
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED 

AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2015 

HEARINGS
BEFORE A 

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS 
SECOND SESSION 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND 
DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES 

ROBERT B. ADERHOLT, Alabama, Chairman
TOM LATHAM, Iowa 
ALAN NUNNELEE, Mississippi 
KEVIN YODER, Kansas 
JEFF FORTENBERRY, Nebraska 
THOMAS J. ROONEY, Florida 
DAVID G. VALADAO, California 

SAM FARR, California 
ROSA L. DELAURO, Connecticut 
SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR., Georgia 
CHELLIE PINGREE, Maine 

NOTE: Under Committee Rules, Mr. Rogers, as Chairman of the Full Committee, and Mrs. Lowey, as Ranking 
Minority Member of the Full Committee, are authorized to sit as Members of all Subcommittees. 

TOM O’BRIEN, BETSY BINA, PAM MILLER,
and ANDREW COOPER,

Staff Assistants 

PART 5 
Page

USDA Office of the Secretary ............................................... 1
USDA Food, Nutrition, and Consumer Services .............. 279
USDA Field Agencies .............................................................. 485
Farm Credit Administration ................................................. 889
Food and Drug Administration ............................................ 905

( 
Printed for the use of the Committee on Appropriations 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PUBLISHING OFFICE 

93–610 WASHINGTON : 2015 



COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
HAROLD ROGERS, Kentucky, Chairman

FRANK R. WOLF, Virginia 
JACK KINGSTON, Georgia 
RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN, New Jersey 
TOM LATHAM, Iowa 
ROBERT B. ADERHOLT, Alabama 
KAY GRANGER, Texas 
MICHAEL K. SIMPSON, Idaho 
JOHN ABNEY CULBERSON, Texas 
ANDER CRENSHAW, Florida 
JOHN R. CARTER, Texas 
KEN CALVERT, California 
TOM COLE, Oklahoma 
MARIO DIAZ-BALART, Florida 
CHARLES W. DENT, Pennsylvania 
TOM GRAVES, Georgia 
KEVIN YODER, Kansas 
STEVE WOMACK, Arkansas 
ALAN NUNNELEE, Mississippi 
JEFF FORTENBERRY, Nebraska 
THOMAS J. ROONEY, Florida 
CHARLES J. FLEISCHMANN, Tennessee 
JAIME HERRERA BEUTLER, Washington 
DAVID P. JOYCE, Ohio 
DAVID G. VALADAO, California 
ANDY HARRIS, Maryland 
MARTHA ROBY, Alabama 
MARK E. AMODEI, Nevada 
CHRIS STEWART, Utah 

NITA M. LOWEY, New York 
MARCY KAPTUR, Ohio 
PETER J. VISCLOSKY, Indiana 
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2015

FRIDAY, MARCH 14, 2014. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

WITNESSES
HON. THOMAS VILSACK, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
DR. JOSEPH GLAUBER, CHIEF ECONOMIST, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-

CULTURE
MICHAEL YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. ADERHOLT. Good morning, everyone. The Subcommittee will 
come to order. 

Before we begin today, I would like to express to you, Mr. Sec-
retary, and to the U.S. Forest Service our condolence on the loss 
of an officer who lost his life this week. Jason Crisp was killed in 
the line of duty on this past Wednesday, along with his canine 
partner. We do appreciate the men and women who serve in law 
enforcement at the local, State, and the Federal level, and as they 
put their lives on the line in the line of duty on a daily basis. 

So, Mr. Secretary, we realize any time you lose one of your finest, 
we certainly have sympathy, and certainly along with the Forest 
Service and of course the Crisp family. So I did want to mention 
that this morning before we got started. 

Of course this morning we are pleased to welcome the Secretary 
of Agriculture, Tom Vilsack, also along with the chief economist, 
Joseph Glauber, and also the USDA’s budget director, Mike Young. 
So thank you all three for being here this morning. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. ADERHOLT

We start our review of the Department of Agriculture’s fiscal 
year 2015 budget request. Basically, we have three goals for this 
Subcommittee for fiscal year 2015. The first goal is a robust over-
sight. As stewards of the taxpayers’ dollar, we are all responsible 
for ensuring these funds are wisely invested and properly used. 
Through oversight, we can detect and eliminate fraud, waste, and 
abuse.

Sometimes we are criticized for focusing on fraud in the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program, known as SNAP. However, 
this is USDA’s largest program. According to a December 13 New 
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York Times article, it has an overall loss percentage of 4.07 percent 
per year, which is about $3 billion, when fraud and erroneous pay-
ments are combined. In addition, SNAP fraud undermines support 
for this program and other Federal nutrition programs. 

I would like to be clear that I support oversight and elimination 
of fraud in each and every USDA program, including the farm pro-
grams and the crop insurance, and those programs should not be 
neglected to be looked at in any way, as I mentioned. 

Oversight is also about promoting strong program management. 
For example, USDA has had trouble for years securing its IT sys-
tems. Inspector General Fong testified last week that USDA con-
tinues to have significant problems with this. And of course, as you 
can imagine, I think it is disappointing to all of us to hear that. 
She also suggested that USDA’s agencies should rebalance their 
work and focus on managing their programs instead of just deliv-
ering benefits. 

The second goal is to ensure the appropriate level of regulation 
to protect producers and the public. This is about USDA, how they 
implement laws, including the new Farm Bill and the 2010 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. At times, it appears that USDA 
appears to pick and to choose when it will be flexible to suit its 
own agenda. Unfortunately, we have seen the Administration go 
beyond Congressional intent at times. We are closely following the 
implementation of these laws, and I will explore some of these in 
more detail as we go through the questions. 

My third goal is to ensure the funding is targeted to vital pro-
grams. There are two sides of this. One is about the decisions that 
the Subcommittee will make to allocate funding in our bill. The 
other is about the Administration’s priorities. 

As you know, we cannot fund and do everything. We must focus 
on programs that are most effective and broadly supported and 
those that address imminent threats. For example, WIC is an effec-
tive and broadly supported program. We will scrutinize the fiscal 
year 2015 request to ensure sufficient funding is provided to meet 
current caseloads. However, we cannot provide excessive funding 
that will then unnecessarily limit funding for other programs that 
are of high priority. 

Regarding rural housing programs, frankly, I don’t understand 
why USDA proposes to dramatically reduce funding for them. 
These programs have broad support across Congress, as they help 
low-income and often elderly Americans to have decent homes. And 
I hope we can discuss this in a little more detail as we go through 
the questions. 

Turning to USDA’s budget request, at first glance it would ap-
pear to be modest and straightforward. It is $228 million below the 
fiscal year 2014 enacted level. However, there are several new pro-
grams and significant increases in funding for others. Some of 
these increases are offset by questionable decreases, such as the 
closing of 250 Farm Service Agency offices and the reduction of 815 
staff years without any real background on how you arrive at the 
savings. There are major increases, including three new innovation 
institutes, costing $75 million, and hundreds of new staff for the 
rural development mission area. 
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In addition, the budget proposes major changes to the crop insur-
ance program, with the goal of saving $14.3 billion over 10 years. 
This is clearly an authorizing issue, and the 2014 Farm Bill just 
spoke to it. While many believe that this program could be im-
proved, it is not realistic to pay for increases based on proposals 
that, at a minimum, have to be addressed by the authorizing com-
mittee.

In closing, I must mention the President’s separate and addi-
tional $56 billion request, the Opportunity, Growth and Security 
Initiative. While it would provide $277 million for USDA, it cannot 
even be considered, as it is above the agreed-upon discretionary cap 
for fiscal year 2015. Chairman Rogers, who is here with us this 
morning, has definitely stated that the House will write its appro-
priation bills to the established cap of just over $1 trillion. Senate 
Appropriations Chairman Mikulski has said the same thing. 

The additional request also is irresponsible given our debt, our 
deficit, and our overall economic situation. While the Federal budg-
et deficit has fallen sharply during the past few years, the Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates that under current law the deficit 
this year will be $514 billion. So even after all the tough battles 
to reform spending, deficit spending this year will still exceed 
spending on all nondefense discretionary dollars by $22 billion. The 
CBO further projects that under current policies, public debt will 
reach $21 trillion, and that is 79 percent of our gross domestic 
product, by 2024. I think if you look at those numbers, they are 
very staggering. 

Before I recognize you, Mr. Secretary, for your opening state-
ment, I would ask the Ranking Member of the Subcommittee, the 
distinguished gentleman from California, Mr. Farr, for any opening 
remarks that he may have. 

Mr. Farr. 
[The information follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT—MR. FARR

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And indeed it is always a great beginning of the year to have 

you, Mr. Secretary, here. Your Department has awesome jurisdic-
tional responsibilities for all the food in America, for all the devel-
opment of rural America, and essentially for all our agricultural in-
terests around the world. And I think, frankly, with your back-
ground as a Mayor and a Governor that you really know how to 
handle your job well. I think you do a very good job. 

I would be interested in a comment or two. Last year we were 
able in this tightening to give flexibility to the Department of De-
fense in how they spent sequestration funds. Essentially, rather 
than just us putting it all in a category and across-the-board cuts 
and things like that, we gave them the flexibility to make those de-
terminations. And I am wondering if there is any unobligated bal-
ances that you might have some ideas about giving you some flexi-
bility to use those in a limited budget, as the Chairman indicated. 

So I have lots of questions. It is a very exciting Department. And 
essentially, I think a lot of us are here because it is also the biggest 
Department in the United States Government that handles poverty 
in America and overseas. And I really appreciate your responsi-
bility in that area. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Farr. 
Also we have the Full Committee Chairman, Mr. Rogers from 

Kentucky, that has joined us this morning. I would like to recog-
nize him for any remarks that he might like to make. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. ROGERS

Mr. ROGERS. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for 
getting us to a great start on the Subcommittee. This is the earliest 
that we have started off these hearings in my memory or recollec-
tion, and we are doing it because we inherited a top number that 
both the House and Senate can appropriate to. We are not depend-
ent upon waiting on the Budget Committee to come forward with 
a budget resolution that can be agreed to by the other body. 

So consequently, we are way ahead of ourselves, and we are 
going to try to keep going that way, Mr. Secretary, so that we can 
get this Committee back to regular order like we used to do things, 
doing 12 individual bills, conferenced separately with the Senate. 

Let me start off by thanking you, Mr. Secretary, for coming to 
my district recently to help announce, as you did, the StrikeForce 
program of the Department to try to help rural communities com-
bat the difficulties that they are in economically. And the 
StrikeForce that you announced we are incorporating in Kentucky, 
at least, with a program that the governor and I just announced 
called SOAR, Shaping Our Appalachian Region, a region hit by 
devastating coal job losses. And the SOAR program will attempt to 
find new ways to make a living, to provide jobs in a formerly coal- 
dominated part of the country. So I thank you for that. 

Ranking Member Lowey and I have committed to moving all of 
the 12 bills through Subcommittee, Full Committee, and the floor. 
And we plan to move that process along at a very brisk pace. As 
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you can tell, I think you are the fifth Secretary that we have had 
on the Hill this week before our Committee. We plan to move this 
process along briskly. Unquestionably, this return to regular order 
is critical to crafting bills that wisely spend taxpayer dollars. 

The fiscal 2014 Omnibus package that we passed in January 
funding the balance of this fiscal year, a prime example of what we 
can accomplish together. This Committee was able to provide every 
facet of the Federal Government with adequate, responsible fund-
ing, while continuing to reduce Federal spending, totaling $165 bil-
lion in cuts since fiscal year 2010. We have had to work hard to 
bring about these discretionary reductions. It has taken a lot of 
late nights and compromises, but we have gotten it done. 

Now we have got to tackle mandatory spending. That is the big 
problem. When I first came here, mandatory spending was a third 
of Federal spending. Now it is two-thirds and growing and it is 
squeezing out everything else. We have had to reduce defense 
spending, we have had to reduce spending for everything you can 
imagine in the discretionary side because of the crowding out that 
the mandatory spending has caused us to have to deal with. 

So mandatory spending, two-thirds of Federal spending, is the 
problem. I see no leadership from this Administration to try to 
tackle this major issue. And while mandatory spending comprises 
about 86 percent of your Department’s request, only 14 percent is 
what we actually sit down and decide how to be spent. The rest is 
on automatic pilot. And that is no way for a government to be oper-
ated, and you experienced that as governor. 

Your budget proposes to lower both mandatory and discretionary 
spending within the Department. However, we have heard this be-
fore. And over the last few years, we have seen your artificially low 
estimates on mandatory spending blow up by the middle of the 
year.

So it is time to get serious about the mandatory spending crowd- 
out that is taking place and have an honest discussion about how 
to deal with it. We can’t hide behind phony estimates any more. 
Once again, in this year’s budget the request proposes a significant 
cut to the Section 502 Direct Loan and the Mutual Self-help Hous-
ing Programs. We have seen this kind of smokescreen again from 
this Administration, where funding is cut for useful programs in 
order to make room for new spending and create the illusion of 
budget savings. 

The concern I have is that this shows a disrespect for our rural 
communities and the constituents who made these programs suc-
cessful. In my district, a group called Kentucky Highlands, who you 
are familiar with, through its self-help housing program, has com-
pleted 20 homes, currently has six more under construction using 
Section 523 self-help technical assistance and Section 502 direct 
loans.

For example, one woman in my district just finished a three-bed-
room home for $98,000. If she had used a contractor, that same 
home would have cost $145,000. The rental home where she and 
her young daughter previously lived was so poorly insulated that 
she kept the thermostat at 52 degrees in the winter just so the 
electric bill would stay below $500 a month. Her electric bills now 
are expected to average around $100 a month in her home. 
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Another single mother in my district used these programs to 
build a four-bedroom home for herself and her four children, 
$102,000. A contractor would have charged her $148,000. And it 
would not have been possible without the Section 502 Direct Loan 
Program and the sweat equity earned through Section 523. 

It seems to me that this is the sort of thing we should be encour-
aging. And there are a lot more hard-working people like these 
women who are more than happy to put in the time and effort to 
gain their own home. So I hope that we can begin to support this 
program with a little more emphasis than we have seen in the 
budgets so far. 

So, Mr. Secretary, we look forward to hearing your testimony. 
We welcome you to the Hill. We thank you for visiting in Kentucky 
as you did. And we look forward to working with you. 

I yield. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Chairman Rogers. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Also we have the Full Committee Ranking Mem-
ber, Ms. Lowey. 

And we would like to recognize you for your opening comments. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, thank you very much, Chairman Aderholt and 
Ranking Member Farr. It is a pleasure for me to welcome Sec-
retary Vilsack. 

You have had a distinguished career, and we are fortunate to 
have someone of your caliber and experience in this position. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Secretary, your Department plays an important role in nutri-
tion assistance for vulnerable populations, conservation efforts, 
rural community development, research to combat climate change 
and improve crop yields. The range and scope of USDA’s respon-
sibilities is truly amazing. 

