee that the Department will
fix its mission-critical information system Year 2000-related problems in sufficient
time for adequate testing and validation to occur, and that the necessary steps can
be taken in sufficient time so that USDA's operations and customers are not ad-
versely affected?

Answer. As | mentioned previously, responsibilities for Year 2000 compliance have
been firmly designated at multiple levels within USDA. Plans have been developed
to achieve compliance by March 1999. In addition, the Office of the Chief Informa-
tion Officer is establishing a verification and validation process to bring independent
third party review of selected critical systems in terms of Year 2000 compliance.

A USDA-wide mainframe testing environment is being established at the National
Information Technology Center in Kansas City. The test environment is expected to
be fully operational in July 1998. An additional mainframe test environment has
been established and is currently operational at the National Finance Center (NFC)
in New Orleans. It will be used to test NFC based applications.

Question. Obviously, one of the Department’s biggest efforts in the IT area is the
Service Center Procurement effort.

A. How much has the Department obligated each fiscal year since fiscal year 1995
for this effort? Please show it by funding source for each fiscal year.

B. How much is the Department requesting in fiscal year 1999 for the Service
Center IT procurement by funding source and how much in additional funding will
it cost to fully fund this effort?

Answer. The Department's investment in achieving a shared information system
for the USDA Service Center agencies includes: Business Process Reengineering
(BPR), which defines the business requirements for enabling technology; tele-
communication infrastucture, better known as the Local area network/Wide area
network/Voice (LAN/WAN/Voice) Project; Base data acquisition, digital ortho photog-
raphy and soils digitization; and a capital investment in hardware and software, the
Common Computing Environment (CCE). The total investment in each of these
areas for fiscal year 1996 through fiscal year 1999 is shown in the table that follows.

Most of the costs for these initiatives are being funded from base level agency re-
sources. However, an increase of $30 million is requested in fiscal year 1999 under
the salaries and expense account of the Farm Service Agency. Based on the BPR
Business Case, the Department’s Executive Information Technology Investment Re-
view Board (EITIRB) approved a $350 million investment for the Service Center
CCE be added to the IT investment portfolio of the Department. The $110 million
investment in fiscal year 1998 and 1999 includes approximately $100 million for the
CCE “procurement”. Approximately $250 million will be needed between fiscal year
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2000 and fiscal year 2001 to complete the acquisition of the CCE equipment and
software for the Service Centers. The funding sources for future years have not been
determined at this time.

[The information follows:]

USDA SERVICE CENTER SHARED INFORMATION SYSTEM

Fiscal year—
Activity 1996 1997 1098 1999
actual actual planned proposed

I. Business Process Reengineering (BPR):
UNAHOCALEA ..o cvrveienineenniins erteeeninninen
$6,542

468

1,500

118

Il LAN/WAN/VOICE (LIWNV):

Unallocated . 6,637
CCC ......... 20,257 2,275
FSA ... 269 88
NRCS . 2,300

541

SUDLOtAl ... 72,700 10,673 123,367 9,000

22,000 i 6,000 ..o
8,000 17,500 13,750 15,050

19,750 15,050

20,500 15,000

500 30,000

17,200 16,250

4,100 7,000

SUDLOtAL ... 24200 oo 242,300 68,250

Total:

Grand total ... 107,700 36,801 95,314 106,100

1The $9 million in fiscal year 1999 include $4 million to complete the installation phase by December 1998. The re-
maining $5 million are to cover maintenance costs.

20f these amounts, $4.2 million in fiscal year 1997, $9.3 million in fiscal year 1998, and $1.25 million in fiscal year
1999 are for pre-acquisition studies, evaluations, and pilot testing.

Question. We understand that the Department has turned to contractors to per-
form oversight responsibilities for IT projects, the Independent Verification and Val-
idation (IV&V) process. Given the change in philosophy to contract out for oversight
of IT projects using the IV&YV process:
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A. What savings have been achieved for the Department in terms of reduced staff
since contractors now have some of the workload?

B. What other quantifiable benefits have resulted from these IV&V's?

C. What has been spent to date and is obligated for conducting 1V&V's, and what
projects have been reviewed to date?

Answer. Please let me make an important clarification. Oversight responsibilities
for IT projects remain in the Department, specifically in the Office of the Chief In-
formation Officer, and are not contracted out. The purpose of our Independent Ver-
ification and Validation program is to conduct un-biased reviews and analyses of IT
plans, management approaches, technical alternatives, requirements and cost-bene-
fit studies. We feel very strongly that these independent reviews, conducted before
we make multi-million dollar investments in IT, will assist us in identifying
strengths and weaknesses, alternatives or requirements which we did not consider,
or alternative courses of actions which may help us to maximize benefits and mini-
mize risks.

The IV&YV program is designed to help us acquire, on a short-term basis, expertise
which is not readily available internally. Typical task length is 45-90 days. We look
at the breadth of both the government and private sector experience when we select
an V&V contractor.

A table identifying costs and benefits of the IV&V Projects will be submitted for
the record.

[The information follows:]

Dollars
IV&YV project/benefits obligated

Service Center Implementation—LAN/WAN/Voice Initial Review (fiscal

year 1997). Completed. Identified problem areas and suggested resolu-

tions which, when applied, allowed USDA to lift the nation-wide sus-

pPension 0N INSTAIAtIONS .........cocciiiiiiieii e $50,000
Service Center Implementation—LAN/WAN/Voice Follow-On Review (fis-

cal year 1997). Completed. Evaluated USDA's implementation of sug-

gestions from initial review. Verified that new approaches are work-

1 o T PP UPPTRUUPRTRPPRRTN 10,000
Service Center Implementation—Review of Year 2000 Plans (fiscal year

1997). Completed. Evaluation of service center agency Y2K plans,

based on contractor-developed criteria, consistent with GAO guidance.

Conducted in conjunction with USDA Y2K program office .........c..ccc.c.... 45,000
Service Center Implementation (fiscal year 1998). Completed. Evaluation

of Service Center implementation plans to identify and rank candidate

components for future IV&YV StUdIes ........ccocuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 27,000
Service Center Implementation—Common Computing Environment (fis-

cal year 1998). Completed. Verified and validated cost/benefit analysis

and technical alternatives. Provided additional insights, based on expe-

rience, which will be useful in conducting laboratory and pilot tests ..... 115,000
USDA IT Architecture (fiscal year 1998). Completed. Contractor vali-

dated USDA's current baseline against industry standards and found

no major problems; provided recommended future actions, based on an

OMB-approved methodology ..........c.cociiiiiiiiiiiic e 220,000
USDA Foundation Financial Information System (fiscal year 1998). Cur-

rently underway to: evaluate project plans, schedules and projected

costs; evaluate USDA requirements versus software capabilities; re-

view strategies and plans for future implementations and upgrades ..... 150,000

Three years ago this Committee noted the growth in geographical information sys-
tems (GIS) technologies and their application in the private sector. As a result, the
Committee encouraged the Secretary to pursue the possibility of a multi-agency,
multi-disciplinary approach to better involve federal, state, and local governments
in developing uniform GIS applications. We understand that USDA has several
agencies involved in developing geographical information systems (GIS) and associ-
ated projects such as digital orthophotography and data digitization.

Question. Please provide a list of USDA agencies engaged in GIS projects, a de-
scription of these projects, and total estimated life-cycle costs for each project.

Answer. The agencies involved in GIS development are: Forest Service, Natural
Resources Conservation Service, Farm Service Agency and Rural Development.

Question. What have each of these agencies spent over the last 5 individual years
on GIS technologies and related expenditures?

Answer. Spending for GIS-related hardware, software, and geospatial data is inte-
grated into the A-11 reports submitted by each agency without specific breakout.
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Question. What does USDA plan to spend in fiscal years 1998 and 1999 on GIS
systems?

Answer. The Chief Information Officer will provide you with information on ex-
penditures and life-cycle costs by early April.

Question. What progress has USDA made to establish a multi-agency, multi-dis-
ciplinary approach to develop uniform GIS applications?

Answer. USDA is working with the Open GIS Consortium (OGC), which rep-
resents most of the major information technology companies. We have representa-
tion on the Board of Directors as well as management and technical committees and
help guide industry in making decisions which foster interoperability and enable the
development of common GIS applications. Recently the OGC issued a standard for
representing point and line geographic features and they have demonstrated the
ability for competing vendors to access and use each others geospatial data, over the
internet, without having to go through a time consuming and expensive download
and conversion process. We are working with industry to develop other standards
for geographic features and GIS technology that will foster interoperability.

As industry completes and adopts these standards, various agencies and dis-
ciplines will be able to develop more uniform applications which make use of each
other’s information without having to recreate or convert that information.

Question. What steps has USDA taken to ensure that activities related to develop-
ing GIS are not duplicated across government agencies and are systematically ac-
complished?

Answer. The Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) continues to be the pri-
mary committee which ensures that GIS activities are coordinated among govern-
ment agencies. USDA is an active participant at the Steering Committee level as
well as the many subcommittee and working group level. USDA also has an Agri-
culture Geographic Data Committee which meets periodically to coordinate GIS ac-
tivities within the Department.

The three Service Center Agencies—Farm Service Agency (FSA), Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service (NRCS), and Rural Development—have formed a part-
nership to develop and implement a uniform GIS solution for Service Center offices.
This involves a common set of shared geospatial data layers, common hardware and
GIS software, and joint training.

The Forest Service and NRCS periodically meet to coordinate their efforts in GIS
and geospatial data development and data sharing. A number of projects are under-
way to development geospatial data and GIS applications in a uniform manner to
avoid duplication of efforts.

MANAGEMENT

Question. In several places within the budget, the term administrative conver-
gence is mentioned and that the Department is coordinating the functions of the dif-
ferent field service agencies to provide a more seamless and efficient delivery sys-
tem. We see that this is being done only for the Service Center agencies, i.e., the
Farm Service Agency, Natural Resource Conservation Service and Rural Develop-
ment, but nevertheless USDA reports that by 2002, the proposal would result in a
22 percent reduction in administrative staffing from 1997. Savings by 2002 would
equal $127 million/per year.

How many administrative staff did the USDA Service Center agencies have in
1997 broken out by headquarters, state, and field office level, and what did this staff
cost?

Answer. | would be glad to provide that information for the record.

[The information follows:]

STAFF YEARS

] f Technical
;e Head- Finance Regional
Mission area quarters Office 1 Office Center/lg— States Total
stitute
NRCS oo 118 91 171 613 993

FSA oo 393 940 88 338 1,759
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STAFF YEARS—Continued

: f Technical
Mission area qﬂgrati_rs gpf?cnecf Rg%?cneal Cer}ter/lg- States Total
stitute
RD s 224 472 it 404 1,100
Total oo 735 1,412 91 171 1,347 3,852

1The column headed Finance Office includes the St. Louis operations of Rural Development and the Kansas Operations
of the Farm Service Agency.

2The column headed Technical Center/Institute includes the Aerial Photography unit of the Farm Service Agency in Salt
Lake City.

The estimated savings of $127 million annually represents only the savings re-
sulting from the reduction of 2,314 staff years between 1993 and the year 2002, as-
suming an average staff year cost of $55,000. It does not include the savings to be
realized through the elimination of duplicate systems, business process re-engineer-
ing and better coordination of activities. Nor does it include the cost acquiring and
installing the common computing environment, any relocation of personnel or other
costs associated with consolidation. Assuming an average staff year cost of $55,000,
the fiscal year 1997 cost of the 3,852 administrative positions in the three mission
areas is a little over $200 million.

Question. What is the total number of administrative staff for USDA broken out
by headquarters, state, and field office levels?

Answer. The following table contains the information.

USDA Administrative Staff

. 11997

Location estimate
Headquarters 4,298
Regional ........... ... 4,353
State .............. .. 1,457
FREIA OFfiCES ooiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e e st re e e e e eeaes 4,600
L0 7> Y PSPPI 14,708

Question. With the significant amount of savings estimated for the Service Center
agencies alone, what would the amount of savings be if all USDA agencies were in-
cluded in the administrative convergence initiative? Does the Department have any
current plans for expanding the administrative convergence effort across the De-
partment?

Answer. The administrative convergence initiative would be difficult to apply to
other agencies that are not operating out of the USDA Service Centers. At this time
we do not have plans to expand this effort across the Department. However, | would
like to note that administrative units for each mission area were combined as part
of the USDA reorganization a few years ago.

MODERNIZATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSES PROGRAM

For years now, USDA has funded the Modernization of Administrative Processes
(MAP) program, but now we see that USDA is no longer funding this program.

Question. What was spent in total on this program since its inception?

Answer. From fiscal year 1993 through fiscal year 1997, the MAP Program spent
$13 million. For fiscal year 1998, $4.2 million have been planned which will bring
the total MAP expenditures to $17.2 million.

Question. What were the results of this program?

Answer. Prior to it termination, the program had seven active projects to improve
USDA's administrative functions: (1) Purchase Card/Convenience Check, (2) Pro-
curement System Modernization, (3) Human Resources Management (personnel sys-
tem) Modernization study, (4) Time and Attendance, (5) Telecommunication Serv-
ices, (6) Information Resources Management Analysis, and (7) Civil Rights Com-
plaints Processes to include both Program and Equal Employment Opportunity
processes.

The Purchase Card project (an automated system for tracking, reconciling, and
paying government credit card purchases up to $2,500) has begun implementation
USDA-wide and is planned to be completed by March 1999. Both the Purchase
Card/Convenience Check and the Procurement System Modernization projects have
been combined. Cost avoidance is expected to exceed $29 million annually when
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fully implemented. Pilot testing of the Telecommunication Services project (to auto-
mate and consolidate USDA's telecommunications needs to allow central billing, rec-
onciling, and equipment inventory management) began in February 1998. This
project has been expanded to include a baseline telecommunications inventory in
support of Year 2000. This project is expected to complete its evaluation by July
1998. The IRM Analysis project (to analyze USDA’'s IRM program regarding those
IRM business processes that support the Department’'s technology program) was
completed September 1998. It will serve as the basis for future modernization
projects. The Human Resources Management Modernization study was completed
September 30, 1997, and provided recommendations for 10 different modernization
projects. The Time and Attendance project was identified as a top modernization
project. Currently, commercial-off-the-shelf software packages are being pilot tested
to determine their application to USDA's time and attendance requirements. A final
report on the results will be issued May 1998. A potential cost avoidance of $39 mil-
lion is expected. The Civil Rights program and EEO complaint processes’ redesign
were completed September 1998 as part of the Civil Rights Implementation Team
efforts. Currently, automated tracking systems are being developed to support these
Civil Rights processes.

Question. Why did USDA terminate this program?

Answer. While it is true that USDA terminated the MAP program Office in De-
partmental Administration, the MAP projects were not terminated. All of the active
modernization were transferred to the respective offices within Departmental Ad-
ministration and to USDA'’s Office of the Chief Information Officer. These ongoing
modernization projects are still funded by the Department’'s Working Capital Fund.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR GORTON
REGIONAL RESEARCH

Question. It is apparent from this budget that the President and USDA have not
made regional research a priority. Using Washington state as an example, how can
you explain the need to cut essential research for the nation’s leading apple, hops,
dry peas and lentils and second leading potato, grape and asparagus producers in
the United States?

Answer. As a part of the Administration’s efforts to balance the budget and direct
spending to higher priority areas, projects earmarked for specific institutions were
proposed for elimination. Research funding distributed by formula under the Hatch
Act to Washington State University could be used to continue aspects of these
projects if they are deemed to be of a high priority at State or local levels. Addition-
ally, researchers could apply for funding under the National Research Initiative
competitive research grants program or obtain funding from State and local govern-
ments and/or private sources, such as industry, to continue these projects.

Question. Last year USDA and the President cut regional research, much like we
have witnessed in this budget. Why, after Congress reinstated all of the regional-
based research our agriculture communities require, were these projects again elimi-
nated?

Answer. The elimination of projects earmarked for specific institutions is consist-
ent with the Administration’s efforts to balance the budget and direct spending to
higher priority areas and its policy of awarding research, education, and extension
projects through a competitive, merit-review process. It is possible that funding dis-
tributed under the Hatch Act, or funding from the National Research Initiative com-
petitive research grants program, State and local governments and/or private
sources, such as industry, could be used to continue aspects of these projects if they
are deemed to be of high priority at State or local levels.

ARS LOCATION CLOSURE

Question. Another specific question for the State of Washington—why was the
Prosser Research Station zeroed out for the second year in a row?

Answer. The President’s budget requires the reallocation of existing resources to
finance new, high priority research needs. A number of projects carried out in ARS
research stations at Prosser, Washington; Mandan, North Dakota; Orono, Maine
and Brawley, California, were identified as less critical. As a result, a cost-effective
decision was made to terminate and redirect resources to new research initiatives
and recommend closure of these research stations.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BURNS
U.S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS FOR 1998

Question. Now that | have launched into my sermon of what | consider to be the
evils of this Administration’s agricultural trade policy, | would appreciate it, Mr.
Secretary, if you would provide the Committee with an outline of what you foresee
in the export of American products for the coming year.

Answer. The current fiscal 1998 forecast for U.S. agricultural exports is $58.5 bil-
lion, up $1.2 billion from 1997 and second only to the 1996 record of $59.8 billion.
Compared with 1997, the only major products expected to show a year-over-year
drop in export value are soybeans and meal. U.S. export volumes for soybeans and
products should rise due to strong foreign demand; however, prices are down sharp-
ly reflecting a strong recovery in domestic and foreign oilseed stocks.

A large increase in sales to Latin America is forecast. Little change is expected
for exports to Europe, Canada, the Middle East, and the Newly Independent States
of the former Soviet Union. The forecast for Asia reflects slower export growth to
Japan and reduced prospects for U.S. exports due to the financial crisis. The ad-
verse impact of the Asian crisis on U.S. agricultural exports in 1998 was conserv-
atively estimated at $500 million in December. We will be releasing a revised export
forecast for 1998 on February 23, which should include a more thorough assessment
of the effects of the Asian financial crisis on this year’s export performance.

EXPORT ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM

Question. Would you please outline what you see as the standards by which you
would consider using Export Enhancement Program (EEP) funds for the coming
year?

Answer. There is no single standard for deciding when to use EEP. Congress has
given guidance that it should be used both for trade policy reasons, such as respond-
ing to EU subsidies, and for market development. We will use EEP when we believe
it's the appropriate tool to meet those objectives. With the recent developments in
Asia, credit guarantees under the GSM-102 program seem to be the most useful
tool to protect U.S. export markets. We are aware of EU subsidy actions, and we
are watching them closely. But, we don't think the situation warrants use of EEP
at this time.

FOREIGN MARKET DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Question. Would you provide the Committee with the exact amount that has been
allocated in this budget for the Foreign Market Development Fund? | would like it
broken down in terms of the amount appropriated for this coming year and for any
dollars considered to be carry over from previous fiscal years.

Answer. The budget includes $22.0 million in new appropriated funds for the For-
eign Market Development Cooperator Program in fiscal 1999. It is currently esti-
mated that an additional $6.7 million of carryover funds also will be available to
support Cooperator marketing activities in 1999. Thus, the total USDA contribution
to support the program is currently estimated at $28.7 million. While the level of
new appropriated funding requested in the budget is somewhat lower than in pre-
vious years, the budget assumes a higher level of cost-share contributions from Co-
operator organizations which will help to offset the reduced Federal contribution.

ASIAN FINANCIAL REFORMS

Question. Taking into account the fact that many of the Asian countries which
have recently experienced economic chaos will or have received funds from this
country and your Department in particular. And considering that these same coun-
tries have a number of barriers in place against the importation of American agri-
cultural products, could you give the Committee some idea of the talks that are pro-
ceeding between this Government and the governments of those countries which we
have recently given funding to in order to stabilize their currencies and economies?

Answer. We are in frequent communication with many of the countries that have
received IMF assistance in terms of assessing their credit needs and as part of on-
going bilateral discussions. We do not want to underestimate the fact that the Asian
countries that have received the IMF assistance are also important U.S. agricultural
export markets. To obtain IMF assistance, recipient countries agreed to improve
market access and adopt more transparent trading regimes, steps which are also
beneficial to U.S. agricultural exports.

For example, effective February 1, Indonesia reduced agricultural tariffs on over
500 agricultural items to five percent and on April 1, BULOG's monopoly on Indo-
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nesian wheat imports ends. Regarding South Korea, the good news is that a condi-
tion of the IMF assistance package is that Korea adopt a more open and transparent
trade policy. Korea notified the WTO of revision to its Food Additive Code which
should bring Korea into more conformance with international codes. In addition, we
understand that Thailand has also reduced tariffs on certain agricultural items.

WILDLIFE SERVICES

Question. Again this year Mr. Secretary, the budget proposes a redirection in
funding for the Wildlife Services Agency, the former Animal Damage Control. For
the past three years | have worked in the Interior Appropriations bill to get addi-
tional funds for the agency from the Fish and Wildlife Service. It is my feeling that
if they are the reason the wolves have come into the area, then they need to pay
additional dollars for control. Are you aware that in 1994 the Fish and Wildlife
Service provided $100,000 for predation reports related to the wolves in the Yellow-
stone National Park in Idaho? Four years later and 10 times as many wolves in the
area, Fish and Wildlife Service is continuing to provide that same level of funding.

Answer. Yes, | am aware of the funding situation. Cooperation between the De-
partment of Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and APHIS’ program for
Wildlife Services (WS) in dealing with gray wolf recovery has been good. An inter-
agency agreement between WS and the FWS calls for each agency to contribute
$100,000 per year to support WS’ Wolf Management Specialist and program efforts
to deal with wolf predation on livestock.

Question. Could you explain the reasoning behind the reduction in the budget for
Wildlife Services?

Answer. The 50/50 cost sharing proposal is made in an effort to encourage co-
operators to contribute a fair share of funding toward cooperative Wildlife Services
activities in each State. This proposal is made in consideration of States in which
cooperator contributions are equal to or greater than Federal contributions, as this
approach greatly enhances the value of Federal funds invested. By encouraging a
minimum 50 percent cooperator contribution level, the Agency can accomplish a
more equitable distribution of Federal funds, can accomplish the same level of pro-
gram activity with less Federal funding, and can consider future needs and new co-
operative agreement proposals on a more programmatic and equal basis.

Question. Do you see where the proposed change in the joint budgetary venture
will have any affect on the important wildlife damage control program?

Answer. This proposal is made in anticipation of cooperators increasing their con-
tributions to a minimum 50 percent cost sharing level. When this is accomplished,
total cooperative funding levels and therefore cooperative program activities, would
not be affected by this proposal. If, however, cooperative funding levels do not in-
crease as needed to increase the 50 percent minimum, Federal contributions would
be reduced to a 50 percent maximum contribution level. This action would affect a
variety of cooperative program activities in 33 states, based on fiscal year 1996 Fed-
eral/cooperative contribution data.

Question. Are you aware Mr. Secretary, that the 1931 Act which provides you
with the Authority for the Wildlife Services Agency, has set a ratio for these pro-
grams in the States? (If he is not aware of this, how can he proceed with this pro-
posal for a 50/50 split?)

Answer. No, | am not aware of such restrictions. The 1931 Act authorizes control
and related experiments and investigations regarding predatory and other wild ani-
mals, and provides that the Secretary of Agriculture may cooperate with States, in-
dividuals, public and private agencies, organizations, and institutions, but does not
include specific details or ratios regarding this cooperation.

FOREST SERVICE ROADS

Question. Mr. Secretary earlier this year when you announced the moratorium on
road construction in roadless areas in our National Forests, your web page an-
nounced that there would be a series of public hearings on this in the west. Yet just
today | was informed that you have done away with these public meetings. Do you
consider it sound public policy to propose a dramatic change of this nature, with
only a thirty day comment period and with no public meetings involved in the public
process?

Answer. As a result of early public and Congressional comment on the proposed
interim rule establishing an 18 month moratorium on road construction in certain
roadless areas and on the Department’s advance notice of proposed rulemaking on
road management, the Department has decided to extend the public comment period
on the proposed road moratorium for an additional 30 days. There are also plans
to hold at least 25 public forums across the country.
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LAND ACQUISITION

Question. Your department, namely the Forest Service, has been discussing the
possibility of purchasing a private property and a conservation easement north of
Yellowstone National Park. In fact, 3 million has been included in the supplemental
LWCF account for this property. (6.5 million within the Forest Service and 6.5 mil-
lion within BLM) Last month, the White House Council on Environmental Quality
hosted a meeting with livestock producers and animal health authorities from var-
ious states to discuss this issue and how it relates to the management of the brucel-
losis infected Yellowstone National Park Bison herd. At the meeting, federal au-
thorities stated this land acquisition would be a major part of the solution to the
bison situation. How does this land acquisition address eradication of the disease,
something your department has advocated for decades?

Answer. Acquisition of portions of the Royal Teton Ranch is only one part of the
solution of the bison management problem. Land acquisition does not specifically
address eradication of brucellosis. Support for acquisition of the ranch goes far be-
yond benefits to bison management. The focus of this project is to protect key winter
ranges and migration corridors for several species of wildlife that move across the
Yellowstone National Park boundary. These lands provide habitat for bighorn sheep,
mule deer, elk, antelope, grizzly bear, mountain lion and bison.

Question. Your agency’'s discussion about the land north of Yellowstone National
Park do not simply deal with an acquisition of fee-title. The proposed package in-
cludes purchase of land, exchange of lands and an conservation easement for wild-
life. The details of these are not clearly defined. | have two questions:

How is the Gallatin National Forest going to pay for the increased amount of re-
sponsibilities of the new land, especially in light of Region One’s current budget con-
straints?

Answer. | understand that there will be additional costs associated with process-
ing the land purchase and exchange cases. The Forest Service will pay for these
costs through the current land acquisition management request. Future manage-
ment costs are difficult to estimate. It is the agency’s sense that the consolidated
land ownership patterns will result in cost savings and the additional acreage will
not have a major impact on the funding needs of the Gallatin National Forest.

Question. And: How do you plan on including the Montana Congressional Delega-
tion and the Governor in these discussions?

Answer. The Department has been working with State agencies, other Federal
agencies, the landowner and others to define the property to be acquired. It is my
understanding that State officials clearly understand the proposal. We are certainly
willing to meet with the Montana delegation to discuss details of the acquisition.

BRUCELLOSIS

Question. It is my understanding that APHIS agreed to move a trap for bison
management in the West Yellowstone area (specially on Horse Butte). This would
require a financial commitment for the relocation and operation of the trap. Please
provide the Committee and update on this trap relocation efforts and the financial
commitment management around this facility?

Answer. The State of Montana and the Forest Service (FS) have selected a site
for relocating the trap to the West Yellowstone area. In December 1997, the State
of Montana received a draft permit for setting up and operating the trap. To date,
the draft permit has not been signed by the State. The State of Montana has several
concerns with the permit. Conditions of the permit include the requirement of a 2
week-long survey on eagle nests in the area and restrictions on the trap’s usage to
certain days and hours of operation. The permit also requires the trap operations
to cease in mid-April. Once the permit is sighed, APHIS expects operations to com-
mence within 3 weeks. Two weeks will be needed to conduct the survey on area
eagle nests and 1 week will be needed to relocate the trap.

So far this winter, the demand for a trap in this area has not been great. The
low level of demand is due to the mild winter and the absence of bison in the area.
To date, only six bison have been located in this area and removed.

The cost of relocating the trap is estimated at about $11,000. APHIS will most
likely contract this work. APHIS also expects to contract for trap maintenance and
snow removal. It is expected that the State of Montana will have operational control
over the facility with Forest Service providing site security and APHIS providing
personnel. APHIS may decide to contract personnel coverage with the State. The
cost of operating the trap is difficult to predict and would depend on a number of
factors including the weather conditions in a given winter, the number of bison in
the area, and the number of staff-hours needed to operate the trap. In a mild win-
ter, operating costs at the trap could be close to $100,000 (assuming the work is
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contracted to the State) and in a more severe winter, costs could total up to
$150,000.

Question. As you know, restrictions or threat of restrictions by other State animal
health authorities is becoming increasingly more important in terms of brucellosis.
The National Eradication Program created not only a Federal position of eradication
and management of the disease, but also encouraged State animal health authori-
ties involvement. In fact, Montana has very specific State statutes on herds which
are exposed to brucellosis. What role is your department taking in educating States
about activities which relate to disease exposed herds (bison and elk) within the
Greater Yellowstone?

Answer. To educate the states, APHIS has contracted with the Livestock Con-
servation Institute to issue newsletters to the states regarding the status of the Na-
tional Eradication Program and activities within the Greater Yellowstone Area
(GYA). In addition, APHIS recently sent a letter to all state veterinarians to inform
them of the status of activities in the GYA.

Question. | am aware of the actions being taken to manage brucellosis disease
within the Greater Yellowstone Area. However, please provide to the Committee a
specific list of actions the federal agencies are taking to eradicate brucellosis within
Yellowstone National Park and Teton National Park.

Answer. APHIS continues to work with and assist the National Park Service and
the State of Montana with the implementation of the Interim Bison Management
Plan and the development of a long-term bison management plan. APHIS partici-
pates on the Greater Yellowstone Interagency Brucellosis Committee and assists
with preparing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on brucellosis in the
Park. The EIS is expected to be finalized in the third or fourth quarter of fiscal year
1998.

In addition, APHIS provides personnel to assist with liaison activities, planning,
bison capture, testing and sampling, and research activities. Several ongoing re-
search projects are being funded in fiscal year 1998 including projects to evaluate
the transmission of brucellosis in bison within Yellowstone National Park and study
the safety and efficacy of the RB51 vaccine on bison.

Question. In 1997, Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbit commissioned a report
by the National Academy of Science regarding brucellosis. What comments has the
Department of Agriculture made about this document and did your department pro-
vide any comments during the public comment period by the National Academy of
Science? Please provide those to the comment.

Answer. No comments have been provided by the Department of Agriculture on
the National Academy of Science report regarding brucellosis in the GYA.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR STEVENS
WILDFIRE PROGRAMS

The Millers Reach Fire caused more private property damage than any previous
rural fire on record in Alaska. 161 families were totally burned out of their primary
homes. Over 260 families were forced to seek some form of temporary or permanent
assistance to make it through the winter. When 1 visited fire fighters on the scene,
| was told that at least one volunteer fire fighting unit close to the source of the
fire was unable to roll out due to mechanical problems and concern voiced by the
State over their level of training.

America’s rural volunteer firefighters provide some $36.8 billion annually in esti-
mated benefit to taxpayers. However the Administration’s budget for this worth-
while program is the same as last year’s level of only $2 million. Of that Alaska
received only $40,000 to cover roughly one-fifth of the nation’s land mass.

Question. Will your agency want to ensure that the Volunteer Fire Assistance pro-
gram is equipped and capable of training volunteer fire departments so that they
are able to contain fires in rural areas before the fires get out of control?

Answer. In addition to the $2 million Volunteer Fire Assistance Program, which
provides technical and financial assistance directly to local organizations, the budget
provides $21.5 million to State forestry departments for their wildfire programs.
This includes an annual average of $115 million worth of Federal Excess Personal
Property loaned to the States. Finally, the Forest Service and the Interior agencies
devote substantial fire protection and suppression resources to the Federal lands in
the State of Alaska.
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BEAR CREEK FEES

Recently the Juneau Empire ran a story about your intention to raise fees associ-
ated with visiting Bear Creek, in Alaska, to $50 per person.

Question. Is there a Record of Decision on either an Environmental Assessment
of an Environmental Impact Statement to implement these fees at Bear Creek?

Answer. | presume that this is a site in the Recreation Fee Demonstration Pro-
gram which was authorized by the 1996 Interior Appropriation. | support the pro-
gram as a means of providing funding for the maintenance and reconstruction needs
of the recreation program. As you know the backlog in this area is much greater
than we, or the Congress, have been able to fund. User fees provide a welcome sup-
plement to annual appropriations. | am not familiar with the specific situation at
the location you are concerned about and have asked the Forest Service to provide
additional information.

[The information follows:]

By Bear Creek, we presume that the question refers to the Pack Creek Bear View-
ing Recreation Fee Demonstration Area. An Environmental Assessment of the Pack
Creek Bear Viewing Area was completed in 1989 which, among other management
changes, initiated a reservation fee of $10 per permit. This fee was imposed to dis-
courage people from obtaining permits and then not using them. Pack Creek has
a very limited capacity of only 24 people per day. Thus, “no-shows” quickly limit the
number of people who can actually visit this extremely popular area.

In 1996, with the advent of the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program, both the
Forest Service and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (which co-manages the
area since they manage the adjacent lands) scoped the topic of a joint use fee with
the public. Most State funds for managing the area had been withdrawn by the Leg-
islature, and Forest Service funding was continuing to decrease. The scoping evalu-
ated several different price structures and cost recovery possibilities through imple-
mentation of a use fee. Under the demonstration fee authority, we have adopted a
fee of $50 per person per day for the peak viewing season with a lower rate in the
off prime, or “shoulder” seasons of April and May. The agencies elected to phase in
fee increases to the $50 level if initial visitor responses were favorable. The agencies
signed a cost-share agreement in which the net receipts are split 50/50 after the cost
of the reservation system is deducted. Visitors receive a permit that clearly identi-
fies the two agencies and are told the funds go to both agencies for management
of the site when they make their reservation.

In 1997, the first year in which the interagency fee was implemented at Pack
Creek, the fee was $20 per person per day in the shoulder season and $36 per per-
son per day in the peak season. Seniors and juniors receive a discount. The cus-
tomer response cards showed very strong support for the fee and management of
the area. Some customers expressed willingness to pay more due to their high satis-
faction with their visit. Despite the new fee, site use went up 11 percent overall
from 1996, with increases of 7 percent and 22 percent in the peak and shoulder sea-
sons, respectively.

The current fee structure will remain in place in 1998 and is still below the target
recovery rate of 70 percent. Current fees recover about 42 percent of the costs to
manage the area. Positive customer service card responses indicated to both agen-
cies that an increase to $50 per person per day for only the peak season was reason-
able. Fees for the shoulder season will remain at $20 per person per day and senior
and junior discounts will continue as before. The $50 fee will not take place until
1999 and will have been phased in over three years. Advance notice has been given
our outfitter/guide permittees so that they will have ample time to incorporate the
revised fees into their business plans. It appears that the $50 fee for the peak sea-
son is set at a level that provides reasonable returns to both agencies and it also
appears to have solid support from the public.

Question. The fees are raised 500 percent—from $10 to $50—Have you raised fees
a similar percentage in ALL National Forests?

Answer. Again, | am not familiar with the specific charges at each of the dem-
onstration fee sites. | have asked the Forest Service to provide the information.

[The information follows:]

Nationally the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program is testing a wide variety
of fees at a limited number of selected sites across the country. In fiscal year 1997,
there were 40 projects charging fees. They ranged from single campgrounds to
multi-State area trailhead parking fees. The Demonstration program is not an
Agency-wide fee system at this time. It is testing an authority which expires on Sep-
tember 30, 1999 under current law. These fees are being tested on a very small frac-
tion of the total National Forest System. In most cases, the fees being charged are
new fees at locations or facilities which were previously free. Since these projects
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increased from no fee at all to something, the percentage increase cannot be cal-
culated. Fees are being determined at the project level using methods such as fair
market value analysis, surveys of potential users, and cost recovery.

Fee demonstration prices vary widely from unique project to unique project. Most
developed site projects and dispersed area parking fees include annual passes in the
$20 to $30 range. Annual passes at a highly developed project in Arizona are $90.
If the public is willing to pay an outfitter and guide company $1,700 for a one-week
Heritage Expedition trip through Hells Canyon in ldaho, a modest Forest Service
recreation fee would hardly be noticed.

Pack Creek is a unique experience with substantial costs associated with protect-
ing both the people and the bears. The fees are a test and public comments are
being gathered to provide Congress with the information necessary to evaluate the
Recreation Fee Demonstration Program.

RURAL UTILITIES PROGRAMS

Question. Alaska’s rural communities suffer from wide spread unemployment cou-
pled with deplorable sanitation and water supply, and expensive diesel generated
power issues. Recently key members of your staff visited Alaska to assess conditions
first hand.

Please state for the record what is being done by your Department to help address
Alaska’s rural utilities and power generation problems?

Answer. | am aware of the sanitary conditions you spoke of and | understand that
we are financing a significant number of projects in Alaska’'s rural communities and
there are applications and plans underway for additional financing. | understand
the recent visit of my staff was associated with oil spills related to fuel storage. |
believe that we are going to be able to assist in correcting these problems through
our community facilities program. | am told by my staff that discussions are under-
way to determine the most appropriate means of financing the effort in about 15
villages.

I understand that we are also currently reviewing applications totalling about $30
million for electric cooperatives in Alaska.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BENNETT
RURAL CREDIT

Question. In your personal opinion and based on your research, how critical is the
need for enhanced credit for rural non-agricultural activities?

Answer. Access to credit is vital to growth and development, and opportunities to
provide greater access to credit for rural areas need to be explored. Several studies,
including the rural credit study which the Department completed last year in re-
sponse to a requirement of the 1996 Farm Bill, have concluded that rural financial
markets are work reasonably well. However, these studies also note that there are
gaps in the market, particularly for isolated rural areas. There are, as well, prob-
lems that many rural borrowers have in qualifying for credit. This is why the De-
partment needs to maintain a strong role in helping rural borrowers obtain credit.
For example, the Department’s Business and Industry loan guarantee program of-
fers rural borrowers access to credit by allowing private lenders to make loans they
would otherwise be unwilling or unable to make because of the amount of perceived
risk or lending limitations. The Department also provides technical assistance and
outreach. In addition, it provides credit at rates and terms that can be met by appli-
cants who lack the repayment ability for commercial loans. Where there are oppor-
tunities to make more credit available to rural areas, either by improving the De-
partment’s programs or through other means, | believe we should give serious con-
sideration to at least exploring those opportunities.

Question. Do you agree that adequate credit for non-agricultural projects in rural
localities is critical for the economic health of these areas?

Answer. It is absolutely a critical component of the economic health of rural areas.

Question. Do you and the United States Department of Agriculture support the
three-year pilot proposal being considered by Senator Bennett to expand the author-
ity of the Farm Credit System and Farmer Mac by allowing them to buy business
and industry type loans from banks in rural areas?

Answer. We have not developed a position on the proposal, but | think it is cer-
tainly something worth exploring.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CRAIG
REDIRECTION OF ARS FUNDING

As you know from the years we served together in the House of Representatives,
| have long been a supporter of agricultural research. To your credit, since you took
the helm at USDA, ARS has expanded its mission and continues to produce the
highest quality research in the field. Producers in my state, and their suppliers,
have grown dependent upon the work being done by ARS scientists to develop new
crop varieties and pest resistance. This work is conducted around the country, in-
cluding four ARS stations in Idaho. | was pleased to lean that the President’s budg-
et request includes a $32 million increase for ARS—pleased until | saw where the
money was to be spent.

The President’s budget request cuts important funding for ARS research in a wide
range of crops, including: soybeans, potatoes, rice, cotton, small fruits, and sugar,
among others. In place of these important research activities, ARS dollars are being
siphoned off to fund environmental projects such as the Presidential Environmental
Initiative for Global Change, the Presidential Initiative on South Florida Ecosystem
Restoration, and programs in watershed health and environmental quality.

Question. How can this administration justify cutting important crop research—
research directly responsible to the challenges facing America’s farmers and produc-
ers—to fund “feel good” environmental programs? Are there not better sources of
funding for these programs than ARS, such as EPA?

Answer. Environmental issues such as global change, watershed health, and envi-
ronmental quality are directly relevant to crop production and are recognized by
commodity groups as important concerns for the USDA research agenda. Because
ARS does not have enough funds to address all the necessary required research, it
became necessary to assign priority, and to redirect funds from projects which are
less urgent. The projects proposed for closure are not limited to production agri-
culture, but also include certain environmental research projects that are less criti-
cal. ARS' strategic plan, gives a high priority to production agriculture. Part of the
funds obtained through project closures would be redirected to environmental re-
search that is directly relevant to crop production. ARS does not have direct influ-
ence on the budget and program of EPA. Although many EPA programs do concern
agriculture indirectly and involve ARS research to varying degrees, much of the
high priority environmental research ARS needs to undertake is not currently being
pursued by EPA.

FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE

The President’s request for ARS also includes $8 million in support of the Presi-
dential Initiative for Food Safety.

Question. Will the money be spent on new ARS facilities dedicated to food safety?

Answer. The $8 million for ARS in support of the Presidential Initiative for Food
Safety will not be spent on new ARS facilities dedicated to food safety.

Question. How does USDA propose to incorporate this new work with the ongoing
efforts being conducted at research universities across the nation?

Answer. ARS food safety research is coordinated with and complements that of
ongoing efforts being conducted at research universities across the Nation.

ARS works closely with CSREES to explore how the two agencies can effectively
coordinate the food safety research agenda, identify opportunities for collaborative
research between Federal agency scientists and university scientists, and to identify
unique research facilities and expertise of each set of performers.

The longer term nature of Federal funding complements that of the university re-
search programs. The multi-year sustained programs of the Federal laboratories
support research initiatives that establish the basis for the continued biological un-
derstanding of pathogens and the technological advances necessary to develop the
means to assure food safety and meet the expectations of the American consumer.
The combined efforts of both Federal Government and academia are necessary be-
cause food safety research must solve the problems resulting from a plethora of
technological practices, an array of animal and plant species and varieties, a range
of climatic and regional differences, and a vast array of food products and consumer
practices.

Question. Has USDA considered the option of matching these ARS funds with
CSREES monies to establish a series of national food safety research centers?

Answer. Because ARS already has facilities for conducting the necessary food
safety research, and the critical mass of scientific expertise and structure to lead
the necessary food safety research programs, ARS has not considered the option of
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matching these ARS funds with CSREES monies to establish a series of national
food safety research centers.

WILDLIFE SERVICES

Question. The President’s request would decrease APHIS funding for wildlife serv-
ices operations by more than $3.4 million or 17 percent. The Department’s budg-
etary justification explains that this cut would bring the Federal/State cost sharing
into “equilibrium” with each contributing 50 percent. I am reminded that in 1992
the funding was divided between the Federal and State governments at 75 percent
Federal and 25 percent State, and 65 percent Federal and 35 percent State in 1997.
I am disturbed by this trend and would like to know if any specific target cost share
ratio is mentioned in the program’s organic legislation, the Animal Damage Control
Act of 1931. If not, would the Secretary explain how the Department reached the
50 percent figure?

Answer. The 1931 Act authorizes control and related experiments and investiga-
tions regarding predatory and other wild animals, and provides that the Secretary
of Agriculture may cooperate with States, individuals, public and private agencies,
organizations, and institutions, but does not include specific details or ratios regard-
ing this cooperation.

The 50/50 cost sharing proposal is made in an effort to encourage cooperators to
contribute a fair share of funding toward cooperative Wildlife Services activities in
each State. It is more in line with cost sharing programs like brucellosis, boll weevil,
and fruit fly eradication. This proposal is also made in consideration of States in
which cooperator contributions are equal to or greater than Federal contributions,
as this approach greatly enhances the value of Federal funds invested. By encourag-
ing a minimum 50 percent cooperator contribution level, the Agency can accomplish
a more equitable distribution of Federal funds, can accomplish the same level of pro-
gram activity with less Federal funding, and can consider future needs and new co-
operative agreement proposals on a more programmatic and equal basis. The spe-
cific activities and the degree to which activities would be affected, is dependent
upon changes in funding levels in each affected state.

Question. Has the Department conducted any study into the impact this change
would have in existing Wildlife Services operations?

Answer. This action could affect a variety of cooperative program activities in 33
States based on fiscal year 1996 Federal/cooperative contribution data. The specific
activities and the degree to which activities would be affected is dependent upon in-
creased cost-share funding levels in each affected state.

NUTRIENT ANALYSIS IN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Question. As you know, authority for the bulk of child nutrition programs expires
this year and each will need to be reauthorized. In light of this, and the Depart-
ment’s and Congress’ strong past commitment to these programs, do you not agree
that we should take steps to eliminate the requirement for the use of weighted aver-
ages when conducting nutrient analysis?

Answer. The School Lunch Act requires that schools serve lunches and breakfasts
that are consistent with the goals of the Dietary Guidelines. However, how schools
achieve this goal, and how we measure their success, is an somewhat technical mat-
ter. | understand that Under Secretary Watkins has waived the requirement to use
weighted averages when conducting nutrient analysis through July 2000 while she
reviews this issue.

Question. Does the Department support this fundamental change and can you
commit to removing the use of weighted averages from future Departmental poli-
cies?

Answer. | prefer not to make any commitments at the present time until after
I have seen the results of the Department’s review of this issue.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BUMPERS
FARM SAFETY NET

The 1996 Farm bill made substantial changes in farm programs and altered the
government’s role in the farm sector. Over the past couple of years, times have been
good for farmers. Markets, for the most part have been strong. On top of that, tax-
payers have been paying out billions of dollars in Freedom to Farm payments that
farmers would not have earned under previous programs because assistance, then,
was tied to the market.
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Farm net income hit a record high of $60 billion in 1996. Estimates for the year
just ended have already fallen by $5 billion from the year before. As the fixed Free-
dom to Farm payments glide to extinction and commodity prices regain their histori-
cal pattern of unreliability, | fear what may be on the horizon.

Question. The USDA Budget Summary and your remarks make several references
to the need to improve the farm “safety net”. Would you provide your thoughts on
the short and long term stability of the farm economy?

Answer. Some perceive that the 1996 Farm Act will lead to increased volatility
in grain markets. It is generally argued that increased planting flexibility, fixed
payments, and the elimination of acreage reduction programs and the Farmer-
Owned Reserve will contribute to more volatility in grain prices (and planted acre-
age). In the short term, absent a stocks policy, there is the potential for greater vol-
atility. However, in the medium to longer term, increased planting flexibility af-
forded by the 1996 Farm Act provides the opportunity for producers to respond to
market imbalances more quickly and in a more timely fashion than was possible
under previous laws. Commodity loans, credit assistance, crop insurance and other
elements of the farm safety net can help producers respond and adjust to these
changes.

Question. What level of risk will farmers hold if the “safety net” items you propose
are not enacted?

Answer. All of the proposals we have made involve some degree of risk reduction
in several areas of the farming enterprise. Loan extensions would help reduce price
risk in marketing, insurance proposals reduce yield and revenue risk, and loan pro-
posals help in the area of asset acquisition during years of crop disaster and/or ab-
normally low market prices.

Question. Are some commodities, farm groups, or regions of the country at higher
risk?

Answer. Areas of the country that have limited options for producing alternative
crops when prices are low for a particular crop may face greater risks than regions
in which alternatives are greater. Producers who can select among several crops
have the opportunity to profit from favorable market conditions in several markets.
A producer who has only one cropping alternative has less opportunity to avoid low-
priced markets. For these producers, availability of risk reduction tools is essential.

Crops which are subject to higher risk may include those for which markets are
very thin. For traditional producers of these crops, profitable market conditions may
suddenly attract a significant temporary increase in acreage and a corresponding re-
duction in price, leaving those producers with lower than expected revenues during
years in which the initial expected price is high. These producers are also in need
of risk reduction tools, especially if cropping alternatives are limited.

Question. Of the “safety net” items you propose, which do you feel to be the most
important and why?

Answer. Several proposals have been made to strengthen the safety net for farm-
ers. Maintenance of an effective safety net to help our farmers and ranchers better
manage risk has been a major priority for the past two years. Last year, we pro-
posed some modest improvements in the safety net which were not acted upon by
the Congress. These included provisions to permit extension of the terms of market-
ing assistance loans during periods of extraordinary market disruption, and the ex-
pansion of revenue insurance. These proposals deserve full consideration by the
Congress.

Important proposals in this year's budget include full funding of crop insurance
with a shift in sales commissions for agents from discretionary to mandatory spend-
ing. This would consolidate all program spending into a single account and elimi-
nate the possibility of the program being restricted by a limited appropriation of dis-
cretionary funds. This change will make the program more reliable for those produc-
ers who depend on crop insurance as a tool to manage risk.

Another important proposal in the current budget is in the area of farm loan eligi-
bility. Currently, once a farmer receives debt forgiveness, he/she is ineligible for fu-
ture loans except annual operating loans in cases where the debt forgiveness was
in the form of a write-down. This is a stricter standard than private lenders use.
It's wrong, and | will send Congress emergency legislation as soon as possible to
address the problem. This change would help some of the producers most in need
of our assistance.

DIVERSITY IN PRODUCTION/INDUSTRY INFRASTRUCTURE

Question. Another feature of the 1996 Farm Bill was the planting flexibility it pro-
vided. It was recently reported that in your own state of Kansas, cotton production
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has expanded by a fourfold increase. Do you see a radical change in crop planting
patterns?

Answer. U.S. plantings of the principal crops in 1996 increased to the highest
level since the mid-1980's—up about 16 million acres from 1995—and stayed at that
level in 1997. The increase in plantings for 1996 primarily occurred for corn, wheat,
sorghum and soybeans. Cotton, oats, and sunflower acreage declined. Plantings of
principal crops in 1997 remained at 1996 levels. Producers adjusted the mix of crops
on their farms, but, on average, did not expand acreage as they did in 1996.

The biggest acreage shifts in 1997 was the 6.7-million-acre increase in soybean
planted acreage. Soybean producers never had any acreage controls associated with
their crop, but to the extent that acreage limitations for other crops limited the ex-
pansion of soybean acreage, the 1996 farm law could have been partially responsible
for the acreage increase. Very strong oilseed prices, modifications of farm rotations
to include more soybeans, favorable planting conditions for soybeans, and problems
getting other crops planted also led to this soybean acreage surge. Record acreage
of soybeans in the Lake States, Corn Belt and Northern Plains displaced corn and
wheat plantings in this region.

Plantings of sorghum declined in 1997 because the crop was not replanted after
failed acres of other crops. Cotton acreage declined for the second consecutive year
because a cool, wet spring limited plantings and more favorable net return prospects
for several competing crops. Cotton acreage fell throughout the country, except for
a small increase in the Southeast, as a recent buildup in the cotton infrastructure
of the region has supported acreage there and some area planted to corn in 1996
returned to cotton.

Winter wheat acreage dropped to the lowest level since 1978. Most States that
expanded their wheat acreage in 1996 in response to rising prices scaled back wheat
plantings the following year. Also limiting winter wheat plantings were late soybean
and sorghum harvesting in 1996, disease concerns in the eastern Corn Belt, and dry
weather in other regions of the country. Farmers planted the second highest spring
wheat crop in modern times following the 1996 60-year high.

These changes in cropping patterns over the last two years are probably the result
of commodity prices, weather conditions, and new legislation. While the new legisla-
tion expanded flexibility from prior laws, changes in plantings such as those de-
scribed here likely could have occurred under the more limited planting flexibility
provisions of the 1990 law.

Question. Since, for example, cotton production requires cotton gins and other
fixed facilities to further process the raw commodity, what are the economic implica-
tions in rural areas for increased diversification?

Answer. Increased economic diversification in rural areas is generally beneficial
for rural economies. In a global economy, where rural communities are subject to
the effects of large scale economic forces beyond local control, survival may depend
on having a wider range of economic options. This is true within the agricultural
sector as well as in the general economy. Using the example of cotton, if global
events result in reduced cotton prices for an extended period, producers are in a bet-
ter position to survive if they have cropping alternatives to provide income. The
local economy is more stable if alternative income sources are available.

This does not mean all are better off in an increasingly diverse local economy. Ex-
cess processing capacity may develop in an area if crop production shifts occur in
response to price changes. If these changes become permanent, investment in fixed
facilities such as cotton gins would need to be re-evaluated. Investment risk may
be higher for some processors, but on balance, rural communities are healthier if
economic choices are available.

Question. Are changes in farmer planting decisions likely to have a lasting effect
on supporting services and erosion of the existing agricultural industry infrastruc-
ture?