I was particularly pleased that your budget request fully funds 
the expected participation for the WIC program, along with addi-
tional funds to successfully implement the new WIC rule. As you 
know, the new rule notably provides more money for the purchase 
of fruits and vegetables for children, makes other important im-
provements as well. With approximately 15,000 nutritionally at- 
risk women, infants, and children served per month in New York, 
this program is vital to the health of young mothers and their chil-
dren, and I applaud the Department for issuing the new rule. 

Additionally, while I opposed the $66 million cut to the Food for 
Peace program, I agree with the proposal to grant the Administra-
tion the authority to use up to 25 percent of Title II resources 
available in cash for emergencies to better respond to multiple 
high-level crises around the world. This change will allow USAID 
to administer the program to reach an estimated 2 million more 
people in chronically food insecure communities like Syria, the 
Central African Republic, South Sudan, with the same resources. 

I look forward to working with my colleagues on the Committee 
to continue to review the President’s budget request to ensure that 
we adequately fund initiatives to combat hunger, ensure the safety 
of our food supply, and support sustainable agriculture practices. 
Thank you. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Ms. Lowey. 
Just a reminder, if anybody has any electronics, if you could put 

those on the silent mode during our hearing, that would be helpful. 
Also, we understand that we may have votes that will be called 
over the next few minutes. So we will take questions or take your 
statement as long as we can, and then we will do a temporary ad-
journment to go vote, and then we will be back for more questions. 
So everybody is welcome to come back after the votes to proceed. 

So, Secretary Vilsack, without objection your entire written testi-
mony will be included in the record. But at this time I would recog-
nize you now for your statement, and then we will proceed on with 
our questions. Thank you again for being here. 
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OPENING STATEMENT—SECRETARY VILSACK

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Farr, and mem-
bers of the Committee, thank you very much for the opportunity 
to be here this morning. 

Let me start by focusing on the impact of this budget on real peo-
ple. Forty thousand farmers, 85 percent of which will be beginning 
farmers or socially disadvantaged farmers, will benefit under this 
budget. Crop insurance will cover $63 billion in crops. The Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) will protect $165 bil-
lion of value in livestock, poultry, and specialty crops as a result 
of this budget. 

The Foreign Agricultural Service will continue to support $140 
billion in agricultural exports, at or near record levels, which help 
to support nearly a million jobs here at home. The food and nutri-
tion assistance programs will benefit nearly 47 million Americans 
under the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) pro-
gram, 8.7 million women, infant, and children under the Special 
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children 
(WIC) program, nearly 3 million young people during the summer 
feeding programs. 

The food safety budget will provide assistance and help in pro-
tecting our food supply and reducing food-borne illnesses by an es-
timated 52,000 illnesses. Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) will help provide conservation assistance that will add 23 
million acres of land to our conservation programs, which are at 
record levels, helping nearly a half a million producers do a better 
job of conserving the soil and protecting the water. While it is not 
specifically related to this budget, it does have an impact on this 
budget.

Our overall budget will also support 193 million acres of forest 
and grasslands under the U.S. Forest Service jurisdiction, which 
will protect 70,000 communities that are located within the urban- 
wildland interface and the 45 million homes that are located in 
those communities. Rural Development will help support, create, 
and retain 44,000 jobs with the investments we make under our 
rural business programs; our rural utilities programs will provide 
additional and improved electric service to 4.6 million people; 2.2 
million people will receive better water and sewage facilities; 
140,000 households and businesses will benefit from expanded 
broadband access; and 166,000 people will have the dream of home 
ownership as a result of this budget. 

I think it is important to point out that the budget authority that 
we are requesting in terms of housing is actually increased. The 
problem and challenge is that interest rates have driven up the 
cost of borrowing, which is why it is going to be difficult for us to 
reach the program levels in the past. This is not a situation where 
we are cutting. It is a situation where the cost of lending is a little 
bit increased. 

Thirteen million people will benefit from improving community 
facilities that are located in their communities. These might be po-
lice stations and fire stations, they may be hospitals, libraries, or 
schools that we invest our community facility resources in. And our 
research funding will help to support nearly 100 research facilities 
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in the Agricultural Research Service that are currently involved in 
800 research projects that over the last 5 years have supported 215 
patents and 383 licensing agreements, which lead to jobs and small 
business growth. 

In addition, the NIFA program, the National Institute of Food 
and Agriculture competitive grant program, is helping to support 
our land grant universities, our historic black colleges and univer-
sities, our Hispanic-serving institutions, and our tribal colleges and 
universities.

This is about results, and we are focused on results. We are also 
focused on reforms. This budget proposes a number of reforms, in-
cluding the ability of modernizing our Farm Service Agency offices 
so that they can better handle the challenges that farmers and 
rural Americans face by providing a bridge to those farmers to ad-
ditional opportunities. 

We will also continue to focus our efforts in reform on our Rental 
Assistance Program so that it continues to support the 285,000 
families that benefit from our Rental Assistance Program. We need 
to rightsize that program, and we need additional tools to be able 
to do that, given actions taken by Congress in the past that have 
now created a challenging situation for us to fit rental assistance 
within existing budgets. 

We are also going to continue to look at ways in which we can 
improve our services through a series of reforms that are outlined 
in this budget, including the development of a Rural Corps, which 
will be 150 experts in Rural Development whose focus and job will 
be to look at the areas of most persistent poverty to assist and to 
complement and amplify the StrikeForce initiative that Chairman 
Rogers alluded to. 

This budget will also focus on opportunity, the ability to signifi-
cantly expand local and regional food systems as an alternative for 
small and mid-size producers for additional new market opportuni-
ties for them. We will also take advantage of the new Farm Bill 
that passed that creates an opportunity for us to expand rural 
manufacturing. Fourteen percent of all American manufacturing is 
related to food and agriculture. We want to expand on that with 
the bio-based product manufacturing opportunities that the Farm 
Bill presents. 

This budget also focuses on innovation. The three innovation in-
stitutes, focused on antimicrobial resistance, pollinators, and the 
bioproduct manufacturing, will assist and help in preserving our 
agricultural production and expand new uses and opportunities for 
agricultural products. And we will also focus on an effort to do a 
better job of addressing the challenges that the poultry industry in 
particular faces with disease. We have antiquated facilities, which 
is frankly true of our entire Agricultural Research Service (ARS). 

We need a new and creative way to address the challenges of our 
infrastructure, and one way we can do that is by taking a look at 
our unobligated balances, as Representative Farr had suggested, 
allowing us to retain those balances that are within a budget that 
has been approved by this Committee, and use them to upgrade 
our facilities. This would also give us an opportunity to better man-
age and perhaps reduce the 70 million square feet of space that we 
currently operate, lease, or own. 
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As I shared with you earlier, yesterday, Mr. Chairman, I think 
there is an opportunity for us to save significant resources by 
rightsizing our rental properties within the capital area and by im-
proving our lab facilities in ARS. To do that, we need a revenue 
resource that is predictable and one that we can budget from. That 
has been difficult to do. 

So that is the ROI of this budget, reform and results, opportunity 
and innovation. And I would like to point out that this budget, the 
discretionary spending, is about a half a billion dollars less than 
it was when I became Secretary. So I think we have and will con-
tinue to try to manage this budget in an appropriate way. 

Two additional comments specifically relating to comments that 
you made, Mr. Chairman. We are proud of the work that we are 
doing on SNAP integrity. You mentioned the combined error and 
fraud rate of 4.07 percent. That is at record lows. 

And it needs to be pointed out that we have aggressively pursued 
integrity in these programs. Last year, 42,000 individuals were dis-
qualified from the program, 1,200 businesses were disqualified, and 
over 733,000 investigations and interviews were conducted to en-
sure the integrity of this program. 

We are proposing in this budget additional resources not only to 
improve our integrity efforts in SNAP, but also to focus on some 
of the other programs, including the crop insurance program, 
where the error rate alone is in excess of 5 percent. 

So we think we are doing the job in terms of oversight and in 
terms of integrity. And I would say that we are working very hard 
on securing our IT systems. Significant improvements have been 
made. When I became Secretary, we had 17 email systems. We now 
have a single email system. That is part of the $1.2 billion that we 
have saved through our administrative services process and Blue-
print for Stronger Service. 

So I look forward to responding to the questions that the Com-
mittee has. These are difficult budget times, but there are signifi-
cant results that come from this budget, and we are going to work 
hard to make sure that the people of rural America and all of 
America are served well by the USDA. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

SCHOOL MEAL WAIVER PROCESS

And what we will do is again we will proceed on. Probably it is 
going to be another 15 or 20 minutes before we have any votes. So 
we will proceed as long as we can, and then we will return after 
the votes. 

Let me start out with something that was in the fiscal year 2014 
Omnibus. Language was included to direct the USDA to establish 
a waiver process for schools that are finding that the implementa-
tion of the school breakfast and the competitive food regulations 
are too costly. Chairman Kline of the Education and Workforce 
Committee and I sent a letter asking that you act quickly to put 
this waiver into place. And if there is no objection, I would like to 
also enter into the record a letter from the School Nutrition Asso-
ciation supporting the waiver. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. And let me just say one of the paragraphs in 
here from the School Nutrition Association says, ‘‘Since the passage 
of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act, school food authorities have 
continued to take great pride in providing our students with help-
ful and tasty meals to more than 30 million students each school 
day. However, the yearly changes have placed an undue financial 
and administrative burden on operators and industry alike. Thus, 
the waiver will allow certain schools the option to have more time 
to prepare their districts, schools, and students.’’ 

I know you have sent a letter to us. I literally just received it 
this morning right before I walked into the hearing, so I hadn’t 
really had a chance to look at that. But could you tell me about 
how you could possibly implement a waiver like that? 

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the question. I 
think it is important to point out that school districts have received 
the benefit of a 6 cent increase as a result of the Healthy, Hunger- 
Free Kids Act. We obviously respect very much the directive from 
Congress. Ninety percent of school districts across the United 
States have embraced it and are currently being certified in terms 
of their participation in the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act and the 
nutritional standings are improving. So we are focused now on the 
10 percent that are having a bit more difficulty. We want to help 
those 10 percent. 

The Richard B. Russell National School Act basically makes it 
literally impossible for us to provide the waiver that you have re-
quested. By express language in that statute we are prohibited 
from granting a waiver. And I will quote from the statute. ‘‘The 
Secretary may not grant a waiver under this subsection that in-
creases Federal costs or that relates to, A, the nutritional content 
of meals served, and under paragraph sub J, the sale of competitive 
foods.’’ Your letter was directed both to the breakfast program and 
the nutritional standards and to the sale of competitive foods. 

We are trying to help those school districts. We recently an-
nounced $5.5 million in grants under our Smarter School Lunch-
room program. This is going to provide $50,000 to each State and 
to assist in competitive grants up to $350,000 for districts and for 
school associations and for departments of education to assist and 
help the other 10 percent of schools that are having a more difficult 
time.

Where there has been an opportunity for us to be a bit flexible, 
as in the case of protein content of meals, we have been able to do 
that. We initially proposed some changes. We then made those 
changes in terms of protein content and portion size permanent. 
We will continue to look for ways to help the 10 percent of schools 
that are having a difficult time. But unless this law changes, Mr. 
Chairman, I don’t think I have the statutory authority to be able 
to do what you would like us to do. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, needless to say, we are getting feedback 
from our schools that they want to see some kind of waiver. Schools 
are searching for some type of relief. But I do note that the Farm 
Bill explicitly prohibits USDA from advertising and recruiting for 
SNAP, but you were quoted as saying that we will find a creative 
way to make sure people know about the program. 
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I guess my question, if you really wanted to, I could think maybe 
you could find some creative ways to implement this waiver. And 
the intent of the language is not to permanently waive the stand-
ards and requirements of the law, it is a process to delay and give 
more time for schools to comply with the regulation. 

In fact, USDA provided a similar delay for the breakfast require-
ments when it issued the final regulation on the new school meal 
standard. I quote, ‘‘Most notably, this final rule provides additional 
time for the implementation of the school breakfast requirement 
and modifies those requirements in a manner that reduces the esti-
mated cost for breakfast changes as compared to the proposed 
rule.’’

Mr. Secretary, these challenges are not going away, and I would 
hope that you work together with us to try to find ways to help 
these school cafeterias. 

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, I think we are willing to find 
ways. And we will be happy to work with this Committee and with 
you to look for ways. I think the law is pretty explicit as it relates 
to the waiver of the program in terms of nutrition standards and 
competitive foods. But we are more than happy, and I think we 
have shown in the past a willingness to be flexible. 

I would point out, I think the SNAP situation is a bit different 
simply because I think there is a difference between educating and 
advocating. And I think what Congress was attempting to tell us 
is that you didn’t want us to incent or encourage recruitment of 
people to go out and search for people to qualify for SNAP. I am 
not sure that you intended to prevent us from educating people 
about the existence of the program. 

One of the concerns that we have had about this program is that 
when I became Secretary only 52 percent of eligible folks partici-
pated in the program, and that was because a number of States 
were not really doing a very good job of letting folks at least know 
that the program existed. Today, that participation rate is about 80 
percent. So, you know, I think we will obviously work with you on 
waivers and on flexibilities within whatever statutory responsibil-
ities we have. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yeah. Well, we want to work together because, 
like I said, I am hearing a great pushback, and it is a very real 
concern out there among schools. And they are very, very con-
cerned about it. And I want to relay that to you, because as a Rep-
resentative and hearing from these school cafeterias, they are very, 
very concerned. 

So, Mr. Farr. 

WIC FOOD PACKAGE

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I think I will 
follow up on your question. There is a lot of concern. And it is be-
cause, frankly, if you look into the law like I have, our idea of get-
ting nutritional food to the children in this country is absolutely a 
smart thing to do. The problem is Congress has micromanaged this 
program where every child who walks into a cafeteria has to first 
of all be means tested. You don’t do that when they get on the bus. 
You don’t do that when they walk into the library. But if they are 
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going to walk into a food area, they have got to be means tested 
so that we can tell which kid gets free or reduced lunch payments. 

And then we go on to dictate the portion size, the nutritional con-
tent. We even last year went so far, because of special interests, 
the potato lobby here, this Congress ordered you, worked out, sort 
of mitigated the language between the Senate and the House to fig-
ure out how to make white potatoes a nutritional item as part of 
the WIC food program. And I think we asked you in our legislation, 
the language saying we expected you to amend the rules governing 
the WIC program to include, in effect, white potatoes in the WIC 
food package. 

We asked for a report from you if you chose not to amend the 
rules, and I think Under Secretary Concannon recently sent us 
that report. I suspect that we are going to be back there with the 
same members of the Committee, same issue. They didn’t win last 
year, they are going to be back again this year. And I just won-
dered, we never got a chance to hear your viewpoint. It was added 
after this Committee had done its work. It was in the full Com-
mittee. What are your views on this issue? 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, Congressman, I think it is important to 
point out that we approached the Institute of Medicine to ask for 
advice as to how to structure a WIC program that would provide 
supplemental assistance and nutrition for women, infants, and chil-
dren. They took their job very seriously. They made a set of rec-
ommendations. And the recommendations were that we should 
focus on nutritious choices in food products that would not nor-
mally be purchased or not normally be used by women, infants, 
and children. 

The issue with potatoes, white potatoes, and potatoes generally 
is the average American consumes almost 90 pounds of potatoes a 
year.

Mr. FARR. What is that? 
Secretary VILSACK. Almost 90 pounds of potatoes a year. The av-

erage American consumes almost 90 pounds. It is like 88.7 pounds 
of potatoes. 

So the Institute believed that it would be appropriate to focus on 
vegetables that weren’t consumed in quite the same level of quan-
tity. And so they suggested and proposed and directed us to focus 
on green, orange, and red vegetables, which we have done in the 
WIC program. The report that Under Secretary Concannon pro-
vided essentially says that we have nothing against potatoes, but 
this is a supplemental program. This is supposed to supplement 
what people would otherwise normally buy. And that is why pota-
toes were not included and why we focus the WIC package on more 
nutritious alternatives that are not normally purchased by women 
for their children. So it is really based on the Institute of Medicine 
recommendation.

Now, the potato folks say, well, there is additional nutritional in-
formation. Fair enough. We have asked the Institute of Medicine 
to sort of accelerate their review, they do this periodically, accel-
erate their review, and if there is additional information or new in-
formation that has come to light, we will certainly take that into 
consideration. But at this point in time this is really a focus on 



32

what will supplement and complement what people are already 
purchasing.

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAMS

Mr. FARR. In getting back to the school lunch programs and the 
school feeding programs, could we use the appropriate technology— 
you have talked about sort of streamlining the management of 
rural FSA offices and combining them through electronics—is there 
a way where we could essentially, if we have to, if we are not going 
to change these micro requirements of measuring each child each 
day for the amount of food they get and whether it is nutritional 
food, could we begin sort of a barcode system so that the things 
that the Chairman is talking about where the servers are, they are 
just overwhelmed by the amount of work they have to do and the 
limited amount of money they have. 

So can’t we use smart technology to sort of proportion size and 
then make sure that the child who is receiving that proportion is 
also—all those records are kept electronically? 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I think a couple things, Congressman. 
We are obviously very anxious to work with technology advances 
to modernize our programs. It is an issue of resources, obviously. 
We think the first order of business is to help schools better equip 
themselves to be able to produce food on-site, which is why we have 
had the school equipment grant program. Nearly $200 million has 
already been granted out to schools to improve their equipment 
purchases so they can actually produce food on-site. 

We have also recently launched the Community Eligibility Pro-
gram. Currently, roughly 3,300 school districts, representing 22,000 
schools and several million children, currently, because of the high 
level of poverty in their school district, rather than forcing them to 
go through this process of deciding who gets free and reduced lunch 
and who doesn’t, essentially everyone is considered and deemed to 
be part of that free and reduced lunch population. So it saves the 
school district the administrative expense and the cost, and en-
sures that every youngster who should be participating in the pro-
gram does. 

That may be an opportunity to take a look at that process and 
to determine whether or not that would be an easier way to admin-
ister these programs. So we are looking at ways to streamline. We 
are looking at ways to improve equipment. And we would be happy 
to work with you on other ideas. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much. I appreciate it. My time is 
gone.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Rogers. 

SNAP EDUCATION

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, let me ask you about the SNAP program. In your 

budget request you propose that we spend $104.7 billion for food 
stamps. That is a three-and-a-third-billion-dollar increase in 1 
year. I am told that there are some 47 million participants per 
month. And whether you call it education or recruitment, there are 
people out there from the government that are aggressively seeking 
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out people to sign up. And let me ask you where in your budget 
request do you have monies for, quote, ‘‘education’’ on the program? 

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, we provide several hundred 
million dollars to States through the education and training part 
of the budget that provides them resources to do several things. 
One is to make sure that those who are eligible are aware of the 
existence of the program and to work with us to do a better job of 
connecting the 8 percent of SNAP beneficiaries that are able-bodied 
without dependents to be able to access work opportunities if they 
are aware of jobs that are available. 

One of the great opportunities I think that the Farm Bill pre-
sents is the ability, with the pilot programs authorized in the Farm 
Bill, for States and for us to do a better job of connecting those 
able-bodied folks to work. I think that will result in a decline in 
the number of people currently receiving SNAP, and we anticipate 
and are projecting a decline because of the improving economy. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, you know, the Farm Bill is pretty plain. The 
language is as blunt as you can put it, I think, that no money shall 
be used for the purpose of soliciting, advertising, and recruiting for 
SNAP. And you call it education, but I think the intent of the Bill 
for all practical purposes is a prohibition. 

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, I think that you are correct, 
there is a prohibition towards using resources to hire people who 
would go out and who would be paid based on the number of people 
that signed up for the program. I think that there were concerns 
expressed about that practice that some States utilized. And I 
think it is important to point out that States administer this pro-
gram. And so some of the decisions that are being made in terms 
of how to recruit versus how to educate are being made at the 
State level. 

Mr. ROGERS. But surely the U.S. Department of Agriculture has 
the capability by regulations to tell the States what they can and 
can’t do. 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we do, and we are working with them. 
But part of the problem, Mr. Chairman, is that there are some 
folks, when they get into a position in State government, where 
they are happy to have a program, they just simply don’t want peo-
ple to use it. And that is what we found when I came into this of-
fice, we found a number of States where the participation rate in 
SNAP was woefully inadequate. There were a lot of people who 
qualified for this program who simply didn’t get in the program. 

I think the key here is, as long as the qualifications are what 
they are, I would hope that we would want, in a perfect world, ev-
eryone who is qualified for the program using the program and 
participating in the program, as opposed to obviously nobody wants 
people that aren’t qualified to be participating in the program. 
That shouldn’t happen, to the Chairman’s point about integrity and 
mistakes and so forth. We obviously want to continue to reduce 
those.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, you know, for good or ill, this item in the 
budget, $104.7 billion out of $144 billion, I mean 80 percent of your 
budget is going, roughly, for the food stamp program. 

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, can I put this in a slightly dif-
ferent light, if I could? First of all, I think it is important to under-
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stand who gets this program. Ninety-two percent of the people re-
ceiving this program are senior citizens, people with serious dis-
abilities, children, or those who are actually in the workforce who 
are struggling because they have got a minimum wage job or they 
have a part-time job. So it is helping a substantial number of peo-
ple who I think are playing by the rules. 

Secondly, this is part of the overall effort to stabilize prices and 
so forth in terms of our agricultural economy, because if people can 
buy more in the grocery store, what we do know is they do indeed 
buy more. And it is clearly an antipoverty program that is effective. 
Records would show that this SNAP program helps to reduce the 
poverty rate and helps to reduce the severity of poverty that folks 
face. So I think it is a successful program. 

Now, the best way to reduce the number, the best way to reduce 
the number is to do a better job of linking people who are able-bod-
ied who can work and should work to jobs that we know are out 
there. And we do need to do a better job of that, and I think the 
Farm Bill gives us an opportunity to do that. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. The vote has been called, but I want to recognize 

Mrs. Lowey. We have several minutes before we have to go. 

SUMMER FOOD DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

Mrs. LOWEY. A quick question, really following up on some of 
your comments. The budget request includes $30 million to con-
tinue a demonstration program to provide money for food to poor 
children during summer months, when they are not benefiting from 
school feeding programs. There were very encouraging results from 
the current pilot at a modest cost of about $60 per child per month 
using existing WIC or SNAP/EBT programs. The budget proposes 
to either continue the demonstrations in the same area or go state-
wide in some smaller States. 

I know it would be very helpful in New York. I think it is an im-
portant program. Can you tell me what you have learned from the 
existing demonstration program? What do you hope to achieve with 
the 2015 budget proposal? 

Secretary VILSACK. Congresswoman, there are 20 million young-
sters who are on free and reduced lunch in this country. And unfor-
tunately, during the summer months, our summer program reaches 
roughly 3 million. So there is obviously a significant delta. 

We want to try to figure out ways in which we can improve the 
nutritional opportunities for these youngsters, because we know it 
is linked as well to their health and to educational achievement. 
So this program has essentially focused on about 100,000 young-
sters. It has ramped up over the period of the last couple of years. 
As you mentioned, it provides $60 a month for these youngsters to 
buy additional food. 

What we have found is that it helps to reduce food insecurity 
among that population by 33 percent, which is a fairly significant 
number. What we would like to be able to do is to ramp this up. 
We think we can still get those same kinds of benefits even if the 
overall amount of the benefit per month is slightly less than $60. 
We think we can still get significant benefits. But we would like 
to expand it. We would like to see what this would look like on a 
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statewide basis, above and beyond the 10 States and tribal areas 
that it currently is operating in. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I just want to say I am totally supportive of this 
program. It is hard to believe that you go from 20 million that re-
ceive free lunch to 100,000 youngsters now. And I do hope we can 
continue to support this, to expand it. By the way, the first pro-
gram I ran when I was working for the State was hiring the unem-
ployed to use government subsidies to cook, using the government 
subsidies. And they had wonderful free lunches. We used them in 
the summer program and the winter program. We will talk further 
about it. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Again, we apologize for the votes. But as 

you know, that is out of our control. So we will take a recess for 
about 25 minutes, and then we will reconvene. So thank you for 
your patience with us. 

[Recess.]
Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. We are back and we will begin with Mr. 

Latham.

USDA SUPPORT FOR FARMERS

Mr. LATHAM. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And welcome, Mr. Secretary. This is my last time probably to be 

here with you, and I guess I want to make a couple observations. 
Going back with the Clinton Administration, the Bush Administra-
tion, I had always heard from farmers that they felt that the De-
partment was supporting them, that that was their advocates in 
Washington for the farmers was the Department of Agriculture. 

I will just have to say I hear, every time I meet with farmers, 
talk with them one on one, that there is a huge change. They don’t 
think the Department is on their side. When you look at things like 
the Department of Labor, when they come out with a proposed rule 
so that farm kids can’t help their parents on the farm, the first re-
sponse from you and the Department basically is in support of the 
Department of Labor, rather than the farm and farm families. 

The Department, I mean, you have got a lot of livestock pro-
ducers out there. The Department talks about meatless Monday, 
and the message that that sends to them, what should be the De-
partment’s constituency, is that you are against them; you are not 
with them. 

When they are inundated with regulations from EPA, whether it 
be under the Clean Water Act, particulates with the Clean Air Act 
and dust, we don’t hear anything in opposition from the Depart-
ment to support the farmers themselves and their positions. 

The renewable fuel standard coming out, and I would like to 
know what advice or counsel or what the Department’s position is. 
It is going to be devastating to a lot of people in rural Iowa, cer-
tainly, and a lot of places across the Midwest and throughout the 
country as far as agriculture. 

But I just am, leaving here, it is very, very disappointing to see 
the change in attitude at the Department toward what should be 
their constituents, the farmers themselves. You know, this is some-
thing that is obviously near and dear to my heart with my back-
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ground coming from a big town of Alexander, 165 people, living in 
the suburbs on the farm outside of town. 

But there is a change. There is a huge change. And I hear it 
every day. And I don’t know if you want to respond. I have got, we 
have a luncheon—that is why I have a green tie on, we have got 
the Irish Ambassador here. I don’t know if you have any response, 
but it is very discouraging to me. 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, Congressman, I am surprised by your 
comments, and I do want to respond, because I think they merit 
a response. With reference to the Department of Labor, this De-
partment basically suggested that it was not the appropriate ap-
proach and that we suggested it was an opportunity for us to better 
educate folks about public safety and farm safety, generally, and 
we worked with the Labor Department to get that rule pulled and 
to create an alternative approach. 

Mr. LATHAM. Wasn’t your first response, though, in your tweet 
in support of—— 

Secretary VILSACK. Yes, it was. 
Mr. LATHAM. What they were doing? 
Secretary VILSACK. No, no. Our first response, Congressman, was 

to suggest that there was a better way to do this and that we work 
with the Department to find a better way. And we are working 
with Penn State and a number of other land grant universities to 
develop a curriculum that will make it easier, and we worked with 
the Farm Bureau and the National Farmers Union, you can talk 
to Bob Stallman and Roger Johnson and others who were in the 
room with me when that alternative was proposed. 

As it relates to Meatless Monday, I was very critical of that effort 
and immediately so. It was pulled immediately. It wasn’t some-
thing that I sanctioned. And I would point out that livestock ex-
ports are at record levels under this Administration. Every dollar 
that we spend in promotion is generating $35 in trade. We are at 
record levels of agricultural trade and record levels of farm income. 

In terms of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), we are 
obviously working with them on waters of the U.S. to make sure 
they fully understand and appreciate exactly what will and will not 
happen based on what they are looking at. We have encouraged the 
EPA to talk with farmers and we have arranged for meetings to 
take place between farm groups and the EPA Administrator. We 
have arranged and suggested that the EPA Administrator go out 
and talk to farmers. 

The dust rule doesn’t exist, and you know it. 
As far as the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) is concerned, we 

are working with the EPA so they fully understand and appreciate 
the current situation relative to gas. When the RFS was estab-
lished, as you well know, it was based on the assumption that 
there would be increased gas utilization by Americans; that has not 
necessarily been the case. What we are focused on is making sure 
that there are continued opportunities to expand exports of ethanol 
and continued capacity to have higher blends. 

In fact, I have spoken directly to Governor Branstad in our home 
State about a joint effort to encourage more E85 tanks. I find it in-
teresting that Congress made it more difficult for us to do that, 
when you essentially restricted us from using Rural Energy for 
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America Program (REAP) funds for blender pumps, but we will fig-
ure a way to continue to help expand opportunity for higher blends. 

So I am happy to visit with those farmers who express dis-
appointment to you. That is not what I hear, and so, obviously, we 
must be talking to different groups. 

Mr. LATHAM. I think we are probably talking to the same people, 
but——

Secretary VILSACK. I don’t think we are, Congressman. With all 
due respect, I don’t think we are. 

Mr. LATHAM. Well, I know what I know, and it is very disheart-
ening to me to see the change in the relationship. There is an abso-
lute feeling out in the country that the Department sides more 
with EPA, that it takes the orders from above and is not advo-
cating for farmers and that is—— 

Secretary VILSACK. That is just not true. That is just not true. 
Mr. LATHAM. That reality—perception can be reality if it is not, 

but that is the reality of the situation. 
Anyway, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will have to ex-

cuse myself here. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. DeLauro. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MS. DELAURO

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Welcome, Mr. Secretary. First, let me thank you for your work 

to preserve, to strengthen the integrity of the WIC program and a 
science-based food package that is essential to improving the 
health of our kids. 