Answer. Farmers’ planting decisions can affect supporting services if the services
are tied to a specific crop. If decisions become permanent, this can cause an erosion
of existing agricultural industry infrastructure along with expansion of new infra-
structure to support alternative crops. However, acreage shifts tend to occur in re-
sponse to price changes from year to year, and in agriculture it is unusual for prices
to remain high or low for too long, so infrastructure often is not greatly affected.
Two examples from the last two years are wheat and soybeans. Farm level wheat
prices climbed to over $5.75 per bushel in the spring of 1995, and acreage increased
by around 6 million acres in 1996. The resulting lower prices helped to reduce plant-
ings by 4.5 million acres in 1997, and winter wheat seedings this fall were the low-
est since 1973.

High soybean prices persisted through most of 1996 and 1997 and lead to the
large increases in soybean acreage. Plantings in 1998 are expected to reach record
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levels. However, prices are forecast to return to below $5.50 for 1998/99, a price
level that will likely have a significant effect on plantings in 1999.

The new farm law, while giving farmers much greater latitude to shift to alter-
native crops, also provides the means to allow producers to respond quickly when
prices signal a market imbalance, so it is unlikely that the new law will lead to a
permanent shifting from traditional cropping patterns.

DISMANTLING OF FARM PROGRAM DELIVERY

Question. In light of the changes inherent in the 1996 Farm Bill, there has been
an ongoing debate about the future of USDA's county-based delivery system. Every
year, we see the number of Farm Service Agency staff positions fall and with them,
obviously, the level of service to our farmers. Fears have been expressed that the
1996 Farm Bill and the related decline in USDA's delivery system contain a hidden
agenda to make certain that once the system is seriously impaired, future farm pro-
grams won't even be possible. How many staff positions at the county level will be
eliminated in fiscal year 1998 and how many do you plan to reduce in fiscal year
1999?

Answer. In fiscal year 1998 there has been an estimated reduction in non-Federal
county office staffing of 564 staff years through buyouts, RIF's, voluntary early outs
and attrition. Proposed staffing reductions for fiscal year 1999 would reduce county
office staffing by another 855 staff years.

Question. Will your projected reduction in fiscal year 1999 change if the assumed
user fees for FSA and NRCS are not adopted, and if so to what level?

Answer. Yes, if proposed user fees are not enacted in fiscal year 1999, the esti-
mated total FSA non-Federal county staffing reduction would be 1,078—an increase
of 223 staff years from the 855 estimated staff year reduction in the proposed budg-
et. If direct appropriations were substituted in lieu of user fees to fund the 223 non-
Federal county office staff years, then the reduction would remain at 855 FTE's. For
NRCS, the staff year reductions in the absence of the budgeted user fee revenues
would be in the range of 175 to 200 staff years.

Question. How much difficulty are you experiencing in managing staff reductions
because some county offices contain both federal and non-federal positions?

Answer. FSA currently has in operation two different personnel systems for em-
ployees in county offices. One system covers employees with Federal civil service
status and the other system covers non-Federal positions. Due to the difference in
systems, there are a few obstacles that the agency faces in managing reductions.
Non-Federal FSA employees cannot compete for FSA Federal vacancies on an equal
footing with Federal employees. Non-Federal employees who are in RIF status are
not entitled to assistance and priority placement under the Career Transition As-
sistance Program. At this time, FSA is required by law to establish separate super-
visory reporting procedures for non-Federal and Federal employees located in the
same county office. These differences combined with the varying levels of staffing
reductions needed between Federal and non-Federal FTE's have created new types
of personnel problems. As you know, | favor converting non-Federal county employ-
ees, with their career tenure, to Federal civil service status.

Question. Do you think all county positions should be federalized and why?

Answer. Yes, | favor converting FSA non-Federal county committee employees,
with their career tenure, to Federal civil service status. Conversion of FSA non-Fed-
eral employees to Federal civil service status would eliminate the difficulties FSA
currently has in operating two different personnel systems for employees in county
offices. These difficulties include the fact that non-Federal FSA employees cannot
compete for FSA Federal vacancies on an equal footing with Federal employees,
non-Federal employees who are RIF'ed are not entitled to assistance and priority
placement under the Career Transition Assistance Program, and FSA is required by
law to establish separate supervisory reporting lines for non-Federal and Federal
employees located in the same county office. | also favor conversion of these employ-
ees because | believe the accountability of these employees in the areas of civil
rights and access to credit is not as direct as if they were Federal employees. We
are working on that legislation.

Question. You have stated that you will not close any county offices until you have
consulted with Congress, but doesn't the ongoing decline in county-level personnel
affect the continued viability of certain county offices and therefore determine the
closing of offices on a de facto basis?

Answer. The substantial decline in county office employment does affect the ca-
pacity or ability of certain county offices to remain open. As these situations become
more apparent, a normal option for FSA is to combine two or more headquarters’
offices into a shared management operation where one office remains the head-
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quarters office while the other county office or offices become full or part time sub-
offices. FSA will continue to close and consolidate county offices only with consulta-
tion of local FSA county committees, the Secretary, and Congressional delegations.
We will consider any closure decisions in light of cost effectiveness and quality of
service to the producer.

Question. To what extent do you think we can continue the decline of USDA serv-
ices at the county level until we have reached a point of no return?

Answer. The Department has entered into a contract with an outside consulting
firm to conduct a study of the farm and rural program delivery system of the county
based agencies, FSA, NRCS, and RD, to be completed by September 1,1998. The
study will clearly identify the purposes agency operations are intended to achieve,
provide an independent assessment of agency workload estimates, consider the pro-
spective impact of administrative convergence on county office operations, identify
criteria for determining the highest value use of office staff, evaluate office oper-
ations efficiencies gained so far, and assemble a profile of the USDA customer base
as defined by eligibility for program benefits. Finally, the study will identify alter-
native decision systems or organizational structures for matching USDA resources
with customer needs and preferences. We will see what steps we can take, if any,
to improve the efficiency of our program delivery system. That may involve further
staffing reductions, but not beyond the point of providing producer service.

WATER RESOURCE CONSERVATION IN EAST ARKANSAS

For the past several years, this subcommittee has provided special funds for work
on ground water resource issues in Eastern Arkansas. In the fiscal year 1999 budget
proposal for the Corps of Engineers, $11.5 million and $2.5 million is provided for
the Grand Prairie and Bayou Meto projects respectively. These two items are con-
tained in the budget, | believe, in large part because of my personal appeal to the
President and because of his knowledge of the dire crisis we are soon to face in the
lower Mississippi River basin due to failing ground water supplies. These projects
are sizable, which explains the need for the Corps of Engineers to participate. These
is also a component for these projects which must rest with USDA. The funding we
have provided to date moves us in that direction, but there is much more to do.

Question. Will you work with the Corps of Engineers to determine an adequate,
shared level of participation regarding this project?

Answer. Yes, sir we will.

Question. Will you commit USDA resources to help insure that your Department
will play a proper role in protecting these water resources?

Answer. USDA has been devoting considerable resources in this area over the
past ten years. In addition, USDA recently established the South Central Water
Management Center located in Little Rock, Arkansas as a National Water Manage-
ment Center which demonstrates our commitment to protecting our water resources.

Question. Following consultation with the Corps, will you report back to this com-
mittee on appropriate levels of funding needed by USDA to work appropriately and
timely with the Corps of Engineers?

Answer. Yes, when the information becomes available, we will report back to you.
USDA has been working closely with the Corps on several studies over the past sev-
eral years. We understand that the plans were recently completed for the Grand
Prairie and Bayou Meto which will assist in identifying the work to be done and
the resources needed to implement.

CIVIL RIGHTS

You and your staff appear to be receiving high marks in the area of civil rights.
| notice that the budget request for fiscal year 1999 contains a number of items
among various agencies designed to bolster your civil rights activities.

Question. What is the current backlog of civil rights cases and complaints?

Answer. There are currently 1,426 active employee complaints, and 889 active
program complaints.

Question. How old are those pending cases?

Answer. Many of the backlog cases date back to the early 1990's because USDA
disbanded the program complaints unit and there was no specific unit in existence
with the responsibility to resolve these cases. We estimate that the median program
complaint has been in the system for 710 days.

Question. What is the statute of limitations for civil rights cases regarding client
and personnel complaints?

Answer. The statute of limitations is 2 years from the date of incident for cases
under the Equal Credit Opportunity Act. Additional time can be allowed on a case
by case basis if instructed by civil court action.
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Question. Have any civil rights complaints been processed if the statute of limita-
tions had expired, and if so, what standards are used to make the determination
to proceed?

Answer. None have been processed since the Department of Justice made the de-
cision.

Question. Are new complaints being filed at a more or less rapid rate than those
of several years ago?

Answer. The annual number of cases varies from year to year. The average was
about 350 cases from 1992 through 1994, and the 1995 and 1996 filings were 171
and 237 respectively. 447 cases were filed in 1997, which is the highest total in re-
cent years.

Question. Is the rate of frivolous claims changing from previous levels, and if so,
please explain?

Answer. USDA accepts and processes program complaints when it is determined
that there is sufficient information and jurisdictional basis to process them. There
is no evidence to suggest the new complaints to be any different from the older ones.

Question. Does the Office of Civil Rights have the authority to award program dol-
lars related to a civil rights claim without the concurrence of the program agency
or the Office of General Council?

Answer. Under the delegation of authority from the Secretary to the Assistant
Secretary for Administration, the Office of Civil Rights has the authority to award
any remedy a court could enter when discrimination has been found, including mon-
etary damages. Agency concurrence is not required as the authority comes from the
Secretary. However, OGC reviews all decisions of the Office of Civil Rights for legal
sufficiency and must concur in legal authority and factual basis before an award of
damages Is given.

Question. Are the civil rights complaints that are filed with the national office
being referred to the appropriate state or county offices for resolution in a timely
manner?

Answer. When a program complaint is filed with and accepted by the Office of
Civil Rights, a notification letter requesting an agency response is concurrently sent
to the civil rights staff of the alleged agency, which is in turn responsible for refer-
ring the case to the appropriate state or county offices.

Question. Are there any pending civil rights claims in the national office of which
the appropriate state agency head is not aware? If so, why?

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, no pending civil rights claims are in the
national office that the appropriate state agency head is not aware of.

Question. How much coordination occurs between the Office of General Council
and the Office of Civil Rights?

Answer. The Office of Civil Rights and OGC coordinate daily on matters regarding
resolution of discrimination complaints. OGC reviews files and proposed decisions,
participates in negotiation discussions, and gives feedback to the Office of Civil
Rights. The Office of Civil Rights makes the determinations. OGC makes sure the
determinations are in accordance with the law.

Question. Would you please provide an update of these activities at the end of
June?

Answer. We will provide an update of these activities to you at the end of June.

ARS/RESEARCH/STATE PARTNERSHIPS

The budget request for fiscal year 1999 deletes all funding for ARS programs that
was not included in the fiscal year 1998 budget request. | am concerned about the
signal this might be sending research communities in our states who had antici-
pated a continuing partnership with USDA's research agency. For example, the Uni-
versity of Arkansas donated the land upon which the ARS Rice Germplasm labora-
tory was built and | know the University has plans of working with ARS on various
research projects. In other cases, ARS scientists are commonly assigned to positions
on the campuses of land-grant colleges.

Question. Do you think it is appropriate for ARS to continue its association with
land grant research activities?

Answer. ARS values its long-standing collaboration with the land grant research
system and believes that American agriculture is best served through this well-de-
veloped partnership. The two systems complement each other and, through various
coordination and review mechanisms, minimize duplication. The missions of the two
systems reinforce their distinctions i.e., ARS has a national mission, characterized
by long-term, high risk research, while the land grant institutions generally focus
on State and regional problems. This combined overall effort has demonstrated
great effectiveness. Examples are the area-wide pest management programs and the
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national water quality research initiatives. These ARS-led efforts have been highly
successful because of ARS’ ability to draw upon both Federal and State research re-
sources and personnel.

Question. Do you agree that deleting funds that otherwise would have been added
to the ARS base, which would have been the common practice, damage the expecta-
tions of the state research communities that ARS will continue to stand as a reliable
partner?

Answer. Decisions to redirect ARS budget resources to higher priority areas can
have negative effects on some ARS-State research cooperative arrangements. We try
to minimize any disruptive effects on our university partners by providing advance
notice of our plans and, when there are opportunities to do so, use the funds that
will be redirected to higher priority work to enter into new ARS-university coopera-
tive research projects.

Question. Since the fiscal year 1999 request includes an increase for plant
germplasm research, why were the funds for the rice germplasm lab deleted?

Answer. All fiscal year 1998 fund increases that were not proposed in the Presi-
dent’s budget are proposed for redirection in fiscal year 1999. If these reductions are
approved, the funds will contribute to the increase proposed for ARS plant genome
research, a program that will benefit crop production, including rice.

TRADE/ASIAN FINANCIAL CRISIS

Reports of the financial condition in Asia suggest trouble for U.S. exports to that
region, including shipments of meat and poultry. Additionally, it is reported that
some of our trade competitors claim that U.S. methods to hold onto Asian markets
are unfair and use of the WTO has been threatened.

Question. What actions have you taken and expect to take to stabilize our position
in Asian markets?

Answer. As serious as the Asian crisis’ estimated trade impacts are, we must re-
member that they are projections, not a foregone conclusion. We are developing a
comprehensive strategy for responding to the crisis to reduce its impacts on U.S. ex-
porters and producers. USDA has already announced the first component of this
strategy—a sharp increase in the availability of GSM-102 export credit guarantees
to those countries most in need, namely South Korea and Southeast Asia. This will
help ease the liquidity constraint that is at the heart of this crisis.

In addition, we are considering the possibility of offering concessional credits,
under Title | of Public Law 480, to Indonesia to help them meet their food import
needs. USDA has also been supportive of efforts by the IMF to promote structural
reforms in these countries which we believe will ultimately strengthen their econo-
mies and make them better customers for U.S. agricultural products.

Question. What commodities are most at risk?

Answer. In fiscal 1998, two thirds of the export loss is projected to be in high-
value products, led by horticultural products, red meats/poultry, and processed
foods. These are the most price and income sensitive U.S. agricultural exports and
will be affected first. In fiscal 1999, losses are expected to grow substantially in bulk
commodities, such as grains and oilseeds, as Asian economies slow and competitors
benefit from a stronger U.S. dollar.

Question. What is the U.S. response to threats that our practices in regard to Asia
violate international trade laws?

Answer. We understand there has been some criticism of the CCC export credit
guarantees made available for South Korea and Indonesia during the financial
crunch. Frankly, we are surprised by this criticism as the urgent need for trade fi-
nancing in Asia to support reform efforts and return the region to growth and sta-
bility is well understood. Our GSM-102 credit guarantee programs in the region are
intended to provide adequate access to financing for imports of food and other criti-
cally important agricultural products—not to “grab” markets.

Further, there has been a long history of the use of GSM-102 program in the re-
gion. Our export credit guarantees support commercial bank financing at commer-
cial interest rates. There are no subsidies involved. The credit guarantees available
to South Korea represent about 25 percent of total U.S. agricultural exports to that
market, while the guarantees extended to Indonesia represent about one-half of
total U.S. agricultural exports.

TRADE/POULTRY/EU CHLORINE ISSUE

On October 28, 1997, Senator Cochran and | wrote you on the subject of poultry
exports to the EU. In that letter we expressed concern that the EU was excluding
our products due to the U.S. industry practice of using chlorine as an accepted anti-
microbial treatment. We were further concerned by reports that some EU member
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nations were accepting product from our competitors who did use chlorine and, even
more blatantly, that some EU nations used it themselves. Your response of Decem-
ber 22 reported that no resolution on the chlorine issue had been reached, but that
you were proceeding with a number of options, including establishment of a sci-
entific study with the EU on the use of anti-microbial treatments.

Question. What is the status of the EU “Equivalency Agreement” on veterinary
practices?

Answer. The EU Agriculture Council is scheduled to vote on the U.S.-EU Veteri-
nary Equivalency Agreement on March 16. We are expecting a positive outcome.

Question. What is the status of working with the EU on the chlorine issue?

Answer. In the Veterinary Equivalency Agreement, the EU committed to under-
take a scientific study on the use of anti-microbial treatments, including chlorine.
The experts, which include a person from the United States, have begun their re-
search, and we expect this study to be completed by mid-1998. If the results are
positive, the Commission has agreed to submit legislation to Member States, revers-
ing EU policy.

Question. When do you see U.S. poultry exports resuming normal access to the
EU?

Answer. In the Veterinary Equivalency Agreement, we were successful in nego-
tiating improved conditions for trade for poultry, although in the near future this
will only benefit poultry producers who do not use anti-microbial treatments. Sev-
eral U.S. establishments are in a position to meet the new conditions and could
begin exporting poultry as soon as the Agreement is implemented. In addition, we
are confident that the EU study will show that the use of anti-microbial treatments
is an effective and safe method of lowering the bacteria counts for poultry.

Question. How is the poultry export problem with the EU comparing to other live-
stock product access?

Answer. The Agreement will open new opportunities for red meat exports and pre-
serve most pre-existing trade in products such as petfood, dairy products, fishery
products, and egg products. In addition, the United States may be able to recoup
some of its lost trade in poultry despite the differences in the U.S. and EU positions
on the use of anti-microbial treatments. The Agreement eliminates many of the on-
erous requirements that the poultry as well as other industries would have to meet
to export to the EU. Without this Agreement, U.S. exports of certain products could
be blocked from the EU market unless U.S. industries invested in costly adjust-
ments to their facilities to comply with each EU internal market requirement.

TRADE/STEP 2 COTTON

Question. Language was contained in Section 728 of the conference report to ac-
company the fiscal year 1998 appropriations bill that allowed for adjustments to the
Step 2 Cotton certificate program to help ease an unforeseen problem regarding im-
port quotas for cotton. The Step 2 procedure was enacted in the 1996 Farm Bill and
capped at $701 million over the life of the Farm Bill. Now that the problem is re-
solved, we note in the budget submission a proposal to reduce the amount available
for the Step 2 procedure by $100 million in offsets for other administration priorities
in the fiscal year 1999. Explain why this action would not be harmful to U.S. cotton
producers given the volatility of foreign markets, especially in Asia?

Answer. It is quite possible that the proposed spending level of $140 million will
not be appreciably below the amount that would otherwise have been spent in fiscal
year 1999 without this cap.

We simply do not know how much money would have been required for payments
under the upland cotton marketing certificate program without the cap. Based on
the pricing estimates assumed in the budget projected marketing certificate expend-
itures would be about $250 million for fiscal year 1999.

However, history would be another guide in estimating the need for funding in
this program. Over the life of the marketing certificate program, beginning in fiscal
year 1992, the Commodity Credit Corporation has spent about $750 million on these
payments. That averages about $125 million per year.

Thus, the proposed spending level of $140 million may or may not prove to be
enough. If it is enough, i.e., if U.S. prices turn out to be not as far out of line with
the rest of the world's cotton prices as we had assumed, then there will be abso-
lutely no harm to farmers from the proposed reduction in authorized spending. If
the original estimate of $250 million was closer to being right, then the program
will be able to only partially address the non-competitive position in which we will
find ourselves.

Should the latter prove to be the case, any harm to farmers will still be minimal.
The effectiveness of these payments in stimulating export sales is quite low. A work-
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ing assumption used by our USDA cotton estimates committee is that a 1-percent
change in the cotton price will cause a change in cotton exports of about 1 percent.
The certificate payments so far this year may have brought about a reduction in
cotton export prices of between 0.7 and 1.5 percent. That would translate into an
increase in exports of between 50,000 and 100,000 bales, out of the 6.9 million bales
we are expecting to export. That impact is not very significant for farmers.

For 1999, the impact might be a reduction in exports of 100,000 to 150,000 bales
if the proposed reduction is adopted, as compared to exports without the spending
cap. Farmers are not held harmless, but the impact is small.

Question. Although the Step 2 payments are not, per se, part of the so-called
“Freedom to Farm” payments, (after all, Step 2 payments are tied to market condi-
tions, not a simple give-away) do you not believe that many cotton farmers will not
see this action as a breach of what little “farm safety net” was left in the 1996 Farm
Bill?

Answer. The spending cap on upland cotton marketing certificates could have a
slight impact on exports of cotton. However, the impact is likely to be small. The
savings from the spending cap are likely to be applied to other programs of the De-
partment which can benefit cotton farmers, including crop insurance and conserva-
tion cost-share programs. It is not a certainty at all that the rearrangement of
spending priorities will result in a net loss to cotton farmers.

TRADE/CUBA MARKETS

Following Pope John Paul’s trip to Cuba, there has been discussion about liberal-
izing trade with that nation. Prior to the trade sanctions with Cuba, U.S. agri-
culture was a big winner. If trade were reopened, rice trade, especially, with Cuba
would present U.S. producers with wonderful opportunities. This would especially
be true for producers in the mid-South with ready transportation down the inland
waterways and across the Gulf of Mexico.

Question. What is your outlook for opening trade with Cuba?

Answer. We encourage the leadership in Cuba to provide to its citizens the politi-
cal, economic, and social freedoms they deserve. Once these rights are restored to
the Cuban people, we will embrace the opportunity to renew trade.

Question. Because of the importance Cuban trade holds for agriculture, are you
taking a personal role in any discussions regarding trade liberalization?

Answer. U.S. agricultural exports are of great importance to the U.S. agricultural
economy and our farmers and ranchers. We want to increase our exports where ever
possible but, in the case of Cuba, | have not entered into any negotiations regarding
trade liberalization.

USER FEE PROPOSALS

The budget proposes $624 million in new user fees. Clearly, this is problematic
for many reasons. The authorization committee may not approve them, if we tried
to enact them the House Ways and Means Committee might Blue Slip our bill, and
without them, we start out $624 million in the hole. User fee proposals are no
stranger to this subcommittee, but their rate of acceptance is not high. User fees
need to be carefully crafted to ensure that, if appropriate at all, they are borne by
the groups best and most properly suited to absorb them.

Question. Do you believe the meat and poultry companies will absorb these costs?

Answer. We do not estimate that the industry will absorb all of the cost of the
user fees for meat, poultry, and egg products inspection.

Question. Do you believe the fees will be passed on to the consumers when compa-
nies are more likely to try and keep retail prices down below their competition?

Answer. We estimate that most of the fees will passed on to consumers in the
form of higher retail prices. The overall impact on retail prices would be less than
one cent per pound.

Question. How do you justify the FSIS fees ($573 million) which will most likely
be borne by livestock producers at this time of low prices, poor markets, and other
problems facing small farmers?

Answer. We do not estimate that the impact of the user fees will be passed down
to producers in the form of lower prices paid. We estimate that most of the fees will
passed on to consumers in the form of higher retail prices. The overall impact on
retail prices would be less than one cent per pound.

Question. Has an analysis been performed regarding the other proposed user fees
to determine the impact the fees will have on the groups most likely to bear the
cost of the fees? If not, why? If so, what did it reveal?

Answer. When the Administration’s user fee proposal is transmitted to Congress,
we will provide you with our analysis of the proposal’s economic impact.
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FOOD ASSISTANCE SURVEYS AND EVALUATIONS

Question. The conference agreement for the fiscal year 1998 appropriations bill
contained a House provision that transferred the survey and evaluation function of
the Food and Consumer Service to the Economic Research Service. The fiscal year
1999 proposal moves them back.

Please explain the rationale for moving them back?

Answer. The Administration believes that the surveys and evaluation function for
the Food Assistance Programs should remain with the Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS), the agency that administers these programs. These surveys and evaluations
are most effective when conducted in conjunction with food assistance program oper-
ations.

Question. What problem, if any, have you encountered with them at ERS?

Answer. | have the highest regard and respect for the Economic Research Service
and its people. As | stated in my response to a written question from Senator Coch-
ran, ERS has done an admirable job in administrating and conducting the fiscal
year 1998 research and evaluation program for the food assistance programs.

Question. Why is it reasonable for ERS to conduct research for some USDA activi-
ties and not others?

Answer. ERS’ mission is to conduct research to support USDA’s programs, includ-
ing the Nation’s food assistance and nutrition programs. Historically, ERS has con-
ducted an applied research program on food assistance and nutrition issues. The
agency has published numerous research findings that have helped policy officials
understand the impacts of these programs on participants and the economy. Despite
ERS’ long history of collaborating with universities on important research issues, it
has not had the opportunity to administer a large scale extramural research pro-
gram.

DELTA REGIONAL COMMISSION PROPOSAL

Question. The USDA budget submission contains a request for an additional $20
million for Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC) assistance.
At the same time, the President’s budget request for the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission (ARC) includes $26 million for expansion into the Lower Mississippi River
Delta as a new arm of the ARC to be known as the Delta Regional Commission
(DRC).

Has the proposal to create the DRC been shared with you? If not, will you review
it? Upon review of this proposal, will you submit to this subcommittee your views
if the proposal would duplicate USDA programs or if it simply would be better ad-
ministered by USDA?

Answer. | have not had the opportunity to review the proposal, but | will do so.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE CAP

The fiscal year 1998 appropriations act contains a provision that limits all advi-
sory and related committees of USDA to $1 million.

Question. What functions have been provided using this sum?

Answer. | will provide for the record a listing of those advisory committees, pan-
els, commissions and task forces that we plan to fund within the $1 million limita-
tion.

[The information follows:]

USDA ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Food, Nutrition and Consumer Services:
National Advisory Council on Maternal, Infant and Fetal Nutrition

Food Safety:

National Advisory Committee on Meat and Poultry Inspection
National Advisory Committee on Microbiological Criteria for Foods

Research, Education and Economics:

Forestry Research Advisory Council

National Agricultural Research, Extension, Education, and Economics Advisory
Board

Strategic Planning Task Force on Research Facilities

USDA/Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities

USDA/American Indian Higher Education Consortium

National Nutrition Monitoring Advisory Council

National Genetics Resources Advisory Council
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Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee
Census Advisory Committee on Agriculture Statistics

Marketing and Regulatory Programs:

Advisory Committee on Foreign Animal and Poultry Diseases

General Conference Committee of the National Poultry Improvement Plan
National Animal Damage Control Advisory Committee

USDA/1890 Task Force

National Organic Standards Board

Federal Grain Inspection Advisory Committee

Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services:

Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee for Trade
Ag. Tech. Adv. Comm. for Trade in:
Animals and Animal Products
Fruits and Vegetables
Grains, Feed and Oilseeds
Sweeteners
Tobacco, Cotton and Peanuts
Technical Advisory Committee for Edward R. Madigan Agricultural Export Excel-
lence Award Board
Emerging Markets Advisory Committee
Advisory Committee on Beginning Farmers and Ranchers

Natural Resources and Environment:

Task Force on Agricultural Air Quality Research
National Commission on Small Farms

Office of the Chief Economist:
Commission on 21st Century Production Agriculture

Question. What problems has it posed for the Department?

Answer. Advisory committees and panels provide the Department with the means
to involve the public in our decisionmaking processes by providing reports and rec-
ommendations. The cap limits the flexibility we have in USDA to establish and op-
erate committees that assist in the effective and efficient operation of USDA pro-
grams. Because of the limitation, most of the committees have been forced to reduce
activities, for example, hold fewer meetings or delay reports. In addition, the limita-
tion makes it difficult to deal with new issues like the Secretary’s National Commis-
sion on Small Farms and the Commission on 21st Century Production Agriculture
while still providing adequate support for ongoing activities.

Question. What are some of the additional activities you would have performed
without this limitation?

Answer. The cap has caused delay in the establishment of some committees such
as the Commission on 21st Century Agriculture Production and the proposed Sec-
retary’s Small Business Advisory Committee. As | indicated previously, many com-
mittees have significantly reduced meetings and delayed reports in an effort to live
within the cap. The flexibility to use additional resources as necessary would enable
the committees to provide additional input to the Department's decisionmaking
process.

ORGANIC STANDARDS

Question. For several years, | have heard much dissatisfaction with the delays in
publishing proposed rules for National Organic Standards. Now, these rules have
been published but public acceptance seems questionable due to inclusion of irradia-
tion, human sludge, and other components of production and processing that may
or may not be appropriate elements of an organic standard. | understand you have
responded by providing an extension for comments?

Answer. Yes. The comment period for the National Organic Standard Program
was extended 45 days from March 16, 1998, to April 30, 1998.

Question. Did this reaction surprise you?

Answer. No. Organic standards have been of great interest to a wide audience
that feels strongly about the issues addressed in the proposed rule.

Question. When do you think it is feasible to expect publication of a final rule?

Answer. We are working diligently to analyze the comments, which are about
4,000 at this time, and will release a final rule by January, 1999.
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HATCH/SMITH-LEVER FLEXIBILITY

Question. The budget request makes reference to a provision that would allow
shifting of funds between the Hatch and Smith-Lever accounts. Was this approach
shared with the land-grant colleges and extension system prior to announcement of
the budget? If so, what was the reaction? In view of all the overall reduction in for-
mula funds, do you think that this proposal will simply worsen the scramble for lim-
ited funds by these constituencies?

Answer. In the Administration’s concept paper detailing recommendations related
to reauthorization of the research title of the Farm Bill, and specifically in testi-
mony presented July 22, 1997, before the Subcommittee on Forestry, Resource Con-
servation, and Research of the Committee on Agriculture of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, we addressed this issue. The Administration proposed to amend the
Smith-Lever extension formula program and redirect up to 10 percent of total re-
search and extension formula funds to any research or extension purpose, with an
approved plan of work. The goal of this amendment is to provide Federal funding
to states in a more flexible manner so states can meet high priority needs and to
permit states to better leverage their resources. Our proposal would increase this
flexibility of states (at their discretion, not direction of the Federal agency) to redi-
rect funds between these formula programs to 25 percent by 2002.

Aspects of this concept have been discussed by individual universities for several
years, and by the broader community in the context of studies such as that com-
pleted by the National Research Council in 1996 on “Colleges of Agriculture at the
Land Grant Universities.” Reactions to the Concept have been mixed both within
and among institutions.

The Administration believes increased flexibility to the institutions would help in
managing proposed reduction in the formula programs.

LOSS OF AG CHEMICALS/PESTICIDE DATA PROGRAM

A few years ago, | spoke in this hearing room about my concerns of a train wreck
on the horizon when we lose use of many agricultural chemicals with no worthwhile
replacements. Every year, | hear from producer groups asking for special emergency
registrations of pesticides to protect their crops from some new or debilitating infes-
tation. Now, the new Food Quality Protection Act places more substances under re-
view.

Question. What is USDA doing to help overcome the potential crisis when produc-
tion grinds to a halt for lack of useful pesticides or fertilizers?

Answer. To prevent the potential loss of important crop protection pesticides, we
are working closely with EPA to ensure that they have the data necessary for devel-
oping accurate risk equations needed for the reregistration pesticides under the
Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA). In addition, multi-Agency USDA programs,
such as IR-4, Integrated Pest Management, Pest Management Alternatives Pro-
gram, and the National Agricultural Pesticide Impact Assessment Program, provide
vital registration information on existing active ingredients, new products including
new and safer pest management technologies. By the use of these data, registrants
and the EPA are providing safer pest management alternatives to producers and
consumers through science-based decisions.

Question. To what extent does the Pesticide Data Program remain important in
helping keep products on the market?

Answer. The Pesticide Data Program (PDP) is a critical component of the recently
enacted Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA), which directed the Secretary of Agri-
culture to provide improved data collection of pesticide residues. The FQPA further
expanded the use of risk assessments by eliminating the “Delaney” clause that re-
quired zero risk to consumers from carcinogens associated with pesticides. The
elimination of this provision enables the registration of pesticides where the actual
levels of residue would present “no reasonable harm” to consumers from carcino-
gens. Consequently, EPA will be able to use the PDP data, on actual residue levels,
for a greater variety of pesticides important to American agriculture.

For 1999, the budget includes additional funding to maintain statistically valid
sampling and to establish a rapid response capability to service EPA data needs.
With the implementation of FQPA there is an increased demand for providing the
EPA pesticide residue data for minor-use pesticides on rapid basis. EPA will need
the data to conduct dietary risk assessment reviews for over 9,000 tolerances over
the next 10 years as required by FQPA. Without the data, EPA will be required to
make conservative assumptions about pesticide levels that could result in over-
estimation of risk and loss of registrations for economically important pesticides.
;I’he increased funds will permit increased sampling of specific commodities at a
aster rate.
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GLOBAL WARMING/RICE PRODUCERS

Question. Rice producers in my state are being informed that the Global Warming
Treaty may impair their operations due to the reported “contribution” of greenhouse
glases released by decaying rice stubble in flooded rice fields. Are you aware of such
claims?

Answer. We are aware of certain research documenting that rice fields are a
source of the greenhouse gas methane generated by decomposition of plant mate-
rials in wet or flooded soils.

Question. If there is any validity to this “contribution” to Global Warming, will
USDA enter into the discussion in support of American farmers?

Answer. Yes, in fact USDA has been involved in both the scientific study of agri-
cultural sources of greenhouse gas emissions and the negotiations of the United Na-
tions Framework Convention on Climate Change. Research conducted by the Agri-
cultural Research Service suggests that methane emissions from rice fields is re-
duced by limiting the period of time when the fields are flooded, without affecting
rice yields. USDA employees participate in an interagency team headed by the De-
partment of State which determines the U.S. positions on climate change negotia-
tions, and USDA was represented on the U.S. delegation to the Third Conference
of Parties to the Framework Convention in Kyoto, Japan. USDA is currently inten-
sifying its involvement in these issues by strengthening its Global Change Program
Office, which will insure that American farmers and ranchers are represented in
those discussions. The President’s budget for fiscal year 1999 proposes a funding in-
crease of $10 million for climate change activities, and $3 million of that total is
targeted towards development of new technology for mitigation of climate change
impacts on agriculture, including reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from agri-
cultural lands.

CROP INSURANCE SALES COMMISSIONS

Question. During consideration of the fiscal year 1998 appropriations bill, there
was discussion of the proper level to provide as reimbursement to insurance compa-
nies to pay for sales commissions. The authorized amount was in excess of $200 mil-
lion and you argued for a level closer to $150 million. In the end, the conferees
agreed on a level in the $180 millions. You note that the past year has provided
gains for the insurance industry.

If the sales commission funding is not transferred to mandatory accounts, what
level will you think appropriate for fiscal year 1999?

Answer. If no change is made in current law which requires that sales commis-
sions be funded as discretionary spending, $208 million would need to be appro-
priated for that purpose for 1999. But, | strongly recommend that Congress enact
the legislation which the Administration will submit in the very near future to
change the law to shift this expense to the mandatory account and make certain
other changes in the program.

UNDERWRITING GAINS

Question. Do you think the higher than normal insurance gains should affect the
amount we make available?

Answer. | believe that insurance gains, which reflect the level of risk taken by
private companies, should be treated separately from administrative and operating
expenses which reflect costs incurred for delivering the program.

BOLL WEEVIL

Question. A couple of years ago, we developed a loan program to help farmers
move more rapidly into the boll weevil eradication program. This program was nec-
essary because of the delay in appropriating a level of APHIS grant funds that
states low on the list were being kept at a marketing disadvantage under states
with lower costs due to complete eradication. It was never our intention that the
loan program would replace the grant program. Rather, the loan program was de-
signed to accelerate the entire eradication process. How do you justify allowing some
states the lower cost of eradication by use of a grants program when neighboring
states will have to rely on loans?

Answer. We agree that the FSA loan program is critical to accelerating the entire
boll weevil eradication process, because it allows growers to spread the significant
start-up costs over several years, resulting in more affordable annual contributions
to their programs. We have taken the opportunity to look for cost effective ways to
manage program operations. For example, we have recently discontinued cost-shar-
ing in virtually all areas in which the weevil has been eradicated to make available
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so much funding as possible for active eradication zones. Grower organizations in
all states with active eradication program had been receiving an equitable cost-
share percentage. However, as the momentum for expansion has increased, the
amount of acreage involved has also increased dramatically resulting in each area
receiving a smaller percentage of Federal grant funds than in prior years. Grant
funds simply are not available in the amounts needed to accelerate the program.
In fact the loan program makes more total funds available for program expansion
than have been under the traditional appropriations and grants approach. Because
of the tremendous benefits cotton growers can gain from boll weevil eradication, we
believe that they will choose to take advantage of the loan program.

LOAN SUBSIDY COSTS

Question. You state that savings will be achieved in loan programs due to declin-
ing interest rates. However, due to reforms that lock in program levels over a fixed
number of years, it appears that loan subsidy cost is actually increasing. For exam-
ple, the water and sewer loan program in fiscal year 1998 required a subsidy of only
$67 million to achieve a program level of $691 million. For fiscal year 1999, a pro-
gram level of $764 million will require $126 million in subsidy, nearly twice that
of last year.

How do you explain your statement of lower costs for loan programs with the ex-
ample of higher subsidy costs?

Answer. Perhaps | should clarify my statement. What | said was that due to de-
creasing interest rates resulting from the economic expansion, the budget authority
required to administer these programs is 40 percent less costly than it was in 1993.
Your observation regarding the higher subsidy costs for fiscal year 1999 is correct,
but that stems from a provision enacted in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. This
provision attempted to fix the problem of widely fluctuating program levels caused
by differences in interest rates assumed in the economic assumptions and the actual
interest rates in effect at the beginning of the fiscal year. This fix also locked in
the budget year interest rate in the out years which means that the out-year inter-
est rates will not be decreasing as they have previously. Since most loan programs
have low disbursements in the initial year and higher disbursements in the out-
years, the effect is to increase the subsidy cost. Conversely, in an era of increasing
interest rates, the subsidy cost will be lower.

ANIMAL WELFARE ACT

Question. What is the Administration’s position on legislation (H.R. 594, the Pet
Safety Protection Act) proposed by Rep. Canady (R-FL) and Rep. Brown (D-CA)?

Answer. The Administration is continuing to review this bill and has not finalized
a position at this time.

Question. What effect would enactment of H.R. 594 have on agricultural, medical,
and related research?

Answer. The bill would allow research dogs and cats to come only from licensed
breeders, publicly owned and operated pounds and shelters, individual donors who
have bred or raised the animals or who have owned them for at least 1 year prior
to donation, or other research facilities. The bill would eliminate “random-source”
dog and cat dealing—an activity in which only 32 dealers nationwide are involved
at this time.

Question. To what extent would enactment of H.R. 594 curtail the occurrence of
fraud, theft, and mistreatment of animals?

Answer. We are very pleased that over the last few years, we have succeeded in
revoking the licenses of the most non-compliant Class B dealers, and we have dra-
matically improved compliance by the remaining 32 Class B dealers by inspecting
their operations quarterly and tracing selected animals back to their original
sources. In fact, in fiscal year 1997, Animal Care officials were able to complete 95.5
percent of their tracebacks of animals sold into research—up from approximately 40
percent in fiscal year 1993. We firmly believe that our efforts have significantly re-
duced the potential for USDA licensees to steal or otherwise fraudulently obtain ani-
mals. Presumably, disallowing random-source dealing altogether would reduce that
potential even further.

Of course, we must note that the bill would not affect the wide variety of other
situations not covered by the AWA in which fraud, theft, and mistreatment of ani-
mals can occur. Examples would include theft of privately owned hunting or security
dogs or abuse or neglect of animals by individual pet owners.

Question. Would eliminating USDA regulation of Class B “random source” dealers
under the Animal Welfare Act, the objective of H.R. 594, result in savings, and if
so, by what amount?
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Answer. Not necessarily. It is important to note that a number of Class B dealers
have signalled intent to convert to Class A (breeder) operations or have already
done so, so if Class B dealers were to be eliminated, some of these savings would
be offset by costs to regulate these same individuals as Class A dealers. In addition,
H.R. 594 would require pounds and shelters to be licensed and comply with record-
keeping and certification requirements, which would further offset any savings
achieved by eliminating Class B dealers.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRD
WATER 2000

Question. Please provide me with a status report on the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture’s (USDA) progress in achieving the goals of Water 2000 in West Virginia in
1997.

Answer. In fiscal year 1997, 13 water projects were financed by RUS in West Vir-
ginia. These 13 water systems served 11,600 people. Out of the 11,600 people
served, 5,600 received clean water for the first time. The other 6,000 people had
their water systems improved so they could continue to provide clean water.

Question. What progress does the agency expect to make on the goals of Water
2000 in 19987

Answer. In fiscal year 1998, we estimate that 8,500 more rural people in West
Virginia will receive clean water through RUS financed water systems.

Question. What progress does the agency expect to make toward the goals of
Water 2000 with respect to the President’s fiscal year 1999 budget request?

Answer. In fiscal year 1999, we estimate that an additional 9,319 rural people in
West Virginia will receive clean water through RUS financed water systems.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR COOL AND COLD WATER AQUACULTURE

Question. Please provide me with a status report on progress on the National Cen-

ter for Cool and Cold Water Aquaculture.

Answer. The following describes progress on the National Center for Cool and

Cold Water Aquaculture (NCCCWA):

—The mission of the NCCCWA is to enhance aquaculture production of cool and
coldwater finfish. The NCCCWA's priority research program areas will include
genetics and breeding, fish health, nutrition, and production systems. Work will
focus on trout and other salmonids. Other potential species include hybrid
striped bass and other cool and cold water species.

—The NCCCWA will combine its scientific expertise with that of the Freshwater
Institute and the Leetown Science Center (LSC) of the Biological Resources Di-
vision of the U.S. Geological Survey, and with the marketing, genetics, and
other scientific expertise of West Virginia University (WVU), in a collaborative
and comprehensive program that should contribute greatly to the economic po-
tential of West Virginia and of the Nation.

—ARS and LSC enacted an Interagency Memorandum of Understanding MOU)
on September 30, 1996, to facilitate cooperation between NCCCWA and the
LSC. LSC and ARS are presently developing accessory agreements for the MOU
to provide more detail on cooperation in research and sharing of facilities and
resources. LSC has agreed to provide space and facilities for ARS scientists to
conduct aquaculture research the NCCCWA construction is underway.

—Extreme drought conditions in 1997 resulted in significantly reduced spring
water supplies and stream flow in the vicinity of LSC. The drought condition
called into question whether natural water resources would always be sufficient
to provide for the future needs of both the Fish Health Laboratory (FHL) and
NCCCWA without impacting local residents. Consequently, the present plan is
for the NCCCWA design to include the capability to recirculate, with appro-
priate treatment, up to 50 percent of the water supplied to the building. This
capability will also provide for greater control over water quality for research
purposes and will obviate the need to develop Bell and Link Springs. Prelimi-
nary projections are that the capital costs of the recirculation capability will be
essentially equivalent to the cost savings resulting from not developing the Bell
and Link Springs. Operating cost projections are presently being formulated.
LSC and ARS have also agreed to develop a comprehensive, joint water man-
agement plan.

—ARS received $1.9 million in fiscal year 1995 for land purchase and laboratory
planning and design. ARS received $6 million in fiscal year 1997 and $6 million
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in fiscal year 1998 for construction of the NCCCWA. Total estimated construc-
tion costs are $12 million. Annual operating costs are estimated at $4 million.

—The design for the NCCCWA is currently being developed. A site plan has been
prepared. Conceptual designs have been prepared for the laboratory/office build-
ing and the tank/aquaria building. Aesthetics will be an important component
of the design to ensure that the facility blends well with the surrounding envi-
ronments. Final drafts of the Program of Requirements and the Investigative
Report have been completed.

—On October 20, 1997, ARS purchased a 217-acre farm adjacent to the Leetown
site to provide for additional watershed protection. The purchase price was
$600,000.

—The fiscal year 1998 Congressional appropriation of $250,000 for the
NCCCWA'’s first program funding will be used to recruit a highly-qualified sci-
entist to serve as Research Leader; to begin carrying out a cooperative research
program with FHL; and to oversee final design and construction of the facility.

APPALACHIAN SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION LABORATORY

Question. With the completion of the five-year mission plan for the Appalachian
Soil and Water Conservation Laboratory, please provide me with a list of research
programs that will be undertaken in the future.

Answer. The proposed research programs to be undertaken in the next five years
are:

(1) Management of hilly grassland in Appalachia for sustainable production;

(2) Renovation and improvement of underutilized, abandoned or disturbed hill
lands with browsing livestock;

(3) Agroforestry systems for the Appalachian region; and

(4) Improving forage legumes for Appalachian grasslands.

Question. Please provide the funding level required for each program.

Answer. To fully develop these programs and operate the Laboratory at full capac-
ity would require the addition of four to five scientists for an estimated total of $1.2
to $1.5 million.

APPALACHIAN FRUIT RESEARCH LABORATORY

Question. With the completion of the five-year mission plan for the Appalachian
Fruit Research Laboratory, please provide me with a list of research programs that
will be undertaken in the future.

Answer. The mission of the Appalachian Fruit Research Laboratory is to develop
the science, technology and genetic base needed to enhance productivity and fruit
quality, minimize adverse effects on the environment and solve critical problems of
temperate fruit production, protection, harvesting and marketing in the Eastern
u.s.

In response to this mission, the current program is focused on the development
of (1) knowledge of the critical molecular processes in fruit development and ripen-
ing; (2) genetic materials with improved pest resistance, cold hardiness and fruit
quality; (3) integrated cultural and pest management systems that reduce pesticide/
herbicide use and increase production efficiency; (4) harvesting, handling and
postharvest disease controls that increase shelf life and market value.

Question. Please provide the funding level required for each program.

Answer. To fully develop these programs and operate the Laboratory at full capac-
ity would require an additional four to five scientists for an estimated total of $1.2
to $1.5 million.

POTOMAC HEADWATERS LAND TREATMENT PROJECT

Question. Please provide me with a report on the Potomac Headwaters Land
Treatment Project. What is the status of the funding for this project?

Answer. In fiscal year 1997, $2,416,300 funded 116 contracts. In fiscal year 1998,
$3,130,000 went to this project which will fund approximately 150 additional con-
tracts.

Question. What is the participation rate of eligible farmers in the program?

Answer. The participation rate has been greater than anticipated when the
project was originally planned. There are approximately 340 poultry producers in
the watershed. Currently 255 have requested assistance.
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STAFFING REDUCTIONS

Question. | understand that the proposed Farm Service Agency (FSA) fiscal year
1999 budget will result in an additional reduction of 1,000 FSA jobs. What effect
will these reductions have on the FSA’s mission?

Answer. The proposed fiscal year 1999 non-Federal county office staffing level of
9,980, a decrease of 855 staff years from fiscal year 1998, will challenge us to per-
form the ongoing operations and program activities for the 1996 Act with an ade-
quate level of customer service. However, in proposing these reductions, difficult
choices had to be made in balancing the budget for fiscal year 1999.

These staff reductions may hinder program delivery and service to producers in
locations already minimally staffed as a result of previous agency downsizing. As-
sistance to sister agencies, conservation associations and others may also have to
be reduced.

In order to effectively manage the resources remaining in the field offices, FSA
may be required to achieve some office closures or consolidation beyond those pre-
viously planned. However, I've asked that actions to close and consolidate any addi-
tional county offices be made only with consultation of local FSA county committees,
my office, and Congressional delegations. The Department has entered into a con-
tract with an outside consulting firm to conduct a study of the county-based agen-
cies, and we expect to be able to use the results of the contractor study in guiding
our actions to achieve any required office closures through a solid independent
workload analysis of the county-based agencies.

Question. What effect will these reductions have on the FSA’s mission in West
Virginia?

Answer. Historically, the methodology for allocating personnel reductions among
States has been based primarily on current and projected workload by State. Until
the proposed budget is agreed upon and specific reductions are determined for a
State, it will be difficult to furnish specific impacts for a particular State. However,
it is likely that an approximate 855 non-Federal county office employee reduction
will result in new shared-management arrangements and/or closures of some offices.
As | mentioned, the Department has entered into a contract with an outside consult-
ing firm. The study is to be completed by September 1,1998, and may provide in-
sight on how any future staffing reductions might be distributed.

Question. What actions is the FSA taking to accommodate individuals wishing to
remain in the FSA's employment, or to otherwise soften the individual disruptions
caused by the reduction in force?

Answer. For Federal employees, FSA extends full career transition assistance
under the Career Transition Assistance Program. This includes priority placement
rights, provision of job information and counseling on resume preparation, adminis-
trative time for using career transition resource services and facilities, and official
time for interviews.

For non-Federal employees, FSA extends re-employment priority rights to all
RIF'ed employees for two years. This affords RIF'ed employees with re-employment
priority for any comparable vacancy in the State in which they were employed.

FSA is aggressively pursuing ways to soften the impact of FTE cuts. FSA will con-
tinue to use buyouts and early outs wherever possible to minimize the number of
involuntary separations. FSA is also retraining employees to learn new skills to as-
sume any vacant positions in the Agency.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LEAHY
EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM

Question. The Northeast is still trying to recover from the worst ice storm this
century. Although the Farm Service Agency, Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice and the Forest Service have been working with farmers, woodlot owners, maple
producers and apple orchards, | am concerned that the Department’s ability to help
Vemonters rebuild from this atypical disaster is limited. Although there was over
$8 million in damage on Vermont farms, Farm Service Agency programs have only
requested $1.5 million from the Emergency Conservation Program because the ma-
jority of the damage does not fit within the constraints of ECP. Will the Department
be flexible in using USDA programs to assist Vermonters and others recover from
the storm?

Answer. Our disaster program authorities provide us with significant flexibility in
providing assistance to producers with losses due to natural disasters. We are work-
ing with producers affected by severe weather conditions in the Northeast and else-
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where and will propose any necessary changes in authorities and funding levels as
expeditiously as possible.

Question. What programs, other than ECP, can be used to help the region rebuild
and diversify their economy over the next 5 or 10 years?

Answer. FSA lending programs, particularly the emergency loan program, can
play a critically important role in helping producers recover from losses resulting
from natural disasters. Many other programs, including initiatives of the Fund for
Rural Development and other rural development loan and grant programs, can help
rural areas support and strengthen diversified economies.

UNOBLIGATED DISASTER FUNDS

Question. Does the Department have unobligated funds from previous disasters
that may be reprogrammed to address ice storm damage?

Answer. We are unable to determine at this time the extent of additional funding
we may heed for emergency assistance in the Northeast and elsewhere. We are re-
viewing current funding obligations to determine whether any funds remain avail-
able. But it is clear that unobligated balances in our emergency programs are ex-
tremely limited.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

Question. The Department requested an additional $100 million in fiscal year
1999 for the Environmental Quality Incentives Program. How does the Department
intend to distribute this additional funding among cost share payments, incentive
payments and technical assistance?

Answer. The additional funds will be used to provide increased assistance to meet
the President’s Clean Water Initiative and to increase assistance to limited resource
and Native American farmers and ranchers as recommended by the USDA Civil
Rights Action Team. A prescribed distribution to education and financial assistance
has not yet been determined, but 10 percent is anticipated at this time for technical
assistance.

Question. How will the Department prioritize this funding amongst states and wa-
tersheds?

Answer. While a process for prioritizing funding has not been finalized, we will
consider the recommendations of NRCS State Conservationists, in consultation with
their respective State Technical Committees, NRCS Regional Conservationists, and
recommendations received from other governmental and non-governmental entities
with interest and expertise in water quality and natural resource concerns.

Question. With this increase can we anticipate an increase in funding for states
with long waiting lists of farmers who want to adopt conservation practices or for
states that have devoted significant state resources to match the federal program?

Answer. It is likely that States with significant natural resource and environ-
mental problems with a recognized demand for program assistance will receive in-
creased funding. Leveraging of State or other funds has been a consideration when
allocating funds and will continue to be so that we maximize environmental benefits
per program dollar expended.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Question. The fiscal year 1998 Agriculture appropriation bill included an $18 mil-
lion increase for the Resource Conservation and Development Program. How was
this funding distributed across the RC&D councils and what criteria were used?

Answer. In fiscal year 1998, Congress appropriated $34,377,000 to the Resource
Conservation and Development Program, an increase of $5 million. As outlined in
the operating plan submitted to the Congress on December 18, 1997, $2.5 million
will fund up to 25 newly authorized RC&D areas, and $1.45 million will provide ad-
ditional funding for the existing 290 RC&D areas. The remaining $1.05 million will
establish a Challenge Grant Fund for one year for authorized areas.