Secondly, I would like to quickly applaud, if I can, the Governors 
in the six States, Connecticut, New York, Rhode Island, Montana, 
Oregon and Pennsylvania, and thank them for making up the dif-
ference in the Food Stamp Program and understanding how criti-
cally important it is to vulnerable populations. 

On this issue, because I want to move to another one quickly, I 
just might add, in light of the education commentary that we have 
heard here today, it is interesting to note that FSA, these are news 
releases from Farm Services Agency (FSA) which come out regu-
larly: ‘‘USDA Reminds Producers of Approaching Deadline on CRP 
General Signup’’; ‘‘SURE Disaster Deadline Approaches for 2011 
Crops’’; ‘‘Farmers and Ranchers are Reminded that the Signup Pe-
riod for Supplemental Revenue Assistance Payments for 2009 
Losses has Opened’’; ‘‘Enrollment Reminder for Directing Counter- 
Cyclical Payments and Other FSA Programs.’’ 

My God, if we can be getting notices out for all of these other 
efforts, we sure ought to be able to get notices out and education 
out to our farmers about dealing with their participating in the 
Food Stamp Program. 

Let me move to another area, Mr. Secretary, and that is, again, 
thank you for the restriction prohibiting domestic horse slaughter. 
I thank Jack Kingston for coming by and mentioning it. 

POULTRY SLAUGHTER MODERNIZATION

But on a different area, why is the Department so intent on mov-
ing forward with the proposed poultry modernization rule and 



38

given the reality associated with this proposal. The rule is based 
on a program, the Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points 
HACCP-based Inspection Model Project, or HIMP, GAO twice 
found to have no food safety benefits. Over 15 years, USDA’s Food 
Safety and Inspection Service has been running pilot programs in 
25 chicken and turkey processing plants called the HACCP-based 
Inspection Model Project. The project has been assessed twice by 
U.S. Government Accountability Office. Both times FSIS failed to 
convince investigators of any food safety benefits. 

Also, their commentary was that there is no data collected over 
the 15-year run of this program that demonstrates any reduction 
in food-borne pathogens, like Salmonella and Campylobacter. The 
study cited by FSIS has suggested a reduction in Salmonella when 
more offline microbial testing is performed. No provisions in the 
modernization plan for mandating, for mandating microbial testing 
for Salmonella and Campylobacter, the two pathogens most com-
monly associated with raw poultry. 

Further, there were limitations in the data that was found by 
GAO in the report on chicken plants. There wasn’t even a report 
on the pilot program at turkey plants. FSIS has said that it plans 
to address some of these limitations as it works to complete the 
final rule. The question here is, shouldn’t USDA be addressing 
these data limitations so that we better understand the implica-
tions, including on food safety, before we move forward with the 
rule?

And I have said nothing about worker safety or any of the other 
areas that come into play with this effort. So that is a first ques-
tion on this effort. 

The GAO further states, quote, ‘‘Without complete disclosure 
from FSIS, the public, including stakeholders, do not have complete 
and accurate information to inform their comments on the proposed 
rule and provide them with a clearer understanding of the poten-
tial impacts of the final rule.’’ 

Again, shouldn’t we be more transparent with the public, work 
with stakeholders concerning the implications on food safety, work-
er safety and the treatment of animals before we move forward on 
this rule? 

Secretary VILSACK. Congresswoman, thank you for asking the 
question. I guess I have a slightly different view of this rule than 
what you have just outlined. I spent some time yesterday actually 
taking a look at the rule and reading it, and what I know from my 
reading is that we have had a 13-year history with the 25 plants 
that you mentioned. 

There has recently been a review of data concerning those 25 
plants, and I believe that the professionals at the Food Safety and 
Inspection Service (FSIS) are confident in saying that there has 
been an increase of compliance with safety standards equal to or 
fewer product safety issues in those plants than the general plants 
that we have and the other processes that we use, and equal to and 
fewer worker-safety issues in those plants based on the data. 

This is a voluntary program. It is a program that would be 
phased in. It would provide more inspections offline where we 
know pathogens attach. It would require more verification of com-
pliance with standard operating procedures and with Hazard Anal-
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ysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) requirements. Line 
speeds have averaged in those plants about 131 birds per minute. 
There is obviously a difference between line speed and inspection 
and processing as it relates to workers safety. 

The processing, which is where the workers safety issues arise, 
really is a function of equipment; it is a function of facility layout, 
the number of lines, the flock condition, and the number of employ-
ees involved. And the rule would provide that if there are compli-
ance problems and process problems, that we would be able to shut 
the process down. 

It would require new microbiological testing and recordkeeping 
that currently doesn’t exist. And it would make strong rec-
ommendations relative to worker safety, a prompt reporting of inju-
ries, training, early detection, routine surveillance, quick mitiga-
tion of problems concerning worker safety, and an injury preven-
tion program would be recommended. A complaint procedure would 
be set up. Our workers would have opportunities to take a look, 
and if they saw a worker condition that was unsafe, they could es-
sentially report it. 

So, you know, I think that, on balance, we believe this will save 
and prevent roughly 5,200 illnesses a year, and we think the poul-
try system has not been modernized in 60 years. As was pointed 
out earlier today by a younger staff person, this system was estab-
lished in 1950, and she said it with such an emphasis as if 1950 
were so long ago. That was the year I was born. It was a while ago. 
And certainly, I have evolved over the period of 63 years, and hope-
fully, we can evolve a process. And I think we have made an effort 
to listen, and I think when the final rule is proposed, that will re-
flect itself in proposals that are contained in the—— 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Secretary, isn’t it true that the poultry com-
panies will decide their own performance standards, and we are 
providing only guidance? And then the piece of this, which is very 
interesting, is the end of the process. If we find fecal material and 
all these other unbelievable contaminants on the product, that then 
it is dipped in a chemical bath, so that we then deal with whatever 
toxic configuration that is left. 

And we are eliminating inspectors. We are allowing the company 
to put inspectors on. In addition to that, there isn’t a training pro-
gram set up for inspectors. We will have more time to talk about 
this. I understand my time is done. But I think that there is a vast 
amount of information, and I would hope then you would challenge 
what the GAO was saying, because the GAO reports are very, very 
clear to see no health benefits arising from this, and the further 
understanding that with Salmonella and Campylobacter, we are 
putting ourselves in public health danger. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
Gentleman from Mississippi, Mr. Nunnelee. 

DISCRETIONARY AND MANDATORY SPENDING

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you for being here, Mr. Secretary. In your testimony, you 

talked about how the discretionary spending under your watch has 
been cut by almost half a billion dollars. And I want to commend 
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you for that. I think working with Chairman Rogers and leadership 
here, we have been successful. But do you have numbers on what 
the mandatory spending has done in that same time period? 

Secretary VILSACK. We can get you those numbers, Congressman. 
I am sure that it likely has increased, although with the recent 
changes in the Farm Bill, we are expecting mandatory funding to 
actually go down. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. My figures show me that the mandatory spend-
ing has gone up at about the same rate as the discretionary figures 
have gone down. So the net cost is about the same. Does that seem 
consistent with what information you might have? 

Secretary VILSACK. Can you give me just a second? I want to 
make sure I answer your question accurately. 

Actually, there has been an increase in mandatories during that 
period of about $31 billion. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. $31 billion. So we are cutting on the discre-
tionary side, but while we are doing that, the mandatory continues 
to go up? 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, the discretionary side is a side that I 
have at least some control over; the mandatory side is, obviously, 
mandatory.

Mr. NUNNELEE. Right. And I just don’t think there is anything 
that better highlights the issues that we are dealing with than 
those two statements, that we have got to continue to work to-
gether to find a way to reduce the mandatory side of spending, be-
cause that is what is going to bankrupt this country, all of our 
mandatory spending. 

ECOLOGICALLY RESPONSIBLE DIET

Moving on to a different topic—I have been reading, interest-
ingly, some dietary guidelines that have been published, and they 
say that they want to—that they are going to focus on an eco-
logically responsible diet. And I am just curious, what is an eco-
logically responsible diet? 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I think it is important to put this in the 
context, the proper context. As you know, we take a look at dietary 
guidelines periodically. We have a series of experts who come in 
and take a look and make a set of recommendations to the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services (HHS) and to USDA in terms 
of those dietary guidelines. 

And historically, not just in this Administration but dating back 
to the Bush Administration, there were a series of factors that 
were looked at in terms of individual decision-making relative to 
diet and food system issues that impacted and affected the avail-
ability of food. 

So it is, I think, appropriate to take a look, in an overview and 
in a context area, a variety of things that could potentially impact 
the availability of certain foods. So, for example, if you say it would 
be helpful for people to consume fruits and vegetables, that as-
sumes that fruits and vegetables are going to be available. 

Well, the question is, I think Representative Farr could probably 
tell us more about this, are we going to have as many fruits and 
vegetables available to us this year when a State like California 
that produces 50 percent of the fruits and vegetables is impacted 
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by a drought that is the worst it has seen in, I don’t know, 100 
years? So there is a context for that as it relates to what can we 
recommend, what impacts will there be relative to the availability 
of whatever it is we are going to recommend. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. I don’t know that that really answered my ques-
tion as to what is the definition. We will just be submitting that 
question as to what is the definition of an ecologically responsible 
diet. And what I would encourage you to do is to—— 

Secretary VILSACK. Representative, I am not sure that that is 
what they will ultimately decide. Maybe I should state it another 
way. I don’t think that is the question that the dietary guidelines 
will decide. I think they will make a set of recommendations about 
what a diet should look like in order for people to be healthy. And 
as they develop those recommendations, they are going to take a 
look at a broad array of things in terms of what is sort of the con-
text of those dietary guidelines. 

So I don’t know that they are necessarily going to tell us what 
that is or even that we have to decide what that is. What they will 
tell us is their recommendation as to what a nutritious and bal-
anced diet looks like and should look like. 

CATFISH INSPECTION

Mr. NUNNELEE. Final question. The former Farm Bill was very 
explicit. Section 11016 said the USDA was supposed to issue guide-
lines on catfish inspection within 18 months after enactment in 
2008, and we still don’t have those guidelines. When can we expect 
them?

Secretary VILSACK. We will have them in 2014. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. In March of 2014 or December? 
Secretary VILSACK. Well, I don’t mean to be facetious about this, 

sometime between March of 2014 and December, because it has to 
go through a process. We are in the process of finalizing these 
rules. We have gotten and received from Congress, what we re-
quested, which was a more definitive definition of what catfish con-
stitutes. I thought that was a relatively simple thing. I didn’t know 
there were 39 or 40 different varieties of catfish; now I know that. 

And it wasn’t clear from the language of the previous Farm Bill 
what Congress intended in terms of whether our inspection should 
be narrow or whether it should be broad. You have now basically 
given us very specific directions that you want a broad definition. 
And that is very helpful to us in completing our process. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 

ACTIVE PERSONAL MANAGEMENT

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I think many of us in Congress are 

very interested in the Department’s development of the new regula-
tions in connection with the Farm Bill defining the term ‘‘active 
personal management’’ as used in the—make the actively engaged 
and farming determinations beginning in 2015 under the Farm 
Bill. And many of the farmers in my district believe that there is 
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a misconception of exactly what a farmer is and does on a day-to- 
day basis. 

One of my farmers actually said, and I am going to quote, ‘‘Most 
farmers would actually much prefer driving a tractor rather than 
doing all of the tasks they face every day. Unfortunately, most 
farmers spend much of their time coordinating with the fertilizer 
guy, talking to the extension agent about soil samples, getting the 
parts to fix the plant or harvester, meeting with a banker, working 
on leases with their landlord or tenants, finding the labor or doing 
the paperwork. Most of us wish we could get back on the tractor. 
That is the easy part of the job.’’ 

Clearly, farming is not just driving a tractor. And as the Depart-
ment moves forward, it will be very critically important to carefully 
consider both size, the cropping mix, the regional locations of the 
farms, and the unique characteristics in developing this new defini-
tion.

I believe that the conference report provides some excellent 
guidelines for your consideration, and I hope that every effort will 
be made to make certain that throughout the process, there is no 
disruption to the family operations as provided in the statute. 

I would kind of like to get your thoughts on that because, in 
some States, particularly in the southeast, agriculture has a broad 
portfolio and many farms have multiple crops. And of course, farm-
ing throughout the country, most farm families have a lot of farm 
income.

And the second part of my question is, when do you expect to 
issue proposed regulations on the actively engaged interpretation, 
particularly given the equally important competing issues that you 
will have to tackle, including implementation of the disaster pro-
grams and the Price Loss Coverage (PLC) and Agriculture Risk 
Coverage (ARC) programs, which, by the end of 2014 or 2015, or 
when will we have some sense of what that is? 

And how much input will the Department allow for producers to 
actually talk about how they feel about this actively engaged defi-
nition? Because we would rather get it clarified sooner rather than 
later.

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, we expect and anticipate to 
have a proposed rule by the end of this year, the calendar year 
2014 on the issue of actively engaged. And I say proposed rule to 
respond to the part of your question and comment concerning 
input. Obviously, that would give people an opportunity to weigh 
in on what we propose. 

I think it is fair to say we recognize the diversity of American 
agriculture, and we celebrate it. We know that there are small op-
erations; there are midsized operations; and there are large oper-
ations. And it depends on where you farm and what you farm in 
terms of the size and scope and what is involved in the manage-
ment of the farming operation. 

Congress has indeed given us a very narrow lane in terms of 
what our capacity is to define actively engaged by virtue of the re-
striction that we are not to essentially participate or involve in 
family operations, and there is a fairly broad definition of what a 
family operation is. 
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I think that there was and is a concern on the part of many, an 
appropriate concern, that there are circumstances where folks who 
are really not actually farming and really not actually engaged in 
the management of a farming operation but who have invested in 
a farming operation, who participate in a very minimal way in de-
cision-making have been able to qualify for benefits. 

And I think it is appropriate for us to take a look at that, and 
I suspect that is basically going to be the primary focus. But I don’t 
think your family farmers need be concerned about this because of 
the restriction that is contained in the law that you all passed. 

BIOBASED LABELING PROGRAM

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. We will be looking forward to that. 
Let me change gears for a moment and talk about the biobased 

forest products. My district’s rural economy has a strong forest 
product industry, and I am excited that given the changes enacted 
in the Farm Bill, it is clear that forest products are eligible to fully 
participate in the USDA Biobased Label Program. 

As you know, prior to the Farm Bill, there was a ‘‘mature mar-
ket’’ limitation based on the user of certain wood products. Now 
that companies will be submitting applications for the program, 
will USDA move forward in processing them, despite the regulatory 
mature market limitation, which is now outside the statute, as a 
result of the Farm Bill? 

Secretary VILSACK. We would anticipate and expect action on 
that sometime in the winter, the latter part of 2014 in terms of our 
ability to incorporate those changes in the Biobased Labeling Pro-
gram.

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. My time has expired. 
Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, 30 sec-

onds of additional response. 
We are very sensitive to the challenges that you have alluded to 

in terms of the forest industry, and that is why next week we are 
having a wood conference at USDA that will encourage Federal 
Agencies to take a look at the utilization of wood more effectively 
and more appropriately and more frequently in building projects 
and improvement projects for a variety of reasons, not the least of 
which is that we think we can make the case that it is climate- 
friendly. And with new changes in the structure and design of com-
posite materials, we think it is, in some cases, can be as strong as 
steel and concrete. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Valadao. 

POTATO EXCLUSION IN WIC PROGRAM

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. Secretary, I am glad that you referenced the fresh potato ex-

clusion in the WIC Program. I would think that if folks at the IOM 
wanted to encourage the consumption of vegetables besides pota-
toes, then that would be a consistent policy at farmers market as 
well as supermarkets. Instead, as it currently stands, WIC vouch-
ers used at a separate supermarket can’t purchase fresh white po-
tatoes, nothing processed. But they can be used to purchase those 
same potatoes at a farmers market. I find that a curious inconsist-
ency.
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I have a letter, dated March 13, 2014, that I signed along with 
about 65 other Members of the House, including Mr. Rooney and 
Ms. Pingree here on this panel, that expressed continued dis-
appointment with this unnecessary exclusion. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit a copy of that letter for the 
record.

[The information follows:] 
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Mr. VALADAO. Then switching gears a little bit, your budget 
highlights rural opportunities and speaks about the number of 
communities, families and businesses that have been helped by 
USDA Programs. We were all glad that the Rural Development has 
been able to help these communities and families. But I think the 
credit should lie with Congress, instead of the Department. The 
overall budget for Rural Development has been harder hit than any 
other areas in your budget. 

If we enacted your proposal, far fewer communities, families and 
businesses would be helped. Take the Water and Waste Disposal 
account, for example. You have proposed for fiscal year 2015 appro-
priation of $304 million, which is a 52 percent reduction from the 
levels Congress appropriated in fiscal year 2014. You also proposed 
$304 million in 2014. 

It was hard for businesses to retain jobs or expand without ac-
cess to clean and affordable water. How does a 52 percent reduc-
tion for a program that provides crucial infrastructure and where 
there is pretty wide bipartisan support help rural communities? 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, Congressman, I think it is important to 
point out that we are dealing in the context of this budget in terms 
of sequester and budget reductions and overall caps that we have 
to live within. Fifty percent of the discretionary part of our budget 
is in four categories: it is in the WIC Program; it is in fire suppres-
sion; it is in rental assistance; and it is in food safety. Fifty percent 
of our budget. 

When sequester comes, when budget caps are imposed, it is very 
difficult, if not impossible, to apply those reductions in that 50 per-
cent category. Very difficult. In most cases, those items are in-
creased. In many cases, they are increased. Certainly that is true 
of fire suppression, and it is certainly true of the WIC Program. So 
that means the other 50 percent of our budget disproportionately 
shares in the reductions. 

Now, as it relates to the water and wastewater system, part of 
the reason why there is a need for less money is in the grant pro-
gram. The grant program, as you probably know, is designed, was 
designed to buy down interest rates on these projects. Interest 
rates are pretty doggone low right now, so there is not quite the 
need as there once was. There is also, I think, an important neces-
sity for us to focus on particular sized facilities. So we are faced 
with some difficult challenges and difficult choices. And that is the 
reason why that number is what it is. 

RURAL HOUSING PROGRAMS

Mr. VALADAO. Okay. And I also want to associate myself with the 
remarks of the Chairman for his concern for the cuts of the Section 
502 Direct Loan Program and Self-Help Housing Program. This 
past summer, I spent a few days out in Lamont, California, south 
of Bakersfield, with some families that were actually building their 
own homes with the help of these low interest loans. 

It is obviously an amazing program because people actually take 
the time, families get together, they build a community, they build 
their home. I mean, when you see a community get together like 
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that and work together on each other’s homes, gain talent, pride 
in ownership, some pride in their own efforts and actually learn 
new talents from this or new skills, it is a beneficial program. 

And this program obviously took the same type of hit. This pro-
gram saw a cut from $900 million down to $360 million, so over 
a 50 percent cut, and it is something that I am disappointed with. 
I was wondering what your rationale was for cutting these pro-
grams.

Secretary VILSACK. Sure. Well, first of all, I want to be clear 
about this. In terms of the Direct Loan Program, we are not cutting 
that program in terms of the budget authority; we are actually in-
creasing it. But the cost, the subsidization and the cost of bor-
rowing, the subsidy rate for that program went from a little over 
2 percent to over 7 percent in a single year. So the reality is that 
more money buys less. And it is not that we want to buy less; it 
is a fact of the marketplace. 

Secondly, Congress, a number of years ago, changed the way in 
which it funded rental assistance. In the past, you all funded rental 
assistance projects as they came on board and fully funded them 
in the year that they were created. Over the course of the last 15 
years or so, you have changed that dynamic so that every year, we 
have additional units that come into our budget that are expiring 
under their first and existing contract. It might be a 15-year con-
tract. It might be a 10-year contract. It might be a 5-year contract. 
Now it is a single-year contract. 

So, in this budget, we have 11,000 additional rental units that 
we have to finance, which results in a need for increased focus on 
the 285,000 families who are receiving rental assistance. So, you 
know, if you want to, you know, not have a cap, fine. If you want 
to look at other aspects of the budget, if you want to reduce fire 
suppression and put 45 million homes at greater risk, okay. If you 
want to reduce WIC and the 8.7 million women, infants and chil-
dren who benefit from that program, fine. 

But the realities of our budget are that there are difficult deci-
sions to make. But I want to make sure it is clear: We have no con-
trol over the subsidy rates on these interest loan programs. When 
interest rates go up or when buyer and borrowers’ incomes are 
down, it makes it much more costly to fund these programs. 

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 

SENIOR FARMERS’ MARKET NUTRITION PROGRAM

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being with us here this morning, 

for the great work that you do and handling so many diverse and 
not always easy questions. I have plenty. But I actually think my 
first question is very simple. 

I want to talk a little bit about the Farm Bill implementation, 
and I am going to use the specific example of the Maine Senior 
FarmShare. So, back in Maine, we are hearing from a lot of people, 
farmers and consumers alike, who are worried about the timeline 
for implementation of Farm Bill programs, particularly those pro-
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grams that were left stranded without full funding after the last 
Farm Bill expired in 2012. 

There is a lot of anxiety in my home State about when the fund-
ing will be released and what changes they should expect. So I was 
a little concerned just recently to see this newspaper headline from 
Maine, it says, ‘‘Delay Threatens Farm Program for Maine Sen-
iors’’. The USDA has not yet provided a timeline for implementa-
tion of the Senior Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program, which funds 
Maine Senior FarmShare. Seniors and farmers are receiving mixed 
messages about whether funding will be released this year at all. 
The State’s website currently states that we must wait for guidance 
from the USDA regarding what will be required of State agencies 
to operate in 2014 and when we will be authorized to proceed. Our 
2014 grant amount is also unknown; therefore, the FarmShare sea-
son is delayed this year. 

In my opinion, a delay in the FarmShare program is especially 
harmful because this is the time of year when farmers are planning 
for their upcoming growing season. They need to know how many 
seniors will be signing up for farm shares, and this article notes 
that until the USDA releases funding, Maine can’t allow their 
farmers to apply for the program. 

Now, we only have a million people in our State, but last year, 
there were 17,000 Maine seniors who were able to take advantage 
of this program, buying food from 118 farmers. So far, they are in 
the dark. So do you think that USDA can get the money out the 
door in time to help Maine farmers plan and to guarantee that we 
will have the program this year? 

Secretary VILSACK. Right. We have been waiting for the appor-
tionment of those funds from Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB), and we expect and anticipate within the next of couple 
weeks we will have that completed, so that should alleviate the 
concerns that you have expressed. 

Ms. PINGREE. Great. So I can tell people that there is a very 
strong likelihood that this program will be operating this year? 

Secretary VILSACK. Yes. 

POULTRY SLAUGHTER MODERNIZATION

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Okay. That was easy. 
So I want to reiterate a little bit of what Congresswoman 

DeLauro already said to you. I have some of the same concerns, 
and I want to thank her for advocacy on the poultry slaughter rule. 
I have a lot of concerns, and I appreciate the many answers you 
gave, and I am actually going to take a little different tack with 
this.

But I do think there will be a negative impact because of the 
poultry slaughter rule. I think it will have a negative impact on 
food safety, worker safety, and animal welfare. And according to 
OSHA statistics, poultry slaughter house workers have consistently 
suffered injuries and illnesses at a rate that is more than twice the 
national average, and because the line speed could increase up to 
175 birds per minute, I think it is hard to say that that won’t con-
tinue happening. 



54

SMALL PLANTS OUTREACH

But here is a little bit of a different tack. So since you are cur-
rently proposing a rule that allows the industry to police itself and 
potentially get even bigger slaughter houses, I want to say that 
there are many American consumers that are looking for some-
thing slightly different when it comes to meat. According to the 
USDA’s Economic Research Service, per capita meat consumption 
is declining, but demand for beef produced in a certified organic, 
natural, grass-fed system is actually growing at a rate of 20 per-
cent per year. 

At the same time, small producers are struggling to meet the de-
mand of consumers, citing the lack of access to slaughter and proc-
essing facilities as their main challenge to entering the market. I 
know in my home State of Maine, and this is true in much of New 
England and the Northeast, farmers often have to travel several 
hours with their animals to reach a slaughterhouse that has the 
capability and certification to slaughter their animals. So, in my 
opinion, the demand is there. And the USDA needs to do more on 
this side to support the infrastructure that connects livestock pro-
ducers with consumers. 

Your budget justifications for FSIS on page 40 talk about out-
reach and technical assistance to small and very small processing 
plants. Could you provide me with information on what your total 
budget was in fiscal year 2014 for this activity? 

Secretary VILSACK. While we are getting you that number, if I 
can amplify on what that resource buys. We basically are focused 
on the 90 percent of the 6,400 plants that we consider to be small 
that are under our jurisdiction. We have a small plant help desk 
that has a hot line that folks can call with any questions that they 
might have. There are training materials and educational mate-
rials that are produced. There is a small plant newsletter that goes 
out on a regular basis. And we provide direct help to State agencies 
in terms of working conditions. 

I would also point out that this Administration has been encour-
aging mobile slaughter units to be able to address the issue of dis-
tance between processing facilities. We stand ready to continue, as 
part of the Know Your Farmer initiative, to help engage in that. 
And we have also been encouraging folks to take better advantage 
and more advantage of the interstate meat rule that basically al-
lows for an opportunity for State-assisted review. 

So there is a multitude of steps that we are taking. Let me see 
if I can get you the specific number. 

[The information follows:] 

SMALL AND VERY SMALL PLANTS

FSIS spent $6.04 million in FY 2013 and plans to spend $6.24 million in FY 2014 
and FY 2015 on activities in support of small and very small plants. Of the FY 2014 
total, approximately $2.13 million is for developing plain language compliance 
guides, $2.86 million is for supporting AskFSIS technical inquiries, and $1.25 mil-
lion is for outreach activities which FSIS offers in a wide variety of technical re-
sources in the form of brochures, pamphlets, CDs and DVDs to small and very small 
plant owners and operators. Many of these helpful resources are available online, 
or they can be ordered in hard copy, free of charge. In FY 2013, FSIS reached over 
70,400 individuals interested in small and very small slaughter and processing 
plants.
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LOCAL AND REGIONAL FOOD SYSTEMS

Ms. PINGREE. I will give you one more piece of information. You 
can follow up with the information. 

So I just want to say, I submitted a bill, you may remember, that 
was called the Local Food, Farms and Jobs Act. And one of the 
things that we called for, although this language wasn’t included 
in the 2014 Farm Bill, was an advisory group to help develop guid-
ance on food safety requirements, process controls and pathogen 
prevention in small processing plants. We also suggested that the 
USDA work with an advisory group to develop a report and set of 
recommendations on steps that can be taken to assist small proc-
essors.

The previous report, which was published in 2006, is now 8 years 
old. So I am asking or suggesting that, under existing authorities, 
could you explore moving these two pieces forward as part of your 
effort to invest in local and regional food systems? And could you 
use some of the research and technical assistance funding that is 
in the FSIS budget to move forward on either an advisory group 
or an update of that report? 

Secretary VILSACK. Those are fair questions and fair requests, 
and we certainly should take them into serious consideration. You 
know, I think it is important to note that we have been engaged 
and involved in terms of market development in a very significant 
way. Our view is that in order to help these smaller and midsize 
producers, we have got to create more market opportunity, which 
is why we have been involved in expanding a number of farmers’ 
markets and food hubs. We will continue to focus on that, as well. 

Ms. PINGREE. Let me just reinforce, I know my time is up, but 
I do appreciate all the work you have done with Know Your Farm-
er, Know Your Food, and I do think that you have done a lot of 
work to help expand this market. And I would say, this market is 
growing very fast, in spite of whatever everyone has done. There 
is just a huge interest. And often, it is the inability of the producer 
to meet the demands of the market. So—— 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. FORTENBERRY

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, welcome. Nice to see you again. First of all, I want 

to thank you for coming to Nebraska and speaking at the Rural Fu-
ture’s Conference. I thought you did an outstanding job of laying 
down a vision for agriculture, retelling the great American agri-
culture story and being overall a very good Ambassador for our 
message. I really was grateful for your attendance there. 

I have three points I would like to make with you. The first one 
being, I very much appreciated what you began with talking about 
how 40,000 new farmers and disadvantaged farmers will come into 
our system, our agricultural family through the efforts of this Farm 
Bill. I worked on some components of that. 

But I do want to return to the point that Mr. Bishop raised ear-
lier regarding payment limitations and closing loopholes. In the 
Farm Bill, I had offered an amendment on the House side that put 
stricter payment limitations in place and to help what we thought 
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was going to help you with actively engaged rules. The Senate did 
the same thing. The Conference Committee saw fit to take that out 
in what I believe to be a distortion of the process. I very vehe-
mently disagreed with that. 

I thought this was a good agricultural reform measure. It passed 
on a bipartisan basis, but we lost. The residue of what is left, 
though, again, gives you the authority to define actively engaged. 
There is a General Accountability Office report out, farm in the 
Midwest received $400,000 of payments in 2012, organized as a 
general partnership with 6 corporations and 11 individual mem-
bers, two of whom apparently lived in South Florida and one was 
88-years old. 

Now, this type of thing gives a black eye to agriculture overall. 
These exotic financial arrangements, these legal loopholes that are 
leveraged, when we are in the time of declining budgets and the 
need to be very, very aware of the impact that our programs have, 
not only in terms of budgets but in terms of perception, we have 
to do a very robust job here of thoroughly going through this proc-
ess and ensuring that, again, deserving farmers who are a part of 
the agriculture community and not simply passive investors are re-
ceiving payments. 