CONSERVATION FARM OPTION

Question. It is my understanding that the Department is finalizing the proposed
rule for the Conservation Farm Option (CFO) program. When will it be published?

Answer. The CFO proposed rule should be published by late March, 1998.

Question. Given the protracted development of the rulemaking, there is some con-
cern that full use of the authorized funding levels for the program will not be made.
Has the Department projected the demand for the program and how will the pro-
gram be implemented once the rulemaking process is completed?
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Answer. Yes, the Department has projected the demand for the program. Once the
proposed rule is published, a call for proposed pilot project areas will be conducted.
Selection of the actual pilot areas will follow. As soon as the final rule is published,
eligible participants within the selected pilot areas may apply for program benefits.

Question. What are the six regions where the pilot program will be implemented
and how will the states be selected for participation?

Answer. The six regions are the six NRCS regions which cover the entire United
States. A call for proposed pilot project areas will be conducted nationwide. Gen-
erally, pilot project areas within states will be proposed for selection in the CFO.
Selection of pilot project areas will be made by the Chief, NRCS.

FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM

Question. The Farmland Protection Program (FPP) reached its authorized ceiling
of $35 million in fiscal year 1998. Since 1997, how many requests for FPP funding
has NRCS received?

Answer. NRCS has not received any formal requests for FPP since fiscal year
1997, as requests for proposals to participate in the program will not be made until
March 1998.

Question. How does this compare with the number of requests you have funded
and what is the projected need for the program?

Answer. It is anticipated that new requests will far exceed the number of requests
made in fiscal year 1997 as the funding available will be $18 million for fiscal year
1998, as compared to $2 million last year. The projected future funding need for the
Farmland Protection Program far exceeds the program’s current funding level. This
is estimated at approximately $100 million per year.

Question. Has the Department identified other programs that may be able to ad-
dress this remaining need?

Answer. The FPP is unique in that NRCS works with Tribal, State and local enti-
ties to leverage program funding and thus maximize the Federal funds available.
Therefore farmland protection programs in the different states will continue to do
limited work with individuals in this area of conservation. The department has not
identified any other additional federal funds from other programs to address the re-
maining FPP needs.

CLEAN WATER AND WATERSHED RESTORATION INITIATIVE

Question. The Clean Water and Watersheds Restoration Initiative includes assist-
ance for 1,000 rural watersheds. How will these be selected for assistance?

Answer. Although the guidelines for selecting the 1000 rural watersheds hasn’t
been completed, the foundation for addressing our nations water quality issues is
through a locally-led process. A key component in the selection process will natu-
rally include the condition of water quality in the watershed. It is expected the $20
million NRCS budget proposal will address 350 watersheds.

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

Under the Conservation Operations budget, NRCS includes $20 million for incen-
tive payments to those States that are successful in increasing the level of non-Fed-
eral contributions to the conservation effort. In Vermont, the state agriculture de-
partment has funded a program to match federal funds in order to increase the cost-
share payment to farmers and attract farm operations that otherwise would not be
able to participate in the program. In fiscal year 1999, the Governor has requested
$750,000 for this program, almost three-quarters of the federal funding level in Ver-
mont.

Question. Is this the type of success NRCS will be looking for distribution of the
additional $20 million?

Answer. The budget proposal of $20 million will be internally allocated to NRCS
state offices based on an as yet to be determined threshold of contributions from
state and local entities for such activities as GIS and soil survey digitization. These
funds are not intended to be used as grants to state and local entities.

Certainly, the Vermont program is an outstanding example of the initiative that
states can take to leverage federal funds. The support that the Governor of Vermont
and the State Legislature are providing to conservation is exemplary. State efforts
such as this result in an increase in conservation on the land and improvement in
the environment. Multiplying the Vermont experience across the country will have
a significant impact on our environment. Definitely, states that have successful pro-
grams in place should be rewarded while at the same time other states should be
provided an incentive to initiate suitable leveraging efforts. NRCS will include both
of these factors in an equitable system to distribute the $20 million.
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Question. The Conservation Operations budget also gives special consideration to
those States that expand their use of geographic information systems and purchase
additional digital orthophotography. In 1995, the Vermont Center for Geographic In-
formation was presented with an award to “maintain, support and integrate decision
support systems for agricultural, rural development, and natural resources initia-
tives * * *” (USDA letter signed by Wardell Townsend, October 34, 1995) Although
the Vermont Center worked with USDA over the next year to actually receive the
award, no funding has ever been forwarded to Vermont. Although 1 find it very trou-
bling that USDA would award a grant and then not follow through on the promise,
I am pleased to see that the Department recognizes the importance of these projects
in the fiscal year 1999 budget.

Will the Department consider funding the Vermont project under the Conserva-
tion Operations budget in fiscal year 1999? If not, how will the Department fulfill
its obligation to the Vermont Center for Geographic Information?

Answer. | am aware of the Vermont concerns. We are exploring the opportunity
of making the Vermont project a USDA Business process re-engineering project as
part of the Service Center Implementation Team activities.

OPTION 1-B

Question. The Department’'s preferred option for milk marketing order reform is
the so-called “Option 1-B.” But your proposal notes that this option would put dairy
farmers out of business. Therefore you have proposed some so-called transition pay-
ments to ease the pain as you phase in Option 1-B. Your proposal states that, with
the exception of the upper mid-west, dairy farmers would face reduced income under
Option 1-B. Even farmers in the upper mid-west would be better off under Option
1-A in terms of income. The economists for Agri-Mark dairy believe that Option 1-
B will cost dairy farmers over $360 million per year in net income. Vermont's Com-
missioner of Agriculture believes that Option 1-B will mean that half of Vermont's
farmers go out of business. Without local, fresh supplies of milk consumer prices
could skyrocket with each snow storm in the Midwest. Would you reexamine your
preferred position to take into account the recommendations of the National Com-
mission on Small Farms, which | will officially offer as a comment to this marketing
order proposal?

Answer. One of the main purposes of issuing a proposed rule is to receive public
input on the proposals contained in the rule. All comments submitted to the Depart-
ment will be reviewed and considered. Based on this review, the Department will
then issue a final rule. The National Commission on Small Farms report has been
identified as a proposed rule comment and will be considered when developing the
final rule.

Question. Would you look at Agri-Mark’s analysis and provide me with a detailed
explanation of how, if at all, USDA'’s analysis would differ. | recognize this request,
and my next request, cannot be done overnight and | would simply request that this
be done soon.

Answer. We have requested input from the public on the proposed rule. Once
Agri-Mark’s comments are submitted to the Department, they will be given full con-
sideration. Because of ex parte restrictions, | will not be able to give you a detailed
explanation of how Agri-Mark’s analysis may differ from USDA'’s analysis. | can as-
sureI you though that when received, full consideration will be given to Agri-Mark’s
analysis.

Question. Would you reexamine your preferred marketing order position (1-B) to
take into account the recommendations of the National Commission on Small Farms
which | will officially offer as a comment to this marketing order proposal?

Answer. One of the main purposes of issuing a proposed rule is to receive public
input on the proposals contained in the rule. All comments submitted to the Depart-
ment will be reviewed and considered. Based on this review, the Department will
then issue a final rule. The National Commission on Small Farms report has been
]iqlenltifi?d as a proposed rule comment and will be considered when developing the
inal rule.

Question. | would like you to examine how many small farms might go out of busi-
ness under Option 1-B, as compared to Option 1-A. | am aware some dairy farmers
will go out of business regardless, but | would like to know how many more would
go out of business under Option 1-B, as compared to 1-A, and what circumstances
would affect that issue.

Answer. It is difficult to predict the impact on farm numbers under either Option
1-B or Option 1-A. However, the proposed rule does request input from the public
regarding the impact of this proposal on small businesses. We will examine the full
impact of any action addressed in the proposed rule.
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Question. | recognize that there are limits to being able to predict such outcomes
and that other factors, such as interest rate levels, can have a significant impact.
Please identify other factors which you think would play a role in this matter.

I believe it is imperative that greater focus be placed on keeping small, local dairy
farmers in business.

Answer. Other factors, such as interest rates, have an impact on our ability to
predict outcomes from any proposed action. However, the proposed rule does request
input from the public regarding the impact of this proposal on small businesses and
regarding the price level and phase-in programs. Any additional information we re-
ceive will be fully considered in our evaluation of the impacts of the proposed rule.

FUND FOR RURAL AMERICA

Question. | was fortunate enough to have played a part in authorizing the 1996
Farm Bill—a bill that broke new ground in providing assistance to our rural com-
munities. A case in point is the Fund for Rural America, which was established in
the bill. The Fund directs $300 million over three years to help solve the problems
facing rural areas. Due to a technical error, the $100 million that was intended for
use in 1998 will not be available unless a correction to the law is made. Secretary
Glickman, what steps are being taken to ensure there is no gap in the Fund for
Rural America for 10987

Answer. The Department shares your concern about the 1-year hiatus in Fund for
Rural America funding. We asked for a language correction and the issue is embed-
ded in discussions about the Farm Bill Research Title. However, should the correc-
tion no be made, we plan to minimize any break by spending 1999 monies early in
the fiscal year. For example, we currently plan to make the final first round Center
Grant awards in October, 1998, with additional project grants through the end of
the calendar year.

Question. If funding is not provided in 1998, how will that affect projects that re-
ceive “Center” grants or other multi-year awards out of the 1997 funding cycle?

Answer. The projects receiving funding out of the 1997 funding cycle would not
be affected by the hiatus in 1998. This is because the projects in question were fully
funded for the life of the project at the time of award. Therefore, they have funds
to continue the activities despite the delay in 1998 funding. However, the break will
delay award of center grants from summer to fall. The scheduling adjustments we
are making will limit the impact of no 1998 funding to a 4-6 month lag rather than
a full year lag.

Question. When will the announcement on 1997 awards be made?

Answer. All 1997 awards were completed March 24, 1998. Congressional offices
were notified immediately prior to award in case Members wanted to contact con-
stituents directly. A complete list of the awardees will be released along with press
information and individual project summaries in late March or early April.

SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS AND CHILDREN (WIC)

Question. Your budget indicates that WIC is “fully funded.” However, WIC direc-
tors believe that not all eligible applicants in all states will be able to be served
by WIC. Please explain the status of the WIC funding request in terms of being able
to serve all eligible applicants within a reasonable degree of certainty. | recognize
USDA has to make projections so that absolute certainty would be difficult to deter-
mine.

Answer. Our full funding projection model starts with Bureau of Census estimates
of income-eligible infants and children and uses Department of Health and Human
Services data useful in estimating those at nutritional risk. We estimate income eli-
gible pregnant women, and then apply nutritional risk factors to each group, and
finally make certain projections as to the proportion of those eligible who will actu-
ally seek WIC benefits. We are confident that our 1999 funding request is adequate
to serve 7.5 million participants a month. As that has been our target for several
years, during which time the economy has improved markedly, we are confident
that it is a reasonable estimate of full participation.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DORGAN
RURAL ECONOMIC AREA PARTNERSHIP (REAP) ZONE

In 1993 President Clinton made a commitment to establish a high-level inter-
agency working group on Community Development and Economic Empowerment
which would specifically address the need to send more Federal economic develop-
ment resources to rural areas with serious out-migration problems.
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Question. Please describe USDA's participation in the interagency working group
development as part of this Presidential commitment.

Answer. The Department of Agriculture is one of 22 Departments and Agencies
that are a part of the Community Empowerment Board which provides overall co-
ordination for implementation the Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Commodity Initia-
tive.

Question. What specific steps has USDA taken to fulfill the President's commit-
ment to reinvigorate economics in rural areas affected by out-migration?

Answer. USDA and the Small Business Administration help pull together a One-
Stop Capital Shop to serve the Rural Economic Area Partnership (REAP) Zones of
North Dakota as well as all of North Dakota (one of only five nationwide). In addi-
tion, Rural Development assistance to participating North Dakota REAP counties
has risen sharply. The 14 county area encompassed within the two REAP zones
averaged $1.68 million a year in Rural Development funding dollars (not including
single family housing) during 1991-94. For 1996 and 1997 the annual average of
Rural Development assistance to the REAP counties is approximately $12.5 million
annually.

Question. Please describe the activities USDA will engage in fiscal year 1998 to
advance this policy priority.

Answer. USDA's Rural Development mission area is committed to helping im-
prove the economy and quality of life in all of rural America, including areas where
out-migration and job loss has torn asunder the fabric of the rural economy. Our
financial programs in 1998 will continue to support essential public facilities and
services as water and sewer systems, housing, health clinics, emergency service fa-
cilities and electric and telephone service. We will promote economic development
by supporting loans to businesses through banks and community-managed lending
pools. We will offer technical assistance and information to help agricultural and
other cooperatives get started and improve the effectiveness of their member serv-
ices. And we will provide technical assistance to help communities undertake com-
munity empowerment programs, such as the REAP demonstration areas in North
Dakota.

Question. Due to the obvious application of USDA's rural development mission
area programs relating to this initiative, please describe your willingness to take a
lead role in helping the interagency working group develop practical, real proposals
and actions that will transform the President’s commitment into real opportunity
in rural areas.

Answer. USDA has always been willing and enthusiastic to take a lead role in
developing practical and real proposals to support rural development.

ARS FACILITY CLOSURES

Question. The Appropriations Committee made it clear in Public Law 105-83 that
it did not concur with the Department’s proposed closure of ARS facilities and, fur-
ther, that the strategic planning process in the Federal Agriculture Improvement
and Reform Act relating to all USDA research facilities be completed before any fur-
ther closures are contemplated. Now the Department, in the fiscal year 1999 budget,
has again proposed closures. What is the rationale for the closure in light of the
direction already clearly delineated in the fiscal year 1998 funding bill?

Answer. The fiscal year 1999 Federal budget submitted by the President rec-
ommends a number of new initiatives to address changing priorities facing agri-
culture and the American consumer. Food safety, global climate, nutritional require-
ments, emerging infectious diseases in a global community, genome maps of critical
agricultural products etc. represent critical challenges that must be addressed as we
move into the next century. The constraints of Federal spending remain in place.
The Administration and the Congress continue to target Federal spending and reve-
nue savings in all budget deliberations.

The research budget proposed for ARS reflects an increase of $32 million over the
current year. However, the Department is focusing on many priority agricultural
issues that must be addressed now by our research scientists. This requires that
ARS terminate ongoing projects and reallocate these resources to the new or ex-
panded initiatives as recommended by the President. In this effort a number of
projects carried out at Prosser, Washington; Orono, Maine; Brawley, California and
Mandan, North Dakota were identified as less critical. Given these programmatic
decisions, management considerations lead to recommendations to terminate and re-
direct resources to new research initiatives and close the mention research stations.
We believe there is adequate information for Congress to act on these relatively
straight forward recommendations at this time without formal input from the Stra-
tegic Planning Task Force.
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CENTRALIZED SERVICING CENTER

Many North Dakotans have registered serious complaints about service at the St.
Louis Rural Development Centralized Servicing Center, including that financial
records were muddled and files misplaced.

Question. In the case of the Rural Housing centralized service, can you articulate
how centralization in this case has been beneficial to the customer?

Answer. The Centralized Servicing Center (CSC) is providing state-of-the-art serv-
icing comparable with any other system available to homeowners across the nation.
Our system is unique because of the Congressionally mandated “supervised credit”
that must be available to our borrowers to preserve home ownership though eco-
nomic or other hardships individuals and families may experience. For this reason,
we have had to modify the private sector serving software we purchased to ensure
these servicing options were handled in a consistent and efficient manner. These
servicing features include: 7 day a week, 24 hours voice response for detailed infor-
mation on loans; nationwide consistency for servicing, including payment assistance,
moratorium, reamortization and other services; centralized cash management pro-
viding fiduciary control; a monthly statement sent to each borrower; escrow of taxes
and insurance; and expanded (7:00 am—6:00 pm) customer service representatives
to handle more complex issues for our borrowers.

Beginning in October of 1997, RHS centralized over 700,000 loans from 1,200 of-
fices nationwide to one facility in St. Louis. We currently have approximately 800
field offices. This was a massive undertaking. We have experienced some difficulties
with backlogs in our mailroom which has delayed payment assistance and other
services. This problem has been rectified and our response time has improved dra-
matically. Additionally, we have and are continuing to modify our software and
other support systems to handle additional concerns and provide the best customer
service to our borrowers.

Question. How many staff have been added to the Center, and how does this num-
ber compare with the number of personnel that previously handled housing program
inquiries in the field offices?

Answer. Prior to the Centralized Servicing Center (CSC), there were approxi-
mately 3,300 staff years performing single-family loan origination and servicing in
the field. As a result of a move to centralize the loan servicing process, 900 staff
years in the field were deployed for other critical Rural Development activities, 600
staff years were transferred to the CSC, 600 staff years were eliminated, 600 staff
years still remain in the field to conduct loan origination and 600 staff years remain
in the field to conduct post CSC acceleration and liquidation including management
and disposal of inventory properties.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator CocHRAN. We do not have any more requests for recogni-
tion from other Senators, so this concludes today’s hearing. We ap-
preciate very much your cooperation with our subcommittee.

Our next hearing will be on Tuesday, February 24, at 10 a.m. in
this room, room SD-138, of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. We
will hear then from departmental witnesses with respect to the De-
partment’s research, education, and economics programs.

Until then, the subcommittee stands in recess.

[Whereupon, at 12:13 p.m., Tuesday, February 10, the sub-
committee was recessed, to reconvene at 10:04 a.m., Tuesday, Feb-
ruary 24.]



AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1999

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
STATEMENT OF I. MILEY GONZALEZ, UNDER SECRETARY, RESEARCH,
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ACCOMPANIED BY:
EILEEN KENNEDY, ACTING DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY, RE-
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NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE
STATEMENT OF DONALD BAY, ADMINISTRATOR

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
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EcoNoMmIc RESEARCH SERVICE
STATEMENT OF SUSAN OFFUTT, ADMINISTRATOR

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EXTENSION
SERVICE

STATEMENT OF BOB ROBINSON, ADMINISTRATOR
OPENING REMARKS

Senator CocHRAN. The subcommittee will please come to order.

This morning our subcommittee continues its hearings to review
the budget request submitted by the President to fund the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and related agencies. This morning we are
pleased to have an opportunity to review the budget request of the
Agricultural Research Service; the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service; the Economic Research Service;
and the National Agricultural Statistics Service.

(129)
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Miley Gonzalez, who is Under Secretary of Research, Education,
and Economics, is with us and is accompanied by Eileen Kennedy,
Donald Bay, Floyd Horn, Susan Offutt, and Bob Robinson. Dennis
Kaplan is here representing the Budget Office for the Department.
We welcome you and we thank you for your cooperation with our
subcommittee.

This is probably one of the most important areas for agriculture
that the Department administers. If we do not maintain our capac-
ity to improve productivity on our farms; if we do not maintain ac-
cess to research, which is what extension provides through its pro-
grams for farmers and agriculture, landowners, then we are not
going to be able to compete in the global marketplace. We are not
going to be able to maintain the high quality of our foodstuffs for
American consumers at reasonable prices.

So for all of these reasons, the funds that are provided for these
programs are essential if we are to continue to enjoy the benefits
of our agricultural economy. It provides a lot of jobs, of course. It
means a lot in many other ways to us.

That is one reason why | am personally disturbed that the budg-
et request this year is $63 million below last year’s funding level.
I am disturbed by that, concerned by it, and, frankly, amazed that
the President would submit a budget that underfunds these pro-
grams to that extent. | hope our hearing this morning will shed
some light on why the budget is submitted in that way.

There are some very important programs for which funding is
proposed to be cut. The sum of $26 million is cut in Hatch Act and
Smith-Lever formula funds. These go directly to our State univer-
sities and colleges that are involved in research. A reduction of $41
million in special grants, and a number of other proposed funding
decreases and terminations are included in this budget submission.

We are going to look very carefully at it, and 1 am sure that this
subcommittee is going to make some changes in the President's
budget request in this area. But you can help us understand where
those changes should be considered and why the budget is submit-
ted in this form.

Before going to our panel of witnesses, | recognize the distin-
guished ranking member of this subcommittee, my good friend
from Arkansas, Senator Bumpers.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BUMPERS

Senator BumpPeRs. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. In the
interest of time, | will waive the reading of my opening statement
and insert it in the record.

My statement would very much echo what you have just said. |
am mightily concerned about a number of issues in this budget. We
will get into those during the question and answer session.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BUMPERS

| am pleased to welcome Secretary Gonzalez before this subcommittee. This is
your first visit before this panel we look forward to your comments. | also want to
welcome the other agency heads. And, it is always good to see Mr. Kaplan whose
long-time assistance to this subcommittee has been invaluable.

In spite of these words of welcome, I must admit that my sentiments with the
overall budget submission in the research mission area are a little less generous.
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| have stated publicly, on many occasions, that | feel we are not committing enough
resources to agricultural research. Compared to the money we spend on research on
how to make things explode better and bigger, our dedication in meeting the de-
mands of an ever growing, ever hungry world pale. Over the course of American his-
tory, the American farmer has done more to improve the quality of life through an
improved quality and abundance of food than any other sector of the economy. But
increased production is necessary to keep up with an ever growing population. In
addition, our growing population is also responsible for urban sprawl converting
more and more farm acreage into housing developments, greater demands on our
water and wildlife resources, and higher expectations for food safety. In short, the
American farmer is expected to do more with less and only agricultural research can
make that happen.

The budget proposal for agencies included under the heading of Research, Edu-
cation, and Economics reflects a request of $1.826 billion. This is a net decrease of
$47 million, or 2.5 percent, below the fiscal year 1998 level. | recognize that the
budget proposal implies an overall increase for research and development by about
$7 million with the reductions in other areas such as facilities. However, we must
consider the budget proposal in total and remember that the mission of USDA's re-
search, education, and economics agencies is tied to the basic premise | have just
outlined that we must make American agriculture do more with less. Whether the
funding is for agricultural competitive, formula, or facility programs, the programs
are designed to work together with an overarching purpose of keeping the American
farmer and, by extension, the American consumer at least one step ahead of the in-
creasing demands and challenges ever snapping at our heels. Unfortunately, this
budget submission asks us to continue providing the American farmer less, to the
tune of about $47 million.

| also feel compelled, again, to point out that our problems with this budget are
not limited to what it does not include, but also because of what it does include.
The budget request from USDA contains hundreds of millions of dollars in assumed
user fees. | realize that those fees are not directly tied to the agencies before us
today, but those assumptions will have an impact on our ability to meet the de-
mands of our research efforts. The importance of what we do here is too great for
playing budget parlor games. We have a responsibility to protect the U.S. agricul-
tural research base. We are serious about it and we know that if we don't step for-
ward, no one else will. There is simply too much at stake.

I also want to offer a few comments on the apparently continuing battle between
the Congress and USDA on setting the research agenda. For as many years as |
can remember, the budget request to this subcommittee would always zero out most,
if not all, of the CSREES Special Grants. Now, the struggle seems to have been ele-
vated and we find that the programs Congress elected to fund through the Agricul-
tural Research Service, too, have been zeroed out. It appears that in addition to in-
house research, USDA is willing only to fund research through competitive grants,
which means USDA wants to fund research only to those institutions and research-
ers that USDA feels is important. It seems a little odd that if USDA funds priority
research it is called being competitive and if Congress funds priority research, it is
called pork barrel spending.

I realize that USDA makes use of peer review and other scientific community-
based groups to set funding priorities and to determine which projects will get at-
tention and which will not. However, it seems that USDA accepts the premise that
only they have access to research stakeholders who have any sense of research pri-
orities. With all due respect to my many friends in the research community, let me
point out that scientists tend to spend much of their time looking through micro-
scopes. Sometimes, it is important to have a more global view of research priorities
which can be lost in the often discipline-specific world of science. | suspect that if
you ask an agronomist where the research priorities are, he would likely suggest
in the field of agronomy. If you ask the same question of a specialist in animal
science, you would get a different answer.

Obviously, there are many specific areas of agricultural research that are very im-
portant to me. They may or may not be identical to priorities of Senator Cochran
or other members of the subcommittee. However, the process we undertake here is
to come together in an agreement that allows us all to form a consensus of research
priorities. It would be welcome for USDA to join us in that process rather that sug-
gest only they hold the keys to research.

As | mentioned, there are many specific areas of research in which | hold great
interest. | will not go into all of them now. Instead, | look forward to the comments
of our guests and the opportunity to ask them questions later during this hearing.
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INTRODUCTION OF WITNESS

Senator CocHRAN. Mr. Gonzalez, we have copies of your state-
ment and others’ statements. We appreciate having those and they
will be printed in the record in full. Please proceed with any re-
marks you consider helpful to the subcommittee.

FISCAL YEAR 1999 BUDGET REQUEST

Dr. GoNzaLEz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be
here with you this morning to talk about the fiscal year 1999 budg-
et request that we have submitted for research, education, econom-
ics, our mission area at USDA, and to recognize the team of folks
that work with me in this particular mission area. | just would like
to begin by underscoring some of the important points that you
made.

We are very much engaged in this conversation in terms of the
importance that we consider this mission area to have at USDA be-
cause of the continuing changing environment out there in agri-
culture production and all the systems that support that. So we are
pleased to be here to work with you, and look forward to continuing
the discussion in terms of where we are going with our budget.

I would also say that, as you indicated, we think that this is one
of the most important mission areas within USDA and within the
Federal agencies, specifically because of the type of approach that
we will take to supporting our agricultural production systems.

I have been here for just a short time and | wanted to take a
few minutes to talk a little bit about my impressions with regard
to the mission area and the USDA budget. We have begun the dia-
log in discussion with a number of our partners internally to again
highlight the importance of what we believe is this particular mis-
sion area with regard to research, education, economics, and exten-
sion.

As you may know, | have a background in agriculture, both from
the production standpoint as well as an educator in agricultural
education and extension for a number of years. So this particular
mission area, as | considered coming to serve in this capacity, was
of particular importance to me, knowing that the things that we do
at REE and within USDA really provide the basis and foundation
for much of the things that will happen, not only in our current cir-
cumstances, but also as we look forward to identifying the kind of
scientific knowledge and extension programs that will fortify agri-
culture in the future.

The combination of fundamental and applied research and statis-
tics, coupled with the higher education and extension programs
that we have, | believe yield a powerful partnership that serves ag-
riculture well and will continue to do that. Our research must con-
tinue to be cutting edge that will benefit all of our citizens. We
plan to communicate these objectives that we have as a part of our
strategic plan to everyone, not only those that are already involved
in the food and fiber system, but all of our clients.

We have an opportunity to draw on the distinct differences that
we have within our four agencies and also on those similarities as
we look forward to supporting the work of the other agencies with-
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in USDA and certainly as we work across Federal Departments to
support the work that is done in other areas.

REE-funded physical and biological research provides the sci-
entific foundation for a vast array of advances that are being made
in agriculture and related industries. We are committed to
strengthening those linkages between the basic and applied re-
search that also serve the broader Governmentwide research agen-
da.

REE brings to this larger agenda excellent cutting edge research
that complements similar excellence found elsewhere, in Govern-
ment, at colleges and universities, and in the private sector.

Mr. Chairman, we welcome the opportunity to work with you and
with the administration to promote these linkages through funding
of research directed at broader priorities and initiatives. Let me
emphasize that the budget that we have for our agencies was cre-
ated through an ongoing conversation with many of our stakehold-
ers, both in and out of Government. We have made an effort, all
of us at this table, to go out and visit with a number of our con-
stituents in the research community, the producer and commodity
groups, the members of associations that are focused on environ-
mental, food safety, and nutrition concerns, to gain a better under-
standing of their needs.

We are committed to listening and to the extent possible being
responsive to the concerns and recommendations voiced by our
stakeholders. | believe that we have met our responsibility to for-
mulate a budget that is responsive to those concerns and interests
to the extent possible.

The REE mission area has had to deal with some important
issues and concerns regarding the high priority areas that we have
addressed in this budget request. The REE budget request for fis-
cal year 1999 is $1.826 billion, a net decrease of $47 million, or 2.5
percent from the fiscal year 1998 budget. Within this total, the al-
location for research and development actually increases by $7 mil-
lion, or about 1 percent.

The REE agency budgets were developed in the context of the ad-
ministration’s commitment to achieving a balanced budget for fiscal
year 1999 and within that context and taking into consideration
the almost infinite number of worthy goals and problems REE
could address, | believe the budget in total funding and specific ini-
tiatives represents a sound and balanced portfolio of public invest-
ment.

We have had to make difficult decisions to reduce and redirect
resources or terminate valuable projects in order to fund others of
higher priority within those established goals.

I think it is important to reiterate that the return on public in-
vestment in agriculture research and development is very high.
The decline in the percentage of disposable personal income that
we spend on food, sustained over many decades, is due in large
part to the increases in agricultural productivity resulting from in-
vestments in research and development.

Between 1948 and 1994, productivity in U.S. agriculture grew at
an annual rate of 1.9 percent, as compared to 1.1 percent for non-
farm businesses and 1.3 percent for manufacturing.
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HIGH-PRIORITY INITIATIVES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

Mr. Chairman and members, | would like to focus on four of the
high-priority initiatives that we have identified in this budget pro-
posal: food genome, food safety, pest management, and civil rights.
These initiatives are all closely aligned with the general goals of
our strategic plan and contribute to the achievement of several of
those goals.

FOOD GENOME INITIATIVE

Among the major challenges the Nation will face in the 21st cen-
tury are the need for increased high-quality food production, a
cleaner environment, and renewable chemical and energy re-
sources. The President’s food genome initiative, a Governmentwide
initiative in which USDA is playing a major role, will help achieve
a safe and abundant food supply, meet the needs of a growing pop-
ulation worldwide, and ensure global competitiveness of the U.S.
agricultural industries in a more environmentally sensitive man-
ner.

The food genome strategy will vastly expand our knowledge of
genomes of species of importance to the food and agricultural sec-
tor. REE is carrying out considerable genetic research, but it does
not nearly meet the need. Therefore, as part of the President’s ini-
tiative REE is requesting $40 million for food genome research, an
increase of $19 million over the estimated $21 million for fiscal
year 1998.

FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE

Food safety is another of the initiatives that is of importance to
us in this particular budget. The administration has taken major
strides to improve our current food safety systems. The recent im-
plementation of HACCP is radically changing our meat and poultry
inspection systems, which reside in another of our mission areas.
The research proposed in the fiscal year 1999 budget will bring us
farther in generating new knowledge to identify cost-effective tech-
nologies for prevention and detection of existing and newly emerg-
ing pathogens.

The fiscal year 1999 budget includes a total of $26 million in in-
creased funding across ARS, CSREES, and ERS. The majority of
the funds will focus on developing improved pathogen prevention
and detection methods and other bioscience research in both ARS
and CSREES. ERS requests funds to better assess the costs of
foodborne illness and to apply economic analysis in the develop-
ment of more cost-effective control methods.

PEST MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE

The third initiative is pest management. Producers tell us that
they need the research community to develop the science and tech-
nologies that will allow them to control pests in an environmentally
responsible manner and to meet increasingly stringent food safety
standards while remaining economically viable.

Last October, in response to these concerns, the Department es-
tablished the Office of Pest Management Policy within ARS. The
fiscal year 1999 pest management initiative encompasses USDA's
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multiyear integrated pest management initiative that relates di-
rectly to the Department’s national goal for the adoption of IPM
practices on 75 percent of U.S. cropland by the year 2000. The ini-
tiative includes increases to support enhanced research in biocon-
trol alternatives to pesticides and new control technologies, as well
as transfer of the new technologies to producers. This is a very im-
portant and critical element in this process.

CIVIL RIGHTS INITIATIVE

The last initiative that | would like to address this morning is
civil rights. In December 1996, Secretary Glickman launched a
major initiative to address the wide range of civil rights problems
and concerns within the Department. The fiscal year 1999 REE
budget for the agencies represents a serious response to these con-
cerns that were raised by the Secretary, the USDA Civil Rights Ac-
tion Team, as well as the National Commission on Small Farms.

The budget also reflects a recognition that the best future for ag-
riculture is one that benefits from a diverse and talented scientific
and technological work force. We have additional details about this
particular initiative in our budget proposals.

These are the highlights of the four initiatives that span the
agencies within REE. Fuller discussion of agency components of
these initiatives can be found in the agencies’ explanatory notes.

FISCAL YEAR 1999 PROPOSED FUNDING LEVELS

The Agricultural Research Service fiscal year 1999 budget re-
quest of $813 million is slightly lower than the $824 million for fis-
cal year 1998. Embedded in that decrease is a net increase of $32
million in research. Funding for the national research initiative
under CSREES' budget request has increased by $33 million, to a
total of $130 million, an increase of 34 percent. We realize, of
course, that within that budget we also have a decrease of $9 mil-
lion to a level of $850 million for the total agency budget.

ERS BUDGET

The Economic Research Service budget decreases from $72 mil-
lion to $56 million in fiscal year 1999. ERS conducts research and
analysis on the efficiency, efficacy, and equity aspects of issues re-
lated to agriculture, food safety, nutrition, and the environment
and rural development.

NASS BUDGET

NASS’ budget declines by $11 million due to the cyclical nature
of the required census of agriculture funding.

In summary, | want to reiterate that, in the context of a bal-
anced budget, the REE budgets reflect a continued strong commit-
ment to investment in agricultural research, statistics, education,
and extension. If U.S. agriculture is to continue to be dynamic and
provide leadership in a very competitive global economy and if the
American public is to continue to enjoy the high quality, safe, and
nutritious products of agriculture that you spoke about a few min-
utes ago, then our national commitment to increasing the invest-
ment in research, education, extension, must continue.
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We want to work closely with you and with the administration
as we continue to increase our investment in that area, and we
look for opportunities to share thoughts and discussion with you
following today’'s hearings. We would, at this point, welcome any
discussion and questions that you might have for the REE team.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PREPARED STATEMENTS

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you very much, Dr. Gonzalez.

Is it your wish that any of the other members of your panel
make a statement at this point? My thought is we do have copies
of statements.

Dr. GoNnzaLEz. We do have and they have been submitted for the
record. | think what we would be ready to do is answer and discuss
any of the questions that you might have.

[The statements follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. I. MILEY GONZALEZ

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, | am pleased to appear before you to
discuss the fiscal year 1999 budgets for the Research, Education, and Economics
(REE) mission area agencies. | am accompanied by Acting Deputy Under Secretary,
Dr. Eileen Kennedy, and the Administrators of the four mission area agencies: Dr.
Floyd Horn, Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service (ARS); Dr. Bob Rob-
inson, Administrator of the Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension
Service (CSREES); Dr. Susan Offutt, Administrator of the Economic Research Serv-
ice (ERS); and Mr. Donald Bay, Administrator of the National Agricultural Statis-
tics Service (NASS). Each Administrator has submitted written testimony for the
record.

This is the first opportunity | have had to appear before this subcommittee since
being confirmed as Under Secretary last July. Before we focus on the budget, |
would like members of the Subcommittee to know that your advice is welcomed. We
look forward to working with you to enhance and strengthen the already strong pro-
grams of the Research, Education, and Economics mission area of USDA. | would
like to take just a moment to share with you my impressions of the mission area
programs and where | think they lead us as we consider the REE budget for fiscal
year 1999. | have a background rooted in Agriculture, as a producer and an educa-
tor. Since assuming the responsibilities as Under Secretary | have come to believe
that Research, Education and Economics is the most critical Federal mission in agri-
culture because the continued success of agriculture in the world is dependent on
knowledge. The combination of fundamental and applied research and statistics cou-
pled with higher education and extension yields a powerful partnership that serves
agriculture well.

The public demands that agriculture provide an affordable, nutritious, and safe
food supply, and in doing so, conserve natural resources and assure social and eco-
nomic progress in rural areas. | am committed to the REE mission area meeting
these goals. Our research must continue to be the cutting edge for the benefit of
all Americans. We plan to communicate these objectives to all Americans and not
just those in the food and fiber sector.

The creation of the REE mission area in 1994 brought together the research, edu-
cation, statistics, analysis and social sciences and captured the synergies across
those functions and disciplines. We can see the fruits of the mission area structure
in such diverse program areas as food safety and Integrated Pest Management
(IPM).

Drawing on their distinct and complementary capacities, the REE agencies play
critical roles in supporting the work of the agencies of other USDA mission areas.
REE funded physical and biological research provides the scientific foundation for
a vast array of advances being made in agriculture and related industries. For ex-
ample, in 1997 ARS research resulted in 59 new varieties and 89 new germplasm
lines of agricultural and horticultural crops released for use by farmers, ranchers,
and home gardeners. REE'’s statistical and analytical programs enhance under-
standing of markets and market conditions. Working with USDA'’s Rural Develop-
ment mission area, last year ERS prepared a report on rural credit which concluded
that, in general, rural financial markets work reasonably well in serving the needs
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of rural America. NASS recently assumed responsibility for conducting the Census
of Agriculture that will provide valuable information about farm operations and the
local economies of which they are a part. REE’s education and extension programs
work to strengthen the capacity of institutions serving minorities. CSREES awarded
more than $1.4 million in grants to 13 Hispanic-Serving Institutions in 1997 to
carry out programs needed to educate students capable of enhancing the nation’s
food and agricultural scientific and professional work force.

REE is committed to strengthening the linkages between the basic and applied
agriculture research REE conducts and supports and the broader government-wide
and national research agenda. REE brings to this larger agenda excellent cutting-
edge research that complements similar excellence found elsewhere in government,
at colleges and universities, and in the private sector. We welcome the opportunity
to work with Congress and the Administration to promote these linkages through
funding of research directed at broader priorities and initiatives.

The President’'s Food Genome Initiative, for which we are providing leadership,
proposes just such a collaborative effort involving multiple Federal agencies and re-
searchers in the academic community and the private sector. Such collaborations |
believe, must and will, become the model that the research community adopts to ad-
dress pressing, complex issues. Such approaches are effective and efficient and cre-
ate partnerships in which all participants contribute to a common goal.

Working together, the REE agencies are finding that implementation of the Gov-
ernment Performance and Results Act of 1993 is providing a valuable process for
enhancing the effectiveness of our programs. Last fall you received our strategic
plans. REE and agency plans were generally well received, getting particularly high
marks for their outcome-orientation. Last spring when we began work on the budget
under discussion, the mission area used the five general goals common to our strate-
gic plans to structure our discussion of proposed adjustments and increases. The
process facilitated our looking across the agencies to see how the parts fit together
and how they could be more effectively coordinated, while maximizing the unique
contributions of each agency.

More recently, developing performance plans helped us systematically consider
and describe, in the context of the strategic plans, what we were committed to ac-
complishing in fiscal year 1999. Within a short time you will receive the depart-
mental performance plan with the four agency performance plans. | believe you will
find these plans valuable in reviewing our current program and assessing our pro-
posed budget from the outcome-oriented perspective of the five goals of our strategic
plans—an agricultural system that is highly competitive in the global economy; a
safe and secure food and fiber system; a healthy, well-nourished population; greater
harmony between agriculture and the environment; and enhanced economic oppor-
tunity and quality of life for Americans. We welcome your suggestions for making
future plans more useful.

I want to emphasize that the agency budgets were created through on-going con-
versations with our many stakeholders in and out of government. Over the course
of the year, all of us at this table and many others from REE have met with people
from the research community, producer and commodity group representatives, and
members of associations focused on environmental, food safety, and nutrition con-
cerns, to gain an understanding of their needs and recommendations as they relate
to national needs and our programs. The National Agricultural Research, Education,
Extension, and Economics Advisory Board, with its very diverse membership, also
has provided valuable recommendations on the REE strategic plan and a draft per-
formance plan, both of which have implications for the shape and content of these
budgets.

We are committed to listening and, to the extent possible, being responsive to the
concerns and recommendations voiced by our stakeholders. Clearly, funding con-
straints do not allow us to be as responsive to individual stakeholders as they or
we might like. In general, | believe that we have met our responsibility to formulate
a budget that is responsive to the concerns and interests of our diverse stakehold-
ers. As importantly, it is a clear expression of our judgment of where the needs for
Federal budget resources are the greatest.

REE’S FISCAL YEAR 1999 BUDGET

I would like to turn now to the fiscal year 1999 budget for the agencies of the
Research, Education, and Economics mission area. First, 1 will discuss overall budg-
et issues and then focus on several important initiatives that address high priority
issues and problems.

The REE budget request for fiscal year 1999 is $1.826 billion, a net decrease of
$47 million or 2.5 percent from fiscal year 1998. Within this total, the allocation for
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research and development actually increases by $7 million or about 1 percent. The
REE agency budgets were developed in the context of the Administration’s commit-
ment to achieving a balanced budget in fiscal year 1999. Within that context and
taking into consideration the almost infinite number of worthy goals and problems
REE could address, | believe the budget, in total funding and specific initiatives,
represents a sound and balanced portfolio of public investments. In developing the
budget, we have had to make difficult decisions to reduce and redirect resources or
terminate valuable projects in order to fund others of higher priority within the es-
tablished goals.

| believe it is important to reiterate that the return on public investment in agri-
cultural research and development is very high. The decline in the percentage of dis-
posable personal income we spend on food, sustained over many decades, is due in
large part to increases in agricultural productivity, resulting from investments in
research and development. Between 1948 and 1994 productivity in U. S. agriculture
grew at an annual rate of 1.9 percent compared to 1.1 percent for non-farm busi-
nesses and 1.3 percent for manufacturing. Investments in research have also re-
sulted in new understanding of the linkages between agriculture production and en-
vironmental conditions leading to new environmentally friendly production practices
and technologies. Similarly, new discoveries about the ecology of human pathogens
has led to an improved capacity to prevent and detect food-borne contaminants and
to support the development of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP)
regulations. New understanding of both the nutrient content of foods and the nutri-
tional needs of people has been central to our developing healthy dietary guidelines.

REE FISCAL YEAR 1999 INITIATIVES

I would like to focus on four high priority initiatives proposed in the REE agency
budgets—the Food Genome, Food Safety, Pest Management and Civil Rights Initia-
tives. These initiatives are all closely aligned with the general goals of our strategic
plans and contribute to the achievement of several goals.

Among the major challenges the nation will face in the 21st century are the need
for increased high quality food production, a cleaner environment, and renewable
chemical and energy resources. The President’s Food Genome Initiative, a govern-
ment-wide initiative in which USDA plays a major leadership role, will help achieve
a safe and abundant food supply, meet the needs of a growing population worldwide
and ensure the global competition of the U.S. agricultural industries in a more envi-
ronmentally sensitive manner.

The Food Genome Strategy will vastly expand our knowledge of genomes of spe-
cies of importance to the food and agricultural sector. The research will focus on ef-
forts to understand gene structure and function which is expected to have consider-
able payoff in crop species ranging from rice to corn and animal species ranging
from cattle to swine to poultry. Early efforts in the USDA food genomics work will
concentrate on identification of economically important traits that increase yield,
quality and disease resistance in plants, minimize the need for pesticides, and pro-
tect the environment.

The REE mission area has chaired the Interagency Working Group on Plant
Genomics involving the Office of Science and Technology Policy, the Department of
Health and Human Services, the Department of Energy and the National Science
Foundation. In this role, REE brought together commodity group representatives
and leading scientists to solicit their views. REE is in the final stage of developing
a concept paper on USDA's role in Food Genomics that will provide a blueprint for
future research. The paper will build on the genome research program already con-
ducted under ARS and CSREES and will describe how the REE program will com-
plement the food genome program within the National Science Foundation.

REE is carrying out considerable genetic research but it does not nearly meet the
need. Therefore, as part of the President’s initiative REE is requesting $40 million
for food genome research, an increase of $19 million over an estimated $21 million
in the fiscal year 1998 budget. The request would increase ARS'’s research program
by $3.0 million to a total of $14 million. CSREES'’s would increase $16 million, with
$6 million added to the current $10 million in the National Research Initiative and
an additional $10 million in a new competitive Food Genome Research Program
under proposed legislation.

Food safety is the second initiative | would like to address. Even though the U.
S. food supply is one of the safest in the world, millions of citizens become ill each
year due to foodborne pathogens. In addition, there is growing concern associated
with the consumption of foods containing known or potentially harmful levels of nat-
ural toxins, such as aflatoxins.
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The Administration has taken major strides to improve our current food safety
systems. The recent implementation of HACCP is radically changing our meat and
poultry inspection system. Research proposed in the fiscal year 1999 budget will
bring us further in generating new knowledge to identify cost-effective technologies
for prevention and detection of existing and newly emerging pathogens.

As part of the President’'s Food Safety Initiative, REE Is currently co-chairing a
National Science and Technology Council working group to develop a comprehensive
and coordinated government-wide food safety research agenda. This coordinated re-
search agenda, to be completed in May, should prove valuable in facilitating greater
coordination across the research agencies and guiding the formulation of the fiscal
year 2000 budget.

The REE component of the Food Safety Initiative in the fiscal year 1999 budget
includes a total of $26 million in increased funding across ARS, CSREES, and ERS.
The majority of the funds will focus on developing improved pathogen prevention
and detection methods and other bioscience research in ARS and CSREES. ERS re-
quests funds to better assess the cost of foodborne illness and to apply economic
analysis in the development of more cost effective control methods. CSREES would
also receive funding to expand education efforts for those involved in the food pro-
duction system from farm to table.

The third initiative | would like to discuss is pest management. Effective pest
management is an ever present and challenging facet of agriculture production. In-
creasing public value placed on environmental quality and growing public concern
about food safety, only heighten the challenge of effective pest control. Producers tell
us they need the research community to develop the science and technologies that
will allow them to control pests in an environmentally responsible manner that also
meets increasingly stringent food safety standards and is economically viable. That
message is as clear this year as in the past. Enactment of the Food Quality Protec-
tion Act of 1996 (FQPA) adds to the need for research to develop biological controls
and other technologies and production practices that effectively control pests while
minimizing environmental stress and food contamination.

Last October, in response to this need, the Department established the Office of
Pest Management Policy in ARS. This office will provide a coordinated Depart-
mental approach to minor crops pesticide use, including coordinating USDA's re-
sponse to EPA’s data needs as it implements FQPA. Several of the programs with
requested increases in the ARS and CSREES budgets would be coordinated by this
office that is focusing principally on FQPA related issues.

Another component of the fiscal year 1999 pest management initiative is USDA’s
multi-year Integrated Pest Management initiative that relates directly to the De-
partment's national goal for the adoption of IPM practices on 75 percent of U.S.
cropland by the year 2000. The initiative includes increases to support enhanced re-
search on biocontrol alternatives to pesticides and new control technologies, as well
as to transfer the new technologies to producers. While considerable progress has
been made in reaching the IPM goal, the gap between the discoveries made by the
scientific community and the transfer of those discoveries and associated tech-
nologies to the producer is significant. Both the ARS and the CSREES budgets in-
clude funding requests to work with producers to test new technologies and prac-
tices and facilitate their adoption. These increases are critical to our harvesting the
fruits of our investment in research to enhance environmental quality and food safe-
ty through producer adoption of IPM technologies and practices.

The last initiative | would like to address is civil rights. In December 1996 Sec-
retary Glickman launched a major initiative to address a wide range of civil rights
problems and concerns in the Department. The fiscal year 1999 REE agency budgets
represent a serious response to these concerns raised by the Secretary, the USDA
Civil Rights Action Team (CRAT), as well as the National Commission on Small
Farms. The budget also reflects a recognition that the best future for agriculture
is one that benefits from a diverse and talented scientific and technological work
force. With this principle in mind, the CSREES budget includes increased funding
for the 1890 and 1994 Land Grant colleges and universities that primarily serve mi-
nority populations. If agriculture is to attract those students, it must provide them
the best opportunities to gain the knowledge and experience they need at the uni-
versity or college they attend.

The ERS, NASS and CSREES budgets also include requests for increases that
would support new activities that are responsive to the information and technology
needs of historically underserved populations. The ERS'’s budget includes a request
for funds to analyze the information needs, particularly market information needs,
of small farms, many of which are disproportionately minority owned. Complement-
ing this ERS increase, CSREES will initiate an integrated research, extension, and
education competitive grants program for new technology development and transfer
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to small farms. Proposed legislation is being submitted for this new integrated pro-
gram. The NASS budget includes funds to collect data on pesticide use in nursery
and greenhouse crops, where farmworker exposure is potentially high. These budget
requests, most of which are part of the Department’s Civil Rights Initiative, reflect
a heightened awareness of our obligation to design and implement programs that
are responsive to the needs of all our customers, including those historically under-
served.

These are the highlights of four initiatives that span the agencies within REE.
Fuller discussion of agency components of these initiatives can be found in the agen-
cies’ Explanatory Notes.

REE AGENCY FISCAL YEAR 1999 BUDGETS

I would like to turn briefly to the budgets of the four REE agencies. The Agricul-
tural Research Service (ARS) fiscal year 1999 budget request of $813 million is
slightly lower than the $824 million in fiscal year 1998. Embedded in that decrease
is a net increase of $32 million in research, facilitated by a decrease of $43 million
in buildings and facilities improvement funds. The budget also includes redirection
of approximately $35 million in current programs to fund new high priority program
initiatives. As the principal intramural biological and physical science research
agency in the Department, ARS continues to play a critical role for the Department
and the larger agricultural community. Results from ARS’s fundamental research
provide the foundation of applied and developmental research carried out in many
public and private institutions. Drawing on its own and other fundamental research,
ARS also conducts research to solve specific problems of national and regional im-
portance and to meet the research needs of other USDA agencies.

The ARS fiscal year 1999 budget includes increases as part of the President's
Human Nutrition Research Initiative. With every passing day, we learn more about
the critical role of nutrition in promoting health and the number of diet-related dis-
eases that could be mitigated with good nutrition. It is hard to overestimate the po-
tential payoff to individuals in improved well-being and to the nation in enhanced
economic productivity if all Americans were to adopt healthy diets. Due in part to
this understanding, questions of nutritional outcomes are increasingly being inte-
grated in all the ARS research programs. The increases in fiscal year 1999 funding
support both fundamental research on the relationship of nutrition to development
and enhanced data on nutrient content of foods and dietary patterns. The ARS
budget also includes increases for climate change and Pfiesteria, as part of the
President’'s Climate Change Technology and Clean Water and Watershed Initiatives.

The fiscal year 1999 budget proposes $36 million for the ARS building and facili-
ties program, a decrease of $43 million from the fiscal year 1998 level. As the Sub-
committee knows, the Strategic Planning Task Force on Research Facilities man-
dated in the 1996 Farm Bill has been established and has met several times. The
Task Force is progressing in its work, which will be completed by May 1999 when
it issues a report of its findings. In the meantime, we believe we must provide sup-
port for several projects with critical and immediate needs.

The ARS budget includes a total of $17.7 million in funding for three of its Re-
gional Research Centers located at Peoria, Philadelphia, and New Orleans. All three
centers are major research facilities built in the 1930's and need major infrastruc-
ture replacement and modernization. Another $9.1 million is requested for animal
disease centers located at Plum Island, New York, and Ames, lowa. Current bio-
safety and biocontainment standards and regulatory issues relating to environ-
mental quality and energy conservation, are among many concerns that indicate
both facilities are in very serious need of modernization. All of these planned ren-
ovations, as well as those for the Beltsville Research Center, the National Agricul-
tural Library, and Grain Marketing Research Laboratory in Manhattan Kansas, are
the product of careful planning over several years. The increase of $4 million for
construction of the Melaleuca Research and Quarantine Facility at Ft. Lauderdale,
Florida, reflects the Administration’s continuing commitment to restoration of the
Everglades ecosystem and was designated by the Administration’s South Florida
Ecosystem Task Force as a top priority.

The Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service’'s (CSREES)
budget decreases by $9 million to $850 million in fiscal year 1999. Funding for the
National Research Initiative (NRI), the Department’s hallmark competitive research
grants program, is increased by $33 million to $130 million, an increase of 34 per-
cent. The Administration continues to believe the competitive research grant pro-
grams, such as the NRI, provide the most effective mechanism for eliciting and sup-
porting the most meritorious science focused on high priority research issues and
conducted within the vast research community across the country. The increases in
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the NRI will emphasize expanded research in food genomics as part of the Adminis-
tration’s Food Genome Initiative, food safety in support of the President’s Inter-
agency Food Safety Initiative, and environmental quality. Focusing the NRI in-
creases on these three areas of investigation indicates the importance the Adminis-
tration places on these research programs. In providing critical funding to the re-
search, education, and extension programs of the Land Grant Universities and other
universities and organizations across the country, CSREES continues to play a cen-
tral role in helping generate new knowledge and technology and in facilitating the
transfer of that knowledge and technology to those who ultimately use it.

Consistent with the President’s commitment to improving our children’'s well-
being, the fiscal year 1999 budget includes an increase in CSREES's Children,
Youth and Families At Risk (CYFAR) program. Designed to empower youth, par-
ents, and community leaders to take responsibility for their own lives and that of
}hei:’ communities, the additional funding will restore CYFAR to its fiscal year 1995
evel.

The Economic Research Service's budget decreases from $72 million to $56 million
in fiscal year 1999. As the Department’s principal intramural economics and social
science research agency, ERS conducts research and analysis on the efficiency, effi-
cacy, and equity aspects of issues related to agriculture, food safety and nutrition,
the environment, and rural development. The decreased funding level reflects the
return of the food program studies to the Food and Nutrition Service. The fiscal
year 1999 proposed budget supports new or enhanced research of $1.5 million on
the impact of electric utility deregulation on rural areas, market information needs
of small farms (as part of the Civil Rights Initiative), and food safety (as a part of
the President’s Interagency Food Safety Initiative.)

The National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) budget declines by $11 mil-
lion due to the cyclical nature of required census of agriculture funding. With au-
thorization to conduct the census passed into law, NASS is currently conducting the
1997 Census. Fiscal year 1998 is the peak funding year for this cycle of the census
of agriculture, accounting for the decrease in the proposed fiscal year 1999 NASS
budget. All data are collected in this fiscal year. As of late January, NASS had re-
ceived approximately 1.2 million completed forms. The NASS budget includes pro-
posals for three surveys, including a new aquaculture census that for the first time
will provide national and state level data on aquaculture production.

The new, more market-oriented agriculture policy in the 1996 Farm Bill makes
NASS’s statistical data program more essential than ever. NASS’'s comprehensive,
reliable, and timely data on U.S. agricultural commodities are critical for farmers,
ranchers, and other agribusinesses to make informed production and marketing de-
cisions in a highly competitive global market. Annually, NASS prepares 400 reports
on more than 120 crops and 45 livestock items.

SUMMARY

In summary, | want to reiterate that, in the context of a balanced budget, the
REE budgets reflect a continued strong commitment to investment in agricultural
research, statistics, education, and extension. If U.S. agriculture is to continue to
be dynamic and provide leadership in a very competitive global economy, and the
American public is to continue to enjoy the high quality, safe and nutritious prod-
ucts of agriculture, then our national commitment to increasing the investment in
research, education, and extension must continue. Thank you for this opportunity
to share with you my thoughts about the mission area and its agencies’ budgets.
We welcome your questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONALD M. BAY

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, | appreciate the opportunity to
submit a statement for this Committee’s consideration of the fiscal year 1999 budget
request for the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS). This agency was
created in 1862 to provide factual information about the Nation’s food and agricul-
tural industry. Beginning in fiscal year 1997, NASS also has responsibility for the
census of agriculture which was formerly conducted by the Bureau of the Census
in the Department of Commerce.

Since the first crop reports were issued 135 years ago, tremendous change has
taken place within the agricultural industry. However, each new season brings re-
newed interest in what will happen. What will farmers plant given the growing list
of crops? How will weather affect crop yields? What changes are occurring in the
livestock, poultry, and aquaculture industries? The need for relevant, accurate,
timely, and impartial statistical information on United States agriculture has grown
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during this information age as NASS is constantly faced with demands for more
data. The transfer of the census of agriculture certainly enhances the quality and
guantity of agricultural statistics available, as well as further strengthens NASS's
State-Federal partnership.

This State-Federal cooperative program began 80 years ago and has successfully
consolidated both staff and resources, thus eliminating duplication while meeting
both State and Federal data needs through a single agency. This unique partnership
also makes it possible to establish and maintain national standards to produce con-
sistency in surveys conducted throughout the United States, while at the same time
meeting the special needs of each individual State and county. Serving local agricul-
tural data needs through NASS’s 45 field offices which cover all 50 States further
strengthens NASS's support of the five goals and outcomes stated in the Research,
Education, and Economics (REE) mission area strategic plan.

The Nation’s food and fiber industry employs one out of every six employees in
the United States. The basic food and fiber statistical information provided by NASS
supports all facets of the industry from producers through handlers, processors,
wholesalers, retailers, and ultimately, food prices for consumers. Voids in relevant,
timely, accurate data contribute to wasteful inefficiencies throughout the entire pro-
duction and marketing system.

NASS estimates provide important information in support of the export of agricul-
tural commodities. NASS estimates also contribute to providing fair markets where
buyers and sellers alike have access to the same official statistics. This prevents
markets from overly reacting to “inside” information which might unfairly influence
market price for the gain of an individual market participant.

With the passage of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of
1996, a question might be asked as to how this legislation affects the NASS pro-
gram. The first crop report was issued in 1842 in response to the need for producers
and processors to know the expected supply of basic food commodities so that mar-
kets could properly reflect the true situation throughout the country. Today, with
the end of most government price intervention mechanisms, commodity prices are
even more heavily influenced by market information which NASS supplies. For that
reason, the demand for agricultural statistics is increasing as producers make pro-
duction decisions based solely on market information. Empirical evidence indicates
that an increase in information improves the efficiency of commodity markets. Infor-
mation on the competitiveness of our Nation's agricultural industry will become in-
creasingly important as producers rely more on the world market for their income.

NASS's agricultural statistics are used throughout the agricultural sector to
evaluate supplies and determine competitive prices for world marketing of U.S. com-
modities, which directly supports Goal 1 of the REE Strategic Plan: Through re-
search and education, empower the agricultural system with knowledge that will
improve domestic production, processing, and marketing to successfully compete in
the global market.

Through new technology, the products produced in the United States are changing
rapidly, which also means that the agricultural statistics program must be dynamic
and able to respond to the demand for coverage of newly emerging products. For
example, genetic engineering technology will be producing thousands of new vari-
eties such as BT corn and cotton, and Roundup ready soybeans. Data users are al-
ready requesting information which would accurately measure the impact of these
new varieties.

Not only are NASS statistical reports important to assess the current supply and
demand of agricultural commodities, but they are also extremely valuable to farm
organizations, commodity groups, and public officials who analyze agricultural pol-
icy, foreign trade, construction, and environmental programs, research, rural devel-
opment, and many other activities. NASS numbers are scrutinized very closely by
producers, agribusinesses, industry analysts, economists, investors, as well as gov-
ernment policy makers. As a result of this analysis, major decisions are made that
affect the Nation’s economy.

All reports issued by NASS’s Agricultural Statistics Board are made available to
the public at previously announced release times to ensure that everyone is given
equal access to the information. NASS has been a leader among Federal agencies
in providing electronic access to information. All of NASS’s national statistical re-
ports and data products, including graphics, are available as periodic printed re-
ports, as well as on the Internet. They are also available annually in USDA's Agri-
cultural Statistics, and major data series are available in the Statistical Abstract
of the United States.

Beginning in fiscal year 1997, NASS received funding to conduct the census of ag-
riculture every 5 years, On February 2, 1997, 68 of the 79 Bureau of the Census
employees working on the census of agriculture program officially transferred to
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NASS. This makes it possible to truly consolidate the existing NASS survey activi-
ties with the census of agriculture. The transfer of the responsibility for the census
of agriculture to USDA streamlines Federal agricultural data collection activities
and is expected to improve the efficiency, timeliness, and quality of data provided.
The enactment of Public Law 105-113, the Census of Agriculture Act of 1997, has
now officially transferred the authority for the census to USDA.

Statistical research is conducted to improve methods and techniques used in col-
lecting and processing agricultural data. This research is directed toward providing
higher quality census and survey data with less burden to respondents, producing
more accurate and timely estimates to data users, and increasing the efficiency of
the entire process. For example, NASS has been a leader in the research and devel-
opment of satellite imagery to improve agricultural statistics. The NASS statistical
research program strives to improve methods and techniques for obtaining agricul-
tural statistics with an acceptable level of accuracy. The growing diversity and spe-
cialization of the Nation’s farm operations have greatly complicated procedures for
producing accurate agricultural statistics. Development of new sampling and survey
methodology, along with intensive use of telephone and face-to-face contacts and
computer technology enable NASS to keep pace with an increasingly complex agri-
cultural industry. Considerable new research will be directed at improving the next
census of agriculture to be conducted in 2003.

NASS performs a number of statistical services for other Federal, State, and pro-
ducer organizations on a cost-reimbursable basis. In addition, NASS has an expand-
ing international program to provide technical assistance to a number of countries
on a cost-reimbursable basis.

MAJOR ACTIVITIES OF THE NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE (NASS)

The primary activity of NASS is to conduct surveys which include the collection,
summarization, analysis, and publication of reliable agricultural forecasts and esti-
mates. Farmers, ranchers, and agribusinesses voluntarily respond to a series of na-
tionwide surveys about crops, livestock, prices, and other agricultural activities each
year. Periodic surveys are conducted during the growing season to measure the im-
pact weather, pests, and other factors have on crop production. Frequent surveys
are also needed for food products that are perishable. Many crop surveys are supple-
mented by actual field observations in which various plant counts and measure-
ments are made. Administrative data from other State and USDA agencies, as well
as data on imports and exports, are thoroughly analyzed and utilized as appro-
priate. NASS prepares estimates for over 120 crops and 45 livestock items which
are published annually in almost 400 separate reports.

Agricultural reports issued by NASS include: number of farms and land in farms;
acreage, yield, and production of grains, hay, oilseeds, cotton, tobacco, major fruits
and vegetables, floriculture, and selected specialty crops; stocks of grains; inven-
tories and production of hogs, cattle, sheep and wool, goats, catfish, trout, poultry,
eggs, and dairy products; prices received by farmers for products; farm real estate
values and land rental rates; prices paid by farmers for inputs and services; cold
storage supplies; agricultural labor and wage rates; agricultural chemical usage;
crop production cultural practices; and other data related to the agricultural econ-
omy.

The census of agriculture provides national, State, and county data for the United
States on the agricultural economy every 5 years, including: number of farms, land
use, production expenses, farm product values, value of land and buildings, farm
size and characteristics of farm operators, market value of agricultural production
sold, acreage of major crops, inventory of livestock and poultry, and farm irrigation
practices. The census of agriculture is the only source for this information on a local
level which is extremely important to the agricultural community. Detailed informa-
tion at the county level helps agricultural organizations, suppliers, handlers, proc-
essors, and wholesalers and retailers better plan their operations. Important demo-
graphic information supplied by the census of agriculture also provides a very valu-
able data base for developing public policy for rural areas. The local detailed data
provided by the census of agriculture which facilitates locality-based policy and busi-
ness decisions supports Goal 5 of the REE mission area Strategic Plan: Empower
people and communities, through research-based information and education, to ad-
dress the economic and social problems facing our youth, families, and communities.

The NASS agricultural statistics program is conducted through 45 field offices
servicing all 50 States. Nearly two-thirds of the agency’s staff and resources are lo-
cated in the field. All State offices operate under cooperative funding and 25 are col-
located with State Departments of Agriculture or land-grant universities. This joint
State-Federal program helps meet State and national data needs while minimizing
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overall costs, eliminating duplication of effort, and reducing the reporting burden on
farm and ranch operators. NASS's State Statistical Offices issue approximately
9,000 different reports each year.

NASS has developed a broad environmental statistics program under the Depart-
ment’'s water quality and food safety programs. Until 1991, there was a complete
void in the availability of reliable pesticide usage data. This became evident during
the Alar situation with apples. In cooperation with other USDA agencies, the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA),
NASS has implemented comprehensive chemical usage surveys that collect data on
selected crops in selected States. Beginning in fiscal year 1997, NASS began survey
programs to acquire more information on Integrated Pest Management (IPM), addi-
tional farm pesticide uses, and post-harvest application of pesticides and other
chemicals applied to commodities after leaving the farm. These programs will result
in significant new chemical use data, which will be important additions to the exist-
ing chemical use data base. These surveys also collect detailed economic and farm-
ing practice information for the purpose of determining the use of IPM practices as
well as to analyze the productivity and the profitability of different levels of chemi-
cal use. Our farms and ranches manage half the land mass in the United States,
underscoring the value of complete and accurate statistics on chemical use and
farming practices to effectively address public concerns about the environmental ef-
fects of agricultural production. NASS's pesticide use survey program supports both
Goals 2 and 4 of the REE Strategic Plan which relate to ensuring an adequate food
and fiber supply and the promotion of food safety, and enhancing the quality of the
environment.

NASS conducts a number of special surveys as well as provides consulting serv-
ices for many USDA agencies and other Federal, State, and private agencies or or-
ganizations on a cost-reimbursable basis. Consulting services include assistance
with survey methodology, questionnaire and sample design, information resource
management, and statistical analysis. NASS has been very active in assisting USDA
agencies in programs that monitor nutrition, food safety, environmental quality, and
customer satisfaction. In cooperation with State Departments of Agriculture, land-
grant universities, and industry groups, NASS conducted 135 special surveys in fis-
cal year 1997 covering a wide range of issues such as farm injury, nursery and hor-
ticulture, farm finance, fruits and nuts, vegetables, and cropping practices.

NASS provides technical assistance and training to improve agricultural survey
programs in other countries in cooperation with other Government agencies on a
cost-reimbursable basis. NASS'’s international programs focus on both developing
countries, such as those in Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and Central and South
America, as well as emerging democracies in Eastern Europe. Accurate information
is essential in these countries for the orderly marketing of farm products. NASS
works directly with countries undergoing the transition from centrally-planned to
market economies by assisting them in applying modern statistical methodology, in-
cluding sample survey techniques. This past year, NASS provided assistance to Ar-
gentina, Bulgaria, China, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Kazakhstan,
Mexico, Morocco, Nicaragua, Poland, Rumania, Russia, South Africa, and Ukraine.

NASS annually seeks input on improvements and priorities from the public
through: displays at major commodity meetings, data user meetings with represent-
atives from agribusinesses and commodity groups, special briefings for agricultural
leaders during the release of major reports, and through numerous individual con-
tacts. The Agency has made many adjustments to its agricultural statistics program,
published reports, and electronic access capabilities as a result of these activities to
better meet the statistical needs of customers and stakeholders.

FISCAL YEAR 1999 PLANS

The fiscal year 1999 budget request is for $107,190,000. This is a net decrease
of $11,130,222 from the fiscal year 1998 current estimate.

The census of agriculture budget request for $23,741,000 includes a net decrease
of $12,586,000. This amount reflects a reduction of $13,328,000 due to the cyclical
nature of the census. The $23,741,000 includes the aquaculture census, the Agricul-
tural Economics and Land Ownership Survey, census pay costs, and the census
share of increased CSRS retirement costs. Fiscal year 1999 is the fifth and final
year of the census of agriculture cycle. Activities in this year include final review
of the census data, preparation of results for publication, and conduct of the horti-
cultural specialties and irrigation special follow-on studies.

For fiscal year 1999, NASS has requested a 1-year increase of $500,000 and 2
staff-years to conduct an aquaculture census. This would provide, for the first time,
detailed State and national data about aquaculture production. Aquaculture is a
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fast emerging domestic industry responding to the expanding demand for seafood.
The aquaculture census would collect data on type of production systems, type of
products sold, species being raised such as food fish, shell fish, bait fish, oysters,
clams, salmon, catfish, trout, fish eggs, fingerlings, and ornamental fish.

An increase of $100,000 and 1 staff-year is requested for 1999 to do the pre-
paratory work needed to conduct the Agricultural Economics and Land Ownership
Survey. This special survey was begun following the 1959 Census of Agriculture and
has been repeated at about 10-year intervals. It provides the only State-level com-
prehensive data on agricultural land ownership, financing, and inputs by both farm
operators and landlords. The fiscal year 1999 funding would provide for field testing
an integrated program that eliminates duplication with the joint NASS/Economic
Research Service’s annual economic survey.

An increase of $1,400,000 and 10 staff-years is requested to conduct a pesticide
use survey of the horticulture and greenhouse industries. NASS has successfully im-
plemented comprehensive pesticide-use surveys that cover the major field crops,
fruits, and vegetables grown in the United States. However, such data are lacking
for the fast growing nursery and greenhouse industry. This industry, like the fruit
and vegetable industry, employs a large number of hired workers. Therefore, it is
especially important that this growing industry be included in the comprehensive
reports on pesticide use as required under Section 1491 of the 1990 Farm Bill. Col-
lection of these pesticide use statistics also supports a recommendation included in
USDA's Civil Rights Action Team Report that addresses the needs of farm workers.

An increase of $1,435,000 for pay costs and $390,300 for retirement costs is re-
quested.

NASS is realizing a decrease of $1,463,000 and 17 staff-years as a result of effi-
ciencies in the agricultural estimates and research programs gained in assuming re-
sponsibility for the census of agriculture. This reduction reflects efficiencies which
will be realized in the agricultural estimates program as a result of the census of
agriculture. Efficiencies will be realized in the NASS annual estimates program in
the areas of list frame development and maintenance, data collection, and data dis-
semination activities.

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman, and | will be happy to respond to
any questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. FLOYD P. HORN

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, | appreciate this opportunity
to present the Agricultural Research Service's budget recommendations for fiscal
year 1999. | would like to state at the outset that | am very pleased with the re-
search proposals in this budget and the research initiatives recommended by the
Administration. They are directed at some of this Nation's most serious problems
involving food safety, human health, agricultural productivity, and the environment.

In fact, because of their importance to the Nation, the Administration has en-
dorsed several of ARS’ proposed research thrusts as “Presidential Initiatives,” in
food safety, human nutrition, and environmental health.

I would now like to turn to our budget recommendations for fiscal year 1999.

FISCAL YEAR 1999 BUDGET ESTIMATES

The ARS fiscal year 1999 budget recommends a research funding level of
$776,828,000. This represents an increase of $32,037,000 over the fiscal year 1998
appropriations level. The fiscal year 1999 budget reflects funding increases for sev-
eral new and expanded research initiatives as well as resources to finance critical
operating costs. It also includes terminations of a number of selected research
projects totaling $35 million to provide resources to finance the new research which
IS necessary to address the Nation’s changing agricultural needs.

NEW AND EXPANDED RESEARCH INITIATIVES

The budget proposes $51,220,000 for new and expanded research initiatives to
Irneet critical health and safety, nutrition, economic and environmental issues as fol-
ows:

Food Safety.—On January 25, 1997, the President announced a National Food
Safety Initiative. As part of a multi-agency food safety program ARS is recommend-
ing an increase of $13,970,000 for pre- and post-harvest food safety. Food safety is
a major concern of American consumers and remains a top priority of ARS. The De-
partment is committed to ensuring the safety of our food supply.
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The proposed increases in pre-harvest food safety will be used to develop new dis-
infection methods for improved sanitation of animal production facilities and waste
handling systems. The recommended increases will also be used to develop new
technology which will reduce the growth of pathogens on livestock and poultry dur-
ing transport.

Post-harvest operations of slaughtering and processing can be a source of patho-
gen contamination of meat and poultry products. Similarly, pathogen contamination
can occur during the processing of fruits and vegetables. In the area of post-harvest
food safety, ARS is recommending additional research to develop: new handling sys-
tems and pathogen decontamination technologies for use in conjunction with pack-
aging, storing, and processing fresh fruits and vegetables; chemical and physical
agents to control pathogens (such as Salmonella and E. coli 0157:H7) in fresh
produce; alternatives to heat-based preservation technologies that will preserve the
fresh qualities of fruits and vegetables.

Human Nutrition.—For the second year increases are proposed for a Human Nu-
trition Initiative. What and how much people eat affects how they grow, develop,
and age. Dietary intake is linked to risks for development of a variety of common,
chronic diseases that are disabling and life threatening. For diseases linked strongly
to diet, the cost of medical treatment and care exceeds $200 billion per year.

ARS is recommending an increase of $10,500,000 in human nutrition research. As
part of the Initiative on Human Nutrition, the proposed increases will be used to-
ward developing the means for promoting optimum health and well-being. Specifi-
cally, research will be conducted on the effects of diet on the immune system; the
dietary patterns of human performance; and the role of nutrition throughout the life
cycle (e.g., the relationship between diet and bone growth and cognitive and neuro-
logical development; the nutritional requirements that are needed to delay the onset
of diseases associated with aging; and the factors that lead to obesity in children).
The proposed increases will also be used to update the National Nutrient Databank,
a database of the nutrient content of foods. Congress provided $5 million in 1998
for the Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Infants and Children (CSFII). The
budget proposes to redirect $3.5 million of this 1998 CSFII funding to other fun-
damental diet, nutrition, and nutrition-related disease research. In addition, $1.5
million would be used to expand the CSFII to increase the sampling size necessary
to include population groups requiring special attention as EPA implements the
Food Quality Protection Act of 1996.

Environmental Quality and Natural Resources.—The preservation of the Nation’s
natural resources has become increasingly critical. Because of its importance, ARS
is recommending a total increase of $17,250,000 which supports several areas of re-
search emphases.

Of the total recommended increase, $7,000,000 is targeted toward the President’s
Climate Change Technology Initiative. ARS'’s role in the initiative is directed at ag-
ricultural greenhouse gas emissions and the use of biomass for energy. The proposed
increases will be used to identify and mitigate sources of greenhouse gas emissions,
and to further develop plant feedstocks for biofuels.

In addition, $3,500,000 is proposed for research which will provide new informa-
tion on pest biology, the impacts of pest control strategies on crop and animal pro-
duction systems, and pest control technologies which provide additional safety and
effectiveness while providing increased protection to the natural environment. The
technologies which will be developed will provide the basic pest control components
for implementing effective and sustainable Integrated Pest Management (IPM) pro-
grams. Part of this proposed increase will be used to establish the Office of Pest
Management Policy which will serve as USDA's focal point for pesticide issues.

ARS is recommending $2,000,000 of additional funding to augment existing re-
sources to accelerate efforts to find alternative solutions to methyl bromide. Grower
groups will work with ARS to develop the priorities for a competitively awarded pro-
gram focused on crops or uses most threatened by the loss of methyl bromide.

ARS is also recommending an increase of $2,000,000 for research on waste man-
agement problems associated with large animal production systems. The proposed
increases will be used to address manure management, and animal well-being and
behavior in confined animal production systems.

An increase of $2,000,000 is proposed for research on Pfiesteria as part of the
President’s Clean Water and Watershed Restoration Initiative. The recent outbreaks
of Pfiesteria in the Chesapeake Bay tributaries have focused public attention on the
potential role of agriculture in the degradation of these waters. The proposed fund-
ing will be used to develop new management practices to reduce the movement of
nutrients and pathogens to surface and ground waters, and new methods for han-
dling, storage, and field application of manure. Technologies will also be developed
to detect and identify Pfiesteria, and to determine whether fish or shellfish affected
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with Pfiesteria are safe for human consumption, rendering, or other processing for
use in livestock and poultry feed.

Finally, ARS is recommending an increase of $750,000 for research in support of
the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration. ARS is requesting funds to accelerate re-
search to resolve the ecological, hydrological, and agricultural constraints on sus-
tainable production in South Florida, and to develop biological control agents that
control Melaleuca and other exotic or invasive plant species in the Everglades Na-
tional Park.

Emerging Infectious Diseases.—During the past ten years, emerging and reemerg-
ing infectious diseases and exotic pests have become a major health concern. The
globalization of trade, increased international travel, changing weather patterns,
uncontrolled population growth of cities, highly intensive agriculture, and changes
in farm practices are responsible. Once introduced, exotic (non-native) organisms
can explode into epidemic proportions due to the absence of natural control agents
and lack of resistance by host animals.

ARS is recommending an increase of $6,000,000 for this important research. Of
this proposed increase, $3,700,000 will be used to develop diagnostic tests, novel ge-
netic vaccines, and immune strategies to prevent outbreaks and the spread of exotic
animal diseases (e.g., Johne's disease, Babesiosis, Vesicular Stomatitis, Bovine
Spongiform Encephalopathy, Porcine Reproductive Respiratory Syndrome, Avian In-
fluenza, and Anaplasmosis. Research will also be conducted on the development of
technologies to protect livestock and humans against zoonotic diseases (e.g., tuber-
culosis, brucellosis, toxoplasmosis, trichinosis, and cryptosporidiosis).

The remaining $2,300,000 will be directed at preventing the introduction of
emerging plant diseases and pests. Invasive, noxious, and weedy plants are a seri-
ous problem in the U.S. that annually cause billions of dollars in damages to the
agricultural, recreational, and tourist industries. Research will be conducted to de-
velop new strategies to combat wheat scab, karnal bunt, salt cedar, and sorghum
ergot. In addition, the means to rear large numbers of new insect biological control
agents will be developed. Remote sensing technology will also be developed to iden-
tify new or expanding weed infestations.

Food Genome Research.—ARS is recommending an increase of $3,500,000 in sup-
port of the Food Genome Initiative and the preservation of genetic resources which
are necessary to ensure that an adequate supply of food and fiber will be available
at a reasonable cost in the future. The investigations will focus on agriculturally-
important crops and livestock and their associated microbes. Specifically, the pro-
posed increases will be used to map genomes of agriculturally important plants, ani-
mals, and microbes to advance breeding programs. Research in this area will con-
tribute to food production efficiencies and ensure the continued availability of ge-
netically diverse collections of plant and animal germplasm.

Essentially, all the crops and livestock raised and used for food, fiber,
ornamentals, and industrial feed stocks originated outside the United States, so the
system of renewable resource production is highly dependent on germplasm intro-
duced from other countries, some of which is endangered. Once lost, the germplasm
cannot be fully reconstructed, so that sources of productive capacity and efficiency,
and resistance to pests, pathogens, and environmental stress may be lost forever.
A major and growing problem is the loss or “narrowness” of the gene pools of crop
and livestock species.

ARS is also requesting the restoration of $913,000 for Evaluation Studies. These
investigations provide a basis for policy and funding decisions in support of the mis-
sion area’s research, education and economics programs.

ARS is also recommending $14,498,000 to finance the anticipated Federal pay
raises and Civil Service Retirement System costs. These funds are critical to the on-
going operations of the Agency.

PROJECT TERMINATIONS

The fiscal year 1999 Budget recommends $34,594,000 of reductions in base pro-
grams, consisting of fiscal year 1998 proposed project terminations restored in the
1998 Act, as well as Congressionally-added projects. The ongoing projects that have
been identified for termination have been deemed less critical to continue in light
of higher priority research needs and limited resources. The savings achieved will
be redirected to finance the agricultural research initiatives recommended in the
President’s budget.

BUILDING AND FACILITIES

The modernization and replacement of ARS’ major research centers and labora-
tories remains one of the Agency’s highest priorities. Continuing with the renovation
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and replacement of the Agency’s research facilities is critical if ARS is going to ful-
fill its mission and carry out its programs.

In fiscal year 1999, ARS recommends under its Building and Facilities account
a total of $35,900,000 for the following projects:

Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, Beltsville, Maryland.—Established in
1910, the Center is widely recognized as one of the largest agricultural research fa-
cilities in the world. The Center carries out programs in natural resources and envi-
ronmental sciences, plant and animal productivity, post-harvest research, and
human nutrition. ARS is requesting $2,500,000 to continue the modernization of the
Center’s facilities which began in 1988. Specifically, the funds would be used for the
design and construction of a new poultry production facility as well as finance a
number of miscellaneous small projects.

National Agricultural Library, Beltsville, Maryland.—Built in 1968, NAL is the
largest agricultural library in the world and one of four national libraries. NAL
houses a collection of more than 2.2 million volumes in 50 different languages. In
1991, a comprehensive facility condition study of NAL was conducted. Numerous
mechanical, electrical, and architectural deficiencies were identified. In fiscal year
1999, ARS is requesting $1,200,000 to begin construction of the first phase of the
air handling unit replacement.

National Animal Disease Center, Ames, lowa.—The Center is the primary USDA
facility for conducting research on animal diseases that are of economic importance
to U.S. agriculture. Constructed in 1961, the facilities are antiquated and in need
of modernization. ARS is requesting $5,600,000 to initiate rehabilitation of the 80
buildings and supporting infrastructure of the Center. In fiscal year 1999, the funds
would be used for design and construction plans for repair projects, including the
repair of the contaminated waste collection piping system and treatment plant for
infectious agents.

ARS Regional Research Centers, Peoria, Illinois; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and
New Orleans, Louisiana.—The regional research centers were constructed in the
late 1930's. All major building systems—heating, ventilation, air conditioning, elec-
trical, roofs, and infrastructures (i.e., paving, steam and water lines, and waste
treatment disposal systems)—have either reached or passed their useful life expect-
ancy. ARS is requesting $8,400,000 for its Center in Peoria. The funds will be used
to continue the modernization program. Similarly, ARS is requesting $3,300,000 and
$6,000,000 for modernization programs at the Philadelphia and New Orleans Re-
gional Research Centers, respectively.

Grain Marketing and Production Research Center, Manhattan, Kansas.—The Cen-
ter conducts research on a broad range of technical problems in domestic and inter-
national marketing, handling, and storage of grains. In 1990, a facility condition
study identified numerous deficiencies in all of the Center’s buildings. ARS is re-
questing in fiscal year 1999, $1,400,000 to continue with the renovation program.

Plum Island Animal Disease Center, Greenport, New York.—Plum Island conducts
state-of-the-art research on foreign animal diseases which are an ongoing threat to
the U.S. It is the only facility in the Nation authorized by Congress to carry out
such research. In 1989, ARS developed a long range plan for the repair and mainte-
nance of the Center's 23 buildings and supporting infrastructure. In fiscal year
1999, ARS is requesting $3,500,000 to continue with the phased plan to renovate
and modernize the Center.

Melaleuca Research and Quarantine Facility, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida.—The exotic
weed tree Melaleuca, introduced in the 1930's, now covers tens of thousands of acres
of South Florida’s fragile wetlands. Melaleuca can be controlled with the aid of bio-
logical control agents from Australia. ARS is proposing $4,000,000 for the construc-
tion of a Melaleuca research and quarantine facility in support of this research.
Construction of this facility has been designated by the Administration’s South Flor-
ida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force as one of its highest priorities to ensure the
restoration of the Everglades National Park.

CLOSING REMARKS

ARS'’ challenge is to bring the most advanced research and technologies to bear
on some of this Nation’s most recent and difficult problems, in food safety and
health, human nutrition, agricultural productivity and the environment. In a larger
sense, its challenge is to continue solving problems for agriculture, its producers and
consumers, and meet the food and fiber requirements of a growing population in a
way that is safer, more efficient, and more nutritious.

ARS has completed a 2%> year long process of developing a new Strategic Plan
that embodies the spirit and letter of the Government Performance and Results Act
of 1993. The new plan focuses on the outcomes of the Agency’'s research activities,
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organized around the five broad goals identified in the Strategic Plan of the Re-
search, Education, and Economics mission area. The new strategic plan went into
effect on October 1, 1997, and the Agency developed its first Annual Performance
Plan, as required by GPRA. The Annual Performance Plan describes what ARS will
accomplish in fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 in measurable terms that will
demonstrate progress towards reaching the Agency’s goals.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. | will be happy to answer
any questions you may have.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SUSAN E. OFFUTT

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, | am pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to present the proposed fiscal year 1999 budget for the Economic Research
Service.

MISSION

The Economic Research Service provides economic and other social science analy-
sis on efficiency, efficacy, and equity issues related to agriculture, food, the environ-
ment, and rural development to improve public and private decision making.

BUDGET

ERS’s appropriation for 1998 of $71.6 million consists of the 1997 appropriation
level ($53.1 million) and an increase of $18.5 million to evaluate food stamp, child
nutrition, and WIC programs. ERS continues implementation of its streamlining
strategy and plans to maintain staff in 1998 at its current level of 554 full-time
equivalents. ERS continues to make full use of early-out and buy-out authorities.
Since October 1993, the ERS staff has been reduced by 241 full-time equivalents,
including reductions in 1998 through 19 buyouts. In the future, ERS must manage
its staff levels to maintain its non-salary program of agricultural data purchases
and cooperative university research necessary to support its analytical program.

The agency’s request for 1999 is $55.8 million, a net decrease of $15.8 million over
1998. The decrease consists of five parts: a $1.3 million increase for pay raises and
contributions to the CSRS retirement fund; a $0.9 million increase for estimating
the benefits of food safety; a $0.3 million increase to meet the analytical information
needs of small farmers, niche marketers, other casualties of an industrializing agri-
cultural sector; a $0.2 million increase to assess the potential impacts of electric
utility deregulation; and an $18.5 million decrease for evaluations of food stamp,
child nutrition, and WIC programs. When he signed the Agriculture Appropriations
bill, the President stated that, “lI am concerned about the provision of this bill that
alters the administration and funding for research on nutrition programs serving
the poor and disadvantaged. The research needs of these important programs should
continue to be addressed in the context of the programs’ administration.” This budg-
et follows through on these concerns and restores funding for WIC, Food Stamps,
and Child Nutrition research to the Food and Nutrition Service.

Food Safety.—ERS proposes an interagency research effort to strengthen our un-
derstanding of the costs of foodborne illness and the benefits and costs of programs
and policies to improve the safety of the Nation’s food supply. This initiative is de-
signed in accordance with the President’s Food Safety Initiative, and is based on ac-
tivities underway as part of this initiative.

National Estimates of Foodborne lllness and their Economic Costs from Sentinel
Site Survey Data.—The initiative includes funding for eight regional data collection
efforts. We will work with staff of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
to develop new estimates of the national incidence of foodborne disease, the distribu-
tion of illness among subpopulations, and morbidity and mortality rates for specific
illnesses. We will use these new data to refine our estimates of the costs of illness
from specific foodborne diseases, to narrow the confidence intervals for specific cost-
of-illness measures, and to evaluate the distribution of these costs among sub-
populations.

Risk/Benefit Assessment of Pathogen Control Options.—The initiative also in-
cludes funding for expanded risk assessment. To perform benefit/cost analysis of
control options for improving food safety, economists need data from other scientific
disciplines. The best way to further this multidisciplinary exchange is to set up a
formal collaboration among groups of scientists. Economists from ERS will work
with scientists from other USDA agencies, FDA, CDC and academia to bring a sys-
tems view to their analyses of options for pathogen control from farm to table. The
goal is to provide economic analysis of pathogen control options to determine which
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controls are most cost-beneficial. Application of risk modeling to food safety is a new
field. Risk assessment models (such as fault-tree analysis and probabilistic-scenario
analysis) could be used to identify where pathogens gain entry into the food chain
and where control efforts would be most cost-effective. By incorporating the results
of risk assessment in our economic analysis of pathogen control options, we will fur-
ther enhance our understanding of the economic consequences of specific food safety
policies (such as HACCP, safe handling labels, and consumer education).

Completion of activities outlined in this initiative will yield improved economic as-
sessment of policies and programs designed to improve the safety of the Nation's
food supply. This will result in improved economic performance of the food sector,
as the costs of achieving food safety goals and the attendant economic burden on
farmers, processors, distributors, and retailers are minimized. This will also result
in increased cost savings to consumers and the general economy as the research re-
sults are used to maximize the public health benefits of public and private efforts
to improve food safety.

Information Needs of Small Farmers.—ERS proposes to organize and lead an
interagency research activity to comprehensively assess the USDA's role in provid-
ing analytically based information on agricultural markets to small, limited-re-
source, and socially disadvantaged farmers, in the context of an interagency market
information program. Specifically, the study will determine: (a) whether and how
the agricultural market information needs of domestic producers and marketers
vary by scale of operation, organizational structure, or demographics; (b) whether,
given this new knowledge, it appears that USDA market information programs pro-
vide information that meets some subgroups’ needs better or worse than others, and
if any revealed differentiation in service Is warranted; (c) the extent to which pri-
vate sector analytical and information services do or can serve various subgroups’
needs for market information; and (d) whether and, if so, in what manner ERS and
other USDA agricultural market information programs require reform or modifica-
tion to accommodate the new public sector role in a modern agricultural economy.
Subsequently, plans would be designed and implemented to reform and/or modify
these programs in the manner suggested by the assessment.

In 1996 and 1997, ERS conducted a general assessment of the market for agricul-
tural market information. While this study examined the use and value of informa-
tion across several broad categories of public and private sector clientele, resources
have not been available to conduct sampling to assess how utility and value might
vary within groups as a function of size, economic class, or other features. Addi-
tional resources are a necessary prerequisite for any assessment aimed at segment-
ing the information client population to assure public service to unique and poten-
tially underserved subgroups (e.g., small or disadvantaged farms, direct marketing
firms, independent firms in otherwise highly coordinated industries, etc.).

The proposed effort will be planned by ERS, with input from an advisory group
representing CSREES, WAOB, OCE, AMS, FSA, and FAS. ERS will perform the
market research needed to assess the performance of its own and USDA's agricul-
tural market information programs, with focus on the nature of the information gen-
erated and its utility to clients of different sorts, sizes, economic classes, and demo-
graphic characteristics. Following market data collection, analysis, and interpreta-
tion, the full set of agencies producing agricultural market information will need to
be involved directly in the implementation of resultant recommendations.

By providing a sound understanding of how commodity market information needs
vary among different sizes and types of agricultural producers and marketers, the
study will assure that USDA’s commodity market information programs are non-
discriminatory with respect to producers’ and marketers’ scales of operation, income
brackets, races or ethnicities, and geographic locations (for locations characterized
by small or disadvantaged enterprises). It will prevent small, niche, limited-resource
and socially disadvantaged clients from “falling through the cracks” as commodity
market information programs respond to the changing structure of American agri-
culture. It will thus allow these producers and marketers to be competitive by assur-
ing them easy access to scale-appropriate, market-empowering information, regard-
less of their disassociation with large, integrated, or vertically coordinated markets
where information is otherwise more readily available or affordable. This, in turn,
assures a more robustly competitive sector overall. Without the study, attempts to
accomplish these results would have to rely on anecdotes and supposition. With it,
USDA will be armed with the knowledge required to ensure information-related
competitiveness for small and disadvantaged, along with large and advantaged,
market participants, as the American agricultural sector continues its divergent
path towards a small number of large, highly commercial operations, and a large
number of small and diverse operations.
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Electric Utility Deregulation.—ERS proposes an interagency research activity with
USDA's Rural Utilities Service (RUS) and the Department of Energy to expand
REE's capacity to assess the potential impacts of electric utility deregulation on
USDA's rural utility loan programs, the competitive position of rural businesses and
communities, the viability of alternative power generation systems, and the well-
being of rural customers.

ERS has considerable expertise and data available on rural industries, house-
holds, and communities, and has experience developing economic models and policy
analysis on a wide range of issues. However, ERS currently lacks expertise and in-
formation on the electric utility industry sufficient to model deregulation’s effects on
rural utility customers in various regions of the country. With an expanded pro-
gram, ERS and its cooperators will be able to assess the potential impacts of deregu-
lation on USDA's rural utility loan programs, the competitiveness of rural busi-
nesses and communities, and rural households.

The products of this research will enable RUS to better evaluate the likely effects
of electric utility deregulation on the financial health of rural electric cooperatives,
and, as a result, the prospective quality of the RUS loan and loan guarantee port-
folio. The products of this research also will provide USDA with important informa-
tion about the prospective effects of electric utility deregulation on farmer electric
costs, electric costs for consumers in rural America, and on rural economic develop-
ment. This information will be available to support the work of RUS and USDA as
they participate in developing Administration policy on electric deregulation.

CUSTOMERS, PARTNERS, AND STAKEHOLDERS

The ultimate beneficiaries of ERS’s program are the American people whose well-
being is improved by informed public and private decisionmaking leading to more
effective resource allocation. ERS shapes its program and products principally to
serve key decision makers who routinely make or influence public policy and pro-
gram decisions. This clientele includes White House and USDA policy officials and
program administrators/managers, the U.S. Congress, other Federal agencies and
State and local government officials, and domestic and international environmental,
consumer, and other public groups, including farm and industry groups interested
in public policy issues.

ERS carries out its economic analysis and research in four divisions and an Office
of Energy. ERS depends heavily on working relationships with other organizations
and individuals to accomplish its mission. Key partners include: the National Agri-
cultural Statistics Service (NASS) for primary data collection; universities for re-
search collaboration; the media as disseminators of ERS analyses; and other govern-
ment agencies and departments for data information and services.

ERS CONTRIBUTIONS TO MISSION AREA GOALS

ERS shares five general goals with its fellow agencies in the Research, Education,
and Economics mission area: a highly competitive agricultural production system,
a safe and secure food supply, a healthy and well nourished population, harmony
between agriculture and the environment, and enhanced economic opportunity and
quality of life for all Americans. These goals are fully consistent with the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture mission.

A Highly Competitive Agricultural Production System in the Global Economy.—
ERS helps the U.S. food and agriculture sector effectively adapt to changing market
structure and post-GATT and post-NAFTA trade conditions by providing analyses
on the linkage between domestic and global food and commodity markets and the
implications of alternative domestic policies and programs on competitiveness. ERS
economists analyze factors that drive change in the structure and performance of
domestic and global food and agriculture markets; provide economic assessments of
competitiveness and efficiency in the food industry; analyze how global environ-
mental change, international environmental treaties and agreements, and agri-
culture-related trade restrictions affect U.S. agricultural production, exports and im-
ports; and provide economic analyses that help identify competitive and environ-
mentally sound new crops and uses. ERS will continue to consider how the potential
for increased commodity price and farm income variability affects market perform-
ance and interacts with Federal policies and programs. These analyses will include
short- and long-term projections of U.S. and world agricultural production, consump-
tion, and trade. In addition, ERS will continue preparation for the 1999 World
Trade Organization mini-round (expected to focus on agriculture) by analyzing the
economic effects of Uruguay Round policy disciplines; assessing the economic effects
of state trading and tariff-rate quota allocations; and assessing regional trade initia-
tives. In this latter category, ERS experts will take a more in-depth look at China's
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evolving role in world agricultural markets. ERS will conduct research on the
changing structure (for example, vertical integration, concentration, and contract-
ing) of the food marketing chain and will also analyze the effectiveness and use of
alternative marketing strategies and risk management tools in mitigating farm in-
come risk, including tools available from both private and public sector providers.

ERS analyses can help guide and evaluate resource allocation and management
of public sector agricultural research, a key to maintaining increases in productivity
that underlie a strong competitive position for U.S. farmers. ERS economists track
and endeavor to understand the determinants of public and private spending on ag-
ricultural R&D; evaluate the returns from those expenditures; and consider the
most effective roles for public and private sector research entities.

A Safe and Secure Food Production System.—ERS focuses on improving the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of public policies and programs designed to protect consum-
ers from unsafe food by analyzing benefits of safer food and the costs of food safety
policies; efficient and cost-effective approaches to promote food safety; and how agri-
cultural production and processing practices affect food safety, resource quality, and
farm workers’ safety. This research helps government officials design more efficient
and cost-effective approaches to promote food safety. Specifically, the ERS research
program provides detailed and up-to-date appraisals of the benefits of safer food,
such as reducing medical costs and costs of productivity losses from foodborne ill-
nesses caused by microbial pathogens. In addition, ERS has undertaken new re-
search on the costs to industry and consumers of alternative food safety policies, in-
cluding assessment of the distribution of costs across the food industry and across
demographic groups.

Understanding how food prices are determined is increasingly important in re-
sponding to domestic and international market events and opportunities that pro-
mote the security of the U.S. food supply. As the farm share of the food dollar de-
clines, accurate retail price forecasts depend more heavily on understanding the
marketing system beyond the farmgate. ERS systematically examines the factors
that help set retail prices, including an assessment of the roles of the transpor-
tation, processing, manufacturing, wholesaling and retailing sectors, the impact of
imports and exports, and linkages to the total economy.

A Healthy and Well-Nourished Population.—ERS helps identify efficient and effec-
tive public policies that promote consumers’ access to a wide variety of high-quality
foods at affordable prices. ERS economists analyze factors affecting dietary changes;
assess impacts of nutrition education and the implications for the individual, society
and agriculture; and provide economic evaluations of food nutrition and assistance
programs. The Agency studies the implications for producers and consumers of
movement towards adoption of the dietary guidelines; the trends and determinants
of American’s eating habits; evolution of food product trade; and the determinants
of food prices. Analysis of nutrition education efforts considers what kinds of infor-
mation motivate changes in consumer behavior, the food cost of healthy diets, the
influence of food assistance programs on nutrition, and the implications of healthy
diets for the structure of the food system. And, because trade in high valued agricul-
tural products, including processed food, now exceeds the value of bulk commodity
flows, ERS will spend more time to break down the components of these trade flows,
understand relationships to international investment and strategic behavior of U.S.
food firms; and investigate the implications for U.S. consumers of a globalized food
marketplace.

Harmony in Agriculture and the Environment.—In this area, ERS analysis helps
support development of Federal farm, natural resource, and rural policies and pro-
grams that promote long-term sustainability goals, improved agricultural competi-
tiveness, and economic growth. This effort requires analyses on the profitability and
environmental effects of alternative production management systems and on the
cost effectiveness and equity, of public sector conservation policies and programs.
ERS analysts focus on evaluating the benefits and costs of agricultural and environ-
mental policies and programs in order to assess the relationship between improve-
ments in environmental quality and increases in agricultural competitiveness. In
this vein, ERS provides economic analyses on the linkages between biodiversity and
sustainability issues and agricultural performance, competitiveness, and structure.
In the energy and environment area, the ERS Office of Energy provides depart-
mental leadership, oversight, coordination, and evaluation for energy and energy-re-
lated policies and programs affecting agriculture and rural America.

Enhanced Economic Opportunity and Quality of Life for Americans.—The ERS
contribution to improving opportunity and quality of life in the U.S. is based on
analysis that identifies how investment, employment opportunities and job training,
and demographics affect rural America’s capacity to prosper in the global market-
place. ERS economists analyze rural financial markets and how the availability of
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credit, particularly Federal credit, spending, taxes, and regulations influence rural
economic development. ERS analyzes the changlng size and characteristics of the
rural and farm populations and the implications of these changes in human capital,
including skill development, on the performance of rural economies. In addition,
ERS studies the economic structure and performance of non-farm economic activi-
ties in rural areas, including the fairly widespread rebound in population growth in
non-metropolitan counties. The relevant analyses will involve monitoring rural earn-
ings and labor market trends with emphasis on regional and other disaggregations
in order to provide insight into the determinants of variation in trends among non-
metro counties. Such work should yield a better understanding of the factors that
promote rural vitality and the opportunities for effective public sector intervention.

Because the effects of changes in welfare programs may vary between rural and
urban residents due to differences in labor markets and other aspects of a regional
economy’s structure, ERS social scientists will track implementation of recent pro-
gram changes to understand any differential impacts. In particular, ERS analysis
can help anticipate changes in participation across assistance programs, including
those for which USDA has primary responsibility, in rural housing and in food. An-
other opportunity for understanding whether rural America faces unique cir-
cumstances will come with analysis of a recently-completed survey of the rural man-
ufacturing sector.

ERS continues to monitor the financial situation of the farm sector, establishing
farm business organization and performance benchmarks. This task includes study
of the financial position of farmers who employ technological advances and innova-
tive risk management strategies in their businesses, compared with the financial po-
sition of farmers who use more traditional approaches. Previous work on the use
of production and marketing contracts by farmers will be extended to identify con-
tractors by class to better define the role of non-farm businesses in the industrial-
ization of farms. Analyses of financial performance will also measure the com-
parability of returns between farm and non-farm small businesses and assess the
financial viability of commercial and non-commercial size farm operations.

CLOSING REMARKS

| appreciate the support that his Committee has given ERS in the past and look
forward to continue working with you and your staff to ensure that ERS makes the
most effective and appropriate use of the public resources. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. B.H. RoBINSON

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, | appreciate the opportunity to
present the proposed fiscal year 1999 budget for the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service (CSREES), one of four agencies in the Research,
Education, and Economics (REE) mission area of USDA.

CSREES provides leadership for and cultivates partnerships in research and edu-
cation among USDA, the land-grant university system, and other research and edu-
cation institutions.

CSREES advances and integrates agricultural research and education through
our partnership with the land-grant universities. In this partnership, 75 universities
work in close cooperation with CSREES, employing more than 9,500 scientists,
9,600 extension educators, and engaging nearly 3 million volunteers supporting ac-
tivities in the 50 states (3,150 counties), the District of Columbia, and six territories
(Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Northern Marianas,
and Micronesia). The scientific and education resource base of the 1890 Historically
Black and the 1862 land-grant universities is expanded through the participation
of scientists and educators from the 29 Native American land-grant institutions, and
from non-land-grant institutions and the private sector.

The programs supported by CSREES and carried out through our university part-
ners play a central role in meeting what | believe to be two fundamental challenges
facing agriculture today. The first challenge is to achieve long-term sustainability
in agricultural production while simultaneously maintaining competitiveness and
profitability, minimizing negative environmental effects, and developing and improv-
ing strong communities. The second challenge is to respond to broad public concerns
for a safe, nutritious, and accessible food supply.

To meet these challenges, our programs reflect the five Strategic Goals to which
the REE mission area is committed: (1) an agricultural production system that is
highly competitive in the global economy; (2) a safe and secure food and fiber sys-
tem; (3) a healthy, well-nourished population; (4) greater harmony between agri-
culture and the environment; and (5) enhanced economic opportunity and quality of
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life for Americans. These goals are the framework for the CSREES Strategic Plan,
the fiscal year 1999 GPRA performance plan and, of course, the fiscal year 1999
President’s budget request for CSREES.

I would like to present several examples of outstanding research, education, and
extension accomplishments resulting from support provided through our programs
as they relate to the five REE/CSREES Strategic Goals. | believe that these “success
stories” clearly show that the activities conducted by the land-grant university sys-
tem and other partner institutions significantly contribute to the ability of U.S. agri-
culture to maintain its worldclass competitive edge. The Committee may be inter-
ested to know that CSREES and its university partners are collaborating on the de-
velopment of a World Wide Web site that contains impact statements to showcase
how programs supported by the USDA/land-grant university partnership benefit
U.S. agricultural research and education; this site is available for public access at
http://www.reeusda.gov/success/impact.htm. Although many activities conducted by
our partners contribute to multiple goals, the following examples are aligned under
the Strategic Goals to which they make the most significant contribution:

Goal 1: An Agricultural Production System that is Highly Competitive in the Global
Economy

In cattle, 30-40 percent of pregnancies are lost during the first 40 days of gesta-
tion. Research supported by the National Research Initiative and conducted at the
University of Missouri and Texas A&M University has identified a protein,
interferon-tau, which is produced by the developing embryo prior to implantation
and acts as a biochemical signal to the mother’s uterus to establish pregnancy in
cattle and sheep. This protein, when given to nonpregnant cattle or sheep, extended
the length of their reproductive cycle. Current studies are focusing on the potential
use of the protein as a fertility drug to minimize early embryonic losses associated
with insufficient production of the protein.

Goal 2: A Safe and Secure Food and Fiber System

Funding provided under the Smith-Lever 3(d) Food Quality and Safety program
was used to develop and sponsor two National HACCP (Hazard Analysis and Criti-
cal Control Point) Education Conferences on “Forming Partnerships from Farm to
Table.” The conferences were designed to build and enhance partnerships among
government, academia, industry, and consumers, and brought together state core
teams who received training and education enabling them to develop and implement
state planning strategies for HACCP training. Conference planning and coordination
was a cooperative effort between Texas A&M University, Virginia Polytechnic Insti-
tute and State University, and Kansas State University.