I am worried because 10 percent of farmers receive 70 percent 
of the payments. And when you have a situation like that, we and 
you may be inadvertently underwriting the concentration of land 
into fewer and fewer hands and undermining what we are doing 
on the other side of the Department, which is so important, of try-
ing to bring new people into agriculture. So I am very concerned 
about this and I would like to hear your response. 

The second issue is regarding adverse wage rates. This might be 
a little bit out of your purview, but in Nebraska, it is $13.41. I have 
two small farmers who came into my office who are trying to use 
the H–2A Program, doing this legally. They are getting pushed out 
of the market because this wage rate is so bizarrely high where we 
are. It is $12.22 in Iowa; $10.89 in Colorado; $11 in California. 

Now, the Department of Labor, you apparently shopped this out 
through the Department of Labor, but we have got a peculiar 
grouping of States here that is driving up this wage rate and po-
tentially, again, pushing small farmers who are trying to be entre-
preneurial and using, again, diverse and traditional means of farm-
ing production that we are encouraging in the rest of the Bill, they 
are being pushed out of these marketplaces. 

And the third issue is regarding the drought mitigation. Very im-
portant to us in Nebraska. Will this be the year where we see, 
through the Office of the Chief Economist, competitive Federal 
funding for drought mitigation research? 

ACTIVE PERSONAL MANAGEMENT

Secretary VILSACK. Well, first of all, Congressman, I made a mis-
take in responding to Congressman Bishop’s question; I really 
should have had you respond to him about actively engaged. I 
mean, honestly, I think that is the nub. I think Congress has given 
us, as I said, a very narrow range of options to look at because of 
the fairly broad definition of family farming operation. Fair 
enough.
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You have raised concerns about situations where the rules have 
been stretched and creatively utilized, and I think our task is to 
take a look at what makes sense and what doesn’t in the real world 
and basically provide credibility and legitimacy to whatever sup-
port system we have. 

This support system is important for farmers, as you know, and 
we can talk about what percents gets what percent, but I think it 
is important for all of us to explain to our friends in urban and 
suburban America that support systems are designed to reduce the 
risk of farming. 

Farming is an extraordinarily difficult and risky business from 
a financial perspective, because you have no impact on mother na-
ture and you have no impact on some foreign country doing some-
thing that creates market havoc. And we enjoy food security in this 
country and an affordability in food, in part because we have re-
duced the risk and we keep people in the farming business. So we 
obviously want a program that people believe in. So we will work 
very hard to try to do the right thing in this area of actively en-
gaged.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. All of this is being said in the spirit of being 
a very strong supporter of a farm support payment system to miti-
gate the ups and downs of vagaries in the market, to be able to 
give farmers control that they used to not have. But when you have 
gotten to a size where you can potentially graduate from that need 
of public support or you are working around it, it is a concern. 

Secretary VILSACK. I am not disagreeing. Should I respond—— 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Just briefly, if you could just respond before we 

go to Mr. Yoder. 

ADVERSE WAGE RATES

Secretary VILSACK. You know, my response, and it is an honest 
one, to the adverse wage rate issue is to fix the system and that 
would help; I think, comprehensive immigration reform and the 
new opportunities for USDA to be engaged in that process in estab-
lishing wage levels would be the solution for the concerns that you 
have raised in the long term. 

DROUGHT MITIGATION

And on drought mitigation, you know, we are supporting the 
drought mitigation folks in Nebraska. They do good work in terms 
of the monitor. We will continue to focus on ways in which we can 
provide additional resources. We just announced a $30 million com-
petitive grant program on water that is available to folks. So we 
are going to continue to be very much engaged in this space. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 

SNAP FARM BILL SAVINGS

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, thanks for coming to the Committee today. I rep-

resent Kansas, obviously a big farm-producing State, a lot of wheat 
farmers, a lot of livestock. And so your role in looking out for Kan-
sas farmers and consumers and everyone across the State is very 
important to me, as I am sure all of the members in the Committee 
in terms of their States, as well, and across the whole country. 
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I have a question following up on a discussion regarding the 
Farm Bill compromise that ultimately passed the House and Sen-
ate. I know you were involved in helping ensure that we have a 
long-term bill that creates certainty for farmers, predictability, that 
responds to the needs, crop insurance and other programs. There 
is a lot of things to like about the Bill. There is a lot of things to 
not like about it, as well. 

One of the probably more distressing portions of the bill was the 
balance that ultimately came out of the bill in terms of reductions 
in different parts of the bill. This committee has longstanding sup-
port for farmers. It has longstanding support for people who are 
hungry and in need. We work to ensure we feed people on this 
Committee, and we also take care of the family farmer. 

You know, when the bill came forward, it had a sort of com-
promise in which 1 percent of the reductions came out of a Food 
Stamp Program and about 7 percent of reductions came out of com-
modity programs that help farmers. Some people thought that was 
a little lopsided. I was one of those folks. But that was what ulti-
mately came out as a compromise in this Congress. It was looked 
at as the balance, and people were looking for the parties to work 
together and find a balance, and that was it, apparently. 

Yet, now we see that that hard-fought compromise may not actu-
ally come to fruition. An NPR article this week says, quote, ‘‘When 
Congress passed the farm bill earlier this year, it expected to save 
$8.6 billion over 10 years by tightening a loophole in the Food 
Stamp or SNAP Program, but it is not going to happen.’’ 

So what was already maybe a lopsided compromise is now not 
even going to happen. I think what most people in this country 
want to ensure is that if you qualify for food stamps, you get food 
stamps. And if you don’t qualify, you don’t qualify. There was an 
effort by Congress to fix what some call a loophole. Many people 
supported it. 

I guess my question for you would be, were you aware when that 
bill was going forward that those savings wouldn’t actually mate-
rialize on the SNAP Program? And what can you do in your role 
as Secretary to ensure the intent of Congress to find savings in 
that program actually occur? 

Secretary VILSACK. First of all, I really did not consider or think 
about what individual States, Governors and State legislators 
would do in response to the Farm Bill passage. I was focused on 
getting the bill passed and trying to figure out a compromise, par-
ticularly in the dairy piece that was the major stumbling block. So 
no idea. There was no indication one way or the other. 

And frankly, as a former Governor and as a former State Sen-
ator, I respect, obviously, the role of both State legislators and Gov-
ernors to make decisions about their resources in what they believe 
to be in the best interest of their folks. 

Now, I have always said, when there was a discussion about this 
issue, I have always said that the right way from my perspective 
to reduce the SNAP numbers, both in terms of numbers of people 
and in terms of dollars, is to try to find ways in which we can bet-
ter link the job opportunities that are being created in States and 
the folks who are on SNAP who are looking and are capable of 
working.
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One of the exciting opportunities I think this bill, Farm Bill pre-
sents, is the ability to really dig down with States to do a much 
better job of creating that link. It is hard for me to understand why 
State workforce development offices aren’t doing a better job of 
communicating with State human service offices, because they 
know where the jobs are and they know who the SNAP bene-
ficiaries are. There ought to be a way in which we can better con-
nect those two things, and if we do, we are going to see significant 
reductions in the number of people needing SNAP and the cost of 
that program. 

Mr. YODER. Mr. Secretary, I think there is broad bipartisan sup-
port for that, and I think everyone on the Committee would concur 
that finding opportunities for people to go to work is certainly the 
best way to bring people out of poverty or bring people out of pro-
grams that are helping feed people. 

But I guess my question really gets back to this compromise, 
some call it that, some see it as lopsided, isn’t really even going to 
be achieved. And so, I guess, what part of that $8.6 billion that 
Democrats and Republicans supported as this sort of ‘‘let’s all work 
together to find a solution’’ that now half of that solution is no 
longer going to happen. Do you know what portion of that will ac-
tually occur? Will any of the $8.6 billion be saved? 

Secretary VILSACK. People are still making decisions in their re-
spective States that are impacted by the LIHEAP decision. I think 
there are 17 States that are affected. Not all 17 States have made 
a decision. So I think it is a little early to determine exactly what 
that savings is going to be. 

Our focus, again, is going to be on two areas that we do control 
at USDA: One is working on those pilots, which we have talked 
about; and the other is, which the Chair has brought up is, the 
issue of integrity. And we, I think, conducting 733,000 investiga-
tions, interviews last year that disqualified 42,000 folks who were 
trying to take advantage of the system is an indication that we are 
serious about that; 1,200 businesses that were taking advantage of 
the program are no longer involved in the program. We are serious 
about it. 

The additional resources we are asking for in this budget will 
allow us to do more of that. And I think the Farm Bill discussion 
of redefining what entities are entitled to participate in the SNAP 
program in terms of the depth of their offerings in the store, they 
have got to do a better job of offering more of the basic food groups, 
will also, I think, substantially reduce the amount of misuse of this 
program.

So those are two critical ways, I think, where we control the abil-
ity to reduce the amount, without disqualifying people that would 
otherwise be qualified for the program. 

Mr. YODER. Right. And I certainly appreciate those efforts, I 
think many in Congress do. I think the intent of the Bill was to 
ensure that you had to qualify for food stamps to receive them and 
to sort of close that loophole. And Democrats and Republicans both 
supported that, and I would just hope that you would do all you 
can to ensure the Congressional intent is followed in the adminis-
tration of that program. 

I yield back my time. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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FARM BILL IMPLEMENTATION

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Secretary, a couple of the members of the 
Subcommittee have mentioned the Farm Bill. Of course, everyone 
is very happy that follows agriculture and probably most people are 
involved in agriculture one way or the other in this Nation, wheth-
er directly or indirectly. But you have the challenge now to imple-
ment this Farm Bill. What do you see from your standpoint as the 
priority programs that need to be implemented first? 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, the first program that is going to be im-
plemented is the Disaster Assistance for Livestock Producers. 
These folks have struggled through 2 difficult years. The disaster 
assistance in the 2008 Farm Bill expired, and therefore, we were 
not in a position to provide financial help and assistance. And we 
know that that has put a great strain on particularly small- and 
midsized operators. 

So we will, prior to April 15, roll out the disaster assistance pro-
grams, allowing people to apply for resources and for assistance. 
That will be followed by a series of efforts throughout 2014 in 
terms of the safety net programs, the crop insurance changes, the 
rural development programs that are important to people and the 
nutrition programs that we have access to. I think you will see a 
significant amount of activity in 2014. 

What I have done, Mr. Chairman, is I have instructed our team 
at USDA to look at each title of the Farm Bill, to prioritize specifi-
cally what needs to be done, first, second, third, fourth and fifth. 
We have a convening group that oversees and looks at all of the 
Titles and has prioritized activities. 

And we will be very much engaged in outreach and education 
during the months between now and, say, fall in terms of these 
safety net programs to make sure that farmers know precisely 
what the programs are going to look like, what their elections and 
options are, what decisions they have to make and the information 
they need to make those decisions. 

We are in the process of determining which land grant univer-
sities will provide the resources, the new educational training re-
sources, the $3 million that is allocated for that purpose. So you 
are going to see quite a bit of activity throughout the year. 

STANDARDS FOR SNACK FOODS

Mr. ADERHOLT. In your testimony you talk about the new stand-
ards for snack foods and schools that preserve flexibility for activi-
ties like fundraisers or bake sales. You mentioned those in par-
ticular. Would that also include like when a mom wants to bring 
cupcakes for a birthday party? 

Secretary VILSACK. Yes. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. That would include that? Okay. 
Secretary VILSACK. Yes, we are not going to stop mom or dad 

from bringing cupcakes. 
Ms. DELAURO. Or the grandfathers. 
Secretary VILSACK. Absolutely. 

LOCAL SCHOOL WELLNESS POLICY

Mr. ADERHOLT. USDA recently proposed a rule requiring that 
schools establish a local school wellness policy. It states that the 
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policy must also address standards for other foods and beverages 
available on campus. These would include policies such as those 
governing classroom parties or school celebrations that involve 
food. There seems to be a little bit of a conflict with this when we 
talk about time-honored traditions. Maybe USDA is not setting the 
standards regarding that, but it seems to be mandating that 
schools do set a policy. Is that what the intent is? 

Secretary VILSACK. The wellness program has been in existence 
for some time, and this was just a continuation of that program. 
And I think primarily what we were attempting to do in what we 
announced was to suggest and to focus on the marketing of certain 
food products to students during the school day, the theory being 
that if we are trying to change the mix of what is in a vending ma-
chine or in the a la carte line that we don’t want to send an incon-
sistent message by allowing marketing of those other products dur-
ing the school day. And so we were attempting to provide consist-
ency in terms of the message. 

We want healthy snacks to be easy, the easy choice, but we don’t 
want to necessarily restrict the ability of school districts after 
school hours. We don’t want to have them to take down the score-
board that is advertising a particular type of soft drink at this 
point in time, but we would like them to be conscious of the need 
to be consistent in messaging. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So again, if I am understanding right, if a school 
in some way interpreted this to be that a mom or dad can’t bring 
the cupcakes, this has—— 

Secretary VILSACK. That is not the intent. 
Mr. ADERHOLT [continuing]. Has no bearing whatsoever. 
Secretary VILSACK. No, I think it is primarily the vending ma-

chines that schools operate and the a la carte lines that are avail-
able for school meals to make sure that there is a consistent mes-
sage with the nutrition efforts. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Because I think there is some confusion. I can 
tell you there are a lot of moms out there that have, you know, the 
idea about their bringing chocolate cupcakes to their second-year- 
old’s party at school, and the Federal Government telling them or 
USDA telling them they couldn’t do that. So I am glad to hear that 
that is a signal that they are fine with doing that and USDA has 
no problem whatsoever with trying to tell them to intervene what-
soever.

Secretary VILSACK. As a consistent and constant consumer of 
cupcakes, I can tell you that that is not the intent. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
At this time I am going to recognize Ms. DeLauro. Mr. Farr is 

kind enough to defer. 
So Ms. DeLauro. 

CROP INSURANCE PROGRAM

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And particularly, thank you to you, Mr. Farr. 
To my colleague Mr. Yoder, the Farm Bill historically has been 

looked at as a safety net for both farming and for nutrition. And 
quite honestly, that this was really the renting of that historic and 
bipartisan safety net, and I will tell you why in this regard. You 
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see, the farming and ranching community was in the Farm Bill, 
when you talked about the cut in direct payments. Then what oc-
curred was an increase in crop insurance opportunities. And then 
secondly, there was instituted something called shallow loss protec-
tion to deal with commodities. 

Now, so there are places in the Farm Bill where farmers, ranch-
ers can go to make sure that the safety net isn’t rented. With re-
gard to the food stamp beneficiaries, they have nowhere else to go. 
Nowhere else to go. When you cut 1.7 million people and you say 
that we are going to cut your food stamp benefit by $90 a month, 
they can’t deal with shallow loss. They are not dealing with crop 
insurance. So this was a false construct in this Farm Bill. 