Goal 3: Healthy, Well-Nourished Population

The nutritional status of participants in a program supported by Smith-Lever 3(d)
Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) has improved due to in-
tensive nutrition education instruction from the University of Massachusetts Exten-
sion Nutrition Educators. A behavior survey of more than 2,500 EFNEP partici-
pants indicated that behavior changes included: a 57 percent increase in rec-
ommended fruit consumption, a 34 percent increase in vegetable consumption, and
47 percent increase in the consumption of foods to meet the Recommended Daily Al-
lowance for vitamin C. Improved nutrition practices resulting from this Massachu-
setts program included preparing foods without salt, reading nutrition labels for fat
and sodium content, and ensuring that children eat breakfast.

Goal 4: Greater Harmony Between Agriculture and the Environment

An early project awarded under the USDA Food and Agricultural Sciences Na-
tional Needs Graduate Fellowships program to North Carolina State University re-
sulted in five exceptional graduate students’ completing Doctoral degrees. The ac-
complishments of this project have been realized as these students are now em-
ployed in positions significantly impacting the food and agricultural sciences. These
students are President of a soil and water engineering consulting company in Ken-
tucky; Associate Professor at Texas A&M University, an Extension Specialist in Ag-
ricultural Engineering; President of a consulting company in Washington that deals
with the impact of forestry programs on water quality and soil erosion; Chief Engi-
neer for a State district in Florida; and Soil/Water Engineer for a consulting firm
in California.

Goal 5: Enhanced Economic Opportunity and Quality of Life Among Americans

The Blackfeet Reservation comprises 1.2 million acres of rangeland in northwest-
ern Montana. The location of the reservation limits the feasibility of alternative ag-
ricultural enterprises. The reservation has the range resources to greatly expand the
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number of individually-owned cattle heads, and human resources to expand the
number of ranchers. In the first 5 years of the program, with funding from the
Smith-Lever 3(d) Extension Indian Reservation Program, Montana Cooperative Ex-
tension Service agents have assisted 38 young producers in acquiring over $220,000
in youth agriculture loans, in the purchase of 385 head of cattle, and in the forma-
tion of business plans, as well as livestock production. These livestock should in-
crease aggregate tribal income by at least $20,000 per year while herds are being
expanded. Assuming eventual net incomes of $30,000 per year, these ranchers rep-
resent an increase in the aggregate tribal income of over $1 million per year. Such
income will contribute to improved quality of life for the ranchers and for their im-
mediate and extended families. Income stability and improved quality of life will
provide an example for family members and others. A cadre of successful private
operations will foster increases in such enterprises. Successful marketing strategies
will develop cooperative efforts.

Continuing its implementation of GPRA, CSREES is working with our State part-
ners to develop annual performance plans with stated goals and targets; implement
programs and projects designed to achieve or work toward achievement of goals; col-
lect and assemble data at the State, regional, and National level; and integrate this
information to assess accomplishments and extend the planning process.

CSREES is entering its fourth year after the merger of two former agencies, the
Cooperative State Research Service and the Extension Service, and we continue to
be successful in enhancing critical linkages between research and extension. Our
land-grant university and other partners conduct fundamental and applied research
to gain the knowledge needed to address problems in the development and sustain-
ability of agriculture and forestry and in the overall quality of life of our citizens.
Programs conducted by the Cooperative Extension System use this research-based
guidance as the basis for practical decisionmaking by producers, individuals, fami-
lies, and communities.

The Administration is proposing that a new authority be established for an Inte-
grated Research, Extension, and Education Competitive Grants Program. In fiscal
year 1999, we are requesting $4 million for a Small Farms Initiative under the Inte-
grated Research, Extension, and Education Competitive Grants Program. The Small
Farms Initiative will benefit socially disadvantaged groups through the integration
of research and education by supporting: (1) targeted research, outreach, and tech-
nology transfer/adoption to meet the needs of this diverse clientele; (2) needs assess-
ments; (3) improved access to information for and delivery of programs to small
farms; and (4) development of a small farms information system.

The Administration has also proposed new legislation for a Food Genome Initia-
tive, to be funded in fiscal year 1999 at a level of $10 million. The Initiative will
be coordinated with NRI grants and ARS research activities. This Initiative rep-
resents a targeted investment in the National Food Genome Strategy, which has
two major components. In the first component, the Plant Genome Initiative, USDA
would be the lead Federal agency, working with the National Science Foundation
and the Department of Energy, to focus on crop species of major, agriculturally im-
portant plants. In the second component of the National Food Genome Strategy, the
Animal Genome Initiative, scientists would be able to take advantage of ongoing
work at the National Institutes of Health on the Human Genome Initiative to im-
prove our understanding of animal genes, their genetic capabilities, and their ge-
netic structures. These efforts will permit development of new genetic technologies
for improvement in yield, composition, and quality of the domestic agricultural out-
put.

FISCAL YEAR 1999 BUDGET REQUEST

The budget submitted to Congress by the President requests $849,840,000 for the
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service. This request is a de-
crease of $9.1 million or approximately 1 percent, from the current appropriation,
and comprises specific program increases and decreases. Highlights of the proposed
increases in the fiscal year 1999 CSREES Budget are:

FOOD SAFETY

An increase of $3 million is proposed in fiscal year 1999 for the second year of
the Food Safety Special Research Grants Program which supports the President's
National Food Safety Initiative. We thank the Congress for providing $2 million to
initiate the program in fiscal year 1998. In 1999, research supported under this pro-
gram will target select populations, such as children, the elderly,
immunocompromised, or those suffering from chronic disease, who may be more vul-
nerable to foodborne illness and will address both biological and behavioral science
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issues, including food handling and safety practices, purchasing and storage pat-
terns among populations, and factors increasing risk of food-borne illness. These ef-
forts will underpin the education activities supported by the Food Safety Education
Program under the Smith-Lever 3(d) funding mechanism for which we are proposing
an increase of $5 million. Funding provided for the Food Safety Education Program
will enable CSREES, in cooperation with ARS and other Federal agencies, to in-
crease producer, processor, and consumer awareness, understanding, and informa-
tion regarding food safety.

PEST CONTROL

The CSREES fiscal year 1999 budget proposes an increase of $15.5 million for our
research and extension-related pest control programs in contribution to USDA'’s In-
tegrated Pest Management (IPM) Initiative, a multiagency effort to develop strate-
gies to bring 75 percent of the nation’s cropland under integrated pest management
practices by the year 2000. Increases are proposed for the following programs: Pest
Management Alternatives; Expert IPM Decision Support System; research and ex-
tension Integrated Pest Management; IR—4 Minor Crop Pest Management; Pesticide
Applicator Training; and extension Pesticide Impact Assessment. The ability of the
Nation’s agricultural production system to keep pace with domestic and global de-
mand for food and fiber depends on access to safe, profitable, and reliable pest man-
agement systems. Farmers and pest managers have fewer chemical control options
available to them than they did at the beginning of the decade, and this trend is
likely to continue at an accelerated rate. In addition, the Food Quality Protection
Act will have significant impact on pest management systems in the United States
over the next decade. “Minor use” crops (high value crops grown on relatively few
acres) will be particularly hard hit. It is essential that farmers and pest managers
be provided with new pest management tools and better information to remain com-
petitive in today's global marketplace and assure consumers access to a wide range
of safe, affordable food. To meet this challenge effectively and efficiently, the
CSREES pest-related programs will be coordinated with the activities of the USDA
Office of Pest Management Policy along with other IPM-related activities under-
taken by the Department.

SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE

An increase of $2 million is proposed for the research and education component
of the Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) Program. This in-
crease will allow expansion of the knowledge base related to more sustainable prac-
tices. Many of the projects supported by SARE emphasize helping farmers and
ranchers save money through grazing system improvements that also protect our
natural resources. Fiscal year 1998 marks the ten-year anniversary of Federal fund-
ing for the SARE research, education, and extension program. In the past decade,
SARE has funded approximately 1,200 projects, most of which were led by univer-
sity researchers working in concert with farmers, ranchers, and extension educators.
In honor of the ten-year anniversary of SARE, a conference entitled, “Building on
a Decade of Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education,” will be held March
5—7 in Austin, Texas. The conference will bring together researchers, farmers and
ranchers, agricultural extension agents and other educators, sustainable agriculture
advocates, and other partners for informative sessions on sustainable agriculture
and tours of farm and community, projects that are helping to bring about a more
sustainable food system in central Texas. | believe that this conference is a fitting
tribute to the impact the SARE program has had on U.S. agriculture.

NATIONAL RESEARCH INITIATIVE

The budget proposes to fund the NRI at $130 million, an increase of $32.8 million.
The NRI is the USDA's largest competitive grants program that provides a critical
investment for the future of American agriculture. We appreciate the Congress pro-
viding additional funding for the NRI in 1998. Agricultural research is needed to
assure a sustained and bountiful harvest of agricultural products. It is also needed
to meet the ever-changing preferences and demands of consumers, domestic and
global, and to keep up with increases in both the population and economic status
of people.

The NRI invests in those areas of research with the greatest potential for expand-
ing the knowledge base needed to address issues that will face the agricultural and
forestry enterprise. The NRI supports a broad spectrum of mission-linked agricul-
tural research that results in practical outcomes.

The increase in the NRI will therefore focus on these key areas: food genome re-
search, food safety, and environmental quality. Increased food genome research is
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needed to improve plant and animal species to increase yields, reduce inputs such
as fertilizers, pesticides and antibiotics, decrease production costs, and improve
quality and safety. Also of particular concern to the American public is the safety
of the food supply. The NRI responds to this need by expanding the science base
for the Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) approach to meat and
poultry inspection to reduce food-borne illness due to microbial pathogens. The
health of the environment also is a major concern to Americans. Research supported
by the NRI leads to improved production practices and contributes to improved
water quality, better soil quality and fertility, and sustained ecosystem health.

RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND ECONOMICS INFORMATION SYSTEM

An increase of $1.2 million is proposed for REEIS to work on the system design
and launch development of the REEIS prototype. This also will entail the enhance-
ment of several current databases to make them more useful to REEIS users. An
information needs assessment will be conducted in order to align REEIS products
and services with information requirements of the agencies and their partners.

The Research, Education, and Economics Information System—REEIS—will be a
valuable mechanism for helping the REE agencies meet the accountability stand-
ards mandated by GPRA and for enabling us to provide better delivery of com-
prehensive research, education, extension, and economics information to USDA,
REE agencies, and our partners. The first REEIS National Steering Committee
meeting was held in June 1997, and | am very pleased with the progress that re-
sulted from that meeting. As a result of the Committee recommendations, an infor-
mation audit of existing REE databases is being conducted. The first phase of the
audit produced an on-line catalog of the major databases and provided specifica-
tions, through interviews with database managers, to conduct an assessment of ad-
ditional databases or information which should be included. The second phase of the
audit will build the data dictionary and provide specifications for a controlled vocab-
ulary to facilitate coordinated user access to REEIS databases. Initial implementa-
tion activities are expected to be essentially completed by the end of the year 2000.

The second National Steering Committee meeting is scheduled for the week of
February 23. Members of the National Steering Committee, the REE mission agen-
cies and State partner institutions have been provided copies of the specifications
for the needs assessment and controlled vocabulary. The Committee will review and
approve progress to date and formulate the action plan and strategies for future
tasks such as specifications for the REEIS system design and collection of account-
ability data.

USDA CIVIL RIGHTS INITIATIVE

A proposed increase of $9.3 million is included to address recommendations made
in the USDA Civil Rights Action Team (CRAT) report of February 1997 to strength-
en USDA's research and educational assistance to the socially disadvantaged and
to address the needs of farmworkers. Increases are proposed for: (1) the Extension
Indian Reservation Program to expand the presence of extension agents on Indian
Reservations; (2) the 1890 Facilities Program to improve the quality of research, ex-
tension, and teaching facilities on the campuses of 1890 Institutions so that they
are more comparable to facilities generally found on the campuses of 1862 land-
grant universities; and (3) the Extension Services at 1994 Institutions to bring need-
ed educational programs normally addressed under the broad mandate of the Coop-
erative Extension System to people served by Native American institutions. The Ad-
ministration also is proposing that: (1) funding levels for the Hispanic Serving Insti-
tutions higher education program and the 1890 institutions research and extension
formula programs be maintained at the fiscal year 1998 levels; and (2) as discussed
earlier, a Small Farms Initiative be implemented under new legislation to be estab-
lished through the reauthorization of the research title of the Farm Bill for an Inte-
grated Research, Education, and Extension Competitive Grants Program. The Small
Farms Initiative will support multi-functional research and education activities to
address the resource constraints of small farms.

CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES AT RISK

The budget proposes that funding for the Children, Youth, and Families at Risk
(CYFAR) program under Smith-Lever 3(d) be increased by $446,000 to restore it to
the 1995 level. This program is one of several National Initiatives of the Cooperative
Extension System which represent the System’s commitment to respond to impor-
tant problems of broad national concern. CYFAR funds are distributed to each State
and awarded competitively. Every State has identified youth at risk as a priority,
and most of the efforts focus on community collaborations, initiating school age child
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care programs, and strengthening science and technology programs. Projects sup-
ported by CYFAR are empowering youth, parents, and community leaders to take
responsibility for their own lives to reduce environmental risk factors.

WATER QUALITY

An increase of $296,000 is proposed to restore funding under the Water Quality
research program to the level provided in fiscal years 1995-1997. In 1996 new
projects were initiated as Agricultural Systems for Environmental Quality to focus
on watershed-scale agriculture production systems that reduce pollution of soil and
water while maintaining productivity and profitability. This increase will address
these and other water quality issues, such as hypoxia oxygen depleted waters—and
Pfiesteria, a problem recently reported in some tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay,
and specific water-borne diseases such as Cryptosporidium, which continue to be of
a high priority at local, regional, and National levels.

BINATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (BARD)

The United States-Israel Binational Agricultural Research and Development Fund
was established in 1977, but low interest rates and an increase in the cost of re-
search have impeded the ability of BARD to adequately meet the needs of each
country’s producers and consumers. The Administration is proposing a $1.5 million
increase for BARD to continue support of research of mutual interest between the
U.S. and Israeli agricultural research communities. These funds will supplement the
interest derived from existing BARD endowment funds and will be matched by
funding from the Israeli government.

GLOBAL CHANGE/UV—B MONITORING

An increase of $567,000 is proposed for the Global Change/UV-B Monitoring Pro-
gram to restore funding to the fiscal year 1997 level. This program supports the
USDA UV-B (ultraviolet-B) Monitoring Program, a component of the U.S. Inter-
agency UV-B Monitoring Network Plan of the United States Global Change Re-
search Program. This increase will be used to bring the network closer to complete
operational status for obtaining ground level UV-B radiation applicable to locations
of importance to agriculture, forestry, and natural resources.

Sustained Funding Support:

The Animal Health and Disease Research formula program is proposed for fund-
ing at the 1998 appropriation level, as are most of those Special Research Grants
that concentrate on problems of national and broad regional interest beyond the
scope and resources of the formula-based programs, including Critical Issues, Minor
Use Animal Drugs, National Biological Impact Assessment, Rural Development Cen-
ters, and Pesticide Impact Assessment.

In continuation of the Department's commitment to helping limited resource farm-
ers and other socially disadvantaged populations, funding is maintained at the 1998
levels for extension formula distribution to the 1890 Institutions, the Evans-Allen
research formula program, the 1890 Capacity Building Grants Program, the His-
panic-Serving Institutions Education Grants Program, the Tribal Colleges Education
Equity Grants Program, and the Tribal Colleges Endowment Fund.

Our fiscal year 1999 Higher Education Programs portfolio is also maintained at
the 1998 funding level of $26.1 million. The portfolio includes the aforementioned
Capacity Building Grants, Hispanic-Serving Institutions Education Grants, and
Tribal Colleges Education Equity Grants Programs and the Tribal Colleges Endow-
ment Fund, along with the Institution Challenge Grants Program, the Graduate
Fellowship Grants Program, and the Multicultural Scholars Program.

Funding is also maintained at the 1998 levels for Smith-Lever 3(d) programs for
Water Quality, Rural Development, and Sustainable Agriculture, as is funding for
the Renewable Resources Extension Act Program.

Decreases and Eliminations:

In support of the Administration’s goals to reduce the Federal deficit and focus
its resources on high priority national issues, the fiscal year 1999 CSREES Budget
proposes decreased funding for several programs.

The Administration strongly supports a mixed portfolio of formula-based and com-
petitive funding but we find that a different approach is needed, in this era of lim-
ited resources, for addressing high priority National issues while simultaneously
balancing the budget. We have proposed decreases for several of the formula pro-
grams in the 1999 budget to generate resources needed to address issues of broad
public concern that cut across State lines or other boundaries. Formula decreases
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include $15.062 million for the Hatch Act research funds; $615,000 for the Mcintire-
Stennis cooperative forestry research funds; and $10.740 million for the Smith-Lever
3(b) and (c) extension funds. States have maximum flexibility to fund specific pro-
grams through formula funds, thus the proposed decreases should have the least im-
pact in those areas States identify as high priority. The flexibility of the States in
the use of the Hatch Act and Smith-Lever 3(b) and (c) formula funds will be en-
hanced if the Administration’s recommendation that the States be given authority
to use a percentage of these funds for either research or extension activities is im-
plemented in the reauthorization of the research title of the Farm Bill.

Decreased funding or the elimination of funding is proposed for several other pro-
grams. These programs could be supported by the States through the reallocation
of formula funds, or by State, local government, and/or private sources if they are
deemed to be high priority at the State or local level. Decreases totaling $2.5 million
are proposed for the Aquaculture Centers Program and the Expanded Food and Nu-
trition Education Program (EFNEP). The Supplemental and Alternative Crops; Crit-
ical Agricultural Materials; Rural Health and Safety; Farm Safety; and Agricultural
Telecommunications programs are proposed for elimination, saving $7.6 million.

CSREES has also proposed that State-specific or other earmarked Special Re-
search Grants totaling $43.867 million; earmarked research Federal Administration
projects totaling $8.866 million; and earmarked extension Special Projects under Di-
rect Federal Administration totaling $6.113 million be eliminated because they are
not high priority and National in scope. Alternate funding from formula programs,
State and local government, and private sources could be used to continue these ef-
forts if they are considered high priorities at the State or local levels.

In conclusion, the President’s fiscal year 1999 Budget Request for CSREES re-
flects the commitment of the Administration to further strengthen the problem-solv-
ing capacity of Federally-supported agricultural research, extension, and higher edu-
cation programs. | appreciate the support of the Committee and look forward to
working with you and your staff during the upcoming budget process.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCHES
1. MILEY GONZALEZ

I. Miley Gonzalez was nominated by President Clinton as the Under Secretary of
Agriculture for Research, Education, and Economics on July 9, 1997. He was con-
firmed for that position by the U.S. Senate on July 31, and sworn in on August 5.

Gonzalez provides oversight of the research, education and economics programs
at USDA. He manages the Agricultural Research Service, the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Service, the Economic Research Service, and the
National Agricultural Statistics Service.

Before his appointment as Under Secretary, Gonzalez served on the National Ag-
ricultural Research, Extension, Education, and Economics Advisory Board—a 30-
member group authorized by the 1996 Federal Agricultural Improvement and Re-
form (FAIR) Act to advise the Secretary and land-grant colleges and universities on
agricultural research, extension, education, and economics policy and priorities. As
the Under Secretary, Gonzalez is an ex-officio member of the group which will pro-
vide consultation on other FAIR Act legislation, including the Fund for Rural Amer-
ica.

Before joining USDA, Gonzalez served as associate dean and director for academic
programs in the College of Agriculture and Home Economics at New Mexico State
University (NMSU). From 1994-96, he was assistant dean and deputy director of
the Cooperative Extension Service. Prior to that he served as professor and head
of the Department of Agricultural and Extension Education at NMSU for three
years.

Gonzalez worked on the Hispanic Association of Colleges and UniversitiessfUSDA
leadership team, representing NMSU.

Before joining the faculty at NMSU, Gonzalez was an assistant director of Inter-
national Agriculture Programs in the College of Agriculture at lowa State Univer-
sity from 1988-91. In the early 1980's, Gonzalez served as a state 4-H specialist
at Pennsylvania State University and participated in extension program activities.

His administrative experience began in 1976 at the University of Arizona as as-
sistant director in the Office of Resident Instruction in the College of Agriculture.
He has private sector experience in marketing, management, and production agri-
culture in both the U.S. and Mexico and worked on a cattle ranch in Venezuela.
Gonzalez started his professional career as a high school vocational agriculture
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teacher in 1970 and taught at Parker High School on the Colorado River Indian
Reservation in Parker, AZ.

He has taught numerous undergraduate and graduate courses including guest lec-
tures in Spanish. His teaching has focused on problem-solving techniques, program
planning and evaluation, curriculum development, and beginning teacher and exten-
sion agent training.

Gonzalez has served on numerous evaluation and task force teams at the local,
national, and international levels. His research and scholarly activities have focused
on the areas of international development, extension education, adult and non-for-
mal education, technology transfer, and leadership development and training.

He has received numerous awards and honors from various professional groups,
teachers, institutions and many other organizations such as 4-H and the FFA. He
earned the American Farmer Degree in FFA and has received the Distinguished
Service Award from the American Association of Agricultural Education for both do-
mestic and international work in the western region.

He was born in Ysleta, TX, on July 30, 1946, grew up on a small farm and live-
stock operation in San Simon, AZ, and managed farming and marketing operations
in northern Mexico. Gonzalez attended the University of Arizona where he received
both a B.S. and M.S. in agricultural education from the University of Arizona and
a Ph.D. in agricultural and extension education from Pennsylvania State University.

EILEEN KENNEDY

WASHINGTON, Nov. 7, 1997—Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman today an-
nounced the appointment of Dr. Eileen Kennedy as Acting Deputy Under Secretary
for Research, Education, and Economics, effective November 10.

“Eileen Kennedy has provided sound policy advice, analysis, and research on
USDA's food assistance and nutrition programs,” said Glickman. “Her ability to
work with diverse groups to develop research driven dietary guidance will serve
USDA well in her new role. Her keen insight and extensive background in research
and education will prove invaluable as USDA sets research and education priorities
that are responsive to the needs of the American people.”

Kennedy will work with the Under Secretary for Research, Education, and Eco-
nomics, |. Miley Gonzalez, to provide oversight of the research, education, and eco-
nomics mission. She will help to manage the Agricultural Research Service, the Co-
operative State Research, Education, and Extension Service, the Economic Research
Service, and the National Agricultural Statistics Service.

Prior to her appointment, Kennedy served as the Executive Director of the USDA
Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion. She managed the Center and provided
technical direction for policy research and applied nutrition for USDA’s nutrition
programs.

Before joining USDA in 1994, Kennedy was a visiting professor at Tufts Univer-
sity, School of Nutrition. From 1981 to 1994, Kennedy worked for the International
Food Policy Research Institute here as a senior research fellow. She also worked as
a visiting professorial lecturer at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International
Studies from 1987 to 1990.

Dr. Kennedy is currently a member of the United Nations Advisory Group on Nu-
trition as well as a member of the Institute of Medicine’s Board on International
Health.

She received her B.A. degree from Hunter College in New York, NY, and her two
M.S. degrees, one in Foods and Nutrition from Pennsylvania State University and
one in Nutrition from Harvard. Kennedy received her Doctor of Science degree from
Harvard University.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ARS’ FISCAL YEAR 1998 PROGRAM INCREASES

Senator CocHRAN. That is perfectly satisfactory with us.

Let me ask the first question and then | am going to yield to my
colleagues for any questions that they have. Looking at the budget
request specifically for ARS—Dr. Horn has submitted a statement
discussing that aspect of the budget request—but it confuses us to
this extent: that the funding levels for ARS activities are proposed
to be increased from the fiscal year 1998 level, mostly for the pur-
pose of adding staff, professional research scientists, at ARS facili-
ties throughout the Nation, but you are proposing to execute in-
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creased staffing levels and at the same time requesting that all of
those increases provided for the current fiscal year, what the budg-
et calls “congressional add-ons,” be eliminated? Some of these re-
flect, for example, suggestions that this committee received as to
staffing that was needed in order to fully undertake the work that
was being done at some of these facilities.

I am specifically aware of the warm water aquaculture research
that is being done in Mississippi and in Arkansas, and we added
a couple of research scientist staff positions there. How are you re-
cruiting and filling those positions at the same time you are pro-
posing to take the money out of the program and, therefore, having
to cut those same staff positions?

What is the reality of the situation with regard to that?

Dr. GoNzALEzZ. Mr. Chairman, if I may, and | will ask Dr. Horn
to share also with some of the detail. Within the broader context
of the budgeting process, we looked at those areas of funding of
very important and high-priority areas and went through a discus-
sion to take a look at the shifting of resources. As a result, as you
look at that budget, you will find some places where there is a defi-
nite increase and other places where we have had a shifting of re-
sources.

But specifically to your question, | think that as we look at the
site specific parts of this agricultural research agenda that we cer-
tainly have some areas where we have continued to move funding
to enhance the work that is being done there and taken a look at
how those things fit within this sort of limited, if you will, research
budget that we are having to work with.

I will turn to Dr. Horn and ask him to provide any of the detail
for this particular question.

Dr. HorN. | have been very concerned about the decline in the
number of ARS scientists for some time, and in fact as an agency
we are trying to turn that decline around. There were 3,400 sci-
entists when | came to ARS 27 years ago and now we are under
1,900.

We went through exactly this same process a year ago when we
had some projects and some locations proposed for closure, and we
held back in our recruiting process and the ultimate result, of
course, was restoration of many of the projects and of all of the four
locations that were proposed for closure. But in that process our
number of FTE slots for scientists actually did decrease by about
100.

So we learned a lesson there and we are proceeding to a point
this year in a different way. We have about 140 vacant scientist
positions in the agency. Seventy of those are holdovers from prior
funds or the result of attrition. Seventy of those are from the new
money that came to us in fiscal year 1998. We are pursuing the re-
cruiting process full bore on all positions, and we are doing so in
the realization that it is going to be midsummer before many of
these will be to the point where we can interview or commit, and
by that time we expect to have some additional information on
what really will become of this budget.

As you have mentioned, you may impose changes in this commit-
tee and the House may do the same. So our intention is to continue
to recruit, look for the best and the brightest, but the day will come
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actually when we have to either say to them, you have to under-

stand that the funds may not be there for that position next year,

but we will find you a job in ARS, or we have to stop recruiting.
So our intention is to keep recruiting.

STATUS OF FISCAL YEAR 1998 IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

Senator CocHRAN. One thing we will do for the record, if you can
help us with this, is submit a listing of all of those research facili-
ties and the additional funding that was provided in the appropria-
tions bill for this current fiscal year and ask for a status report on
the execution of the funding increases provided for fiscal year 1998
for ARS for those purposes.

We have a list that includes, it looks like, about 30 different fa-
cilities across the Nation that are in this same shape, not just the
ones in Mississippi and Arkansas. But you know, the reason | point
these out is that last year the testimony was very clear that aqua-
culture is one of the fastest growing activities in agriculture today
in our country, and we need to find out about diseases and other
challenges that are presented to the aquaculture industry in not
only the South, but other parts of the country as well.

We had a West Virginia aquaculture center, for example, that
was funded. That is another area where we are wondering how you
are filling those positions that were funded last year, when now
you are asking that those funds be terminated and canceled in this
year's budget.

It is an important area. | think you recognize that, Dr. Horn and
Dr. Gonzalez, in your comments before the committee. | know in
Dr. Horn's case, from testimony he presented last year. And | think
this year’s testimony also confirms that this is an important area
for inquiry.

Can you confirm that?

AQUACULTURE RESEARCH

Dr. HorN. Yes; it is absolutely true. | believe we are still import-
ing about 70 percent of our shrimp, for example, and a lot of our
freshwater fish activities not only promote rural economic develop-
ment, but it is a new industry and a burgeoning industry and a
very rapidly growing industry. So it is extremely important to us.

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you.

Senator Bumpers.

Senator BumpPERs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Horn, this is something you are not required to know the an-
swer to. Do you know what rice yields are in this country compared
to, say, 3 years ago?

Dr. HorN. | am glad | am not required to know that. [Laughter.]

Senator BumpERS. Does anybody on the panel know?

Dr. HorN. Given 3 years ago, | suspect they are more or less
level and perhaps even a bit lower compared to 10 or 12 years ago,
due to our research accomplishments.

Senator BumpPERS. | think you are absolutely right. | wanted to
hear somebody who monitors those figures. I am not going to make
the same speech here this morning I have made 100 times about
the importance of research on agriculture in this country and how
we are going to feed ourselves in the future.
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But | get the impression, with some minor exceptions, a lot of
our yields of food products are pretty static. | think in 1965 we had
a static production of corn for the first time in 60 years. Those
things ought to be alarming, not only to the research community,
but to those of us who are funding research.

Now, this brings me to my next question, and that is following
up on what the chairman has just asked you about agriculture.
Mississippi and Arkansas both have state-of-the-art agriculture re-
search labs and in last year, 1997, we directed in the 1998 budget
that—we just put a direction in there that in 1999 you would in-
crease, for example, the funding for the rice germplasm center,
which is really vital to increasing rice yields. We put a provision
in there that it would be increased, | believe $700,000 in 1999, and
$400,000—I1 am not sure what we put in for the Mississippi agua-
culture lab, but we put an increase of $500,000 for the aguaculture
lab in Stuttgart in my home State.

They are not in here. My next question is, was this submitted to
OMB for inclusion in the President’s budget, these increases that
Congress directed last year? | want to be sure we are on the same
wavelength. Do you know what | am talking about?

Dr. HorN. By the agency?

Senator BUMPERS. Yes.

Dr. HoRrN. Yes; we requested those.

Senator BumpPERs. You did request those increases?

Dr. HorN. Yes; we did.

Senator BumPERS. And you got a negative response, | take it? |
mean, they just did not put it in the President’s budget request. Of
course, you knew in advance what their reaction was to this, | as-
sume.

RICE RESEARCH

My point, Mr. Chairman and members of the panel, is that here
we have these state-of-the-art research facilities that cannot func-
tion at the proper level, simply because we lack scientists. And we
needed that $700,000 in the rice germplasm center. The rice
germplasm center is the only facility 1 know in this country that
really has the ability to increase rice yields.

When | was first elected Governor of my State, | think yields
were averaging less than 100 bushels per acre. Today the average
is probably like 150, but 200 to 220 bushels an acre is not uncom-
mon. That is all due to research.

I do not know how far you can go, but all I am saying is—and
I have said 1,000 times—of all the research money we spend in this
country, the Pentagon obviously gets the most of it, the National
Institutes of Health is second and that is entirely proper. I am not
going to deliver my sermonette on the Pentagon. But when | think
about it, we are putting | think $1.8 billion—is that a fair state-
ment—in agricultural research in this country, it's outstanding to
be alarming.

Dr. Gonzalez, do you want to comment on that?

Dr. GoNnzaLEz. Yes; thank you. Mr. Chairman and Senator, |
think that has been part of our discussion internally as well, the
fact that when you compare the share of research moneys for agri-
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culture, including the extension and education component that is
critical to that continuum, that we are not in the same ballpark.

It is certainly a discussion that we have begun to talk about with
our agencies and across the mission areas within USDA, and |
think to engage other parts of the research community so they un-
derstand the relationship and the linkage that we have between
agricultural research and some of the things that they do.

You pointed out NIH; on the NSF side as well. And again, it is
not a matter of getting engaged in a match, if you will, of those
dollars, but that we communicate to all folks that we do have that
opportunity to highlight the success of agricultural research and
how it fits within the broader research agenda.

When we talk about the food genome area, for example, you were
talking about rice. | think there is a component in that initiative
that will also allow us to address some of those questions that you
were specifically addressing a moment ago.

FACILITIES TASK FORCE

Senator BumpPers. Dr. Horn, let me ask you another question.
The Department has been working on a report by the Strategic
Planning Task Force on Research Facilities, and they were to de-
termine—they were to prioritize, and | hate that word, but they
were to prioritize Federal research directives. Now, this report is
not finished. One of the principal things it was supposed to do was
to determine which facilities should be closed, is that correct? Is
that a fair statement?

Dr. HorN. Not exactly, Senator Bumpers.

Senator BumpPeRrs. What was the principal purpose of that task
force?

Dr. HornN. It was to evaluate all of the Federal and State facili-
ties and, in fact, some private laboratories to take a look at what
we have and what we are going to need to have. So it was to deal
with more than just closures. It was to deal with highlighting as
well what is needed into the future.

Senator BumMPERs. But that study has not been completed, has
it?

Dr. HorN. No; as a matter of fact, they met yesterday.

PROPOSED CLOSURE OF ARS FACILITIES

Senator BumpPers. Why is the Department recommending closure
of certain facilities before that study is completed?

Dr. GoNnzaLEz. If | may, and | do not know that | know the exact
answer. But certainly the committee is meeting now. This is their
fourth meeting, and they are looking at, as Dr. Horn described, the
research capacity both from the standpoint of facilities and the pro-
grammatic side. We will have an interim report by about the mid-
dle of June in terms of what we have done at this point to take
a look at both the Federal facilities, as well as those that are out
there in the university system.

The idea is that we will not finish that report, we will not have
all of those data, until 1999. But within those constraints in the
budget discussion there were some things that were already on the
board that we were looking at in terms of how to manage the sites
and programs that had been identified for closure prior to this
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budget session. Those considerations were part of this ongoing dis-
cussion. There may or may not be some other facilities that they
are looking at that might also fit into a list like that.

But | think part of my discussion with the committee and with
others has been that we are not only looking at the possibility of
closure, but also that we are looking at the capacity that we have.
We have an investment in a variety of places, depending on the ag-
ricultural research that is going on, that is site specific. So we real-
ly have to come back with some serious answers to these questions
that are being raised.

Senator BumpPERs. This committee obviously is going to review
your recommendations and look at it very closely, because my own
personal opinion is it is premature for ARS to be making these de-
cisions right now. I know that the budget constraints are terrible.
Senator Cochran and | have had private conversations about what
a monumental task this subcommittee has in trying to get this
budget—this is the toughest year | have ever seen on budgeting.

ALTERNATIVE PEST CONTROLS

Mr. Chairman, | have one final question and | will submit my
other questions for the record. And I would like to direct this ques-
tion to you, Dr. Robinson. And that is, what kind of progress are
you making on alternative pest controls and what kind of progress,
if any, is the private sector or the public sector making in making
pesticides and herbicides more benign?

We have an environmental disaster on our hands, and we are
trying to produce more crops at the same time we are trying to use
less pesticide and herbicide. It is a monumental chore, but I would
just like an update on that.

Dr. RoBINnsoON. | wish | could give you quantitative information
across the board. Perhaps | can do it in three ways. We have, as
you know, as part of the overall budget request—and it is the same
kind of request we have had in previous years—a request to in-
crease fairly significantly our pesticide management, research, and
education program. Those also go in sort of a hand-and-glove man-
ner with many of our sustainable agriculture programs.

One of the points, a quantitative point, that has been addressed
in a lot of positions before was to reach 75 percent of agriculture
applying IPM practices, which often would involve the alternative
pesticide applications that you speak of, by the year 2000. Current
information suggests that we are probably somewhere in the neigh-
borhood of 65 to 70 percent. So 75 percent by the year 2000 is not
out of the question.

The problem with that, that kind of answer, though, is it does
not go deep enough. There are a lot of definitional issues with re-
gard to what is and is not the application of an IPM practice or
an alternative pesticide or production practice. So we like to think
of that both in terms of the depth of that change in agriculture as
well as just a percentage count of who is adopting some kind of
practice.

We think that the programs that we have in terms of the alter-
native pesticide research programs that are producing—and it is a
slow process—alternatives and in working with EPA in providing
them information in terms of what alternatives are available or if
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there are no alternatives, is a useful kind of collaborative effort as
they begin to make their decisions. And the educational program
that we have in extension to move that research to the farm and
the farmer as quick as possible is going to move in the direction
of improving both the depth as well as the quantitative count of
IPM practices on farms by the year 2000.

That is not going to resolve all the issues, as you well know. So
it is a program that is going to continue to have to struggle with
the issues between interfacing production agriculture and competi-
tiveness with the environment.

Senator BumpPERS. Let me just say that, you know, in the Depart-
ment—and not just Agriculture, but everybody—every time Senator
Cochran or Senator Burns or | get a little project for our State it
is considered pork.

Senator BurNs. In agriculture that ain't bad.

Senator BumpPERs. If ARS comes up with it, it is high-class re-
search. But | think about a small project I got for the University
of Arkansas back in the eighties to do alternative pest control re-
search, and they were doing high-class research when | went there
3 years later. And we funded it every year for a while.

They have been on their own for some time, | do not know how
many years. They have been on their own now for 2 years. We are
funding it. There may be a little private money from some of the
chemical companies or somebody going into it. But they are doing
top-class research and they are on their own.

Now, | cannot think of a better success story than that. I make
that point just to show that the people sitting on this side of the
table oftentimes have pretty good ideas, too. | always voted against
Senator Proxmire’s amendment that everything had to be let on a
competitive basis. That meant everything went to Harvard and
MIT and you name it and the University of Arkansas got nothing.

If Senator Cochran and | were not here protecting our States, we
would not get anything, 1 can tell you. But we do good research,
and that is the reason we have that rice germplasm center down
there, which is really critical to the future of the rice industry.

Well, that is enough.

Senator CocHRAN. Senator, those were excellent questions and
we appreciate very much your asking them.

Senator Burns.

Senator BurNs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to the
folks for coming up here this morning.

When 1 look over this budget and the request for funds down
there, | was a little dismayed in some areas. And | am glad to hear
that at least the Department on the individual places that we think
is very important they were requested from OMB. | would assume
Miles City and Sydney and those things were in there.

PRODUCTION AGRICULTURE

With all the demands that are being placed on our producers
today from environmental, taxes, high cost of operation, it would
seem to me that the thrust of this part of USDA should be pointed
toward production agriculture. 1 cannot believe that we have only
got 1,900 scientists working in the USDA and ARS doing research
today.
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Dr. Horn—or | will ask Dr. Gonzalez: How many of those 1,900
are actively involved in production agriculture?

Dr. GoNzaLEz. Mr. Chairman and Senator, maybe | will ask Dr.
Horn to respond to that because of the specificity of that number.
But before he does that, if I may, kind of going back to the question
that the Senator asked a minute ago, | think those are the exact
kinds of questions that we've begun to ask.

| talked yesterday to the CARET delegates that are here.

Senator BurNs. To the who?

Dr. GonzaLEz. The Council for Agricultural Research, Extension,
and Teaching [CARET], that are part of that university commu-
nity. A great many producers and commodity group representatives
are in that group.

One of the things | said to them is that we are, again, readdress-
ing, if you will, the agenda in terms of the importance of that pro-
ducer community and to look at——

Senator BurNs. It is the only community. As far as this room is
concerned, it is the only part. Everything else lives off of it. Every-
thing else lives off of it. You take it out of business and none of
us is working.

We can use pretty words, but it just does not make a lot of sense.

Dr. Horn.

Dr. HorN. | do not think we have anyone that is not working on
a problem at ARS. We really do try to tell all of our scientists to
understand why they are doing what they are doing, and it is a rel-
atively applied program.

But the answer to your question specifically, about 70 percent of
the scientists are involved in production agriculture. Others are in-
volved in more fundamental programs that should lead to applica-
tion and should help producers. But it is about 70 percent.

Senator BURrNs. If you line that up against any other segment of
the American economy, you have 1,000 scientists out there trying
to deal with something that every one of us in this town does three
times a day, and that is eat, most of us. | eat more than that, obvi-
ously, but nonetheless.

I just think that our initial thrust—I am just wondering, when
OMB sent it back down was there anybody that raised their eye-
brow and said, what in the world are we doing and what are our
priorities? And is there anybody going back down there that says,
this is unacceptable, this is unacceptable to go at this, this thing?
It is like the aquaculture that they are concerned about in Arkan-
sas, and | am concerned about that, too. | am concerned about rice
yields. Our wheat has been going down a long time.

But yet we do not see anything, anything to address that. |
would say, we cannot do research on western ranges or Mississippi
aquaculture or Arkansas rice in Maryland. We cannot do it, we just
cannot do it. And these two Senators to my right here have just
absolutely fought tooth and toenail to put the research on the
ground where it is supposed to be.

And then you come back and you cut extension. You can have all
the knowledge in the world, but we have no way to transfer that
technology, none. So it all goes hand in hand.

Forget about rural development. It may be a feel-good methodol-
ogy to take care of something in the neighborhood, but if you have
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no production that is where your great development is, folks. That
is what pays the bills. And if you do not think we do not have a
problem, you just go around and explain to producers in this coun-
try why Wheaties is $3.75 a pound in the grocery store and we can-
not get $3 for a 60-pound bushel of wheat. And then you wonder
why we got hurt and why we get awful sensitive about our produc-
ers that are on the land.

And by the way, if you took your researchers out there and tried
to run a farm, ranch, or an aquaculture, | will tell you what: They
would go broke in 15 minutes, and then we are all out of jobs.

A little ASCS guy is sitting in the ASCS office one time, he was
crying. The guy says: What's the matter? And he said: My farmer
died. Well, they are dying.

It just seems like that our thrust, that somebody in this Depart-
ment, the Department of Agriculture, has got to go down to OMB
and say: This is outrageous and completely unacceptable to a com-
munity that is supposed to be advocating something for production
agriculture, because the demands—everybody wants to pass laws
on agriculture, you got to do this, that, and the other.

You cannot spray, you cannot even take care of your weeds. You
know how hard it is to find weed money? And noxious weeds runs,
spotted nap runs all the way from the highest mountain in Arkan-
sas to the flats of Arkansas. And by gosh, we cannot get a little
old measly pile of money to develop something for noxious weeds.

But you go to one of these Grey Poupon parties around here and
white wine, you know, them little finger parties, and you start talk-
ing about weeds and you are standing there talking to yourself
pretty quick.

So we need some advocates down there, folks. We need somebody
that is willing to fight, and | do not see that happening right now
and | am concerned about it.

So | do not have any questions. We are going to look at this. |
am going to work with the chairman. He is concerned about it. |
am concerned about it, and I am going to work very, very hard in
putting those dollars where they will do the most good, and that
is research and production agriculture and the extension work it
takes to get that technology on the farm. That is where | come
from.

I do not have any of them fancy letters behind my name. It says
“NDBA" behind mine: No degree, but boss anyway.

I am going to work very, very hard at that. Thank you for coming
today.

TRADE FLOWS

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you, Senator.

Before | ask another question about the research budget, | was
noticing in the Economic Research Service statement there is a
comment about how the Economic Research Service intends to
spend more time to break down the components of trade flows, un-
derstanding the relationships to international investment and the
strategic behavior of U.S. firms, and investigate the implications
for U.S. consumers of a globalized food marketplace.

After reading that, it occurs to me that one of the most challeng-
ing aspects of agriculture today is trying to understand the implica-
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tions of international economic conditions. For example in Asia, the
Far East, the Pacific Rim, we are seeing a lot of turbulence in mar-
kets there and currency values are plummeting in places like Indo-
nesia and elsewhere. Korea is undergoing massive change and dra-
matic change in its economic structure there and the banking sys-
tem.

We sell a tremendous amount, not only of raw agricultural com-
modities, but value-added products, in those parts of the world, and
it is a growth area for us. We have seen China suspend imports
of cotton.

Is the Economic Research Service actively engaged in trying to
analyze what is going on there and interpret that for the benefit
of American agriculture? If so, tell us what your findings are?

Dr. GonzaLEz. Go ahead, Susan, Dr. Offutt.

Dr. OFFUTT. Yes; we are. As you noted, the nature of change in
economies around the world is as important to U.S. agriculture as
anything that happens domestically because of our dependence on
exports. Specifically, we recognize the importance of the Asian re-
gion to further growth in U.S. exports. With respect to China, ERS
has in place a bilateral technical assistance agreement that will
allow us to better understand Chinese agricultural markets as they
themselves better understand them—in collaboration with the Na-
tional Agricultural Statistics Service as well. We have also begun
work on trying to understand the implications of accession to the
World Trade Organization of China, which under some conditions
would actually improve the functioning of the world marketplace.
China might be less likely to be disruptive, for example, stopping
imports without warning. So we certainly are concerned about the
capacity of China because it is clearly the largest country on Earth,
and as it enters the world trading system it will change the way
our exports are dealt with in markets.

More specifically and more recently on the Asian crisis, most of
the testimony that the Secretary and Under Secretary Gus
Schumacher have given before the Congress is based on the analy-
sis that ERS has done reflecting our understanding of changes in
demand in the Asian markets, both with respect to reductions in
income that come about when those economies falter as well as
changes in currency values that affect our competitiveness in a
market vis-a-vis, for example, the Australians, which is a particu-
larly important relationship in Asia.

We feel it is certainly an important component of our program
to look beyond what happens next week or the week after, because
the forces that shape the prosperity of United States agriculture
are being determined in China and Indonesia and Malaysia today.

Senator CocHRAN. Thank you very much.

REDUCTIONS IN CSREES RESEARCH PROGRAMS

I notice in the Cooperative State Research, Education, and Ex-
tension Service accounts, what we see in this budget is a proposal
to terminate most special research grants that are funded for the
current fiscal year and, for the first time that I can remember, to
reduce formula funds—the Hatch Act Smith-Lever, Mclintire-Sten-
nis cooperative forestry research, and others.
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What I would like to know is, have you assessed the implications
of what the practical results of all of this would be in terms of ben-
efits for production agriculture, for forestry, or for the research that
is now supported by these special research grants? What are the
practical consequences?

What if we just approved that and shocked the heck out of you,
the President, and the people who are responsible for submitting
this ridiculous proposal to the Congress? What if we just shocked
you and said, OK. Would you bear the responsibility for it? Would
you go out and explain to people what this means in practical
terms?

What does it mean? Tell us if you can?

Dr. GoNnzaLEz. Mr. Chairman, we have begun that discussion. In
the recent 2 or 3 weeks we have been discussing this with the uni-
versity community. We have tried to put this in terms of the fact
that we are looking at making sure, as we continue this discussion
with regard to formula funding and competitive grants processes,
that we balance the portfolio without harming that base structure
that we established over a long period of time—the investment that
we made in the university community to be able to be competitive.

I think that is part of this discussion. And | appreciate your
question, because it is important that we talk about what those im-
plications will be and what the impact will be out there at the local
level, which, getting back to the Senator’'s question a minute ago,
is just fundamental to the total process.

POSTAWARD MANAGEMENT

Senator CocHRAN. One thing that disturbs me, for example, is |
do not think you have any analysis on which to base decisions to
stop funding special research grants. 1 do not think you conduct,
for example, a study, a post-grant study to evaluate the results of
that research; do you? | do not think there is a process in place in
CSREES to do that. Is that right, Dr. Robinson?

Dr. GoNnzALEz. Dr. Robinson.

Dr. RosINsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We do have a process,
but it is a bit ad hoc and it is not as developed as it needs to be.
And that is true of special research grants and some of the other
grants.

We have spoken within the mission area about the need to
strengthen what we would call postaward management, the ability
to evaluate projects once awarded, whether it involves special re-
search grants or improving our postaward management process
with the NRI grants or other activities, to ensure that those
projects are addressing and, in fact, are producing the results that
Congress and the administration had in mind.

Senator CocHRAN. You know, | would not have any argument if
there was a proposal in here to set aside some amount of the fund-
ing in this budget to do just that, because we all know there are
special grants in here that have been funded year in and year out
for 20 years—I am just picking out a number—and we probably do
not know what the practical results have been from that research.
The grant gets funded every year because it is requested by some-
body who is vouching for the program.
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But as far as the Department is concerned, they do not really
have any of the facts. They do not really have any of the detailed
facts to make a judgment about whether this is valuable research,
addressing a need and producing results and should be continued
or not.

So why do we not try to maybe, in this appropriations bill, spell
out that this is going to be an initiative that we think ought to be
undertaken so we can make a determination, but not just right
now, this year, in this bill, say all of these special grants are pre-
sumptively ineffective or not producing the results for which they
were earlier intended or expected and should not be funded?

That to me would be a much more logical and thoughtful way to
proceed, rather than to take the administration’s request and just
do away with all of these projects. | do not think that is wise or
thoughtful. I think it is irresponsible to do that.

What is your reaction to that, Dr. Robinson?

Dr. RoBiNsON. Well, | certainly cannot object to the statement
you laid on the table. Postaward management is an area the agen-
cy needs to develop to the same standard as our preaward proc-
esses.

My sense is the special research grants that are included in the
administration’s budget versus those that are eliminated, are sup-
ported because there is fairly firm evidence that they are address-
ing national problems or issues and they are doing it in a way that
we are seeing progress.

A few have emerged by virtue of the strength of the projects and
definitely address either national or broad regional issues. Even
then, we do not have the kind of postaward management assess-
ment that you laid out that would be most beneficial as we look,
not just to next year, but what is happening to this series of
projects.

MC INTIRE-STENNIS PROGRAM

Senator CocHRAN. | appreciate that very much. As we proceed
to markup after our hearings, I hope that we can establish a dialog
as to how best we address that in this bill, so that we do not make
the mistake of eliminating special grants that we think are provid-
ing real benefits to American agriculture and American citizens
and are justified.

Let me ask you this. | do not know who wants to answer it, but
what specific research is carried out, just for the benefit of the
record, under the Mclntire-Stennis research program?

Dr. GonzALEz. Dr. Robinson.

Dr. RoBINSON. The program carried out under Mclntire-Stennis
is through colleges of forestry or forestry and natural resources in
each of the States. It is a formula-based fund allocation to support
in a cooperative way the partnership between the State and the
Federal Government on forestry research at certified State institu-
tions. This research complements the research done by the Forest
Service through its many regional labs.

It addresses the needs of forestry, be they farm lot forestry pro-
duction or broader scale forestry production, within the States or
regions of this country.
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Senator CocHRAN. Let me ask you one other question for the
record, so we will have this information. | do not suggest that you
have this right now to submit, but please provide the committee a
description of each project funded through the Mclntire-Stennis
program, what forestry research is being supported by ARS and the
CSREES, and the level of funding for each project, and who is con-
ducting the research? That would be good for us to understand.

Dr. RoBiNsoN. We will get that information to you, sir.

[The information follows:]

MCINTIRE-STENNIS COOPERATIVE FORESTRY RESEARCH PROGRAM

In fiscal years 1997 and 1998, $27,735,000 was appropriated each year to support
the Mclintire-Stennis Cooperative Forestry Program. Funds assist the States in car-
rying out a program of forestry research at State forestry schools, and in developing
a trained pool of forest scientists capable of conducting needed forestry research.
Forestry research funded through the Mclntire-Stennis Program focuses on the fol-
lowing nine categories: (1) Reforestation and management of land for the production
of crops of timer and other related products of the forest; (2) management of forest
and related watershed lands to improve conditions of water flow and to protect re-
sources against flood and erosion; (3) management of forest and related rangeland
for production of forage and domestic livestock and game and improvement of food
and habitat for wildlife; (4) management of forest lands for outdoor recreation; (5)
protection of forest lands for outdoor recreation; (6) protection of forest resources
against fire, insects, diseases, or other destructive agents; (7) utilization of wood and
other forest products; (8) development of sound policies for the management of forest
lands and the harvesting and marketing of forest products; and (9) such other stud-
ies as may be necessary to obtain the fullest and most effective use of forest re-
sources.

A report detailing the projects supported by Mclntire-Stennis funds has been pro-
vided to the Committee.