Let me just ask, and I will do this for the record, Mr. Secretary, 
because I want to ask something else. This has to do with the crop 
insurance program. And I have seen the articles that have come 
out about cheating and skirting, et cetera. I believe that we ought 
to apply those terms and take a hard look at the crop insurance 
program. And let me lay out the questions, and we will get them 
to you. 

Do you expect the reforms—and I applaud you for the reforms 
that you have come forward with—do you expect the reforms to re-
duce producer enrollment in the program or the companies that 
offer crop insurance policies? Who receives crop insurance premium 
subsidies? What percentage of crop insurance premium subsidies 
went to the largest 1 percent of agribusinesses? Can you talk about 
the projection for the cost of crop insurance in 2014 based on 
weather and agriculture? Are we in fact going to reduce enrollment 
and payments? And particularly, who gets these subsidies? And we 
both know that 26 individuals who get at least $1 million in a pre-
mium subsidy are protected statutorily from us and taxpayers 
knowing who they are. 

So I will get the questions to you, and I would love to have your 
response as soon as possible. 

POULTRY SLAUGHTER MODERNIZATION

Let me go back to the poultry rule, if I can for a second. It was 
brought to my attention, and one of your comments was about the 
last time we did chicken inspections. But the fact of the matter is 
beef slaughter inspection has not changed in an even longer period 
of time. But no HIMP pilot in beef occurred because there were no 
industry takers to do the pilot. 

Now, in the area of performance standards on microbial stand-
ards, it is now voluntary for the producer. Why can’t we move to 
required standards on microbial testing instead of voluntary? One 
question I want to deal with, and I will ask the second one because 
my time is going to run out, and I am conscious of that. 

But recently, the Center for the—anyway, CSPI, I have forgotten 
the—Science in the Public Interest, thank you. Why does USDA 
refuse to consider the multiple resistant salmonella as an 
adulterant the same way we do as E. coli 0157:H7. And you have 
got a $25 million per year program over 5 years to create an inno-
vation center to study antibiotic resistance. I would like at some 
point, if you can, and maybe for the record, because there isn’t time 
now, to let us know about the petition that CSPI put together and 
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the questions that they have asked. And if we could get an answer 
to those questions. Voluntary versus—— 

Secretary VILSACK. Actually, I think to a certain extent the ques-
tions are in a sense one and the same in this respect. There is a 
difference between our jurisdiction and capacity relative to beef 
and E. coli and relative to poultry and salmonella. And it is based 
on case law in which we attempted to do what you are asking us 
to do relative to salmonella and adulterants, and we were basically 
told by the court that we did not have the authority or the jurisdic-
tion to do that. So as a result, we have been looking at ways in 
which we can improve efforts at reducing salmonella. We have ini-
tiated salmonella performance standards that are enhanced, and 
for the first time Campylobacter standards. 

We are proposing to enhance our sampling to intensify testing 
and to potentially post facilities that have inadequate results from 
these tests. And, as you point out, we are trying to have an innova-
tion institute that really focuses on this issue. 

Ms. DELAURO. But we can’t require microbial standards to 
be——

Secretary VILSACK. I have been told—— 
Ms. DELAURO [continuing]. You have performance standards. 

They are going to come up with their own performance standards 
that may or may not coincide with your performance standards. 

Secretary VILSACK. We have performance standards in which we 
essentially say there are certain levels of—the reality of the biology 
of food production is that there are certain levels that can’t be 
avoided and have to be dealt with in other ways. We have been 
very aggressive on E. coli because we believe we have the jurisdic-
tional power to do that. We have been able to, for example, expand 
the number of adulterants within E. coli non-O157 STECs. We 
have been focused on beef trim and all those things. So I think a 
lot of this has to do with how courts have perceived our jurisdiction 
and our power. 

Ms. DELAURO. Have you asked for the authority? Can you ask 
for the authority? Ask us for the authority. 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we have attempted to exercise the au-
thority, and courts have basically told us, ‘‘Can’t do it.’’ 

Ms. DELAURO. Ask us for the authority. I am serious. Supreme 
Court just, you know, dealt with Ledbetter, et cetera. We turned 
that around in the Congress. Vance v. Ball State. We have legisla-
tion here, we can deal with these issues. Ask for the authority. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Farr. 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 

LESSER PRAIRIE CHICKENS

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, just to maybe return to the points that my good 

colleague from Connecticut raised, I think the point of our dialogue 
was that there was a compromise that was struck in the Bill that 
would reduce commodity programs for farmers by 7 percent and re-
duce the SNAP program by 1 percent. Some people thought that 
was lopsided. And my only point, sir, that I am trying to make to 
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drive that home is that at least the 1 percent that was out of the 
SNAP program that is merely an agreed-to point, that people who 
don’t qualify for food stamps are getting food stamps, should be 
fixed. And it would save $8 billion, and that was the agreement. 
So we will leave that the way it is. 

And I would also say, I guess, that support of farmers and sup-
port of the agriculture community is a longstanding tradition of 
this Congress and this country. And without a healthy, vibrant ag-
riculture community, without healthy, vibrant farmers there is no 
food in the grocery store for people to buy or for SNAP beneficiaries 
to purchase. And so I think we need to be mindful that the 7 per-
cent reduction, I think it would be hard to find other portions of 
budgets in any Committee that have been reduced in that signifi-
cance. I think farmers have been pretty noble in this debate, in 
being willing to give up payments at a time in which we don’t know 
what the future of agriculture brings in terms of the economy going 
forward. And it could be some tough times. We have all lived 
through tough times in farming, and we have got to ensure that 
we have long-term policy that ensures we have a vibrant agri-
culture community. 

Now, I have a couple I guess unrelated questions to that topic. 
I want to ask you a little bit about the lesser prairie chicken. And 
I would like to ask you a little bit about the partial irrigation abil-
ity to use crop insurance. Clearly, farmers deal with a lot of EPA 
regulations, they deal with a lot of bureaucracy and mandates and 
things that drive up the cost of doing business, that make food 
more expensive in the grocery store, that makes it harder on this 
country to have an affordable food supply and have a farming com-
munity that is successful and produces affordable food. 

One particular area that is troubling a lot of Kansas farmers is 
that the Fish and Wildlife Service is preparing to issue a ruling on 
the endangered species status of the lesser prairie chicken on or be-
fore March 31. As you know, this ruling will impact a large portion 
of western and southern Kansans. I am concerned about the impact 
it may have on farmers, and particularly those that participate in 
the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). 

Has your Department been coordinating with the Fish and Wild-
life Service on this determination? Is there anything we can do to 
lessen the cost and burden and expense that may occur if this is 
listed? And will folks who enrolled in CRP after March 31, will 
they still be able to take up those contracts? 

Secretary VILSACK. We have been very much engaged in dis-
cussing with the Fish and Wildlife Service issues relating to not 
just the lesser prairie chicken, but sage grouse and a number of 
other potentially endangered species that could potentially be list-
ed. In fact, I think there are seven specific species that we are 
working with the Department of the Interior on. 

One thing that we are attempting to do is to create what we 
refer to in our shop as regulatory certainty. The reality is the big-
gest concern that a lot of producers have is once they have taken 
certain steps, can they be assured that those steps are all they will 
be asked to do? So we have instituted a program with the Depart-
ment of the Interior where we use our conservation resources and 
develop a suite of conservation practices. 
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And in exchange for embracing those conservation practices and 
using our cost-share programs, producers are guaranteed a certain 
level of certainty that if and when a particular species is listed, 
that they will have to do no further actions relative to that listing. 
We have done this in sage grouse, and it has been particularly ef-
fective. And we are currently doing this with, as I say, six other 
endangered species, including the lesser prairie chicken. 

So we are going to continue to focus on ways in which we can 
provide assistance and help, hopefully to avoid the listing, if that 
occurs. And if the Department of the Interior makes a decision for 
it to be listed, to assist landowners with the costs and cost share 
of any steps that they need to take in order to protect themselves 
from that listing. We will do everything we can to educate our sis-
ter agency about the impact and try to do everything we can to 
mitigate its impact if and when it is listed. 

Mr. YODER. And then what about the CRP program in terms of 
folks that are enrolled after March 31? Will they still be able to 
take up those contracts? 

Secretary VILSACK. I don’t know the answer to that question. If 
you would permit me—— 

Mr. YODER. If you can get back to us on that. We have had some 
constituents inquire into that. 

Secretary VILSACK. We will certainly get back to you on that. 
[The information follows:] 

USDA—FARM SERVICE AGENCY CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM (CRP)

FSA has been engaged in discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service re-
garding regulatory predictability and coverage against the taking (e.g. harass, harm 
or kill) of a species unintentionally to an otherwise lawful agency activity for cur-
rent and potential future CRP participants should the species be listed as threat-
ened. A central tenet of FSA discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is 
the freedom of landowners and agricultural producers to voluntarily enter into and 
then exit the CRP after contract termination and return the former CRP land to 
agricultural production if landowners and producers are willing. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service has been very open and responsive to FSA concerns about the vol-
untary nature of CRP and the need for willing landowners to participate in the pro-
gram without apprehension regarding potential future traditional farming and 
ranching opportunities once the land comes off the CRP contract. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service is cognizant that over 90 percent of the remaining lesser prairie 
chicken range is privately owned and that lesser prairie chicken conservation is en-
tirely dependent on landowners meeting their own needs as well as those habitat 
needs of the lesser prairie chicken. 

CRP should function basically the same as it currently does whether the species 
is listed or not. The only difference will be that conservation plans written by Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service or Technical Service Providers for CRP partici-
pants will include additional conservation measures for those CRP acres in prox-
imity to lesser prairie chicken, i.e. portions of 85 counties located in southeast Colo-
rado, western Kansas, eastern New Mexico, western Oklahoma, and northwestern 
Texas. For new CRP contracts, this will mean establishing conservation covers of 
native species mixes and managing those covers on a periodic basis to retain or en-
hance wildlife benefit, specifically lesser prairie chicken habitat. FSA will utilize the 
same conservation practices as have been used for years in CRP, practices such as 
prescribed grazing, prescribed burning, and light disking. As appropriate, additional 
Federal cost share is available to compensate landowner costs to install these man-
agement activities. Permissive uses of CRP land are still present. The only com-
promise associated with lesser prairie chicken conservation is that conservation 
measures within identified lesser prairie chicken focal areas and connectivity zones 
will limit certain management activities and permissive uses to once in a three year 
period. The other common conservation measure for lesser prairie chicken is that 
management activities and certain permissive uses will be deferred outside of pri-
mary nesting and brood rearing season. 
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CROP INSURANCE PROGRAMS

Mr. YODER. And then another issue related to crop insurance. My 
understanding is the way crop insurance works is you can have an 
irrigated crop insurance program or a non-irrigated program. And 
just quickly, Mr. Chairman, can the Department look into a par-
tially irrigated system? Because we have got farmers who are not 
fully irrigating because of drought or irrigation reduction programs. 
And so they are not qualifying for the irrigation program, but they 
are not really a dry land program either. 

Secretary VILSACK. Currently, there are a small group of farmers 
that have individual written agreements providing that type of pro-
tection. Part of the problem has been that it has been very difficult 
to get the data that would allow us to have an overarching policy 
that would be actuarially sound and to be a legitimate insurance 
product. But with the experience that we are having with these in-
dividual agreements, we hope to be able to get to a point, and obvi-
ously when and if we get adequate foundation, we will obviously 
look at that. There is also within the Farm Bill an opportunity for 
us to take a look at irrigated and unirrigated policies. 

Mr. YODER. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 

FOOD FOR PEACE

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to shift to an issue on Food for Peace. I am a Re-

turned Peace Corps Volunteer, and certainly interested in the Food 
for Peace program. I have seen, since the years that I served in the 
Peace Corps, a real shift in the world’s ability to deal with food de-
livery. I mean, what we have essentially had is a feeding program 
to help impoverished areas, but it has been very awkward because 
we brought all the food from the United States on our flag carriers 
all the way to these foreign countries. And the new effort is to try 
to, as we are domestically, trying to empower host country nation-
als to develop their own ability to have a viable agrarian economy. 

I recently got back with some Members of Congress from Ethi-
opia, which is one of the strongest countries in Africa, biggest and 
second most populated, and certainly strategically necessary for the 
world’s security because of its position in the Horn of Africa. Ethi-
opia is a huge agrarian country. We have got a lot of programs 
there, including Peace Corps. 

But what shocked me is we are still aiding, from all sources of 
Federal aid, about $800 million a year to that one country because 
they can’t even feed themselves. A lot of that is food aid. And now 
you mentioned in your opening statement that you are asking au-
thority to use up to 25 percent of the total account to increase the 
flexibility in emergency aid for a complex crisis, specifically within 
regional purchases and cash vouchers and cash transfers. 

The budget justification states that this authority would allow 
USAID to reach up to 2 million more people in challenging emer-
gency situations, such as we have seen with the internal and exter-
nal displacement of people in Syria and Sudan. And I am just won-
dering if you could clarify for us how these increases in flexibility 
of Title II funds would allow you to reach more people. 
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Secretary VILSACK. Well, it is pretty simple, Congressman. It ba-
sically is less expensive when you do it in-country and you actually 
can get the relief to people a lot quicker. Under our current system, 
it can take anywhere from 10 to 14 additional weeks to get relief 
to people that are obviously in need immediately. And so we can 
substantially reduce the time and the cost with that 25 percent, 
which would in turn allow us to buy more food and get that food 
to people—— 

Mr. FARR. Is that triggered with ability to—I mean Ethiopia is 
struggling to be able to have better yields. Obviously, they are in 
the coffee business now, and Starbucks has done a great job of sort 
of helping them build their infrastructure to have an international 
coffee market, a coffee exchange. So are we working with these 
countries that we are distributing this food in so that they can 
build capacity? 

Secretary VILSACK. There are two aspects to that question. One 
is, within the Food for Peace program there is roughly $270 million 
that is used for additional development to sort of mature the agri-
culture that exists in the country. And then our Feed the Future 
Initiative, which is an effort on the part of our Foreign Agricultural 
Service, essentially is helping to train tens of thousands of pro-
ducers in Africa and in developing countries to be better farmers. 

We don’t see this as a competitive situation. We see this as com-
plementing American agriculture. And the reason being that if you 
actually strengthen agriculture in developing countries, you create 
larger and larger middle classes. Those larger and larger middle 
classes are more interested in purchasing some of the high value- 
added products that we produce in this country. It creates market 
opportunity for us as well. So we think it is an appropriate way to 
use resources. 

Mr. FARR. We had some resistance, obviously, by commodity 
groups and by flag shippers and unions and so on. Have you been 
able to, working with USAID, mitigate some of those concerns? 