AQUACULTURE CENSUS

Senator CocHRAN. In the National Agricultural Statistics Service
proposal, there is a request for an increase of $500,000 and two
staff-years to conduct an aquaculture census that would provide for
the first time detailed State and national data about aquaculture
production. It would be helpful to us if you could explain—I do not
know who is going to answer. Mr. Bay?

Dr. GoNzaLEZz. Mr. Chairman, | will ask Mr. Bay to respond.

Senator CocHRAN. Mr. Bay, explain the importance of this cen-
sus and who would use the data? What is this for? Is this a one-
time cost or is this going to be an annual census of sorts?

Mr. BAay. Senator, this would be a one-time cost or it would be
a cost every 5 or 10 years depending on what the industry felt like
they needed. It would follow the census of agriculture, where we
pick up very limited information on the aquaculture industry, and
it would make it possible for us to provide a lot more detail and
cover a lot more species that are not covered by the census of agri-
culture or the current agricultural statistics program that we have
for catfish and trout.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

Senator CocHRAN. The President in his State of the Union talked
about emphasis on agriculture, making investments in—I am talk-
ing about research generally—proposing increases in National In-
stitutes of Health research, a lot of emphasis on that in the speech,
talking about the National Science Foundation and its programs.
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We see in the budget request a lot of increases for National Science
Foundation programs.

I do not have any objections to any of those. Those are very im-
portant areas of concern. But there is almost short shrift and no
emphasis on the importance of agriculture research, which is one
of our basic needs in our society and one of the most important eco-
nomic activities in our society, providing surplus in trade. The
record is unquestionably impressive in terms of the benefits that
flow from agriculture research.

So it is my hope that we will not lose sight of the importance of
it, that it does not get lost in the shuffle, which is what my impres-
sion is. Here we see a budget request cutting substantially the
funding for research programs done by the Department of Agri-
culture, and | do not think this committee is going to just sit back
and say, OK, if that is the way you want it, Mr. President, we will
go along with that. I think we are going to say: No, not so fast; we
need to look at this very carefully.

That is my attitude. | think there are ways that we can continue
to reap benefits from agriculture research and we ought to put the
emphasis there and not let it get lost in the shuffle.

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS

Additional questions will be submitted in writing, and we hope
you will be able to respond to them in a timely fashion.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EcONOMICS

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR COCHRAN
FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE

Question. An increase of $26 million is requested for fiscal year 1999 across ARS,
CSREES, and ERS for the Food Safety Initiative. How much has each of the re-
search, education, and economics mission agencies invested in food safety research
and related activities in each of fiscal years 1997 and 1998?

Answer.

REE FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE

[Dollars in thousands]

Fiscal year—

Increase
1997 1998 1999

Agricultural Research Service $49,647 $54,849 $68,819 $13,970

Economic Research Service 485 485 1,391 906

Cooperative State Research, Education, and Ex-
1ENSION SEIVICE L v 6,234 8,765 19,765 11,000
Total REE ..o 56,366 64,099 89,975 25,876

1Funds include the National Research Initiative, the Food Safety Special Research Grant Program, and Extension Smith-
Lever 3(d) Food Safety. In addition approximately $6 million is provided annually through formula programs and other
special research grants for related food safety research.

Question. How is this research being coordinated among the agencies?
Answer. An interagency working group (IWG) under the National Science and
Technology Council was formed in December 1997 to develop a food safety research
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agenda. The group is co-chaired by the Deputy Under Secretary for Research, Edu-
cation and Economics within USDA and the Science Advisor to the Secretary of
HHS. Agencies within the Federal Government involved with food safety research
participate in this IWG; this includes, ARS, CSREES, ERS, FSIS, FNS, and Office
of the Chief Economist in USDA; FDA, CDC, NIH in HHS; and EPA. The IWG has
developed a framework for assessing food safety research which looks at all the
links from farm to table. Currently an inventory of food safety research across all
the agencies is being conducted. This inventory will lead to an identification of any
gaps in the research agenda and will also serve to ensure that there is no duplica-
tion of effort in research that is currently being conducted on food safety. The IWG
expects to complete the research agenda this summer.

Question. How has duplication of effort been avoided?

Answer. This is the second year of the Food Safety Initiative. The REE agencies
have worked closely with the other agencies, including FSIS, FDA, and CDC, in the
development and implementation of the initiative. The current activity to develop
an integrated food safety research agenda is one aspect of this overall effort to co-
ordinate agency activities. This coordination effort has led to a government-wide
program in which the food safety agencies each make distinct and complementary
contributions to the overall initiative objectives.

Question. What have been the results of these investments to date?

Answer. USDA has a long history of serving the research needs of FSIS, APHIS,
FDA, and other agencies responsible for food safety, as well as more broadly produc-
ers, food processors and the public. The recent release of new techniques that use
benign microbes to control or eliminate Salmonella in poultry promises to help limit
the risk of this serious food poisoning in humans, is just one recent example of how
USDA investment in research is contributing to the safety of the U.S. food supply.
Some other examples from fiscal year 1996 and 1997 include:

—a monoclonal antibody was developed by ARS to identify unacceptably high lev-
els of glycoalkaloids in potatoes (and tomatoes and eggplants if needed) which
can be toxic to humans. This technology can and will be commercialize in a test
kit form;

—development by ARS of a specific avian immune cytokines which protects chick-
ens against salmonella serotypes;

—research on E. coli 0157:H7 in production settings has shown that incidence of
shedding of this organism is lower in feedlot beef animals than in adult cattle
in cow-calf heads. Sources of contamination included often contaminated surface
water supplies. Providing clean uncontaminated water to the animals would re-
duce the incidence of E. coli shedding. Related research on Intimin, an outer
membrane protein of E. coli 0157:H7, demonstrated the important role that
membrane plays in infecting newborn calves. This knowledge may lead to ways
to prevent E. coli colonization;

—a Salmonella Risk Assessment Model for Poultry has been released and is cur-
rently being evaluated by processors. The software program assesses changes in
microbiological safety through processing, storage, distribution, and final meal
preparation;

—through cooperative HACCP research with FSIS, APHIS, and the National Pork
Producer’s Council, technologies have been developed that will allow for the pro-
duction of pigs that are free of Trichinella spiralis. Periodic monitoring with an
ARS developed blood test will certify that the pigs are Trichinae free;

—ongoing CSREES supported research with steam pasteurization of carcasses has
proved that this process can consistently meet the pathogen reduction require-
ments for E. coli control, which is to be used as an index for process control.
Results on Salmonella control also demonstrate that steam pasteurization can
achieve the pathogen control standards required by USDA,

—several Pathogen Modeling Programs developed by ARS are widely used by
microbiologists in industry, regulatory agencies, and educational institutions to
estimate the growth or survival of pathogens during specified processes without
expensive laboratory testing;

—researchers supported by CSREES found that trisodium phosphate is an effec-
tive antimicrobial rinse of catfish fillets. They also found that atmosphere steam
treatment of whole catfish reduced surface microbial numbers and resulted in
the possibility of extending refrigerated shelf life without adversely affecting ac-
ceptance;

—discovery that certain strains of Aspergillus flavus (that do not produce
aflatoxins) out compete aflatoxin producing strains thus limiting contamination.
Tests using biological control techniques reduced aflatoxin levels in corn and
peanut products by 90 percent; and
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—a number of rapid immunoassay tests have been developed by ARS to measure
drug and chemical residues in red meat and poultry.

These examples are just a few of the discoveries resulting from USDA’s research

investments that are contributing directly to making U.S. agricultural products safe.

FOOD GENOME INITIATIVE

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget requests a total of $40 million in USDA
funding for fiscal year 1999 for a food genome research initiative. Dr. Gonzalez, you
indicated that the President’s Food Genome Initiative is a collaborative effort involv-
ing multiple Federal agencies and researchers in the academic and private sector,
and that you are in the final stage of developing a concept paper on the USDA's
role in Food Genomics. Which other federal agencies are involved in this effort? Can
you briefly distinguish the role of USDA and each of the other federal agencies in-
volved in this effort? What is the total level of fiscal year 1999 funding proposed
for this initiative, by federal agency?

Answer. The Interagency Working Group on Plant Genomics (IWG) included rep-
resentatives from USDA, HHS, NSF, Department of Energy, OSTP, and OMB. The
chair of the IWG was the Chief Scientist, CSREES/USDA. The IWG issued its re-
port in January, 1998. A copy of the report is provided for the record.

[CLERK’'S NOTE.—The IWG report does not appear in the hearing record but has
been submitted to the committee.]

REE now has a draft Blueprint for Action for the USDA Food Genome Research
which lays out the essential core activities for food genome research. The USDA
Food Genome Initiative will focus on mapping, sequencing, identifying, and under-
standing the function and control of genes responsible for economically important
traits in agricultural plants, animals and associated microbes. In addition to coordi-
nated efforts in genomic research within USDA’s National Research Initiative in the
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service, Agricultural Re-
search Service, and the Economic Research Service, the Initiative will be coordi-
nated fully with other Federal agencies that are pursuing genome activities, prin-
cipally through the Interagency Working Group of the National Science and Tech-
nology Council. Thus, the Initiative will build upon and be coordinated with ongoing
genomic research in model organisms such as the Human Genome Program at the
National Institutes of Health and the Department of Energy (DOE); the Arabidopsis
Genome Research Program at the USDA, the National Science Foundation (NSF)
and Department of Energy; the NSF Plant Genome Initiative; the DOE Microbial
Genome Program; and the Advanced Technology Program of the U. S. National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology. Coordinated efforts will reduce potential dupli-
cation and provide for efficiency in moving towards long-term goals.

FOOD GENOME INITIATIVE FUNDING

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year—
Agency 1998 esti- 1999 Presi- égggdp{ﬁ_‘
mated dent’s budget crease
Department of Agriculture 25 40 15
Agriculture Research Service 11 14 3
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension ................ 14 26 12
National Science Foundation 60 [C10 R
Department of Energy 0.15 015
TOMAL ovvvoeeeec e 85 100 15

Question. Would you please describe the importance of the Food Genome Initia-
tive, including fiscal year 1999 and future years objectives and costs.

Answer. The foundation of future gains in agricultural research will be driven in
large part by research conducted under our food genome initiative. The knowledge
gained from this research in genomics will permit the United States to develop new
technologies for improvements in the yields of major crops, pest and disease resist-
ance, enhanced quality of agricultural products, and new agricultural products. The
overall thrust of the USDA research is better understanding of the structure of the
entire DNA composition of the genome of economically important crops and livestock
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and identification of how this structure relates to functional properties of these ani-
mals and crops.

l;I'he draft concept paper describes the following objectives under the Food Genome
Objective:

—Understand the structural features of the entire DNA make-up of a genome;

—isolate and discover the biological function of expressed genes;

—identify the role of identified genes in the outward appearance and performance

of economically important plants and animals;

—construct bioinformation systems that integrate data across species; and

—create new products important to U.S. agriculture using genome technologies.

The concept paper proposes funding for the Food Genome Program at $40 million
in fiscal year 1999, increasing to $70 million in fiscal year 2000, and $100 million
in fiscal year 2001 and subsequent years.

Question. Is food genome research the initial phase of a longer-term federal ge-
nome research program? What is the blueprint for future research in the area of
genomics and what level of federal investment will be required?

Answer. The blueprint for research on food genomics is envisioned as a long term
effort. The draft concept paper identifies priorities and budget requirements for the
first three years. The longer term strategy will be modified based on accomplish-
ments.

The draft concept paper, now out for review and comment, provides a blueprint
for a coordinated REE food genome program involving ARS, CSREES, and ERS.
Specifically the paper describes the current intra- and extramural programs and
their achievements, the overall objectives of the initiative, and planned activities di-
rected at achieving those objectives. The proposed level of federal investment is $40
million in fiscal year 1999, $70 million in fiscal year 2000, and $100 million in fiscal
year 2001 and subsequent years.

Question. The Department's fiscal year 1999 request includes a $30 million in-
crease in the discretionary appropriations for this initiative and proposes legislation
which involves an additional $10 million. What legislative authority is required?

Answer. The Administration proposes a new authority for a competitive research
grants program specifically focused on supporting research conducted under the
Food Genome Initiative.

Question. Please describe the genome research program already conducted under
ARS and CSREES. Please specify the level of funds now being committed to this
research, where this research is being conducted, and what is being accomplished.

Answer. USDA conducts plant and animal genomics research through well-devel-
oped intramural and extramural programs. These programs are designed to com-
plement each other in partnership with State agricultural experiment stations, col-
leges, universities, other research institutions or organizations, Federal agencies
and laboratories, private organizations, corporations, or individuals.

The USDA's intramural plant and animal genomic research program has been
conducted by the Agricultural Research Service (ARS) through their network of lab-
oratories and strategic cooperative agreements with selected universities and pri-
vate sector researchers. Substantial resources have been devoted to molecular ge-
netic map development. Numerous genetic markers on the maps of cattle, swine,
sheep, and poultry have been developed in ARS laboratories. The same is true for
the genetic maps of a number of important crop species. The ARS has research
projects aimed at the use of molecular genetic markers for the characterization of
germplasm and for the selection of crop varieties with enhanced pest resistance and
product quality. Other ARS programs are aimed at the isolation and manipulation
of genes controlling disease resistance and stress tolerance in plant and animal spe-
cies. An important result of USDA’s genomic funding has been the development of
extensive crop and animal genome databases now available on the World Wide Web
hosted by the USDA National Agricultural Library.
| In fiscal year 1998, ARS’ food genome research is funded at $11.5 million as fol-
ows:

Plant Genome Research

Location Funding
Albany, California $217,100
Ames, lowa ............. 218,100
Beltsville, Maryland . 161,800
Columbia, Missouri .. $217,200
Headquarters ......... ... 2,544,300
1ThaCa, NEW YOTK ...eoiiiiiiie ittt e e st e e e e e nnneeeenes 328,500

TORAL e 3,687,000
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Animal Genome Research

Location Funding
Athens, Georgia $170,800
Ames, lowa .......... 559,000
Beltsville, Maryland .... 2,777,400
East Lansing, Michigan . . 926,100
Clay Center, NeDraska ........cccociiiiiiie it 3,377,800

TORAL e e 7,811,100

The USDA's extramural program is managed by the Cooperative State Research,
Education and Extension Service (CSREES) in partnership with the Land Grant
university system and other organizations. Whenever possible, CSREES provides
national leadership by coordinating and facilitating genome research activities
across federal agencies and regional projects. Under the auspices of CSREES Na-
tional Research Initiative (NRI), NRI grants are awarded to genomic projects on ag-
riculturally important crops, forest trees, and animals.

The NRI Plant Genome program places priority emphasis on cloning agricultur-
ally important genes; developing new technologies for genome mapping, gene manip-
ulation, gene isolation or gene transfer in plants; creation of new germplasm lines
or varieties to solve problems of U.S. agriculture; and software development for
databases and bioinformatics. CSREES, in a joint effort with NSF and DOE, is en-
gaged in an international cooperative effort in mapping and sequencing the genome
of the model plant, Arabidopsis thaliana. This program, which began in 1996, was
the first effort to provide a complete DNA sequence of a plant, similar to the effort
being done by NIH to completely sequence the human genome and by DOE to se-
guence microbial genomes. CSREES has also taken the lead, along with other Fed-
eral Agencies, to begin coordinating U.S. activities with the international rice ge-
nome sequencing programs. Sequencing Arabidopsis and rice as model systems in
plants provides broad coverage of the plant kingdom. Compared to other higher
plants, the genome of Arabidopsis and rice are small, making whole genome se-
guencing of these two plants a readily achievable goal. Arabidopsis and rice can be-
come reference or model genomes for two major classifications of plants, dicots and
monocots, respectively. It is anticipated that the genomes of Arabidopsis and rice
could be completed in the years 2000 and 2004, respectively, provided that sufficient
funding is available through a USDA Food Genome Initiative. This research will be
vital to facilitate international collaboration to ensure that data, materials, and
technologies are readily available to U.S. scientists and the larger agricultural com-
munity including growers and producers.

Priority emphasis of the NRI Animal Genetics and Genome Mapping has been
placed upon genomic mapping and organization; gene identification and inter-
actions; technology development, and economic or quantitative trait loci and marker
assisted selection. CSREES provides leadership and coordination for a national, co-
ordinated research program to map the genome of agriculturally important animal
species through Regional Projects of the National Animal Genome Research Pro-
gram. The program involves CSREES, ARS, State Agricultural Experiment Stations,
and other universities. CSREES also provides leadership for several other Regional
Projects, all with a national focus, that make major contributions to animal genomic
research such as, Advanced Technologies for the Genetic Improvement of Poultry;
Genetic Improvement of Cattle Using Molecular Markers; Positional and Functional
Identification Economically Important Genes in the Pig; Integration of Quantitative
Molecular Technologies for Genetic Improvement of Pigs; Genetic Basis for Resist-
ance to Avian Disease; and Genetic Maps of Aquaculture Species.

In fiscal year 1998, CSREES funding devoted to food genome research under the
NRI is estimated to be $11.5 million for plant genome research and $2.9 million for
animal genome research for a total of $14.4 million.

There are many accomplishments in plant and animal genomics to date. They in-
clude: development of genomic maps in corn, soybean, cotton, wheat, barley, rice,
sorghum, loblolly pine, conifers, poplar, cattle, swine, wheat, poultry, horses, catfish
and many other plant and animal organisms for genetic improvement; Quantitative
Trait Loci have been mapped that target genes of paramount importance to produc-
ers and growers to include tolerance to environmental stress, pest and disease re-
sistance, milk production and fat deposition, and quality. The USDA is the world
leader in developing technologies used in gene transformation systems, agricultural
bioinformatics, and germplasm resources for improved genetic enhancement of both
plants and animals.
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OFFICE OF PEST MANAGEMENT POLICY

Question. How is this Office being funded for fiscal year 1998? What are the cur-
rent funding and staffing levels for this Office?

Answer. Funding for the Office of Pest Management Policy (OPMP) for fiscal year
1998 will come primarily from existing National Agriculture Pesticide Impact As-
sessment Program (NAPIAP) funding, including transfers of existing positions and
staff. The funding level for NAPIAP in fiscal year 1998 is about $1 million. Of the
$1 million, about $400,000 in NAPIAP funds will be used for salaries and other ex-
penses of the OPMP for the five remaining months of the fiscal year. The staff of
the office currently includes a director, a staff entomologist transferred from Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA), and a staff plant pathologist transferred from
Beltsville NAPIAP. Current plans call for a total of 10 staff positions, representing
?II agricultural sciences. The positions will be filled through recruiting and trans-
ers.

Question. Why did you determine there was need for a separate office to focus
principally on Food Quality Protection Act-related issues? Please describe the role
of this new office and list individual programs, by agency, that will be coordinated
by this office.

Answer. Although the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996 (FQPA) requires that
the Department establish a “minor use” program, the role of the new office extends
beyond minor use issues and is charged with integrating and coordinating existing
USDA pesticide and pest management programs. The office is also responsible for
improving communications with and strengthening the existing network of grower
organizations and crop specialists at land grant institutions. FQPA has the potential
to dramatically alter pest management systems for many crops. It is important that
the Department provide EPA with high quality data on current pest management
tools and practices to make better informed regulatory decisions. Furthermore, the
Department must be responsive to the needs of the agricultural community in devel-
oping alternative pest management practices to meet critical needs that may de-
velop as a result of EPA’s regulatory process. In addition to its new responsibilities,
OPMP will assume the headquarters functions of the NAPIAP program. The state
Land Grant component of NAPIAP will remain in place and continue to serve as
the primary pest management data gathering and analyses arm of the office.

Existing programs include:
Food Consumption Surveys—ARS
NAPIAP—ARS; CSREES; ERS; and Forest Service
Pest Management Alternatives Program (PMAP)—CSREES
Areawide Integrated Pest Management—ARS
Biological Control—ARS; CSREES; APHIS
Pesticide Use Surveys and Analysis—NASS and ERS
Pesticide Data Program—AMS
Integrated Pest Management Research—ARS, ERS, and CSREES
IR-4 Minor Crop Pest Management Program—CSREES and ARS
Pesticide Applicator Training—CSREES

USDA RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER THE FOOD QUALITY PROTECTION ACT (FQPA)

Question. You indicate that the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996 adds to the
need for effective pest management research. Please cite for the record the require-
ments of this Act which will require additional investments by the USDA research,
education, and economics mission agencies and the additional funds proposed for fis-
cal year 1999 and each future fiscal year to fulfill these requirements.

Answer. The Secretary of Agriculture has been given many new and enhanced re-
sponsibilities as a result of the passage of the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA).
The Secretary's FQPA-related functions can be grouped into the following cat-
egories:

(1) Explicit USDA functions under the provisions of FQPA.

(2) Explicit USDA functions provided for in FQPA amendments to FIFRA.

(3) Explicit USDA functions provided for in FQPA amendments to FFDCA.

(4) Other current law USDA responsibilities that will be enhanced by FQPA.

EXPLICIT USDA FUNCTIONS UNDER FQPA

Data Collection—Infants and Children

(1) Consumption Patterns—The Secretary is directed to coordinate the develop-
ment and implementation of survey procedures with respect to food consumption
patterns of infants and children. Secretary must consult with EPA and HHS. (Sec-
tion 301 (a) of FQPA)
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(2) Residue Data—The Secretary is directed to improve data collection of pesticide
residues, to provide guidelines for the use of comparable analytical and standardized
reporting methods, and to increase the sampling of foods most likely consumed by
infants and children. (Section 301(c) of FQPA)

Data Collection—Pesticide Use

(1) Collection—The Secretary is directed to collect data on the use of pesticides
on major crops and other dietarily significant crops through surveys of farmers or
other sources. The Secretary must make the data available to EPA. (Section 302 of
FQPA)

(2) Coordination—The Secretary is directed to coordinate with EPA in the design
of the surveys. (Section 302(c) of FQPA)

(3) Study & Report—Within 1 year of enactment, the Secretary must carry out
a study, in consultation with EPA, and report to Congress on the current status and
potential for improvement of Federal agency collection of pesticide use information.
The study must include an analysis of options available to increase the effectiveness
of the collection, the costs and burdens placed on agricultural producers and other
pesticide users, and the effectiveness in tracking risk reduction by those options.
(Section 305 of FQPA)

Integrated Pest Management

The Secretary is directed to implement research, demonstration, and education
programs to support adoption of IPM and to make information on IPM widely avail-
able to pesticide users. Federal agencies must use IPM techniques and promote IPM
throug)h procurement and regulatory policies, and other activities. (Section 303 of
FQPA

I1. EXPLICIT FUNCTIONS UNDER FQPA AMENDMENTS TO FIFRA

Minor Use Crop Protection Incentives

(1) Definition—FQPA creates several incentives for the registration of minor pes-
ticide uses. The Secretary is responsible for determining whether a pesticide use
will qualify as a minor use based upon the total acreage on which the pesticide is
used. Alternatively, the Secretary will consult with EPA in determining whether a
pesticide use will qualify as a minor use due to the lack of sufficient economic incen-
tive to support its registration. (Section 2(Il)(1) & (2) of FIFRA as added by section
210(a) of FQPA)

(2) Exclusive Use Period—The Secretary is required to consult with EPA in deter-
mining whether particular minor uses will qualify a pesticide for extension of the
registration data exclusive use period. (Section 3(C)(1)(F)(ii) of FIFRA as amended
by section 210(b) of FQPA)

USDA Minor Use Program

(1) USDA responsibilities related to minor uses:

The Secretary is directed to assure the coordination of the responsibilities of
USDA related to minor uses of pesticides including:

(a) IR-4 Project (established to develop registration data for minor uses).

(b) National Pesticide Resistance Monitoring Program (Established by section
1651 of the FACT Act.)

(c) Support for IPM research.

(d) Consultation with growers to develop minor use data.

(e) Assistance for minor use registrations, tolerances, and reregistrations with
EPA. (Section 32(a) of FIFRA as added by section 210(i) of FQPA)

(2) Minor Use Data Grants and Revolving Fund—The Secretary is directed to es-
tablish and operate a grant program to provide matching funds for the development
of data to support minor use pesticides. Any data that is developed as a result will
be joir)wtly owned by USDA. (Section 32(b) of FIFRA as added by section 210(i) of
FQPA

Identification of Public Health Pests

The Secretary is directed to coordinate with the Administrator of EPA to identify
pests of significant public health importance. (Section 28(d) of FIFRA as added by
section 236 of FQPA)

111, EXPLICIT FUNCTIONS UNDER FQPA AMENDMENTS TO FFDCA

Dietary Surveys

The Secretary is directed to conduct surveys to document dietary exposure to pes-
ticides among infants and children in order to provide information for use by the
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Administrator in the establishment of pesticide residue tolerances. (Section
408(b)(2)(C) of FFDCA as amended by section 405 of FQPA)

Actual Use Data

The Secretary may collect and provide aggregate pesticide use data for consider-
ation by the Administrator when assessing chronic dietary risk in establishing a
pesticide residue tolerances. (Section 408(b)(2)(F) of FFDCA as amended by section
405 of FQPA)

Consumer Right to Know

The Secretary is required to consult with EPA and HHS in the annual publication
of information for public display by retail grocers relating to the risks and benefits
of pesticide residues and recommendations to consumers for reducing dietary expo-
sure. (Section 408(0) of FFDCA as amended by section 405 of FQPA)

IV. CURRENT LAW USDA RESPONSIBILITIES THAT WILL BE ENHANCED BY FQPA

Various provisions of current law, although not directly amended by FQPA, will
continue to require the involvement of the Secretary of Agriculture. In several cases,
the role of the Secretary may even be enhanced as a result:

Establishment of Tolerances (Maximum Residue Levels)

FQPA requires the consideration of various risk factors and data as part of the
decision making process involved in issuing a tolerance under the new law. Much
of the information and data on which these decisions will be based is to be collected
by the Secretary. The data collected and provided by the Secretary will be extremely
important to registrants and pesticide users seeking the establishment of tolerances
for various pesticides. (Section 408 of FFDCA as amended by section 405 of FQPA)

Emergency Exemptions

Section 18 of FIFRA authorizes EPA to exempt the use of certain pesticides from
registration requirements in order to handle local emergency situations. The FQPA
adds a new requirement that each such exempt pesticide use must have a tolerance
in place under the FFDCA when the exemption is granted. As stated, the Secretary
will provide an increasingly important function with respect to the approval of all
tolerances, which will be most critical in the case of tolerances associated with Sec-
tion 18 emergency exemptions to meet local needs that must be issued within a
short period of time in order to be useful. (Section 18 of FIFRA; Section 408 of
FFDCA as amended by section 405 of FQPA)

Research Coordination

Section 20 of FIFRA requires EPA to coordinate with the Secretary in conducting
IPM research, which is to receive increased emphasis under FQPA.

Regulations—Comments by USDA Sections 21 and 25 of FIFRA require EPA:

(1) to notify and seek comments from the Secretary in advance of any rulemaking
under FIFRA,

(2) to share with the Secretary any proposed or final regulations in advance of
their publication, and

(3) to take into consideration and respond to any comments made by Secretary
with respect to the regulations.

These current requirements will apply to any regulations issued by EPA to imple-
ment the amendments made by FQPA to FIFRA.

Identification of Pests

Section 28 of FIFRA directs the Secretary to cooperate and coordinate with EPA
in the identification of:

(1) Pests that must be brought under control.

(2) Available methods of pest control.

(3) Minor pest control problems, including minor or localized problems in major
crops.

(4) Factors limiting the availability of specific pest control methods.

The Secretary is also required to prepare an annual report to EPA containing the
above information, indicating crucial pest control needs based on any shortage of
control methods identified above, and describing research and extension efforts de-
signed to address those needs. This function will be increasingly important as pest
control products are lost due to the tougher standards established under FQPA.

Conditional Amendments

Section 3(c)(7) of FIFRA requires concurrence by the Secretary with any deter-
mination by EPA of the availability of effective alternative pesticides for the pur-
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poses of making a risk-benefit determination for a conditional registration of a pes-
ticide use on a minor food or feed crop.

Recordkeeping

Section 1491 of the 1990 Farm Bill directed the Secretary to require certified ap-
plicators of restricted use pesticides to keep records of pesticide use, make the infor-
mation available when necessary, compile a data base, and publish annual com-
prehensive reports in conjunction with EPA. The new data collection requirements
in FQPA (see above) seem to build on this current law requirement by requiring the
Secretary to collect data from farmers and other sources on the use of all pesticides.
One difference, however, is that the new requirements do not contain the same safe-
guards and penalties to avoid misuse of the data collected.

TQe fiscal year 1999 budget includes the following increases related to FQPA
needs:

Program Increase
IPM Research Grant ProOgram .........ccccoociiiioiieiiiinii e $5,300,000
Pest Management Alternatives .. .. 2,600,000
Extension IPM Application ...... .. 4,200,000
Food Consumption Surveys .. .. 1,500,000
Pesticide Use Surveys ....... .. 1,400,000
Pesticide Residue Data ... .. 4,200,000
IR-4 Minor Use Program 1,700,000
NAPIAP Programs ................. 1,600,000

Applicator Training Programs 1,500,000

Budget needs beyond fiscal year 1999 will depend on EPA’s schedule and regu-
latory policy decisions and will be addressed in future budget requests.

INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT (IPM)

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget again requests increased funding for the In-
tegrated Pest Management (IPM), which is the Administration’s initiative to bring
75 percent of the nation’s farmland under IPM practices by the year 2000. Can you
give us a status report on what has been accomplished in that regard to date, what
percent of the nation’s crop acreage was under IPM practices when this initiative
began and where we are now, and what the additional funds you are requesting for
1999 for this project will achieve?

Answer. A consensus has emerged that IPM systems should be measured along
a continuum, ranging from none to high levels of IPM adoption. The Department’s
1994 report, Adoption of Integrated Pest Management in the United States, meas-
ured adoption along a continuum, and this approach was refined by Consumers
Union in its 1996 report, Pest Management at the Crossroads. These analyses esti-
mated that 70 percent of crop acreage is managed using IPM systems, however, 38
percent of these systems are at the low end of the IPM continuum. Our goal is to
develop and help growers implement IPM strategies that permit them to move from
the low end of the continuum to the high end of the continuum, moving incremen-
tally toward biologically based IPM systems.

The overall percentage of U.S. crop acres under IPM in 1997 remained at the 70
percent level, and will likely remain constant in 1998. However, we remain con-
vinced that the increased investments proposed in the President’'s budget request
for fiscal year 1998, and again proposed in fiscal year 1999, will permit us to reach
the 75 percent adoption goal by 1999 or 2000. More importantly, we believe that
these investments will accelerate the adoption of IPM systems at the medium and
high end of the continuum. We believe that increasing adoption of pest management
systems at the high end of the IPM continuum will benefit all Americans by increas-
ing profitability, protecting water quality and farm worker safety, and enhancing
the wholesome quality of our Nation’s food supply. We believe that an accelerated
effort is warranted to develop and help growers implement pest management strate-
gies that will help them reduce reliance on high risk pesticides and enhance the sus-
tainability of their operations.

Question. Please provide a list of the fiscal year 1999 IPM funding increases for
the research, education, extension and economics agencies in order of priority.

Answer. The increases proposed for IPM and related activities reflect USDA's goal
of helping U.S. agriculture implement IPM practices on 75 percent of the nation's
crop acreage by the year 2000, and to help producers respond to the challenges they
will face as the result of Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) implementation. Each
research and extension program that supports IPM activities is coordinated to sup-
port major IPM goals. To further the development of a coordinated and integrated
effort, USDA has created a new Office of Pest Management and Policy (OPMP) to
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serve as the focal point within the Department for pest management and pesticide
regulatory issues.

Proposed IPM and IPM-related activities in the fiscal year 1999 budget focusing
on this integrated and coordinated approach are summarized below. All of these
would be considered high priority within the Department’s 1999 budget.

IPM Initiative—Activities proposed under this multi-faceted initiative are built
around producer-identified needs for applied research and education projects using
pest control technologies that are ready for large area trials and adoption. These re-
gional or area-wide projects will be supported by proposed increases of approxi-
mately $10 million for CSREES and ARS.

The initiative also includes a proposed increase of $2.7 million for research on al-
ternatives to pesticides that may be lost to producers as EPA proceeds to implement
FQPA and on a decision support system that will help identify crop-pest combina-
tions where alternative controls are most critical.

Pesticide Use Data Collection and Analysis.—Net increases of $2.1 million are pro-
posed for pesticide use and food consumption data. USDA is the sole or primary
source for this data. Information on actual use and consumption patterns is needed
to conduct more accurate risk assessments. These programs include the Continuing
Survey of Food Intake by Individuals (CSFI1) carried out by ARS, the Pesticide Data
Program under AMS, and pesticide use survey and analysis conducted by NASS and
ERS, respectively.

Pesticide Registration, Clearance, Assessment and Training.—Net increases of $4.8
million are proposed for programs to support the registration process with informa-
tion and analyses on the costs and benefits of current and alternative pest manage-
ment strategies at the local, regional, and national scales; programs to gather data
on pesticide residues for new and safer minor-use products; to fund the new Office
of Pest Management Policy; and for applicator training to build confidence in the
system that relies on well informed pesticide applicators. Accurate data and analy-
sis are essential to help policy-makers understand the implications of pest-control
decisions.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR COCHRAN
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

The President's fiscal year 1999 budget again proposes to close down the ARS
Prosser, WA; Mandan, ND; Orono, ME; and Brawley, CA facilities. These are the
same facilities proposed to be closed in the President’s fiscal year 1998 budget and
the Congress continued to fund.

The Administration has indicated that research facilities are under review by the
Strategic Planning Task Force on Research Facilities mandated by the 1996 farm
bill and that the Task Force is scheduled to report in April of 1999.

Question. Why prejudge the recommendations of that Task Force by proposing to
close four ARS facilities in fiscal year 1999?

Answer. The fiscal year 1999 Federal budget submitted by the President rec-
ommends a number of new initiatives to address changing priorities facing agri-
culture and the American consumer. The research budget proposed for ARS reflects
an increase of $32 million over the current year. However, the Department is focus-
ing on many priority agricultural issues that must be addressed now by our re-
search scientists. This requires that ARS terminate ongoing projects and reallocate
these resources to the new or expanded initiatives as recommended by the Presi-
dent. As a result, a cost-effective decision was made to terminate and redirect re-
sources to new research initiatives and recommend closure of these research sta-
tions. These actions are essential to the President’'s recommendations and cannot be
delayed for future decisions to be made by the Task Force.

Question. How many people and scientists would be impacted by the closure of
Prosser, WA; Mandan, ND; Orono, ME; and Brawley, CA facilities? What is the an-
nual operating cost of each of these facilities?

Answer. All permanent employees impacted by the proposed closures will be of-
fered a position within the Agency. The number of impacted employees and the an-
nual operating costs for these facilities will be provided for the record.

[The information follows:]
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Facility Scientists em%tlgierzes Opigz;tting
Prosser, WA 9 24 $2,435,000
Mandan, ND 9 25 2,582,600
Orono, ME ... 3 7 808,500
Brawley, CA ...ttt enens eriesieniesienis 4 287,200

The fiscal year 1999 budget again requests $4 million in initial construction fund-
ing through ARS for a new Melaleuca Research and Quarantine Facility in Florida.
Design and engineering work on this facility was funded and completed by the
Corps of Engineers.

Question. Why request funds for a new facility when the Strategic Planning Task
Force is now reviewing the need for additional facilities?

Answer. This facility is being built in support of biological control of the harmful
introduced pest weeds, especially the Australian paperbark tree Melaleuca, which
is devastating the Florida Everglades and causing major economic and environ-
mental damage.

The need for the facility is immediate, based on the large number of biological
control agents for Melaleuca and other high-priority introduced weeds that ARS and
our State cooperators are now processing through an old, small and technologically
inadequate quarantine facility in North Florida. Should the construction of this fa-
cility be delayed, the goal of safely managing introduced weeds would be set back,
and Melaleuca and the other introduced pests would continue to spread unchecked,
resulting in increased economic and environmental damage to Florida.

The new quarantine facility that ARS has proposed in south Florida is to be built
in cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the state of Florida. Al-
though the primary and immediate use of the facility is to safety test and process
exotic natural enemies of the paperbark tree Melaleuca, it will also be used for a
number of other purposes. In fact, the portion of the facility that the Army Corps
is interested in will address a number of aquatic and semi-aquatic weed issues that
are important for several of the states in the southeastern U.S. (Alabama, Mis-
sissippi, Louisiana and Texas) and also the western states of California and Oregon.
In addition, the state of Florida (specifically, the University of Florida Experiment
Station at Ft. Pierce) is interested in the use of this facility to evaluate and process
exotic beneficial agents and to study some pests under highly contained laboratory
conditions. Thus, this facility is expected not only to help solve critical pest problems
associated with Florida wetlands, but it is also expected to serve agricultural needs
throughout the southeastern U.S. Examples of pest species that may be the focus
of control studies at the new facility would include the brown citrus aphid, the sil-
verleaf whitefly, thrips palmi, and the pink hibiscus mealybug. More specifically,
the facility is expected to test and clear beneficial natural enemies of these pests
for release into field sites throughout the U.S. Since many of these pests affect both
field and greenhouse crops, the new technology developed at this new facility could
be utilized in almost every state in the country.

The ARS biological control of weeds program is a partner in the Everglades Initia-
tive, the National Strategy for Invasive Plant Management, and the White House
initiative on management of Non-native Invasive Species. The facility is a key part
of the nation’s long-term biological control program for introduced pests.

Question. Why does the Administration propose that this project be transferred
from the Corps of Engineers to the Agricultural Research Service?

Answer. Although the original design funds were appropriated through the Corps
of Engineers, it had always been the intent that ARS would staff and operate the
facility.

Question. Would ARS face any problems or difficulties constructing a facility
based on the design and engineering work of the Corps of Engineers?

Answer. For project continuity purposes, ARS would likely pursue an arrange-
ment with the Corps of Engineers for assistance during the construction phase to
facilitate the completion of the project. Since ARS would be responsible for operating
the facility, it is important that ARS be involved in management and oversight of
construction so that the lab will meet the agency’s research needs.

Question. What is the total cost of the project?

Answer. The latest cost estimate from the Corps of Engineers was $3,143,000 in
1996 dollars. Applying escalation, construction contingency, and administration
costs, the total cost for construction is estimated at $4 million.

Question. Funding of $2.5 million is requested for fiscal year 1999 to continue the
modernization of the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center. These funds are to be
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used for the design and construction of a new poultry production facility as well as
a number of other miscellaneous projects. Please provide a list of each project for
which funds are requested.

Answer. In fiscal year 1999, BARC will use $2.5 million to design and construct
a replacement Poultry Facility for $2.2 million, demolish facilities for $100,000, and
utilize $200,000 for unplanned small projects and unforeseen cost increases on other
modernization projects.

Question. With respect to modernization of the Beltsville Agricultural Research
Center, please provide the Committee with an update of the costs and projects com-
pleted and planned for the modernization of the Beltsville Agricultural Research
Center. Please give projects and funding required by fiscal year.

Answer. Through fiscal year 1998, a total of $106,616,792 has been expended on
the modernization of BARC. The attached is a listing of projects that have been
completed, initiated, or are proposed through fiscal year 1999. The funding source
for these projects is the Building and Facility Modernization funding.

Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC) Modernization
Fiscal year 1988:

Renovate BUilding 007 ........ccccoovevviieinieee e ee s $2,000,000
Design Building 003 .........ccoiiiiiiiiiieiiiie e 660,859
Renovate Abattoir, Building 204 ...........cccocovviiiiiniieniceicnece 57,446
Renovate Building 303 ........ccccoiiiiiieniiiie e 506,877
Modify HVAC, BUilding 306 .........cccccoimiiiieiieicieeieseeecseseeeee 372,270
WaALEE LINES ...oviieeiiie ettt 1,402,195
Miscellaneous Projects, BARC (under $100,000) ..........cccceevvrrnrne 374,234
Repair BUuilding 307 ......coooiiiiieiiiieeiee e 88,064
Repair Building 467 ........ccccoviiiiiiiiienii e 10,835
Repair Building 264 ..........cccoiiiiiiiiiienieeiee e 5,480
Small Animal Facility CoNtingency .........ccccooveieiiieeeniiieeniieeees 271,740

TOLAL e 5,750,000

Fiscal year 1989:

U.S. National Arboretum (USNA) Roof Repairs .........cccccoevvrennns 300,852
U.S. National Arboretum Greenhouse Electrical Repairs 273,200
Steam Lines, Phase IV .....coooovviiiiiiiiiieeee e 1,100,000
Oil t0 Gas CONVEISION ......ccceeicviiiiiiiiciiie e 328,237
Renovate Building 203 (Boar Facility) .......cccccccviiiieeniiiiniiceeis 529,026
U.S. National Arboretum, Relocate Service Road ............c..c....... 87,643
Hazardous Waste Marshaling Facilities ...........cccccceviiieniinnennns 79,662
Waste Water Treatment Study .........cccoocoiiiiiieiniiie e 194,864
Renovate Building 204 .........ccccooiiiiiieniieiecec e 354,335
Beltsville Area SECUNItY ..........ccooiieiiiiieiiiii e 91,806
Pesticide Handling Facilities .........ccccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeees 441,793
SWING SPACE ....eieiiiiiieiie ettt 274,100
Miscellaneous ProjeCtS .........ccccoiiiiieiiiiiiiiiee e 44,482
USNA Brickyard Restoration ............ccccooeeiiiiieiiiiiee e 2,000,000

TOTAL e 6,100,000

Fiscal year 1990:
Steam Lines, Building 169—179 ........ccccceviiiieiiiiie e 568,752

Steam Lines, Buildings 001-011A .. 1,407,084
Range 2 Modernization .................... 690,574
Waste Water Treatment Facility .........cccccovvieniiieiiiiecciec e 1,100,056
Electrical Distribution System .........cccccooiiiiiniiiiienieeeeeee 574,157
BARC Roads Maintenance ............c.cceeviiiienieiiin e 361,027
Animal Parasitology Unit Planning ...........cccccvneniiiiieniniieene. 30,282
HVAC System, Building 050 .........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiniiiieesie e 44,598
Repair Embankment Failure ... 211,135
Powder Mill ROAd .........coooiuviiiieiiiecctieee e 1,547,588
SWING SPACE ...eiiiiiiiiieiie ettt 103,685
Brooder HOUSE ......ccccceiiiiiiiiiiic it 230,000
Renovate Building 043, 046, 047 .......ccccoiieiiiiniiiieenieeiee e 148,591
ANNUal PAiNTiNg ...oocooiiiiiiii e 200,098
Annual Roofing 247,582

U.S. National Arboretum Storage Building 90,402
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U.S. National Arboretum Plastic Greenhouses (3) .......ccccocvvvneene 235,687
Demolition of Obsolete Facilities ............ccccveeeeeenn. . 27,985
Replace Chiller, Building 006 ..... . 103,965

Renovate Building 209 ............. . 71,693
Renovate Headhouse 16 . 35,124
Repairs Building 177B ... 12,465
Repairs Building 211 ...... 7,965
Renovate Building 1120 .............. 18,391
Elevator, Building 449/Gas Cyl .. . 50,954
Renovate Building 449 ................ . 4,865
Key Card Security Gate ........... . 37,002
Small Miscellaneous Projects .. . 625,031
Repairs, Building ...........cccccee. . 15,000
Contingency Steam Lines . . 297,170
Contingency ......ccccceevciveeene 197,604
Replace Roof, Building 012 . 139,000
CONTINGENCY .ttt ettt et e st e e e sae e e s sneeeeennes 424,488
TOLAL oo 9,860,000
Fiscal year 1991:
Addition, BUilding 426 ........coooiiiiiiiiieeieee e 65,000
Conference Room, Building 005 . . 435,000
Electrical .........ccoovvvieeiiiiiiiiin. . 1,500,000
Building 001 .........c.coc.... 735,000
Plant Sciences Building . 1,100,000
Dairy Research Facility .. 2,186,330
Central Hay Storage ...... 803,670
Repair Building 201 .........ccccoceevivenene 50,000
BARC—East Waste Water Treatment . . 6,534,000
Building 200 Modernization ................. . 60,000
Renovate Building 007 ... . 1,290,000
Demolition ..........ccceceeneen. . 198,904
Swing Space .... . 991,888
CONTINGENCY .eteiiiiiiee ittt et e e e e s sneeeeannes 50,000
TOLAD oot 15,999,792
Fiscal year 1992:
Renovate Range 2 Greenhouse COMPIEX .......ccccevieenieeiiieeiieennnnnns 3,100,000
Repair/Replace Waste Water Treatment Facility .. . 300,000
Construct Plant Sciences Building ..........ccccooiiiiiiieeiiiieniieeees 12,600,000
TOLAL oot et 16,000,000
Fiscal year 1993:
Range 2 Greenhouse COMPIEX ......oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 7,400,000
BARC—West Waste Water Treatment Plant ... . 4,000,000
BARC—East Water System ............ccccoeeceeiiinnnne . 600,000
Controlled Environmental Chamber Facility ... . 586,000
Office/Laboratory Economic Analysis ............... . 200,000
Animal Space Economic Analysis ......... . 230,000
CONTINGENCIES .ottt e e 531,000
TOTAD oot 13,547,000
Fiscal year 1994:
Modernize BUilding 001 .........cccooiiiiiieniiiiieiiceee e 9,700,000
Modernize East Potable Water System .. . 7,400,000
Design New Animal Building .................. . 530,000
Upgrade West Electrical System ... 1,500,000

Design to Modernize Building 004 450,000



CONTINGENCIES ..ottt 120,000
TOLAL o 19,700,000
Fiscal year 1995: Modernize BUilding .........ccccceviiiiniiiiiiniene e 3,960,000
Fiscal year 1996:
Construct Controlled Environment Facility .........ccccoocoieiiiiiennns 4,700,000
Design/Construct Infrastructure in 300 Area ........ccccceovervvennnen. 2,000,000
[040] 0] ] g e [=Ta (o1 [T PP PP 60,000
New Animal Building DeSign ........coccueieiiiiiiiiieeiee e 615,000
Cooling Tower for Building 004 ..........ccccoiiiiiiiniienecee e 375,000
Renovate Building 001 ........ccccooiiiiiieniiiiie e 250,000

TOtal ..o 8,000,000

Fiscal year 1997:
Desigh New BHNRC Building ..........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieceieees 1,700,000

Infrastructure BARC—East ....... 1,400,000
Fiber Optic Backbone Cabling ... 700,000
CONTINGENCIES .ottt e e s ne e ennes 700,000
TOLAL oot 4,500,000
Fiscal year 1998:
Construct New Feed Center ... 1,970,000
Fiber Optic Backbone Cable ... 850,000
CONTINGENCIES .ttt e e e e s ne e e ennes 380,000
TOLAL oot 3,200,000
Proposed fiscal year 1999:
Design/Construct New Poultry Barn .........c.ccccocviieniiiiiiinicnnnn. 2,200,000
Demolish Facilities .........ccccocevineeniiieicieeene, 100,000
Contingencies/Miscellaneous Small Projects 200,000
TOTAI i 2,500,000

The balance of funds needed beyond fiscal year 1999 is in excess of $96 million.
Due to the uncertainty regarding funding levels in 1999 and beyond, and potential
changes to priority projects, the Agency has not developed a firm phasing plan be-
yond fiscal year 1999.

Question. The budget requests $1.2 million to begin the first phase of the air han-
dling unit replacement at the National Agricultural Library. What additional fund-
ing will be required in each future fiscal year to complete this replacement project?

Answer. Replacement of the air handling units is planned in two phases. The sec-
ond phase is planned for fiscal year 2000 and is estimated at $1.2 million as well.

Question. What additional buildings and facilities work is required at the National
Agricultural Library? Please give projects and funding required for each, by fiscal
year.

Answer. NAL completed a facility study in 1991 that identified numerous code,
mechanical, electrical, and architectural deficiencies estimated at $18 million in
1998 dollars. In addition, NAL also commissioned a space utilization study in 1990
and 1991 to investigate how best to meet competing space needs. As a result of this
study, it became clear that NAL needed more space for collections. The Total cost
for the facilities work will increase based on how much is appropriated each year
and the corresponding rate of inflation.

In general, the deficiencies and costs can be categorized into three major areas
of work: architectural, mechanical/plumbing, and electrical. The types of deficiencies
and associated estimated costs are as follows:

Architectural deficiencies include items such as deteriorating brick, exterior glaz-
ing leaks, egress requirements; fire code deficiencies; accessibility issues; and other
items of this type. The estimated cost to correct these deficiencies is $4.7 million.

Mechanical/plumbing deficiencies include items such as lack of a sprinkler system;
insufficient cooling capacity; lack of temperature and humidity control; poor air cir-
culation; lack of vacuum breakers; worn out water control valves; and other mis-
cellaneous items. The estimated cost to correct these deficiencies is $10.2 million.
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Electrical deficiencies include items such as improper lighting levels; insufficient
emergency power system; branch circuit wiring devices in disrepair; insufficient
lightning protection system; and other miscellaneous items. The estimated cost to
correct these deficiencies is $3.1 million.

Due to uncertainty regarding future funding levels, the Agency has not developed
a firm phasing plan beyond Phase 1. Phase 1 was to address the replacement of
boilers, renovations to the first, third, fourth, and fifth floors, and installation of
sprinklers. Of the $6 million requested in fiscal year 1998 only $2.5 million was ap-
propriated. These funds will be used to renovate the first floor which will include
correcting a variety of architectural, mechanical/plumbing, and electrical defi-
ciencies. The renovation will also include a variety of improvements for library
users. In fiscal year 2000, the Agency will request the balance of funds to complete
Phase 1. This cost is estimated at $3.7 million.

Question. The budget requests $5.6 million to initiate rehabilitation of the 80
buildings and supporting infrastructure of the National Animal Disease Center.
What additional funding will be required in each future fiscal year to rehabilitate
the Center?

Answer. In fiscal year 1992, a Facility Condition Study indicated that an esti-
mated $140 million (escalated based on fiscal year 1998 implementation) would be
required to upgrade the NADC facilities. In fiscal year 1998, the Agency will take
action to update the existing Facility Condition Study to prioritize remaining needs
at NADC. In fiscal year 1999, ARS will use $5.6 million for the following moderniza-
tion projects.

—%$1.7 million for design and construction plans for maintenance and repair
projects common to all research activities (electrical, water and sanitary sys-
tems, central heating and cooling plants and distribution systems, and waste
treatment facilities).

—$3.9 million will be for design and construction costs associated with mainte-
nance and repair of the contaminated waste collection piping system and treat-
ment plant for infectious agents.

Because of the different types of diseases today, research at NADC has changed
from Biosafety Level (BSL) 2 to BSL 3. Therefore, it is necessary to provide ade-
guate BSL-3 facilities at NADC. ISU has received $3.0 million for the initial phase
of the new BSL-3 AG Large Animal Isolation Facility to complement the Necropsy/
Incinerator Facility. ISU has started preliminary planning for this new facility. ARS
will have to provide ISU with an easement authorizing ISU to have access to NADC
for various tasks related to the design and construction of this project. This initial
phase (approximately 5,000 gsf) will not satisfy ARS needs, however, it will address
APHIS immediate needs. Ultimately, an additional 15,000 gsf will be necessary to
satisfy ARS needs beginning with, $2 million for planning and design of an addition
to the BSL 3 Large Animal Isolation Facility. Also, $3 million will be needed for
planning, design and construction to perform minimum safety upgrades to plumbing
and mechanical systems to an existing BSL-3 wing of an Animal Isolation Facility.

Due to uncertainty regarding future funding levels and the update to the Facility
Condition Study currently underway, the Agency has not developed a firm phasing
plan beyond the above. In fiscal year 1998, the Agency will develop a Master Plan
for NADC that will provide the Agency with a phasing plan and better cost informa-
tion.

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget requests $8.4 million to continue its mod-
ernization project at its Center in Peoria, lllinois. Which projects will be funded
with the $8.4 million requested and what additional funds will be required in each
future fiscal year to complete this modernization effort?

Answer. The $8.4 million in fiscal year 1999, will be used to fund Phase 3 of the
North Wing Renovation project. This includes design and construction. This will
complete the modernization effort of the North Wing. Additional funds will be need-
ed in future fiscal years to cover planning, design, construction, and construction
management of the Chemical, Biological, and Administrative Wings as follows:

Fiscal year

2000: Chemical WiNg DeSigN ........coociiiiiiiiiiiiee e $2,500,000
2001:

Chemical Wing ConsStruction .........cccccoceeiiiiiienieenee e 20,400,000

Biological Wing DeSIgN .......cccceeiiiiiieniiiiiecee e 2,000,000
2002:

Biological Wing CONStruCtion ...........ccceeeiiiieiiiiiieeinieee e 16,400,000

Administrative Wing Design ........... 2,000,000
2003: Administrative Wing Construction 18,900,000
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Question. Funding of $1.4 million is requested to continue the renovation program
at the Grain Marketing and Production Research Center, Manhattan, Kansas. What
work will be funded with the $1.4 million requested and what funds will be required
in each future fiscal year to complete this renovation program?

Answer. The $1.4 million requested will complete the funding necessary for:

1. The estimated construction cost of the Phase 1 and 2 combination—Phase 1
(Mechanical Room, Cooling Tower, Penthouse additions); Phase 2 (renovate the Cen-
tral Systems and Equipment), and

h2. The construction phase services/construction contingency for this construction
phase.

The funds required in each future fiscal year to complete this renovation program
are:

Fiscal year 2000—$6.4 million for construction, construction management services
and contingency for Phase 3. The scope of work for Phase 3 consists of: Renovate
the laboratory (Sections C, D, B, A, E, F); Center Core (Sections C and D); North
Wing (Sections A and B); and West Wing (Sections E and F).

Fiscal year 2001—$1.25 million for construction, construction management serv-
ices and contingency of Phase 4. The scope of work for Phase 4 consists of a new
roof and lighting protection systems.

Question. Funding of $3.5 million is requested for fiscal year 1999 to continue the
phased plan to renovate and modernize the Plum Island Animal Disease Center,
Greenport, New York. Will this complete a phase of this plan? Please provide the
costs and projects completed and planned, by fiscal year, for the modernization of
the Plum Island Animal Disease Center.

Answer. The $3.5 million in fiscal year 1999 will be used to construct Phase 1
of the Power Plant; design renovations to laboratory space and animal rooms; and
provide location and Architect-Engineer support services for modernization projects
and other small miscellaneous projects. Modernization projects completed, or in de-
sign and construction at PIADC are as follows:

Fiscal year 1993

(0] Y01 1o F- 1 A o] o N (o) IR SRR $18,400,000
Fiscal year 1993

Underground Storage Tank Removal/Replacement (C) .........cccceeveeene 443,000
Old Wastewater Treatment Plant Repairs (C) ........ccccevveeviveeniiricnnennne. 185,000
oTo | Lo gl = =1 a1 v L () I USRS 304,000
INCINErator REPAIT (C) .oeoovveeeiieeeiiiiee ettt 74,000
Environmental AsSSessSmMeNt (S) .......ccocevivieiiiiiieiiie e 33,000
[ 111 1=T g ] F- T ¥ A () I SRS 1,400,000
Sludge RemMOVAl (C) ..veeeviiieiiiiieeiiie e 500,000
Miscellaneous ProjECtS ........cccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 784,000

TORAL e 13,723,000

1Includes APHIS contribution of $1,183,000.
Fiscal year 1994

New Wastewater Treatment Plant (C) ........cccccvveiieriiiiiiiinienieeiices 1,250,000
MiSCellaneoUS ProjeCtS .......cccceiiiiiiiiiiiiee i 741,250
TOLAL oo 11,991,250

1Includes APHIS contribution of $516,250.
Fiscal year 1995

Above-Ground Fuel Tanks (Phase 1)(C) ....cccocvevieriiiiiiiicnieeieeseee 1,168,000
Miscellaneous ProjECtS ........ccocoioiiiiiiiiiiiie e 747,000
TOLAD e 11,915,000

1Includes APHIS contribution of $747,000.
Fiscal year 1996

Upgrade Fire Alarm System B—101 (D/C) ......cccoceiiiiiieiiiieeiieie e 1,150,000
Above-Ground Fuel Tanks (Phase 2) (C) ....cocovevverieiiieiiieieeieeseeene 730,000
Wastewater Treatment Plant Closure/Wetlands Creation (C) ............ 1,200,000
Boiler Plant DeSIgN ......oooiiiiiiiiiieeeiiee ettt 500,000

PCB Transformer Replacement (D/C) .......ccccoviiiiiniiiiienieeiec e 51,000



Miscellaneous ProjECtS ........ccoccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 933,000
Emergency Repairs Building 102 (C) ....ccccoovieeeiiiiieiiiiiesiee e 250,000
DOE—Energy Savings Technical SUPPOrt ..........cccociviienienieinicniens 273,000
Plum Island Harbor Repairs (D/C) ........cccouiuieieiiiiiiiiiiesiee e 1,647,000

INStall Chiller (D/C) ....ooooueiiiiiiiee e 1,267,000
Electric/Telephone Distribution System (D) ......ccccooevviieniienniiiiceiene 199,000
TORAL e 18,200,000
1Includes APHIS contribution of $3.2 million.
Fiscal year 1997

Above-Ground Fuel Tanks (Phase 3) (C) ..cccocveveerieeiiiiiieiie e 1,228,000
Underwater Electric Telecommunications Cable (C) ........cccccocverineenne 2,754,000

Sewage Decontamination Plant (D) .......cccccooiiiiiiiiiniiie e 500,000
Miscellaneous ProjECts .........cccccieiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 668,000
Upgrade Pathological Incinerators (D) ........cccccceiiiieeiiiieenieee e 450,000
Underwater Electric/Telecommunication Cable (C) .......ccoceeviiiiiiienenne 2,370,000

Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements (D) ........cccceoviniiennennns 230,000

TOTAL e 18,200,000
1Includes APHIS contribution of $3.2 million.

Fiscal year 1998

Renovate East Service Wing (D) ...cc.ooovieieiiiiieiiiieiee e 350,000
Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements (C) ........cccocevevvvieiienneenns 1,000,000
Upgrade Pathological Incinerators Phase 1 (c) 3,200,000
Animal Room Utilization Study (S) .......c.ccceee... 150,000
MisCellaneouUS ProjeCtsS .......coociiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiie et ee et 500,000

TOLAL oot 15,200,000

1Includes APHIS contribution of $3.2 million.
Proposed fiscal year 1999

Power Plant Phase 19C ........ccccociiiiiiiiiiiciiice e 2,700,000
Renovate Animal Wing (D) ...cocceeoiiiiiiiiiieeiee e 300,000
Miscellaneous ProjECts ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiieniine e 500,000
Sewage Decontamination Plant Phase 1 (C) ......ccoceevivveiniieeeiiieeennnen. 3,200,000

TOLAL o 16,700,000

1 Assumes APHIS Contribution of $3.2 million.
Proposed fiscal year 2000 and beyond

Sewage Decontamination Plant Phase 2 (C) ......cccccovenieiiiiiiiciiennnn. 3,000,000
Power Plant Phase (€) ....c.ccoveeriieiiiiiiieie e 23,200,000
MisCellaneous Projects ..........cccooiiiiiiiiiieiiieerieee e 500,000
Environmental Remediation ..........cccccoocviiiiiiiiiiiiiece s 1,500,000

TOLAL oot 8,200,000

In fiscal year 1995 future modernization planning was estimated at $81.0 million.
Since that projection, $8.2 million was funded in fiscal years 1996 and 1997 and an
additional $5.2 million in fiscal year 1998. A reassessment of current infrastructure,
environmental and physical plant repair and maintenance need reflect a future
funding need of $61.0 million as a result of shifts and or changes in project scopes/
costs and the inclusion of appropriate escalation to the midpoint of construction.

Question. Please provide the Committee with an update of the costs and projects
completed and planned for the modernization of each of the ARS Regional Research
Centers, giving the funds required in each future fiscal year by project.

Answer. The status of modernization efforts at the four Regional Research Cen-
ters is as follows:

Southern Regional Research Center (SRRC).—The SRRC Modernization initially
involved a complete renovation of the surrounding site and Chemical Wing, and in-
cluded such items as asbestos abatement, new and upgraded drainage, landscaping,
equipment pads, pavement repairs, retaining walls, and handicapped ramps. Work
to the interior of the building will include replacement of HVAC systems, reconfigur-
ing each laboratory module, new stairwell to comply with safety codes, replacement
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of floor finishes, new windows and complete patched, primed, and painted walls and
ceilings as necessary. Total cost was estimated at $17.8 million, phased over 9
years.

Construction for Phase | of the Chemical Wing was awarded in fiscal year 1991
for $1.4 million. Phase Il was awarded in fiscal year 1992 for $2.4 million using
Agency funds. Phases IlI, 1V, and V were awarded in fiscal year 1992 for $5 million.
In fiscal year 1994, $2.667 million was appropriated for Phase VI of the Chemical
Wing and in fiscal year 1995, $2.934 million was appropriated for construction of
Phase VII. These phases were awarded in fiscal year 1996.

With regard to the renovation of the surrounding site, design and construction of
Phase | site repair work was funded using $1,651,000 in fiscal year 1993 appropria-
tions. The fiscal year 1996 appropriation of $900,000 was used for Phase 2 of the
site repair work. In fiscal year 1998, $1.1 million was appropriated for the design
of the renovation to the Industrial Wing. It is expected that construction will occur
in four phases. Phase I in fiscal year 1999 at $6 million, Phase 2 in fiscal year 2001
at $5.5 million; Phase 3 in fiscal year 2003 at $4.5 million; and Phase 4 in fiscal
year 2005 at $4 million.

The remaining sections of SRRC that need to be modernized are the Administra-
tion and Textile Wings.

Eastern Regional Research Center (ERRC).—ARS completed the Facility Mod-
ernization Study for ERRC in fiscal year 1993. The findings indicate that the utili-
ties and building infrastructures have reached the end of their useful lives, and the
facility itself has been overtaken by the evolution of codes, Agency criteria, and re-
search needs over the past 50 years. The proposed modernization program will occur
in 9 phases with a Total planning, design, and construction budget of $39 million
over nine years.

In fiscal year 1994, ARS funded design of Phase 1 (Service Building) and Phase
2 (Engineering Research Laboratory in Pilot Plant) with $595,000 in Repair and
Maintenance funds. In fiscal year 1995, ARS funded construction of Phase 1, and
design of Phases 3 through 7, using $4,175,000 in Repair and Maintenance funds.
In fiscal year 1996, ARS funded construction of Phase 2 using $4,100,000 in Repair
and Maintenance funds. In fiscal year 1997, $4,700,000 was needed to fund con-
struction of Phase 3, and $4 million was appropriated. In fiscal year 1998,
$5,200,000 was needed to complete funding of Phase 3 and fund construction of
Phase 4, and $5 million was appropriated. The Agency intends to award construc-
tion of Phases 3 and 4 with the $9 million available.

Future modernization phases are planned in fiscal year 1999 ($3.3 million),fiscal
year 2000 ($4.4 million),fiscal year 2001 ($3.2 million). These phases will cover the
remainder of the Chemical Wing. An additional phase in fiscal year 2001 for the
Service Wing ($1.1 million) and another phase in fiscal year 2002 for the Pilot Plant
($7.8 million) will complete the current plan.

Western Regional Research Center (WRRC).—WRRC modernization includes the
upgrade of outside utilities and complete renovation of the North Wing. The renova-
tion includes asbestos and lead abatement, upgrade of existing HVAC system, lab-
oratory reconfiguration to comply with safety and accessibility codes, replacement
of all laboratory counters and tops, replacement of floor and windows, and com-
pletely patch, prime, and paint walls and ceilings as necessary. Total cost was $29.6
million phased over a 7-year period.

Phases 1 and 2 were awarded in fiscal year 1990 for $5.9 million. Phase 3 was
awarded in fiscal year 1991 in the amount of $3.4 million. Phase 4 was awarded
in fiscal year 1993 in the amount of $3.0 million. Phases 5 and 6 were awarded in
fiscal year 1993 in the amount of $4.4 million and $3.2 million. Construction for
Phase 6 was completed in the third quarter of fiscal year 1997.

In fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1997, $1.161 million, $919 thousand, and $4.0 mil-
lion, respectively, were appropriated for construction, construction management, and
contingency for Phase 7. The Area funded all necessary fine tuning costs. Construc-
tion for Phase 7 is expected to be completed by the first quarter of fiscal year 1999.

In addition, renovation of the Small Animal Facility (West Annex Building) was
completed at a cost of $5.0 million from the Agency’s Repair and Maintenance funds.

Also, a construction contract was awarded in September 1995 using Agency funds
in the amount of $800,000 to upgrade the building envelope of the Research and
Development Facility (Pilot Plant) which includes Food Processing Laboratory and
Industrial Processing Laboratory. A program of requirements was concurrently de-
veloped using Agency funds, $180,000, for the modernization of the Pilot Plant and
was completed in fiscal year 1997. This facility occupies the south wing of WRRC
encompassing approximately 21,000 square feet of space. The estimated design and
construction cost for this project is $17.6 million.
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National Center for Agricultural Utilization Research (NCAUR).—The National
Center for Agricultural Utilization Research is currently proceeding with a facilities
upgrade design and construction program as follows:

Phase IA—Ugtility Tunnel, Steam Lines, and Boiler: Construction contract was
awarded in the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1991. Construction was completed in
the second quarter of fiscal year 1995. Total project cost of $2.5 million is for con-
struction.

Phase IB—Electrical and Drain System Upgrade: Construction contract was
awarded in the third quarter of fiscal year 1992. Total cost of $.9 million is for con-
struction. Construction was completed in the first quarter of fiscal year 1994.

Phase 11D—Pilot Plant and Semi-Works Building Upgrades: Total cost for design
is $1,825,000 which was appropriated in fiscal year 1992. The design for Phase 11
was awarded in fiscal year 1992 and is complete.

Appropriations to date include the following: Fiscal year 1992—$1,825,000, plan-
ning and design for Phase Il Pilot Plant. Fiscal year 1993—$1,545,000 was redi-
rected for Phase 11D Modernization. In fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998, $3.9 mil-
lion, $1.5 million, and $8.0 million were appropriated. In fiscal year 1996, a revised
plan was developed which recommended a three-phased renovation for the North
Wing. The initial phase (Segment | of Phase 11D) will renovate four modules of the
Pilot Plant, add mechanical rooms and an exterior stairway. Estimated planning,
design, and construction cost is $6.9 million for this segment. Construction was
awarded in the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1997 and will be completed in the third
quarter of fiscal year 1999.

The remaining two segments are: Segment 2 of Phase 11D will renovate adjoining
areas in the North Wing. General laboratory, support space, and testing facilities
will be provided to support the Pilot Plant modules. The Semi-Works Building will
be renovated to support infrastructure of the Center. Estimated planning, design,
and construction cost of $8.0 million. Design will be completed in the third quarter
of fiscal year 1998 with construction awarded in the fourth quarter of fiscal year
1998. Segment 3 of Phase IID will renovate additional laboratory, support space,
and testing facilities will be provided to support the Pilot Plant modules. Estimated
planning, design, and construction cost of $8.4 million is requested in the fiscal year
1999 Budget.

Additional funding needed which has been escalated to the planned year of imple-
mentation is $62.2 million. This will complete planned modernization efforts at the
Center.

Question. How did the ARS use funds appropriated to it for repairs and mainte-
nance of facilities in fiscal year 1997?

Answer. The fiscal year 1997 repair and maintenance budget was $18.262 million.
This amount includes $14.246 million in Agency funds, $900,000 for the National
Agricultural Library, $740,000 for the USNA, and $2.376 million in BARC Renais-
sance 1993 funds. Some of the types of repair and maintenance projects funded in
fiscal year 1997 include: roof repair, HVAC repair, plumbing repairs, upgrade to
sewage lines, electrical repairs, fencing replacement, painting, pavement repair, as-
bestos and lead abatement, accessibility projects, and replacement of fire alarm sys-
tems.

Question. What are the planned use of Repair and Maintenance funds for fiscal
year 1998? Please give project and funding.

Answer. The planned use of Repair and Maintenance funds for fiscal year 1998,
by project and funding, will be provided for the record.

[The information follows:]

State/location/project Amount
Nationwide—National Seismic StUIES .........c.coceriiiieiinienie e $253,000
Arkansas, Booneville—Upgrade Sewage Lagoon . 90,000
Arizona, Phoenix—Renovate Three Labs .........ccccoovvveeiiiiiiiiiieeee e, 171,000
California:

Albany:
Upgrade Mechanical ROOMS .........ccccoooiiiiiiniciiiciic e 350,000
Exterior Manlift/Accessibility Issue ... . 65,000
Riverside—Upgrade Electrical Service ..... . 58,000
Salinas—New Replacement Well ..........cccccooviiiiiiiieiiiiceceee e 106,000
Delaware, Newark—Remove/Replace Greenhouse Benches and Sidings ... 30,000
District of Columbia, U.S. National Arboretum:
EXterior LIghting ... 250,000
Paths, Irrigation, Drainage and Lighting ... .. 300,000
Bonsai Courtyard ...........cccoceeniieeiiiiieenineenns 35,000

Auditorium/Lobby Renovation 20,000



State/location/project
Trim and REMOVE TIEES ....ceecveeeieieeeiiie e e st e esitee e e tvee e stae e e srae e e e srneeesneee s
Street Signs ........c.e...
Miscellaneous
Florida:
Canal Point—Repair/Modify Various Buildings ............ccccccovviniiinnenns
Gainesville:
Replace Fire Alarm SYStem .........ccccceoviiiiiiiiieniienee e
Phase 2 Modernization/Renovation
Georgia, Athens:

Elevator/Stair CONSTrUCTiON ..........ccoooiiiiiiiiicii e
300 KV ENErgy GENEIALOr .......ccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiiiiiieee e s e e ennneeea e
Idaho:
Dubois:
Repair 1.5 Mi. of Entrance Road ...........coccevieiiiiiiiniienieneenee e
Repair Gravel Road ..........cccccvveviieeeivennnns .
Kimberly—Repair Roof Bldg. 2, 3,4, and 5 .....cccccevviveiiiiieeiie e
Illinois, Peoria:
Replace Cooling Water TOWEE ........cocviiiiiiiiiiieiieeiec e
Install Additional Fire Hydrants .
Replace Steam Traps .....oooceviiciieiiiie e .
Upgrade Ventilation Basement/Center Wing/Other Areas ...................
Indiana, West Lafayette:
FUME HOOD ..o
Install Insulation in Grinding ROOM .........ccooiiiiiiiiiei e
lowa, Ames:
Construct Bldg. 5 IMProvements .........ccccccooeiiieiiieniieeniesieesee e
High Priority Research List 400 NADC Master Plan ..........ccccocoeeins
Maryland:
Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC):
Annual DeMOIITION .......cciiiiiiiiii i
Mod Office Salaries .
INSPEeCtion ........cccoevevieeneeiiene
Replace CFC Refrigerants ...............
Telecommunications East and West
Road Repairs .......c.ccccoeveveenieeneennn,
Roof Repairs
Install Deaeratro Bldg. 014 ...................
Replace Storm/Sanitary Lines 3rd St ...
Convert 10 Boilers to Gas .........cccccoeeveernnne
Replace Steamlines, Bldgs. 307 and 306 ....
Remove Pipe Chase Asbestos, Bldg. 200 ..........
Correct Water Leak, Bldg. 008, Rms. 10 and 12 .
Install Backflow Prevention on BARC .............
Install Fall Protection at Sites ................
Install Fence at Manure Pit .........
Install Smoke Indicator, Bldg 309 .................
Repair/Replace Granary Docking/Turnheads
Replace Roof, Bldg. 161 .......cccccoecvieiiieeeninenn.
Replace Roof, Bldg. 301 .......ccccccvcvvevviniiieninenns
Replace Variable Frequency Drives, Bldg. 007
Correct Drainage, Bldg. 50, GH 2/Section 2 ..........ccccc......
Install O/H Garage Doors, Bldgs. 029, 1124, and 1125 .....
Replace HVAC System, Bldg. 046 ........ccccoveeiiienieiiieninens
CONTINGENCIES ...eiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt .
Frederick—Upgrade HVAC/Lab Infrastructure Bldg. 1301 ..................
National Agricultural Library:
Sprinkler System, Phase Il ...
Replace Cooling Tower .................. .
Miscellaneous/Emergency Repairs
Facility Seismic Study .................. .
Clean Air DUCES .....ccooiiiiiiiiie e
Michigan, East Lansing:
Sewage Disposal IMProvemMENTtS ..........coocveiiiiiiiiiiiie e
REPIACE ROOTS ...ttt
Minnesota:
Morris:

Install Fire Alarm SYStem ........cccociiiiiiniiiiieee e

Amount
25,000
22,000
87,633

250,000

300,000
5,900,000

75,000
127,000

225,000
35,000
165,800

125,000
75,000
25,000
65,000

10,000
15,000

120,000
617,000

300,000
197,327
51,052
20,000
150,000
100,000
100,000
70,000
100,000
160,000
150,000
150,000
20,000
175,000
70,000
10,000
10,000
15,000
150,000
40,000
30,000
10,000
70,000
45,000
182,683
400,000

250,000
375,000
100,000

30,000
145,000

18,000
143,000

50,000
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State/location/project Amount
Upgrade Micro-Biology Laboratory ...........cccceveeiiiniieniesieeneece, 45,000
St. Paul:
Glazing 0N GreenNhOUSE #2 ......ccvveeieiieiiiiee e se e 15,000
Repair Structure of Building ..o 132,000
Mississippi:
Mississippi State—Replace Telephone System .........c.cccceeviiiniciincennn. 220,000
Oxford—Renovate Chemistry Labs .........cccoccoiiiiiiiiiiniiciiccecc e 150,000
Poplarville—Replace HVAC Systems and Lights in Bldgs. 1 and 2 .... 50,000
Stoneville:
Repair PONA LEVEES ........c..cciiiiiiiiciiieieee e 88,000
Renovation of Laboratory/Quarantine Facility .. 100,000
Replace Underground Water SUPPIY .......ccccoviieeiiiieenniieeeieeeeieeen 100,000
Missouri, Columbia:
EMErgency EXITS ...uuiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e st e s snan e e e e nnnae e 32,000
Retaining Wall ............. . 12,000
Improve Ventilation .... . 53,000
Repair Concrete .............. . 8,000
Pond Drainage System 100,000
Montana, Sidney:
ASDESTOS ADALEMENT ....ooiiiiiiiiiii i 100,000
Upgrade HVAC SYSTEM ....oiiiiiiiiiiiiie et 840,000
New York, Ithaca:
Replace Fume Hoods, Fans, STacks .........ccccccceeiiireiiiieesiiee e siee e 165,000
Construct Stairway Enclosure, Bldg. 004 . 15,000
Repair Air Handling Unit, Main BIdg ..........ccccciiiiiiiiiiice 25,000
Ohio, Coshocton:
Repair Air Exchange System 16,000
Historic Survey ..........ccccoeuenee. . 10,000
REPAIT LYSIMETEIS ..oiiiiiiiiiiiie it st siee et stve e s e e e e e e e e nreeesnees 9,000
Oklahoma:
El Reno:
Develop Facilities Historic Preservation Plan ............cccccoeevvevnenn. 100,000
Renovate Existing Cattle Barn ..............cccc..... .. 440,000
Lane—Replace Automated Telephone System .... . 30,000
Stillwater—Repair/Renovation of 3 Greenhouses 46,000
Woodward:
Design/Analysis for HVAC/Electrical Upgrade ..........ccccccecvvennennnn. 45,000
Install UFAS Elevator ............ccccveeiniinieeninnn. . 44,000
Oregon, Burns—Upgrade Access Road 30,000
Pennsylvania:
Wyndmoor—Replace Underground Storage Tank .......c.cccocceevvvivennnnnn. 85,000
University Park—Upgrade/Replace HVAC .........ccccoiiiiiiiieiiiie e 30,000
South Carolina, Florence—Replace and Expand Exterior Office Walls ...... 106,000
Texas:
Bushland:
Replace 500 sf. Gas HOUSE .........cccccveiiiiiiiiniciiic e 25,000
Upgrade for Accessibility .......ccccocoveiiiiiiiiie e 20,000
College Station:
ENergy AUIt ......cccoiiiiiiiiiici e 20,000
Replace Electrical Distribution Panels, Bldgs. 11 and 12 ............. 42,000
Houston:
Comprehensive Energy Audit ..........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiciicice e 20,000
Comprehensive Roof Evaluation ...... . 7,000
Kerrville—Repair Polymer Roof Coating 80,000
Temple:
Upgrade Interior Building Ceiling Light .......cccccooiviviiiieiiieeeenn 130,000
Asbestos Removal ..........ccccoooiiiiiiiiniines .. 155,000
Weslaco—Replace Boiler Bldg. 203 20,000
West Virginia:
Beckley:
Master Plan/Deficiency Study/Energy Conservation ...................... 35,000
Alter Soils Prep BlAg ....cccoovvvveiviie e . 85,000
Kearneysville—Maintain and Repair HVAC ... . 30,000
Wisconsin, Madison—Upgrade Building Access ..... . 60,000
Agency Unassigned FUNS .........ccceviiieiiiiie e siee e nnnee e 412,900

TORAL oo 18,262,395
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Question. The fiscal year 1998 Appropriations Act provides $700,000 in
unrequested funding for planning and design of the Jornado Range Research Cen-
ter, Las Cruces, NM. Please describe the need for this Center, the projected sched-
ule for design and construction of the project, and what additional funds will be re-
quired, by fiscal year, to complete the project.

Answer. The Jornada Experimental Range Program investigates ecosystem proc-
esses, then uses that knowledge to develop best forage-livestock management prac-
tices and strategies for remediation and protection of desert rangelands. The
Jornada programs have outgrown their temporary quarters on New Mexico State
University's main campus. The scientists are currently housed in mobile trailer fa-
cilities. The laboratory and computer capabilities are inadequate for the research
and information-sharing needs of Jornada’s investigators and the cooperative ap-
proach necessary for the success of their program.

The projected schedule for design and construction are as follows: Start Design,
July 1998; Complete Design, December 1999 (18 months); Start Construction, May
1999; Complete Construction, November 2000 (18 months).

In fiscal year 1999, $6.7 million will be needed for construction, construction man-
agement services, and contingency.

Question. The fiscal year 1998 Appropriations Act provides $5,200,000 in
unrequested funding for planning and design work and initial construction costs for
the Western Human Nutrition Research Center, Davis, California. Please describe
the need for this project, the schedule for design and construction of the project, and
the remaining funds required to complete the project, indicating the fiscal year for
which the funds will be required.

Answer. The mission of the Western Human Nutrition Research Center (WHNRC)
is to conduct research on human nutritional needs with emphasis on developing
ways to measure these needs and assess nutritional status in large populations. The
research directly supports the National Health and Nutrition Examination Surveys
conducted jointly by USDA, FDA, and the Centers for Disease Control. WHNRC,
created by Congress in 1980, is located in the former Letterman Army Institute of
Research (LAIR) building at the Presidio in San Francisco now called The
Letterman Complex. In October 1994, the Presidio was transferred to the National
Park Service and became part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

ARS has negotiated an agreement with the National Park Service to remain in
the LAIR facility with about 37,000 gsf. It currently is the only tenant in the
300,000 gsf building. Beginning in fiscal year 1999, it is anticipated that the rental
cost charged by the National Park Service will increase substantially from the cur-
rent rate due to the Park Service's insistence on recouping facility operating costs.

ARS is currently undertaking a Master Plan Analysis of the proposed project site
at Davis, California, where it plans to construct a replacement facility on the cam-
pus of the University of California. This analysis is scheduled to be complete by July
1998, with the remainder of the project schedule contingent upon appropriations re-
ceived, as follows: Complete Predesign, December 1998; Complete Design, January
2000; Award Construction Contract, April 2000; Complete Construction, April 2002.

The Total project cost (planning, design, and construction) is estimated to be $17.5
million.

In fiscal year 1998, $5.2 million was appropriated for design and construction, re-
sulting in a remaining need of $12.3 million in future years.

Question. The President canceled the $600,000 provided in the fiscal year 1998
Appropriations Act for the ARS Poisonous Plant Laboratory (PPRL) in Logan, Utah.
Are the current ARS office and laboratory space and related facilities at this loca-
tion adequate?

Answer. A new laboratory/office building (approximately 17,000 gsf) is needed and
recommended for the ARS Poisonous Plant Laboratory by the Agency. The existing
lab/office (early 1960's pre-engineered metal building)has exceeded its expected life
and its occupants are crowded in its 7,500 square feet. The existing building is func-
tionally inefficient due to the 5 different additions done over its 30-year life.

Question. Are replacement facilities recommended by ARS?

Answer. Funds for replacement facilities are not included in the fiscal year 1999
budget. As explained, the existing facilities have reached their useful life expect-
ancy, and are inadequate for state-of-the-art research. Long term plans include a
recommendation for replacement of these facilities.

Question. If so, when will these facilities be needed?

Answer. The fiscal year 1999 budget does not propose funding for this facility.

Question. On March 17, 1997, the Department of Agriculture submitted a report
to the Committee on ARS’ insect rearing capabilities. A copy of that report is sub-
mitted for the record. When will each of the two new facilities which the report indi-
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cates are needed to mass produce high quality and effective agents at economically
acceptable costs be required?

Answer. USDA/ARS recognizes the need to move forward with construction and
completion of the Waimanalo, Hawaii, and Stoneville, Mississippi, rearing facilities.
However, the funding for other facilities’ construction and modernization is more ur-
gent in the fiscal year 1999 budget request.

Question. What is ARS’ recommended schedule for construction of each of these
project?

Answer. Once funds are appropriated, planning and design will be complete in 18
months. Construction will take approximately 24 months.

Question. Please provide a status report on each of the ARS buildings and facili-
ties for which funds were provided for fiscal year 1997 and 1998, indicating a cur-
rent status of the work funded and what additional funds will be required, if any,
to complete the project, by fiscal year.

Answer. The status of the fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998 Building and Fa-
cilities funds, and additional funding required, will be provided for the record.

[The information follows:]

[Dollars in thousands]

Appropriation— Additional

Location/project status —1997 1998 funding needs

Albany, CA, Chemical Wing: Construction of Phase 7 is scheduled for comple-

tion in the 1st quarter of fiscal year 1999. This will conclude modernization

0f ChemICAl WINQ ...oouvvviiriirerissie st ssnes $4,000 s s
Davis, CA: Design is scheduled for award in the 2nd quarter of fiscal year

1998 for completion by January, 2000. Construction, which is projected at

$15.8 million, is partially funded with the $3.5 million (within the $5.2 mil-

lion) appropriated in fiscal year 1998 ... e $5,200 $12,300
Parlier, CA: Design is complete. Construction is scheduled for award in April,

1998 . PPN 23,400 .
Montpellrer France: Constructron is fully funded and contract was awarded

MArCh 23, 1998 ...ttt ettt et 3400
Ft. Pierce, FL: Construction is fully funded and is scheduled for completion in

the 3rd quarter of fiscal year 1999 s 27,000 s s
Edwardsville, IL, Ethanol Pilot Plant: Fiscal year 1997 approprratron was pro-

vided as grant award to Southern lllinois Univ. for design of facility. Con-

struction of facility is projected at $19.7 MillioN ........ccoooommrrrvreimnicrreerieenirinns 1500 s 19,700
Peoria, IL, Pilot Plant: $8.4 million is requested in the fiscal year 1999 Budget

to complete construction of Pilot PIANT .......c.vvvveivierinerr s 1,500 8,000 8,400
Manhattan, KS: $1.4 million requested in fiscal year 1999 Budget to complete

total funding required for construction of Phases 1 and 2 ... 500 s 9,300
New Orleans, LA, SRRC Industrial Wing: Design is scheduled for completion in

December, 1998. $6 million of the total $20 million required for construction

is requested in the fiscal year 1999 Budget e 1,100 20,000
Beltsville, MD, BARC: $2.5 million is requested in the frscal year 1999 Budget

for construction of a new PouItry Production facility and for other mis-

CEllANEOUS PIOJECES ...vvvverrrrsieirseriaeriesisess st 4,500 3,200 98,000
Beltsville, MD, NAL: $1.2 million is requested in the frscal year 1999 Budget

for replacement of air handler units 2,500 17,500
East Lansing, MI: Design is fully funded and contract is scheduled for award

in the 4th quarter of fiscal year 1998. Construction of the facility is pro-

jected at $17.2 MIllION ... s 1,800 17,200
Oxford, MS: Fiscal year 1998 approprratron was transferred to CSREES for

award to Univ. of Mississippi for construction of Animal FaCilitieS ......ccrs  corvvrirseriinnins 7,000 s

Sidney, MT: Design of 27,780 GSF lab office and biocontainment facility is

scheduled for award in the 3rd quarter of fiscal year 1998. Construction of

the facility is projected at $7.3 MilliON ........ccooevveeereeervviiricririerisiies e 606 7,300
Las Cruces, NM: Design of 29,000 GSF lab office building is scheduled for

award in the 3rd quarter of fiscal year 1998. Construction of the facility is

projected at $6.7 million e 700 6,700
Greenport, NY, PIADC: $3.5 million is requested in the frscal year 1999 Budget

for construction of Building 101 Incinerator and for accomplishing CERCLA

remediation activities s 5,000 2,000 61,000
Grand Forks, ND: Full restoration of Nutrrtron Center is scheduled for comple-

tion in the 2nd quarter of fiscal year 1999 ... vt 4400 .




196

[Dollars in thousands]

Appropriation— Additional

Location/project status _—_— -
1997 1998 funding needs

Wyndmoor, PA: $3.3 million is requested in the fiscal year 1999 Budget for

construction of Phase 5. Appropriation provided in Fiscal years 1997 and

1998 is being used for construction of Phases 3 and 4 ........ccccccovvevmrerverirnnns 4,000 5,000 20,722
Charleston, SC: Construction of Phase 1 is fully funded and is scheduled for

award in the 4th quarter of fiscal year 1998 for completion by the 4th quar-

ter of fiscal year 2000. Design and construction of Phase 2 is projected at

$7.3 million ............ s —————— 3,000 4,824 7,324
Lubbock, TX: Construction is fully funded and is scheduled for completion in
the 1st quarter of fiscal year 1999 e 8,100

Weslaco, TX: Construction of laboratory, office and greenhouse is scheduled for
completion in the 1st quarter of fiscal year 1999. Future modernization costs

are projected at $14.1 million ..... e rnes 4,000 e 14,108

Leetown, WV: Design is scheduled for completion in January, 1999. Construc-
tion, which is projected at $12 million, is fully funded ..........ccccoouvrnerrnirnennns 6,000 6,000 ..o
Total .. e ———— e 69,100 79,130 319,554

APPROPRIATIONS LAW

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget requests statutory language to facilitate
land exchanges by providing the Agricultural Research Service authority to pay
more than $100 up to 25 percent of the value of land or interest transferred out
of Federal ownership in order to equalize the value of exchange. Please explain why
this language is needed.

Answer. In the past, ARS has received requests from non-federal entities, (state,
county, and local governments including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico) to use
Federally-owned land in the custody of ARS for the construction of new schools,
roads, flood control projects, etc., in exchange for land of equal value. Under ARS’
current authority, the value of the land received in exchange must be within $100
of the value of the Federally-owned land. This creates an undue burden on the non-
federal entity to find a parcel of land acceptable to ARS that is equal in value within
$100. The proposed change provides more flexibility for ARS to accommodate land
exchange requests from local jurisdictions.

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget requests statutory language to grant ease-
ments at the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, including for the construction
of the Transgenic Animal Facility. Please explain in more detail why this language
is required.

Answer. The Transgenic Animal Facility (TAF) will be constructed by the Univer-
sity of Maryland (UM) using grant funds received from the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education and Extension Service. Section 523 of Pub.L. No. 100-202, a joint
resolution making continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 1988, and other pur-
poses, prohibits the use of appropriations “for the purpose of the sale, lease, rental,
excessing, surplusing, or disposal of any portion of land on which [BARC] is located
at Beltsville, Maryland, without the specific approval of Congress.” Easements are
considered disposals, thus this law prohibits BARC from issuing easements.

Question. Does the Transgenic Animal Facility the University of Maryland will
construct and this language allow the Secretary to accept replacement of an existing
USDA facility?

Answer. The proposed fiscal year 1999 appropriation language provides the nec-
essary provision for the Secretary to accept the gifted TAF building as a replace-
ment building for an existing USDA temporary facility.

Question. Why is the University constructing this facility and not the USDA?

Answer. The University of Maryland is constructing the facility because the funds
for constructing this facility are University of Maryland funds, not ARS appro-
priated funds. This will be a cooperative venture with USDA.

Question. What will be the annual operating costs of this facility to the ARS?

Answer. The new facility is currently under design. Therefore, we are unable to
determine the actual operating costs. The current facility costs approximately
$110,000 per year for operation and maintenance. This is a temporary structure
that has outlived its usefulness. With the construction of a modern facility that is
energy efficient, the operating costs should be reduced.
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The fiscal year 1999 budget requests statutory language for the purpose of appro-
priately responding to requests to make Federally-owned land and facilities avail-
able for special use and to allow fees to be charged as authorized by law.

Question. What law authorizes these fees? Please give citation.

Answer. Current laws authorizing ARS to collect fees are as follows:

—Easement law 40 USC 319, allows us to collect monetary or other consideration.

—31 USC 9701, provides the Government generally with the authority to charge
fees for Government services and things of value.

—20 USC 196, subsection a, (4), authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to charge
fees for use of grounds and facilities of the U.S. National Arboretum.

—GSA Bulletin FPMR D-242, dated June 11, 1997, issued in accordance with
President Clinton’s memorandum of August 10, 1995, entitled “Facilitating Ac-
cess to Federal Property for the Siting of Mobile Services Antennas”, and sec-
tion 704(c) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, PL 104-104, (47 USC 332
note), provides authorization for agencies to charge and collect site fees and ac-
cess fees.

Question. If these fees are authorized by law, why does the requested appropria-
tions bill language “authorize” the agency to charge fees “commensurate with the
fair market value, for any permit, easement, lease, or other special use authoriza-
tion for the occupancy or use of land and facilities...as authorized by law”? Why
doesn’'t the language simply permit fees authorized by law to be credited to the ac-
count and available until expended for authorized purposes?

Answer. Since existing authorities to collect fees are distinct and scattered in law,
the language simply authorizes the collection and use of these fees to assure that
there is no question that Congress intended ARS to collect fees for these purposes,
and credit those fees to its appropriations.

Question. Please give some examples of special use permits which would be issued
by the agency and what fees would be charged.

Answer. ARS is requesting the authority to issue specific use authorization, such
as land use agreements or memorandum of understanding, for instances where the
Federal or non-Federal entity does not use a standard lease, permit, or easement
document. Special Use Permits is a general term used by some local jurisdictions
or non-federal entities in place of Permits, Revocable Permits, Leases or Easements.
For example, the University of California at Davis issues Land Use Agreements and
CSX Railroad issues Special Use Agreements. Having authority to issue Special Use
Permits would give ARS the authority to use the documents and terminology pre-
ferred by the local jurisdiction or non-federal entity. Fees, when applicable, would
be based on the fair market value of the land under Special Uses Permit and would
be similar to those currently charged by ARS for Easements.

FISCAL YEAR 1999 ARS SALARIES AND EXPENSES REQUEST

Question. The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget recommends a number of project
terminations and elimination of “Congressional add-ons” to fund “high priority” re-
search. Why do you consider each of these projects to be of lower priority?

Answer. The fiscal year 1999 Federal budget submitted by the President rec-
ommends a number of new initiatives to address changing priorities facing agri-
culture and the American consumer. The research budget proposed for ARS reflects
an increase of $32 million over the current year. However, the Department is focus-
ing on many priority agricultural issues that must be addressed now by our re-
search scientists. This requires that ARS terminate ongoing projects and reallocate
these resources to the new or expanded initiatives as recommended by the Presi-
dent. In this effort a number of projects were identified as less critical. As a result,
a cost-effective decision was made to recommend project terminations and elimi-
nation of projects to fund higher priority research.

Question. What criteria did you impose to determine the projects and increases
proposed for termination?

Answer. In order to provide financing for new and expanded high priority re-
search in a fiscally constrained budget, it was determined that the restored projects
proposed for termination in the fiscal year 1998 budget as well as all the Congres-
sionally added projects included in the 1998 Appropriations Act be proposed for re-
duction in fiscal year 1999.

Question. Please explain what the Department is doing to make sure that the ad-
ditional ARS positions and research program increases funded for fiscal year 1998
but not included in the President’s fiscal year 1999 budget are executed?

Answer. ARS is moving forward with implementing the initiatives funded in the
1998 Appropriations Act. All new positions have been established. Recruitment ac-
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tions are underway with vacancy announcements to open April 6. Research plans
for these funded projects have been established and are underway.

Question. Please provide a status report on the execution of each of the following
funding increases provided to ARS in fiscal year 1998:

—Vomitoxin in Wheat, $500,000;

—Fusarium Head Blight, MN, $500,000;

—Karnal Bunt, KS, $500,000;

—Citrus Tristeza, $750,000;

—Ergot Disease in Sorghum, $300,000;

—Asian Long Horn Beetle, $500,000;

—Apple E.Coli research, PA, $250,000;

—Food Safety Agency Study (National Academy of Sciences), $420,000;

—Hydrology, Canal Point, FL, $500,000;

—Hydrologist, Dade County, FL, $250,000;

—NMelaleuca research, $500,000;

—Appalachian Soil and Water Conservation Lab, WV, $250,000;

—Arctic Germplasm Repository, $650,000;

—Coastal Wetlands and Erosion Control, LA, $1,000,000;

—Cotton Genetics, MS, $250,000;

—Cotton Ginning, TX, $500,000;

—Fish Disease, AL, $250,000;

—Food Fermentation, NC, $250,000;

—Formosan Termite, Southern Regional Research Center LA, $5,000,000;

—Grain Legume, WA, $250,000;

—Honeybee, TX, $500,000;

—Hops research, OR, $100,000;

—Lyme Disease, $200,000;

—National Aquaculture Research Center, AR, $500,000;

—National Center for Cool and Cold Water Aquaculture, WV, $250,000;

—National Warmwater Aquaculture Center, MS, $500,000;

—Natural Products, MS, $700,000;

—Northwest Nursery Crops, OR, $500,000;

—Organics Management Research, $500,000;

—Plant Genetics Equipment/Greenhouse, MO, $200,000;

—Poisonous Plant, UT, $100,000;

—Poult Enteritis Mortality Syndrome, GA, $250,000;

—Reproductive Efficiency of Beef Cattle, MT, $250,000;

—Rice Research, Beaumont, TX, $250,000;

—Rice Research, Stuttgart, AR, $700,000;

—Small Fruits, MS, $250,000;

—Small Grains, Raleigh, NC/Aberdeen, 1D, $450,000;

—Sugarcane Biotechnology Research, LA, $200,000;

Answer. ARS is in the process of releasing each of these program increases added
by Congress in fiscal year 1998 in the amounts and for the purposes authorized in
accordance with the fiscal year 1998 Appropriations Act. A detailed listing of the
distribution of these increases will be provided for the record.

[The information follows:]
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Question. Provide for each of the increases requested for fiscal year 1999, how and
where the new funding will be allotted.

Answer. An Implementation Plan for the requested fiscal year 1999 increases will
be provided for the record.

[The information is provided:]

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE FISCAL YEAR 1999 BUDGET ESTIMATE
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

OBJECTIVE I. SOIL, WATER, AND AIR SCIENCES—$4,750,000

Watershed Health/Pfiesteria Research—$1,000,000 ($1,000,000 under Objective 111)
—Water Quality, Nutrient Management, and Watershed Health ($1,000,000)

Beltsville, MD, $300,000.—Develop and evaluate management practices to prevent
movement of nutrients and pathogens in manure to surface and ground water. Data
will be used to enhance natural resource inventory and monitoring programs.

Beltsville, MD, $300,000.—Evaluate and predict where best management practices
to protect surface and ground water quality can be most effectively used. Data will
enhance natural resource inventory and monitoring programs.

Florence, SC, $300,000.—Develop improved methods for handling, storage, and
application of manure to protect water quality. Data will be used to support natural
resource inventory and monitoring programs.

Beltsville, MD, $100,000.—Develop aquatic plant based systems to remove excess
nutrients from waste and runoff water.

Global Change/Agricultural Practices and Mitigation of Climate Change Impacts—
$3,000,000

Phoenix, AZ, $600,000.—Determine how the availability of water and plant nutri-
ents will interact with rising temperatures and atmospheric carbon dioxide levels
to affect rates of deposition of atmospheric carbon in soils of irrigated croplands.
Data will enhance natural resource inventory and monitoring programs.

Ft. Collins, CO, $400,000.—Develop a balance sheet approach to the modeling of
agricultural emissions and sequestrations of greenhouse gases at the national scale
as a basis for evaluating management practices and policies for reducing greenhouse
gas levels and mitigating climate change impacts.

Athens, GA, $300,000.—Develop and apply technology for monitoring methane
emissions from cattle, livestock waste lagoons, and other agricultural sources, and
accurately document total methane emissions attributable to agricultural activities.
Data will support natural resource inventory and monitoring programs.

Auburn, AL, $400,000.—Determine the extent of emissions or sequestration of
greenhouse gases associated with various tillage systems, with and without cover
crops, and develop soil management systems which mitigate against adverse effects
of climate change on soil “health”.

Temple, TX, $300,000.—Determine how a changing climate and rising concentra-
tions of atmospheric greenhouse carbon dioxide alter the carbon cycle on rangelands
with emphasis on rates of accumulation of carbon in vegetation and soils.

Beltsville, MD, $300,000.—Determine the effects of elevated atmospheric carbon
dioxide levels, rising temperatures, and their interaction on physiological and other
factors which influence the ability of weeds to reduce crop yields under multiple
weed management systems.

Gainesville, FL, $400,000.—Determine how water table management and other
management options can be manipulated to reduce methane emissions and avoid
yield losses due to elevated temperatures in rice and sugar cane.

Tucson, AZ, $300,000.—Develop basin-scale simulation models of soil-vegetation-
atmospheric fluxes of water and energy suitable for testing of proposed approaches
to mitigation of climate change effects on the function and productivity of grazed,
semi-arid watersheds.

South Florida Ecosystem Restoration—$750,000

Miami, FL, $250,000.—Develop farm-scale model to assess water quantity and
quality for the Everglades restoration plan and assist action agencies and farmers
in selection of Best Management Practices.

Ft. Lauderdale, FL, $500,000.—Evaluation of natural enemies and assessment of
approved natural enemies for Melaleucacontrol including economic and environ-
mental impact assessment of control measures.
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OBJECTIVE Il PLANT SCIENCES—$%11,300,000

Emerging Infectious Diseases—$2,300,000
—Emerging Plant Diseases ($1,100,000)

Beltsville, MD, $300,000.—Identify, characterize, and develop the systematics and
taxonomy of bunt and smut fungal pathogens.

St. Paul, MN, $300,000.—Characterize the ecology and epidemiology of wheat
scab and improve the genetic resistance of wheat to scab through conventional
breeding and introduction of alien germplasm.

Ithaca, NY, $250,000.—Characterize potato late blight development and develop
integrated control strategies.

College Station, TX, $250,000.—Characterize the biology, ecology, and epidemiol-
ogy of sorghum ergot and develop disease management strategies.

—Biological Control of Existing Weed Infestations ($600,000)

Albany, CA, $300,000.—Evaluate insect biological control agents to enable effec-
tive suppression of Western invasive weeds.

Montpellier, France, $300,000.—Collect, characterize, and process exotic microbial
biological control agents in Eurasia.

—Combating New and Emerging Noxious Weed Pests ($300,000)

Weslaco, TX, $300,000.—Develop remote sensing technology to identify new or ex-
panding weed infestations at early stages.

—Integrated Management and Maintenance of Lands ($300,000)

Reno, NV, $300,000.—Develop knowledge of natural stand renewal processes to
maximize the reestablishment of desirable native grass and forage species following
control of introduced weeds on rangelands and riparian areas.

Environmental Quality and Natural Resources—$5,500,000

—Development of Biologically-Active Compounds to Replace Hazardous Agricultural
Chemicals ($2,600,000)

Gainesville, FL, $300,000.—Identify plant emitted volatiles that naturally attract
beneficial insects to control crop pests.

Oxford, MS, $300,000.—Develop safe natural product-based algacides to selec-
tively remove blue green algae from catfish ponds and eliminate the problem of off
flavor.

Headquarters, $2,000,000.—Competitively awarded grants to develop alternatives
to Methyl Bromide.

—IPM and Areawide IPM ($1,400,000)

Beltsville, MD, $250,000.—Develop a molecular systematic entomology program to
support pest and natural enemy taxonomic identification and characterization for
ARS and APHIS implementation programs.

College Station, TX, $250,000.—Develop new/improved areawide IPM technology
in support of the boll weevil eradication program now being conducted by APHIS
and grower run foundations.

Stoneville, MS, $250,000.—Develop mass propagation technologies of beneficial in-
sects for control of arthropods and weed pests, such as lygus bugs and leafy spurge.

Beltsville, MD, $250,000.—Develop technologies for management of Entomopharga
Maimaiga a fungal pathogen of the gypsy moth in support of the Forest Service's
“slow-the-spread” initiative.

Columbia, MO, $400,000.—Develop pesticide resistant natural enemies in support
of new augmentative biological control programs targeting significant insect and
weed pests.

—USDA Office of Pest Management ($1,500,000)

Headquarters, $1,500,000.—Provide coordinated approach to minor use pesticides;
interact with grower groups, and EPA; and provide more rapid response of FQPA
data analysis needs.

Genetic Resources—$3,500,000

—Food Genome Initiative ($2,500,000)

Pullman, WA, $275,000.—Identify genetic Loci in scrapie and other TSE.

Geneva/Ilthaca, $600,000.—Curate genome data bases for NY tomato-potato, and
apple-prome fruits. Sequence rice expressed sequence tags and curate them and
other information in rice genome data base. Coordinate effort with Japanese rice
mapping andsequencing programs. Reconcile rice map with those for maize-sor-
ghum, and wheat-barley-oats.

Albany, CA, $600,000.—Sequence wheat, barley, and oat expressed sequence tags,
and manage them and other information in genome data bases. Reconcile maps with
those for maize-sorghum and rice.
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Columbia, MO, $500,000.—Maintain and manage genome data base for maize and
sorghum. Sequence a select number of maize expressed sequence tags (probably
200,000 or fewer). Reconcile maize-sorghum maps with those for rice and wheat-bar-
ley-oats.

E. Lansing, MI, $275,000.—Identify quarantine trail loci for disease and produc-
tion traits in poultry.

Ames, 1A, $250,000.—Sequence soybean, expressed sequence tags, and manage
them and other information in soybean genome data bases. Reconcile soybean maps
with those for other legumes, e.g. peanuts, dry beans, alfalfa.

—Expansion of the Animal Germplasm Repository Program ($500,000)

Headquarters, $500,000.—Develop GRIN (Genetic Resources Information Net-
work) data base for animals.

—Expansion of Microbial/lnsect Genetic Resources Management Programs
($250,000)

Peoria, IL, $250,000.—Evaluate collections of yeast and fungi for improved agri-
cultural and industrial applications for food and medicine utilizing new technologies
of genetic analysis.

—Preservation of Plant Genetic Resources ($250,000)

Urbana, IL, $250,000.—Acquire collections of genetic stocks of maize endangered
because of the death or retirement of researchers, and improve genetic stocks by
introgressing mutants into superior, adapted inbred lines.

OBJECTIVE III: ANIMAL SCIENCES—$14,700,000

Emerging Infectious Diseases—$3,700,000

—Emerging Exotic Infectious Diseases of Livestock ($1,300,000)

Ames, IA, $300,000.—Johne’s disease.

Pullman, WA, $300,000.—Develop molecular markers and improved diagnostic
tests to prevent importation of exotic tick-borne diseases of livestock.

Athens, GA, $500,000.—Develop molecular vaccines and immune modulatory
striategies to prevent outbreaks and spread of exotic poultry diseases, such as avian
influenza.

Headquarters, $200,000.—Build U.S. expertise in emerging diseases through joint
international collaboration to develop new diagnostic tests and control strategies for
exotic pathogens of livestock.

—Emerging Domestic Infectious/Zoonotic Diseases of Livestock ($2,400,000)

Laramie, WY, $600,000.—Develop control strategies for arbo-viral diseases of live-
stock, such as vesicular stomatitus, bluetongue and related viruses which prevent
U.S. livestock exports.

Ames, 1A, $300,000.—Develop improved vaccine control strategies to prevent por-
cine reproductive and respiratory syndrome (PRRS), and gain an understanding of
the epidemiology of the disease.

Ames, IA, $300,000.—Identify causes and develop interventions for emerging
swine enteric diseases, such as transmissible gastroenteritis.

Beltsville, MD, $600,000.—Develop integrated control strategies to enhance immu-
nity in livestock to drug resistant parasites.

Ames, IA, $300,000.—Develop improved diagnostic tests for tuberculosis in wild-
life and develop novel vaccines.

Pullman, WA, $300,000.—Investigate the role tick-borne rickettsial bacteria as
the cause of abortion in cattle.

Preharvest Food Safety—$3,500,000

—Preharvest Food Safety ($3,500,000)

Beltsville, MD, $900,000.—Develop new disinfection methods and farming systems
for improved sanitation of animal production facilities, and effective animal waste
handling systems that will prevent the transmission of bacterial and parasitic
pathogens to food producing animals and food crops.

Peoria, IL, $300,000.—Determine how plants and Fusarium fungi interact during
the infection and toxin production processes and how the fungi maintain resistance
to their own toxins in order to develop tools to interfere with the infection process
and production of the mycotoxins, such as deoxynivalenol (DON).

College Station, TX, $500,000.—Develop techniques for manipulating the micro-
bial ecology of the intestinal tract of agricultural and aquaculture animals to pre-
vent the development of antibiotic resistance, particularly competitive exclusion
techniques (probiotics).

Clay Center, NE, $300,000.—Develop information on the dynamics and ecology of
foodborne zoonotic pathogen transmission in cattle and their environment in order
to prevent initial colonization of plants and animals.
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Ames, IA, $300,000.—Develop information on the dynamics and ecology of
foodborne zoonotic pathogen transmission in swine and their environment in order
to prevent initial colonization of plants and animals.

Athens, GA, $300,000.—Develop information on the dynamics and ecology of
foodborne zoonotic pathogen transmission in poultry and their environment in order
to prevent initial colonization of plants and animals.

Clay Center, NE, $300,000.—Correlate production practices and transportation
systems used for cattle with post processing contamination of food products.

Ames, 1A, $300,000.—Correlate production practices and transportation systems
used for swine with post processing contamination of food products.

Athens, GA, $300,000.—Correlate production practices and transportation systems
used for poultry with post processing contamination of food products.

Preharvest Food Safety (Presidential Initiative)—$4,500,000

Athens, GA, $500,000.—Develop methods to identify pathogens as they are found
in animal waste, define their survival characteristics, and develop methods to han-
dle and treat poultry manure during production in order to preclude transmission
of pathogens to land and/or crops for human food.

Athens, GA, $500,000.—Develop methods to handle manure on crop lands that
will prevent transmission of pathogens to run off and irrigation waters, crops and
to food producing animals.

Albany, CA, $500,000.—Develop methods to identify pathogens as they are found
in animal waste, and to define their survival characteristics, so that systems for
sanitation to Kill these pathogens can be developed for production facilities, particu-
larly those of cattle and swine, to prevent their transmission to human foods.

Riverside, CA, $500,000.—Define the survival and transport of pathogens from
animal manures on crop lands in order to develop methods that will prevent their
transmission to irrigation and drinking waters, crops and food producing animals.

Beltsville, MD, $700,000.—Develop livestock and crop production systems to re-
duce nutrients and minerals that affect algal blooms.

New Orleans, LA, $650,000.—Identify the life history states of major species
oftoxic algae, determine what factors control transitions between stages, and estab-
lish the role of stages in bloom dynamics in order to form the basis for effective con-
trol measures.

West Lafayette, IN, $650,000.—Develop knowledge of animal behavior and com-
bine with that of other sciences (animal physiology, immunology, and microbiology)
to develop methods for producers to use to help assure that animals, including poul-
try, will arrive for slaughter following transport with fewer pathogens.

Ames, IA, $500,000.—Develop knowledge of animal physiology, immunology, and
microbiology and combine with that of animal behavior to develop methods for pro-
ducers to use to help assure that food producing species will arrive for slaughter
following transport with fewer pathogens.

Environmental Quality and Natural Resources—$2,000,000

—Livestock Management Systems ($2,000,000)

Ames, 1A, $600,000.—Identify components of swine diets that influence odor, and
identify alternatives that can reduce odor from production environments.

Ames, IA, $600,000.—Identify microbial populations responsible for the generation
of major components of volatile odor compounds in fresh and stored manure.

Ames, IA, $500,000.—Determine dietary fracture and feed management practices
affecting entire microbial populations contributing to volatile organic odors.

Ames, IA, $300,000.—Develop and evaluate environmental computer models to
predict movement of volatile organic compounds from production facilities and ma-
nure store areas.

Watershed Health/Pfiesteria Research—$1,000,000 ($1,000,000 under Objective I)

—Aquatic Ecology and Aquaculture ($1,000,000)

Auburn, AL, $250,000.—Develop immunological reagents and rapid presumptive
tests to detect and monitor anti-Pfiesteria antibodies and antigens in menhaden and
other species of cultivated and wild fish to determine exposure to Pfiesteria.

Auburn, AL, $250,000.—Develop and apply specific mono-clonal antibodies to
identify and detect different species, strains, and life history stages of Pfiesteria and
Pfiesteria-like organisms.

New Orleans, LA, $250,000.—Determine the effects of agricultural nutri-
ents,including interactions between specific nutrients and other water quality pa-
rameters, on outbreaks and toxicity of Pfiesteria and Pfiesteria-like organisms.

Auburn, AL, $250,000.—Develop and apply immunodetection methods for epide-
miological studies of coastal areas affected by Pfiesteria and Pfiesteria-like orga-
nisms.
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OBJECTIVE IV COMMODITY CONVERSION AND DELIVERY—$9,970,000

Postharvest Food Safety—$3,470,000

—Postharvest Food Safety ($2,220,000)

Athens, GA, $300,000.—Develop an understanding of the etiology of multidrug an-
tibiotic resistance, including site specific integration into multidrug resistant
plasmids using DNA integrons and elucidate factors in animal and plant production
systems that influence the development of resistance.

Wyndmoor, PA, $300,000.—Determine how microorganisms associated with
foodborne disease become tolerant to various types of antimicrobials and to tradi-
tional food safety safeguards, such as heat or cold, low pH, high salt, and disinfect-
ants, and elucidate factors in processing environments that influence the develop-
ment of resistance.

Wyndmoor, PA, $400,000.—Develop alternatives to traditional heat-based preser-
vation technologies that will achieve adequate pathogen control while preserving the
freshness qualities of fruits and vegetables.

Beltsville, MD, $300,000.—Develop accurate user friendly detection methods for
Cryptosporidia, Toxoplasma, and Cyclospora in animal- and plant-based foods.

Athens, GA, $300,000.—Develop microbial sampling technologies to more accu-
rately estimate true pathogen burden of food products for HACCP.

Wyndmoor, PA, $320,000.—Develop computerized expert systems based on food
pathogen inactivation and survival in order to evaluate both food processing systems
and process controls.

Wyndmoor, PA, $300,000.—Develop sensors to place on food products that will
alert processors and consumers of products not stored safely.

New Technology to Maintain Safety/Quality of Fresh Fruits/Vegetables ($1,250,000)

Albany, CA, $600,000.—Develop knowledge of the attachment and detachment
properties of pathogens on various fruits and vegetables.

Beltsville, MD, $300,000.—Develop new handling systems and pathogen decon-
tamination technology, including disinfectants and terminal pasteurization proce-
dures for use in conjunction with packing, storing and/or processing of fresh fruits
and vegetables to maintain their beneficial attributes.

Wyndmoor, PA, $350,000.—Develop new handling systems and pathogen decon-
tamination technology, including disinfectants and terminal pasteurization proce-
dures for use in conjunction with packing, storing, and processing of fresh fruits and
vegetables to maintain their beneficial attributes.

Postharvest Food Safety (Presidential Initiative)—$2,500,000

Beltsville, MD, $500,000.—For whole and minimally processed produce define the
dose and conditions of treatment for both chemical and physical agents and tech-
nologies which will assure both microbiological safety and product quality in a cost
effective process, and provide the necessary support for regulatory approvals.

Albany, CA, $500,000.—For whole and minimally processed produce define the
dose and conditions of treatment for both chemical and physical agents and tech-
nologies which will assure both microbiological safety and product quality in a cost
effective process, and provide the necessary support for regulatory approvals.

Fargo, ND, $500,000.—Identify and quantify toxins for algae, and develop meth-
ods for their detection and quantification in both human and animal food sources
in order to help producers prevent their occurrence.

Ames, IA, $500,000.—Develop reproducible, sensitive, and accurate laboratory
tests to detect viruses of food safety concern by combining the necessary basic bio-
logical information about the viruses with the newer biotechnology being used for
detection and differentiation of bacterial and animal genetic material.

Athens, GA, $500,000.—Develop reproducible, sensitive, and accurate laboratory
tests to detect viruses of food safety concern by combining the necessary basic bio-
logical information about the viruses with the newer biotechnology being used for
detection and differentiation of bacterial and animal genetic material.

Global Change/Biomass for Energy—$4,000,000

—Improve and Expand Feedstocks ($3,000,000)

Lincoln, NE, $600,000.—Develop improved varieties and management practices
for producing switchgrass and other promising grass species for conversion to etha-
nol or for combusting to produce electricity.

Madison, WI, $600,000.—Develop processes and machinery for harvesting, trans-
porting, and storage of crop residues and dedicated energy crops, and to develop
processes for biomass separation into efficient energy and coproduct streams.
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St. Paul, MN, $600,000.—Develop improved varieties and management practices
for producing alfalfa and other promising legume species for conversion to ethanol
or for combusting to produce electricity.

Tifton, GA, $600,000.—Develop more productive varieties and improved manage-
ment practices for switchgrass and other grasses with potential for conversion to
ethanol or combustion to produce electricity.

Mississippi State, MS, $600,000.—Develop persistent and productive legume/grass
mixtures for biofuel production, which minimize nutrient inputs and energy require-
ments for nitrogen fertilizer production and application.

—Increase Biofuel and Biochemical Conversion Efficiency ($1,000,000)

Peoria, IL, $1,000,000.—To accelerate work to develop efficient processes for con-
verting crop cellulose and hemicelluloses to ethanol, and to develop high-valued co-
products that will substitute for petrochemical derived industrial products.

OBJECTIVE V. HUMAN NUTRITION—$10,500,000

Presidential Initiative—$10,500,000

—Nutrient—Gene Interactions ($2,400,000)

Boston, MA, $300,000.—Determine the regulation of the synthesis of fatty acids
in response to oxidative stress and how the regulation is responsive to diet.

Little Rock, AR, $900,000.—Determine the precise relationship between nutrients
in the diet and the development of cognition inchildren at the molecular level.

Grand Forks, ND, $650,000.—Identify the regulatory genes that are responsive to
trace minerals in the diet with the aim of determining the regulatory genes of im-
portance.

Houston, TX, $550,000.—Genetic evaluation of fat metabolism in children.

—Diet and Immune Function ($1,400,000)

San Francisco, CA, $500,000.—Define the relationship between nutrition and the
induction of the synthesis of immunoglobulins.

Boston, MA, $250,000.—Determine changes in the immune response that occur
throughout the aging process and determine if dietary antioxidants can delay or pre-
vent such changes.

Beltsville, MD, $250,000.—Define the role of phytonutrients to increase the im-
mune response by looking at the induction of T-cell lymphocytes in response to foods
of plant origin.

Little Rock, AR, $400,000.—Determine foods in the diets of young children that
have a positive effect on growth and development.

—Role of Nutrition throughout the Life Cycle ($1,550,000)

Houston, TX, $1,000,000.—Define the relationship of nutritional status at various
stages of childhood to the long term needs for nutrients and the risk of nutritionally
related diseases.

Boston, MA, $550,000.—Develop an understanding of the relationship between
diet and the development of vascular dementia in the elderly.

—Update the National Nutrient Databank ($650,000)

Beltsville, MD, $650,000.—Utilize key foods approach to update the National Nu-
trient Databank by analyzing the nutrient content of those foods that supply the
bulk of the important nutrients in the American diet.

Diet and Human Performance—$2,400,000

Beltsville, MD, $500,000.—Adapt or develop methods for measuring the emerging
class of putative phytonutirents which considers regional, seasonal, and maturity at
harvest and can be used in field-evaluation of dietary patterns of health.

San Francisco, CA, $750,000.—Define specific effects of energy intake on the im-
pact of protective factors in foods on human performance.

Little Rock, AR, $400,000.—Define material on child dietary components that af-
fect cognitive development in children.

Houston, TX, $250,000.—Study ethnic differences in the effect of diet on body
composition in children.

Grand Forks, ND, $500,000.—Establish influence of mineral-containing or min-
eral-influenced phytonutrients on marker for human performance.

Increasing the Scope of Food Nutrition Survey Efforts—$850,000

Beltsville, MD $550,000.—Expand the scope of the Continuing Survey of Food In-
takes by Individuals to include the NHANES measures ofbiological/functional indi-
cators of nutritional status within individuals.

San Francisco, CA, $300,000.—Assess the biological impact of the food assistance
program to improve the cost-effectiveness of proper dieting.
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Development of Food Consumption Methods—$1,250,000

Beltsville, MD, $500,000; Boston, MA, $250,000; Little Rock, AR, $500,000.—De-
velop analytical methods that will be used to determine the concentration of
phytonutrients in food. Efforts will concentrate onthose components suspected of
having health promoting properties, particularly in carotenoids, flavonoids,
glucosinylates and phenolic compounds.

NoTe.—In fiscal year 1998, an appropriation of $5 million was provided to con-
duct a supplemental children’s survey to the current 1994-96 Continuing Survey of
Food Intakes by Individuals (CSFII). In fiscal year 1999, ARS recommends the use
of these resources as follows:

Beltsville, MD, $1,500,000.—Increase the CSFIlI sample size to include population
groups that will require special attention as pesticide registration decisions are
made under the Food Quality Protection Act.

Little Rock, AR, $450,000.—Identify markers of nutritional well-being for use in
epidemiological evaluations of disease risk.

Little Rock, AR, $250,000.—Elucidate roles of phyto- and micronutrients in im-
proving cognitive development.

Boston, MA $450,000.—Examine the roles of anti-oxidants in maintaining cog-
nitive function in the elderly.

Boston, MA, $250,000.—Conduct epidemiological studies focused on the nutri-
tional factors needed to prevent or delay diseases associated with aging, such as Alz-
heimer’s disease, cardiovascular disease, and cancer.

Grand Forks, ND, $700,000.—Determine biological functions of ultra trace ele-
ments, such as boron, aluminum, and manganese.

San Francisco, CA, $700,000.—Improve the understanding of relationships be-
tween diet and chronic disease by evaluating commonly consumed phytonutrients’
roles in minimizing oxidative damage and reducing cancer risk.

Houston, TX, $700,000.—Determine how nutrients and other dietary constituents,
including phytonutrients, act to turn on the synthesis of proteins that are required
for metabolism as an essential step in developing meaningful dietary advice.

EMERGING DISEASES AND EXOTIC PESTS

Question. The fiscal year 1999 budget proposes a $6 million increase for emerging
diseases and exotic pests. What is now being spent for research on emerging dis-
eases and exotic pests?

Answer. Emerging diseases and exotic pests are an increasing problem in the
United States. USDA believes that this problem is linked to expanding interconti-
nental transport of goods and people, and that we should anticipate further in-
creases in the rate of emerging diseases and exotic pests in the future. In fiscal year
1998, ARS is spending $5,244,800 on emerging diseases and exotic pests of plants
in addition to what is being spent on these pest problems through research reported
under Areawide Integrated Pest Management (IPM) and IPM component research.

Question. Please provide for each of fiscal years 1997 and 1998 a summary of the
funding provided and a brief description of the research funded and where it is
being conducted.

Answer. A summary of the funding, research and research locations for fiscal
years 1997 and 1998 will be provided for the record.

[The information follows:]

Fiscal year—
Research area
1997 1998
Vomitoxin/Fusarium Head Blight $275,100 $1,273,500
Karnal Bunt .......cccccoeevnnee . 218,100 714,200
Citrus Tristeza ............. . 11,513,700 12,457,100
Ergot DisSease in SOrGNUM ........ccirrierniiieieeisessesenessiseernnines sesessssisesssesssssenis 2300,000
Asian LONGNOM BEELIE ..........cververirieriineiieeineeisisesiseiees s neniies oesisesssssiessseesens 500,000
TOMAL oo 2,006,900 5,244,800

LIn fiscal year 1997, Total includes a Specific Cooperative Agreement with the University of Florida ($386,000). In fis-
cal year 1998, approximately $1.1 million will be used to fund competitive research proposals.

2Total includes Specific Cooperative Agreements with Texas A&M University ($80,000) and Kansas State University
($30,000).
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Vomitoxin/Fusarium Head Blight

Peoria, IL.—1997 and 1998, Scientists in Peoria are characterizing the genetics
and biosynthesis of vomitoxin, and studying the biological control of vomitoxin pro-
duction.

St. Paul, MN.—1997, Scientists in St. Paul are characterizing the genetic resist-
ance and identification of genes involved in head blight.

St. Paul, MN.—1998, Scientists in St. Paul are continuing the research begun in
1997 and are initiating a $500,000 extramural program to support a national con-
sortium to enhance plant germplasm to limit disease and toxin production. This re-
search is being conducted to describe disease development and spread, and to de-
velop new control strategies. With an additional $500,000 appropriation, scientists
at St. Paul will initiate research to evaluate the epidemiology of this disease, and
describe pathogen ecology and pathotype variability.

Karnal Bunt

Frederick, MD.—1997 and 1998, Scientists in Frederick are conducting research
on pathogen characterization, detection, and identification, and on disease epidemi-
ology under field conditions.

Manhattan, KS.—1998, Scientists in Manhattan are evaluating the genetics of
host plant resistance, and are conducting studies on the enhancement of host plant
germplasm.

Citrus Tristeza

Fresno, CA.—1997 and 1998, Scientists in Fresno are conducting studies on dis-
ease epidemiology and identification of management strategies for tristeza under
California production conditions.

Orlando, FL.—1997 and 1998, Scientists in Orlando are conducting studies on
virus characterization, germplasm enhancement, disease control strategies, patho-
gen detection/identification methods, and virus-vector relationships.

Beltsville, MD.—1997 and 1998, Funds are used to maintain a worldwide collec-
tion of citrus tristeza virus strains. In 1998, the operation of the collection activities
were increased and Headquarters held funds ($500,000) are being used to support
intramural and extramural competitive grants program that is addressing priority
research objectives of the citrus tristeza problem.

Ergot Disease in Sorghum

Beltsville, MD.—1998, Headquarters held funds ($300,000) are temporarily being
allocated to: Mayaguez, PR, for research on chemical control, disease epidemiology,
and germplasm evaluation and enhancement of Ergot resistant varieties; to Lincoln,
NE, for pathogen detection and monitoring, evaluation of disease spread, and to de-
termine alternate host plants; and to Frederick, MD, for research on pathogen vari-
ability.

Asian Longhorn Beetle

Newark, DE.—1998, Research is being conducted under both field and quarantine
laboratory conditions on basic beetle biology, detection sampling, and control meth-
odologies, including cultural and biological control. A Specific Cooperative Agree-
ment was developed with the Department of Entomology at Cornell University to
assist in this research effort.

Beltsville, MD.—1998, The ARS Insect Chemical Ecology Laboratory is conducting
research on pheromone isolation and characterization to enhance field detection and
sampling. The Systematics Entomology Laboratory is working cooperatively with
the Department of Entomology at Cornell University to conduct research on beetle
systematics, basic biology and pest identification methods.

Question. Of the $6 million increase proposed for fiscal year 1999, $3.7 million is
proposed to be used to enhance the development of diagnostic tests, vaccines, and
other immune strategies that prevent outbreaks and spread of exotic and zoonotic
diseases, and pathogens. Please indicate for each of fiscal years 1997 and 1998 the
research being funded in each of these areas and describe the progress we have
made to date and why additional funds are required.

Answer. ARS has funded exotic and domestic animal disease research at a level
of $40,590,800 for fiscal year 1997 and $39,943,900 for fiscal year 1998, respectfully.
New funding is urgently needed because a number of new disease issues have
emerged that are negatively impacting livestock production in the U.S. or have the
potential to be introduced into the U.S. as exotic animal diseases. Recent outbreaks
in 1995 and 1997 of the vector-borne disease vesicular stomatitis has cost approxi-
mately $100 million. Tick-borne parasitic diseases and arbo-viral vector-borne dis-
eases restrict U.S. export markets. Porcine reproductive respiratory syndrome
(PRRS) emerged in the U.S. during the 1990's and is now considered the most im-
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portant disease constraint for swine production. New variants of the PRRS virus
caused major disease losses in 1997 in the Midwest. The emergence of several
zoonotic diseases in wildlife such as tuberculosis and brucellosis pose new barriers
to disease eradication in several states. The 1997 emergence of diseases such as foot
and mouth disease (FMD) in Taiwan, hog cholera in Europe, and avian influenza
in poultry in Hong Kong have each cost billions of dollars to animal agriculture in
the respective countries where these diseases emerged. Bovine spongiform
encephalopathy (BSE) in Great Britain and Europe continues to be a trade barrier
issue. In summary, because of the emergence of new diseases within the borders of
the U.S. and new disease outbreaks abroad, there is an urgent need for the U.S.
to invest in animal disease research in order to protect our animal industries. Im-
proved methods of disease prevention will enable U.S. livestock industries to provide
the safest and most disease free livestock and livestock products in the world. This
will lower production costs and allow the U.S. to continue to gain competitive ad-
vantages in international trade markets.

dl—t|)ig|hlights of progress made to date in animal infectious disease research are list-
ed below:

Scrapie is now an endemic disease in sheep in the U.S. ARS scientists developed
a non-invasive preclinical diagnostic test that will help the United States Sheep In-
dustry significantly reduce the risk of infection from scrapie in their herds. A vol-
untary “scrapie free” flock certification has been established.

ARS scientists developed and evaluated a new vaccine strain of Brucella (RB51)
that protects cattle from brucellosis and does not produce false-positive results in
brucellosis screening tests, and preliminary efficacy studies show the vaccine to be
effective in bison calves. However, the vaccine proved to be unsafe in pregnant
bison, causing abortions after it was administered. Adaptation of the cattle vaccine
for use in pregnant bison would significantly enhance efforts to control and eradi-
cate brucellosis in bison.

ARS researchers used polymerase chain reaction (PCR) technology to identify the
mycobacterium that causes TB in tissues submitted for pathologic examination. The
PCR technique will benefit not only the TB eradication program but also will pro-
vide a significant contribution to agencies that must assess potential public health
risks posed by the presence of mycobacterial infections in animals.

ARS scientists at the Plum Island Animal Disease Center, Greenport, Long Is-
land, New York, have cloned the genes responsible for FMD viral proteins and ex-
pressed them in a non-infectious vector thus providing a safe source of reagents for
a new diagnostic test. The availability of this type of test will reduce the risk of
international trade of animals from countries free from FMD that still practice vac-
cination, as well as in the effective use of FMD vaccines for control strategies in
the event of an outbreak in the U.S.

ARS scientists have tested two vaccine technologies using genetic material from
the hemagglutinin gene of the H5 influenza virus. Both vaccines provided protection
against illness and death from deadly strains of H5 avian influenza virus. The vac-
cines will provide a tool for use by the poultry industry and APHIS to be used in
an overall eradication strategy emphasizing quarantine, biosecurity and controlled-
slaughter.

ARS scientists developed a polymerase chain reaction (PCR) test that detects one
form of Avian Leukosis virus-subgroup J in blood and other tissues of affected chick-
ens. Using the PCR test, broiler breeder companies will be able to determine the
incidence of this new virus infection in their breeder flocks. Additional PCR tests
are needed to detect other strains of the virus.

ARS scientists have shown that Culicoides variipennis, a small biting midge,
transmitted vesicular stomatitis virus to a vertebrate host. The understanding of
the role of insects in disease transmission is essential to the U.S. ability to protect
animals, humans, and U.S. agriculture against emerging pathogens.

ARS found a protein in bluetongue virus that binds to a protein in the insect vec-
tor species. This virus protein provided a first demonstration that the insect and
animal host interact with this virus by different mechanisms. Blocking the attach-
ment of the protein with this vector provides a new strategy that may prove useful
in interrupting transmission.

ARS developed an electrostatic space charge supplier that removes about 95 per-
cent of dust and airborne bacteria, such as Salmonella. Hatching cabinets are
known to be one of the primary sources for Salmonella contamination of poultry.
This system greatly reduces the need for chemical disinfectants, could greatly re-
duce cleanup and disinfection time, and is effective for dust control in other types
of poultry environments.

ARS scientists developed a customized live vaccine to protect birds from losses
due to coccidiosis and have shown that bird performance is comparable to birds
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which are drug treated. So far, over 60 million birds have been treated with this
ARS technology. This breakthrough is a major contribution in eliminating the need
for chemicals In production of poultry. In addition, coccidiosis in chickens develop
resistance to chemicals used for control.

Preempt, a new product created by ARS scientists, significantly reduces the poten-
tial of Salmonella contamination in broiler chickens. This new product preempts the
growth of Salmonella in chicken intestines by introducing a blend of 29 live, non-
harmful bacteria naturally present in healthy adult chickens. The newly developed
mixture can be sprayed in a mist over newly hatched chicks to give them the protec-
tion necessary to significantly reduce potentially dangerous Salmonella in the chick-
en Americans eat. Preempt is the successful result of the public-private partnership
where USDA patented the mixture and granted a private company a licensing
agreement to market the product.

FOOD GENOME INITIATIVE

Question. A $3.5 million increase in the ARS budget is proposed for fiscal year
1999 as part of the Food Genome Initiative. Please summarize why this funding is
important and what you hope to accomplish. Is ARS doing any work in this area
now or is this a completely new undertaking?

Answer. Among the major challenges facing humankind in the next century is the
need for substantial increases in the production of high quality food. The Food Ge-
nome Initiative is an essential part of the USDA’'s and ARS’ research strategy to
meet that demand. The Initiative includes the mapping, identification, and under-
standing of the function and control of genes responsible for economically important
traits in crops and livestock. ARS now devotes more than $3 million annually to
support plant genome databases and additional funds for genetically mapping of
plant and animal species. This has contributed to the development of databases for
nine crop species. However, there is a need to fill in gaps and expand databases on
other crops and animal species. With the information gained from the genome initia-
tive, scientists will be able to develop plants and animals with increased production
traits such as growth efficiency, disease resistance, tolerance to adverse soil and cli-
mate conditions and improved nutritional quality.

FOOD SAFETY

Question. A $14 million increase in the ARS budget is proposed for fiscal year
1999 for the President’'s Food Safety initiative. Please describe the Total amount of
ARS funding now being committed to food safety research, where this research is
being conducted, what is being accomplished, and why additional funds are re-
quired.

Answer. The Total amount of funding for ARS food safety research in fiscal year
1998 is $54,949,400.

This research is being conducted in the following locations: Fayetteville, AR; Al-
bany, CA; Athens, GA; Dawson, GA; Tifton, GA; Ames, IA; Peoria, IL; New Orleans,
LA; Beltsville, MD; Mississippi State, MS; Fargo, ND, Clay Center, NE; Ithaca, NY;
Wyndmoor, PA; College Station, TX; and Logan, UT and Headquarters.

Accomplishments of the ARS food safety research program are listed as follows
by subject area:

Pathogen reduction research program.—To improve detection methods, ARS has
developed:

(1) Methods for Campylobacter culture and identification for the Food Safety In-
spection Service (FSIS).

(2) A rapid test for detecting E. coli 0157:H7 for use by producers and industry.

(3) Serologic tests to detect animals which have been infected but may not be ac-
tively shedding E. coli or Salmonella. (4) A single procedure Multiplex PCR assay
for detection of E. coli 0157:H7 and Salmonella.

(4) PCR and immunohistochemical methods to detect Cryptosporidia.

Pathogen reduction research program.—To develop prevention techniques for
patgogen avoidance, reduction, and elimination, ARS has demonstrated or devel-
oped:

(1) how infection of E. coli 0157:H7 can occur in neonatal and weaned calves, and
that it requires 2 factors, intimin and Shiga toxin.

(2) that viable Cryptosporidia can be transmitted into oysters, clams and other
aquaculture animals.

(3) bacterial cultures (preempt) to competitively inhibit Salmonella in broiler
chicks, and natural substances to enhance the immune response in chicks and neo-
natal swine.

(4) irradiation procedures to kill Cyclospora on certain fruits and vegetables.
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(5) steam pasteurization for poultry to Kill pathogens on poultry skin.

(6) information identifying specific equipment materials in poultry processing fa-
cilities that are conducive to the formation of biofilms (bacterial films difficult to re-
move from surfaces).

I(7) spray scalding procedures to reduce cross contamination in poultry processing
plants.

(8) new methods to prevent spillage of fecal matter during initial processing and
evisceration of poultry.

(9) a hot water and quick chill (thermoflux) procedure that significantly reduces
Salmonella incidence in specific, highly contaminated pork cuts.

(10) that Salmonella and Campylobacter are increased during transportation of
?roilers to slaughter and that consumption of litter during fasting is a contributing
actor.

(11) that fecal shedding of E. coli 0157:H7 increases in cattle that are alter-
natively fasted and fed.

(12) that swine carry Salmonella into the slaughter plant, because the Salmonella
serotypes in trailers used for hauling swine are similar to those found in
preslaughter holding pens.

Pathogen reduction research program.—In the area of risk assessment, ARS has:

(1) Helped simplify the use of predictive microbiology in microbial risk assessment
by updating the USDA Pathogen Modeling Program to the Fifth Edition. The mod-
els are now available to the public via Internet.

(2) Targeted the interactions of organic acids and temperature in relation to E.
coli 0157:H7 for modeling studies, particularly to determine the rapidity at which
this pathogen can adapt to change.

(3) Developed a technique, together with an international committee, for estimat-
ing dose-response curves based on microbiological survey and epidemiological data
for foodborne pathogens for which direct human data is unlikely to be available.

Drug residues and chemical contaminants research program.—ARS research con-
firmed that levels of regulatory concern of dioxins in chickens resulted from ball clay
that was added to soybean meal as an anticaking agent. ldentification of these
dioxin sources provides producers with the knowledge needed to produce dioxin-free
food products. Studies of the disposition of the animal drug clenbuterol identified
metabolites of clenbuterol and determined that they can be converted back to the
parent drug in the GI tract; this will help to evaluate the risk of toxicity to humans.
A monoclonal antibody capable of binding animal drug hygromycin B was formu-
lated into a rapid ELISA assay, a patent issued, and the antibodies licensed to a
private test kit manufacturing company.

Research program to prevent mycotoxins.—Specific genetic markers were identified
in corn which contribute to resistance to both Aspergillus colonization and aflatoxin
formation. Reporter strains of aflatoxin-producing fungi were developed and tested
which allowed quantification of the amount of fungal invasion in kernels, a critical
measurement in the assessment of resistance during corn varietal development by
plant breeders. The reporter strains are also being used to detect compounds in corn
kernels that modulate aflatoxin production. In cotton, genetic engineering has been
able to transform embryos with antifungal genes to induce resistance to aflatoxin
producing fungi. With walnut and peanut, ARS has significantly contributed to the
germline transformation with antifungal genes that will enhance resistance to A.
flavus in these crops. Biological control with competitive non-aflatoxin producing
strains of the fungus now shows great promise with cotton, corn and peanut. In cot-
ton, continued large-scale testing under the EPA Experimental Use Permit in Ari-
zona resulted in reduced infection of cottonseed by toxigenic strains and, thus, in
reduced aflatoxin levels. Experiments in GA with corn showed for the first time that
biological control with a toxigenic strains of A. flavus and A. parasiticus could re-
duce aflatoxin contamination. Additionally, field-grown peanuts from the 1997
drought-stressed crop treated with the biocompetitive strains had aflatoxin levels re-
duced by 90 percent compared with untreated peanuts. To control the effects of Fu-
sarium graminearum and its toxin, deoxynivalenol (DON), in wheat and barley,
ARS has introduced partial resistance into wheat from lines that are more resistant
under optimal conditions to the pathogen. The toxin, DON, was demonstrated to be
a virulence factor for the pathogenesis of F. graminearum on wheat, a finding which
suggests that wheat or barley germplasm with increased resistance to
trichothecenes might have improved resistance to Fusarium diseases as well.
Fungal genes that confer resistance to or detoxify DON have been identified and
will be incorporated into wheat and barley to determine if they improve resistance
to Fusarium caused head scab diseases.

Research to control the effects of toxic plants.—A study was conducted to quantify
swainsonine in tissues of locoweed-poisoned sheep and determine the rate of
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swainsonine clearance from animal tissues. Poisoned animals have significant tissue
swainsonine concentrations and animals exposed to locoweed should be withheld
from slaughter for at least 28 days to assure that the locoweed toxin has been
cleared from all animal tissues. Lupine alkaloids have been detected in the blood
plasma of cattle, sheep and goats after consumption of the lupines. Serum elimi-
nation times were found to vary for different individual alkaloids and measurements
will be continued in order to determine definitive clearance times. Larkspur is the
most important poisonous plant problem in cattle in the mountainous regions of the
western United States.

Additional funds are being requested to support research initiatives to both estab-
lish a better biological understanding of pathogens and to make possible the techno-
logical advances to assure food safety and meet the expectations of the American
consumer. Food safety research must meet the challenge of solving the problems re-
sulting from emerging pathogens, changing production practices, increased pathogen
resistance, increased numbers of food products, and poor food storage and prepara-
tion practices.

Question. Of the $14 million increase requested, $8 million is for pre-harvest food
safety research to design effective control programs to prevent the spread of bacteria
and parasites from animals to humans and to improve post-harvest handling prac-
tices for fruits and vegetables. Where will this research be carried out?

Answer. The requested increases for preharvest food safety research to design ef-
fective control programs to prevent the spread of bacteria and parasites between
animals and humans will be carried out at the following locations: Albany, CA; Riv-
erside, CA; Athens, GA; Ames, IA; Peoria, IL; West Lafayette, IN; New Orleans, LA,
Beltsville, MD; Clay Center, NE; and College Station, TX.

Question. Are we doing any research in these areas currently? If so, what research
is being conducted, where is it being carried out, and what is its cost?

Answer. ARS currently carries out food safety research in areas for which in-
creases have been requested. Preharvest food safety research is currently being con-
ducted at Fayetteville, AR ($297,400); Albany, CA ($2,153,200); Athens, GA
(%$4,937,400); Dawson, GA ($754,800); Tifton, GA ($571,400); Ames, IA ($3,367,100);
Peoria, IL ($3,384,100); New Orleans, LA ($2,972,000); Beltsville, MD ($1,971,700);
Mississippi State, MS ($677,300); Fargo, ND ($2,024,400); Clay Center, NE
($1,588,200); Ithaca, NY ($320,100); College Station, TX ($3,010,600); Logan, UT
($1,973,700); and Headquarters ($1,445,000).

Question. Of the $14 million increase requested, $6 million is for post-harvest re-
search in support of the Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) model
implemented by the Food Safety and Inspection Service. Please describe this re-
search proposal more fully.

Answer. This proposal provides for research to determine how microorganisms as-
sociated with foodborne disease become tolerant to antibiotics and to traditional food
safety safeguards, to develop accurate user-friendly detection methods for patho-
genic parasites and viruses in foods, to develop microbial sampling technologies to
support HACCP, to develop computerized expert systems to evaluate both food proc-
essing systems and controls, to develop sensors to alert processors and consumers
of food products not stored safely, and to develop new handling systems and patho-
gen decontamination technologies to control pathogens while preserving the
freshness qualities of fruits and vegetables.

Question. Are any research monies being committed to this area currently? If so,
where is that research being conducted and what is its cost?

Answer. ARS currently carries out food safety research in areas for which in-
creases have been requested. Post-harvest research is currently being conducted at
Albany, CA ($3,876,400); Athens, GA ($3,211,600); Peoria, IL ($1,275,700); New Or-
leans, LA ($104,400); Beltsville, MD ($1,886,500); Clay Center, NE ($1,738,500);
\(Igyndmoo)r, PA ($10,391,100); College Station, TX ($806,800); and Headquarters

210,000).

Question. Funds were provided to the ARS for fiscal year 1998 for a study by the
National Academy of Sciences on the scientific and organizational needs for an effec-
tive food safety system. Please give us a status report on this effort. When did the
National Academy of Sciences receive the funds for the study? Please describe what
involvement USDA is having in the study, if any.

Answer. A research agreement between the ARS and the National Academy of
Sciences was completed on January 13, 1998, which provided for the agreement pe-
riod of performance from January 1, 1998 through September 30, 1998. This grant
from ARS will provide $420,000 to be transferred to the Academy.

USDA has primarily a consultative and facilitative role in the study. USDA par-
ticipated in the first open meeting of the committee (March 23-25, 1998) and will
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assist in contacting other Federal agencies with responsibilities in food safety, and
provide information as requested by the committee.

INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT

Question. How will the $5.5 million increase requested in the budget be utilized
by the ARS to reach the Administration’s goal of encouraging the adoption of IPM
practices on 75 percent of the Nation’s crop land by the year 2000?

Answer. The funding increase will be utilized by the ARS to support the Agency’s
efforts to develop biologically-based components needed in IPM and areawide sys-
tems that can be readily adopted by the nation’s farming community. The agency
is committed to reducing the use of higher risk pesticides and to promoting IPM,
including biological and cultural control and other sustainable agricultural practices.
The funding increase will be specifically targeted at developing biologically-active
natural compounds ($0.6 million) to attract natural enemies for control of crop pests
and to control blue-green algae in catfish ponds; accelerating development of alter-
natives to methyl bromide by a Competitive Grants Program ($2.0 million); develop-
ing augmentative biological control and other IPM programs for boll weevil, gypsy
moth, and weed control ($1.4 million); and to support the new USDA Office of Pest
Management Policy ($1.5 million) by providing a coordinated approach to minor use
pesticides and a more rapid response to the Food Quality Protection Act data analy-
sis needs.

The ARS areawide pest management IPM programs are coordinated across the
USDA agencies, Directors of research and extension in the Land Grant system,
EPA, and State and private IPM practitioners through a Departmental IPM Na-
tional Coordinating Committee, Regional Coordinator Committees and Project Com-
ponent Coordinating Committees with memberships from the Federal and State lev-
els. Additionally, a number of research and extension task forces function as coordi-
nation and communication bodies, not only for the areawide IPM programs, but also
for other major pest management programs administered by ARS. These task forces
include representatives from Federal, State and private sectors.

HUMAN NUTRITION RESEARCH

Question. What amount of funding is currently being utilized for Human Nutrition
Research?

Answer. The current funding for human nutrition research will be provided for
the record.

[The information follows:]

Human Nutrition

Location Fiscal year 1998
Arkansas Children’s Hospital Research Institute, Little Rock, AR ... $2,769,500
Western Human Nutrition Research Center, San Francisco, CA ...... 5,537,500
Jean Mayer USDA Human Nutrition Research Center on Aging,

BOSTON, MA .. e 14,909,000
Beltsville Human Nutrition Research Center, Beltsville, MD ........... 18,645,200
Grand Forks Human Nutrition Research Center, Grand Forks,

NI ottt e et e e e e staearaeenateebaenraeanee 8,204,400
Children’s Nutrition Research Center, Houston, TX .. 11,191,700
National Agricultural Library ... 675,000
Lower Mississippi Delta Intervention Research Initiative (LA, AR,

1Y USSR 3,147,700
Other Locations ..........ccoovvuriieeeeeiiiiieieee e 1,265,000
Headquarters (Survey of Children’s Food Intake) 5,000,000

L0 = 1L PSPPSR 71,345,000

Question. Please describe the human nutrition research being carried out by each
of the ARS Human Nutrition Research Centers and the overall objectives of this re-
search.

Answer. The research carried out by each of the ARS Human Nutrition Research
Centers and the overall objectives of this research will be provided for the record.

[The information follows:]

Beltsville Human Nutrition Research Center, Beltsville, Maryland.—Defines the
role of food and its components in optimizing health and reducmg the risk of nutri-
tionally related disorders in the diverse American population. To accomplish this
mission, the Center develops new methods of food analysis; determines the role of
nutrients and their interactions in maintaining health; monitors nutritional intakes
and maintains the database of the nutrient content of foods; studies the expenditure
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of energy by using direct and indirect calorimetry; and investigates the con-
sequences of altered nutrient intakes in free-living humans.

Jean Mayer USDA Human Nutrition Research Center on Aging at Tufts Univer-
sity, Boston, Massachusetts.—Defines safe and adequate nutrient intakes and identi-
fies factors that may contribute to degenerative processes associated with aging. To
accomplish this mission, the Center determines factors related to prevention of age-
related loss of bone density leading to osteoporosis and fracture, and the preserva-
tion of muscle strength; identifies dietary factors critical in slowing or preventing
cataract development; determines the relation of antioxidant food components to
heart disease and immune function; and explores relationships between vitamins
and brain function, stroke, and dementia.

Grand Forks Human Nutrition Research Center, Grand Forks, North Dakota.—De-
termines nutrient needs for humans with an emphasis on mineral element require-
ments that prevent disease and promote health and optimal function throughout
life. To accomplish this mission, the Center determines the importance of mineral
elements at the molecular level with an emphasis on chronic disease; identifies det-
rimental functional changes, especially in bone, brain, cardiovascular and reproduc-
tive systems, that occur in the U.S. population because of improper mineral element
nutriture; identifies and validates biochemical and physiological status assessment
indicators for use in the study of populations at risk from inadequate mineral ele-
ment nutrition; and defines the impact of environmental, dietary, physiological and
psychological stressors on specific mineral requirements.

Children’s Nutrition Research Center at Baylor College of Medicine, Houston,
Texas.—Defines the nutritional needs of pregnant and lactating women and of their
infants and children from conception through adolescence. To accomplish this mis-
sion, the Center establishes nutrient requirements to prevent low birth weight ba-
bies, particularly in pregnant adolescents; elucidates nutrient-gene interactions that
regulate metabolism and disposition of nutrients; determines nutrient requirements
for growth and development of school-aged and adolescent children; and establishes
nutritional relationships to acute and chronic childhood diseases. Western Human
Nutrition Research Center, San Francisco, California—determines the impacts of di-
etary, environmental, behavioral, and genetic factors on nutrient requirements and
functions. To accomplish this mission, the Center establishes markers of nutritional
status in relation to maintenance of healthy body weight, nutrition, infection and
immune disorders; and protective factors in foods.

Arkansas Children’s Nutrition Research Center, Little Rock, Arkansas.—Deter-
mines the role of nutrition in cognitive and behavioral function, and the health con-
sequences of infant consumption of dietary factors (phytochemicals) such as
phytoestrogens on endocrine and metabolic development and prevention of chronic
diseases.

Question. What is an additional $10.5 million required for Human Nutrition Re-
search for fiscal year 1999 following the $7.5 million increase provided for this re-
search program for fiscal year 1998?

Answer. The Human Nutrition Initiative is a comprehensive multi-year plan for
nutrition research, fiscal year 1998-fiscal year 2003 for which we request $10.5 mil-
lion this year. The research of the Human Nutrition Initiative will serve all Ameri-
cans throughout the entire lifecycle, from maternal nutrition prior to conception
through nutrition and the elderly, and includes diverse research strategies including
molecular, biochemical, metabolic, behavioral, and agricultural research techniques.
The Nutrition Research Initiative can help us reap benefits in terms of reduced
health care costs, less morbidity and early mortality associated with chronic dis-
eases, and improved quality of life. The Initiative harnesses the strengths of modern
nutrition science and combines them with the fundamental mission of the ARS to
conduct research that will define relationships between diet, genetics, and lifestyle
and the risk for chronic disease in order to reduce health care costs and enhance
health and life quality for Americans, improve the scientific basis for more effective
Federal assistance programs, and generate a more nutritious food supply by con-
ducting research that defines the basis for modifying the health promoting prop-
erties of plant and animal foods.

Question. How will the $10.5 million requested be allocated, by Center, and what
research will this additional funding support at each of the Centers? Please list the
research projects for which increased funding is requested in order of priority.

Answer. The $10.5 million would be allocated to the respective Centers to under-
take research within the following human nutrition initiatives:

I. Nutrient—Gene Interactions ($2,400,000)

Boston, MA, $300,000.—Determine the regulation of the synthesis of fatty acids
in response to oxidative stress and how the regulation is responsive to diet.
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Little Rock, AR, $900,000.—Determine the precise relationship between nutrients
in the diet and the development of cognition in children at the molecular level.

Grand Forks, ND, $650,000.—Identify the regulatory genes that are responsive to
trace minerals in the diet with the aim of determining the regulatory genes of im-
portance.

Houston, TX, $550,000.—Determine which genes and nutrients interact and how
they interact to mediate growth and weight gain in children.

11. Diet and Human Performance ($2,400,000)

Beltsville, MD, $500,000.—Adapt or develop methods for measuring the emerging
class of putative phytonutrients which considers regional, seasonal, and maturity at
harvest and can be used in field-evaluation of dietary patterns of health.

San Francisco, CA, $750,000.—Define material on child dietary components that
affect cognitive development in children.

Little Rock, AR, $400,000.—Define material on child dietary components that af-
fect cognitive development in children.

Houston, TX, $250,000.—Study ethnic differences in the effect of diet on body
composition in children.

Grand Forks, ND, $500,000.—Establish influence of mineral-containing or min-
eral-influenced phytonutrients on markers for human performance.

111. Role of Nutrition throughout the Life Cycle ($1,550,000)

Houston, TX, $1,000,000.—Define the relationship of nutritional status at various
stages of childhood to the long term needs for nutrients and the risk of nutritionally
related diseases.

Boston, MA, $550,000.—Develop an understanding of the relationship between
diet and the development of vascular dementia in the elderly.

V. Update the National Nutrient Databank ($650,000)

Beltsville, MD, $650,000.—Utilize key foods approach to update the National Nu-
trient Databank by analyzing the nutrient content of those foods that supply the
bulk of the important nutrients in the American diet.

V. Diet and Immune Function ($1,400,000)

San Francisco, CA, $500,000.—Define the relationship between nutrition and the
induction of the synthesis of immunoglobins.

Boston, MA, $250,000.—Determine changes in the immune response that occur
throughout the aging process and determine if dietary antioxidants can delay or pre-
vent such changes.

Beltsville, MD, $250,000.—Define the role of phytonutrients to increase the im-
mune response by looking at the induction of T-cell lymphocytes in response to foods
of plant origin.

Little Rock, AR, $400,000.—Determine foods in the diets of young children that
have a positive effect on growth and development.

V1. Increasing the Scope of Food Nutrition Survey Efforts ($850,000)

Beltsville, MD, $550,000.—Expand the scope of the Continuing Survey of Food In-
takes by Individuals to include the NHANES measures of biological/functional indi-
cators of nutritional status within individuals.

San Francisco, CA, $300,000.—Assess the biological impact of the food assistance
program to improve the cost-effectiveness of proper dieting.

V11. Development of Food Composition Methods ($1,250,000)

Beltsville, MD, $500,000; Boston, MA, $250,000; Little Rock, AR, $500,000.—De-
velop analytical methods that will be used to determine the concentration of phyto-
compounds in food. Efforts will concentrate on those components suspected of hav-
ing health promoting properties, particularly in carotenoids, flavonoids,
glucosinylates and phenolic compounds.

Question. What additional funding will be required in each future fiscal year, by
Center, to meet the objectives of the Administration’s Initiative on Human Nutri-
tion?

Answer. The plan for the Administration’'s Human Nutrition Initiative published
in the President’s fiscal year 1998 Budget, called for increases in the research pro-
grams at the six human nutrition laboratories over the 1998-2002 period. This plan,
updated to reflect actual 1998 appropriations, is provided for the record. However,
as you know, budgets are developed on a year-by-year basis and funding estimates
change based on current budget targets. The fiscal year 1999 President's Budget,
submitted to Congress in February, included an additional $10.5 million (for a Total
of $18 million) in fiscal year 1999.
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[The information follows:]

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE HUMAN NUTRITION INITIATIVE AS PROPOSED IN THE 1998
PRESIDENT'S BUDGET—5-YEAR FUNDING

Fiscal year—

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
(actual) (estimate)  (estimate)  (estimate)  (estimate)

Beltsville Human Nutrition Research Center

(520 OO RRN $250 $4,200 $7,300  $10,500  $14,000
Jean Mayer USDA Human Nutrition Research
Center on Aging (HNRCA) ..covvrrvvvvrrvernninns 250 2,300 3,700 5,100 6,000
Children’s Nutrition Research Center (CNRC) .. 500 3,000 5,100 7,100 9,000
Grand Forks Human Nutrition Research Center
(12 520 RSN 250 2,100 3,200 4,300 4,900
Western Human Research Center (WHNRC) ... 250 2,500 4,000 5,400 6,500
Arkansas Children’s Hospital Research Insti-
BUEE v e 1,000 3,900 6,700 9,600 12,600
Headquarters (Survey of Children’s Food In-
TAKE) o s 5,000 i s v
TOMA oo 7,500 18,000 30,000 42,000 53,000

Question. Will the Administration’s Initiative on Human Nutrition continue to be
funded at the expense of ARS' existing research programs?

Answer. The Human Nutrition Initiative is important. Its implementation will be
consistent with priorities set by the Administration. The Initiative on Human Nutri-
tion complements ARS’ existing research program. Knowledge about health-promot-
ing foods and components of foods can be used by animal, plant, soil, and post-har-
vest scientists for development of methods that modify food composition both during
production and processing, expand food choices, and provide more options for health-
ful diets. The National Nutrient Databank and the Continuing Survey of Food In-
take in Individuals will both be strengthened by the Initiative. Both provide infor-
mation which is foundational to agriculture production and food industries.

Question. For fiscal year 1998, one-time funding of $5 million was provided for
ARS to conduct a survey on food consumption by infants and children. Where is this
reduction in funding for the one-year cost of this study reflected in the fiscal year
1999 budget?

Answer. The $5 million allocated to ARS to conduct a survey on food consumption
by infants and children in fiscal year 1998 was held at Headquarters for a one-time
allocation to the survey. In fiscal year 1999, the $5 million will be combined with
a proposed increase of $10.5 million for a Total of $15.5 million to be allocated to
the Human Nutrition Centers at Boston, MA ($2.05 million), Little Rock, AR ($2.9
million), Grand Forks, ND ($1.85 million), Houston, TX ($2.5 million), San Fran-
cisco, CA ($2.25 million), and Beltsville, MD ($3.95 million).

Question. Please provide the Committee with an update on the Dietary Intakes
Survey.

Answer. The final year of data collection was released for the 1994-96 Continuous
Survey of Food Intakes by Individ