Secretary VILSACK. We have attempted with this proposal to be 
less dramatic than we were last year, which was essentially trans-
ferring jurisdiction and responsibility to USAID. We continue to try 
to engage our union friends and our shipping friends and our pro-
ducers to make sure that they know that there is still going to be 
a substantial amount of quantity that is purchased in America, 
that is produced in America, that is shipped by Americans, and 
that hires organized labor folks to load it and to provide it. So our 
hope is that we have approached this a little bit more effectively 
this year than last year. 

Mr. FARR. Well, I support it on one condition, and that is that 
you stay in charge of it. What happens with USAID, and that is 
in another Appropriations Committee, but that money gets into 
that 150 account, and it is all consumed by all the other competi-
tors in that account. You would lose the ability to direct this money 
for the purpose which it is intended. So I applaud your effort to 
maintain control over it. 

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I am assured of this job today. I don’t 
know about tomorrow. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 
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STRIKEFORCE INITIATIVE

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Let me first go back to Mr. Fortenberry, who talked about his 

amendment in connection with our discussion about actively en-
gaged. I just wanted to point out, I voted against Mr. Fortenberry’s 
amendment because there is a difference between actively engaged, 
that issue, and payment limitations. Those are two separate issues. 
And I think the Conference Committee was probably more thought-
ful and better informed in recognizing that different regions of the 
country, like in the southeast, have different needs with regard to 
the amount. I think it was a specific amount of payment limita-
tions that was the problem, because in the southeast there are 
farmers who have multiple crops. And that definitely impacts when 
there is a lower payment limitation. I just wanted to point that out. 

But I wanted to go back, Mr. Secretary, and I think last year you 
and I discussed what I think is one of the most creative initiatives 
undertaken under your tenure at the Department, and that is the 
StrikeForce initiative. The StrikeForce initiative, which was intro-
duced in 2010, is just one of the tools that USDA is using to com-
bat poverty by connecting local and State governments and commu-
nity organizations on projects to promote economic development 
and job creation. 

I would like to just put on your radar screen the 10–20–30 con-
cept, which has been put out in connection with an overall attack 
on poverty, trying to assure that 10 percent of the resources can 
be utilized on communities that have had 20 percent sustained pov-
erty over a 30-year period, using that as a metric for trying to allo-
cate resources. But there are several counties in my district that 
have been targeted to participate in the StrikeForce initiative, and 
it has been viewed as a refreshing and a creative approach by the 
Department to reach out to communities who have in the past not 
benefited fully from the Department’s programs. 

Can you give us an update on where the program stands today 
and the key accomplishments so far and your vision for the future? 

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, thank you very much for ask-
ing the question about rural poverty, because I think it is an area 
that is often not talked about and discussed in this country. And, 
unfortunately, we see extraordinarily high and persistent poverty 
in rural America, higher than it is in other parts of this country, 
and it directly impacts children in a very serious way. 

StrikeForce is now operating in 700 counties in 20 States and 
tribal areas. As a result of StrikeForce, we have seen increased 
participation in our farm loan programs. We have seen increased 
participation in our conservation programs. We have seen more 
housing opportunities created. And we have seen significant invest-
ments in community facilities. And we have also seen a marked in-
crease in the number of summer feeding opportunities that exist in 
rural areas. 

There is still a great deal of work to do. We have gone in a 
slightly different direction as it relates to your 10–20–30 program. 
We have what we refer to as the 20, 20, 2016 program, which is 
that 20 percent of our rural development resources would be in-
vested in areas where there is a census tract of 20 percent poverty 
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or greater, and we want to reach that goal by 2016. As of today, 
I think we are somewhere in the neighborhood of 18.5 percent or 
so of our resources being invested in those areas, and I am con-
fident we will get to the 20, 20 by 2016. After that, maybe we can 
then look at additional challenges. 

This issue of rural poverty is part of a larger concern that I have. 
If I can have 30 seconds, Mr. Chairman. Three major factors about 
rural America. One, highest poverty rate in 25 years. Two, despite 
the fact that we have had job growth in this country in the last 
4 years, little of it has actually been seen in rural areas. We are 
just holding our own. And three, for the first time in the history 
of this country we actually saw reduced numbers of people living 
in rural areas. 

And part of it has to do with what is happening in agriculture 
and the disappearing middle of agriculture. We have an increased 
number of larger operations and we have the emergence of very 
small operations. And we have got to figure out additional ways in 
which we can provide market opportunities for those folks in the 
middle, which is back to the Congresswoman’s questions about 
local and regional food systems. That is one strategy for doing that. 
We have to look at creative ways to use conservation, rural devel-
opment resources, and the local and regional food system to create 
opportunities in order to keep our kids in those areas and to re-
verse some of those trends. 

Mr. BISHOP. May I just ask one unrelated question? 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Real quick. 

FSA GEORGIA STATE DIRECTOR

Mr. BISHOP. Can you give us some idea, for the FSA Director’s 
position that is vacant in Georgia, of when we can expect to get a 
Director? It has been vacant for some time. 

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, I don’t know the answer to 
that question specifically, but we will get you an answer by the end 
of today. 

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Subsequent to the hearing the information was 
provided directly to Congressman Bishop.] 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED FOODS

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you again, Mr. Secretary. You have put in a long morning 

and afternoon with us, and I won’t drag out the pain too much 
longer. But I do concur, a lot of my colleagues have asked many 
of the things I wanted to talk about, so I appreciate their bringing 
so many things up. I just have one, and I am sure it is yet another 
one of your favorite topics. That is around genetically modified or-
ganisms (GMOs). 

So reacting to the lack of action at the Federal level, I am sure 
you know that Maine just recently became the second State in the 
country to pass a law requiring the labeling of genetically modified 
ingredients in foods. Just as an aside, I would say this was a Re-
publican-sponsored bill, passed by a Democratic legislature, and 
signed by a Republican governor. So this is one of those issues of 
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great concern in our State, and not necessarily partisan. And I 
think I can say that Maine and the country’s call for action comes 
both from consumers who want to know what is in the food they 
are feeding their families, as well as farmers who are concerned 
about the contamination of their crops by genetically modified foods 
nearby, particularly given the increase in opportunities around cer-
tified organic products and the ability to sell them. 

So could you just give me a quick update on the activities of 
AC21, your working group dedicated to tackling the issue of farm-
ers growing genetically modified crops coexisting with traditional 
and organic farmers? And I will throw in two little questions, and 
you just can put it all together. Is there funding for AC21 in your 
APHIS budget? And has the Department been hearing the concerns 
of those farmers and consumers? 

Secretary VILSACK. The Advisory Committee on Biotechnology 
and 21st Century Agriculture (AC21) committee was a balanced 
group of folks who were supportive of GMOs, folks who were con-
ventional producers, and folks who are organic producers, and aca-
demic and professionals who were involved in all aspects of this. 
There were a couple of key areas and recommendations from AC21. 
One had to do with the need for us to take a look at our crop insur-
ance programs to determine whether or not we could do a better 
job of providing opportunities for specialty crop producers, and par-
ticularly organic producers. 

The result of that I think has been, number one, the elimination 
of the surcharge on organic products. Number two, an expansion of 
the number of products available. I think there are now over 350 
policies that are sold for roughly 130 crops. And number three, bet-
ter pricing of organic crop insurance in terms of price selection. 

The challenge with organic is that it may be a result of a con-
tract, it may not be a result of a market in the same way that basic 
commodities are. So we had to basically begin to make an adjust-
ment of how we might be able to compensate folks for damage. 
That is one thing. 

Secondly, there was deep concern about the importance of keep-
ing and maintaining the quality of seed and the ability to regen-
erate should there be an event or incident. That prompted us to 
take a look at our own storage and seed bank capacity, to do a bet-
ter job of maintaining, testing, and examining the seed banks to 
make sure that we continue to maintain adequate supplies and 
that they haven’t been contaminated or impacted in any way. 

Number three, you know, working on ways in which we can pro-
vide better information concerning stewardship responsibilities in 
terms of knowing what your neighbor is planting, knowing how 
what you may do may impact potentially your neighbor, and the 
high value-added opportunity that organic promotes and provides. 

Number four, I think there was a concerted effort to increase our 
research budget and to make sure that our conservation resources 
were being made more available. 

So there has been a concerted effort in AC21 to continue to focus 
on these issues. 

The labeling issue is a challenging one, because historically our 
labeling has been for two reasons, either nutrition or because of a 
known hazard, or something that requires a warning. I think it is 
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fair to say that this isn’t about nutrition, and at least from my per-
spective it is not about any kind of safety hazard. This is more 
about consumers’ right to know. 

Candidly, I think the debate is a 20th century debate in the 21st 
century. I think there are ways in which we could potentially use, 
there was mention of bar codes and other ways. Nestle’s, for exam-
ple, in Europe is currently using a Quick Response (QR) code. It 
could be something like a barcode that would allow folks with 
smart phones or the ability in grocery stores to have reading de-
vices that would allow folks to have all the information they need 
and want about a product without necessarily creating a label that 
might send the wrong message about the safety of the product. We 
are engaged with the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) in dis-
cussions as to how we might be able to promote such a concept and 
idea.

So we are trying to be informative in this space. I think it would 
be difficult if we are going to end up with 50 different standards. 
That is going to create some serious challenges in the marketplace 
in terms of which States require what labels and what does the 
label look like and where does it go. And I am sure there is going 
to be litigation for quite some time. So I am trying to figure out 
is there a third way to do this, and I think technology may be the 
answer.

Ms. PINGREE. I am definitely out of time, but I am sure you and 
I will get a chance to follow up, and I will pursue this further. But 
thank you for your answers. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for spending the last 
3 hours with us. We are glad to have you up here today, and also 
as well as Dr. Glauber and Mr. Young. Thank you for being here 
as well. We look forward to following up on some of these things 
that we discussed today. 

And all the best to you at USDA. 
And the Subcommittee is adjourned. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 25, 2014. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

WITNESSES

KEVIN CONCANNON, UNDER SECRETARY, FOOD, NUTRITION, AND 
CONSUMER SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AUDREY ROWE, ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

MICHAEL YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, good morning. The Subcommittee will come 
to order. 

I want to welcome everyone to today’s hearing, and this morning 
we will be examining USDA’s Food Nutrition and Consumer Serv-
ices mission area. 

Our witness today is Under Secretary Kevin Concannon, is also 
joined by Ms. Audrey Rowe, Administrator for the Food and Nutri-
tion Service, and Mr. Michael Young, Budget Officer at USDA. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. ADERHOLT

Mr. Concannon, I welcome you today, glad you could join us. I 
know last year the decision was made by the administration for 
you not to testify at this hearing, so we are glad you could be here 
today.

One of my goals for this Subcommittee is to conduct robust over-
sight of USDA’s programs, and I am sure we will cover a great deal 
of oversight as we discuss the issues today. It is critical that we 
review USDA’s nutrition program since the mission area accounts 
for 78 percent of the total resources in the Agriculture Appropria-
tions Bill. Your request for fiscal year 2015 is approximately $112 
billion. That is a nearly $3.5 billion increase above fiscal year 2014. 

The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, which is com-
monly known as SNAP, is USDA’s largest program, that serves an 
average of 47 million people per month, with a program level of 
$82 billion. I know the Administration likes to stress the lower 
error rates in the program, but I think it is important to put the 
error rate percentage into dollars. With a 3.4 percent error rate, it 
totals as $2.6 billion in improper payments. For comparison, the 
crop insurance program has an improper payment rate of 5.2 per-
cent for a total of $566 million. But be that as it may, errors are 
errors in any program, and whether it is the SNAP or crop insur-
ance, the Subcommittee wants to be vigilant in ensuring that 
USDA reduces the improper payments so as to protect hard earned 
tax dollars. 
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The recently enacted Farm Bill made changes to SNAP and re-
duces spending in the program for the first time in nearly 20 years. 
The Farm Bill sought to close the loophole between the Low Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program, which is commonly known as 
LIHEAP and also SNAP. It has been reported that some States 
have been gaming the system by providing some households with 
as little as $1 or $0.10 in LIHEAP assistance in order to increase 
the SNAP benefits. The Farm Bill included a provision to address 
this abuse. However, at least seven States have announced their 
intent to continue providing some households with token LIHEAP 
payments in order to keep SNAP benefits at artificially high levels. 

We all know this was not the intent of Congress, which was a 
bipartisan majority in both houses, and the Senate too voted to 
close this loophole. Mr. Concannon, I call upon you and your coun-
terparts at the Department of Health and Human Services to en-
sure that Congressional intent is followed. One federal program 
should not be manipulated in order to get more Federal dollars 
from another Federal program. 

For the child nutrition program, the President’s budget projected 
the total funding needs will approach $20.5 billion in fiscal year 
2015. USDA has issued new school meal regulations as directed by 
the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, and more proposed 
rules are under way. 

My second goal for the year is to ensure that the appropriate 
level of regulation, and I quite honestly fear that many of the 
school meal regulations are overly burdensome. I continue to hear 
from schools in Alabama, and quite honestly, in other parts of the 
country, that new regulations have increased program cost, they 
have increased food waste and decreased lunch participation which 
leads to lower revenue for local schools. I know USDA claims that 
over 90 percent of schools are in compliance with the nutrition 
standards for the National School Lunch Program but it does not 
mean that it is easy for schools to operate and keep operating in 
the black. Schools may be in compliance, but they are still strug-
gling. With the 2014–2015 school year just around the corner, 
schools will have to comply with the new standards for school 
breakfast and also snack foods. 

As you know, I included language in the fiscal year 2014 Omni-
bus directing the USDA to establish a waiver program to serve as 
a way to delay and to give more time for schools that are finding 
implementation of the breakfast and competitive foods regulation 
too costly and cumbersome. When Secretary Vilsack testified here 
back on March the 14th, he said he would be unable to implement 
that directive. I told Secretary Vilsack at that time that if the Ad-
ministration wanted to be helpful and delay implementing the 
rules, I believe that they could find some way to try to do that. The 
logistical and financial challenges facing school cafeterias is not 
going away. 

In honor of National Nutrition Month, I would also continue lis-
tening to my schools to see how I can be helpful, and I hope USDA 
will also listen to the growing number of schools seeking the flexi-
bility and regulatory relief. The Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants and Children, commonly know as 
WIC, accounts for the single largest discretionary program in the 
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Bill. The fiscal year 2015 request is at $6.8 billion and is approxi-
mately $107 million more than what was provided in the fiscal 
year 2014 Omnibus. I am pleased that the administration used re-
alistic participation rates in submitting the request. WIC has main-
tained a fairly high level of bipartisan support, and my third goal 
is to ensure sufficient funding is targeted to vital programs. 

As WIC continues to consume a large share of the smaller discre-
tionary budget, we need to ensure sufficient oversight at the Fed-
eral level as eligibility for the program has expanded. States need 
to be monitored more carefully in their efforts to manage the pro-
gram, and incidence of fraud must be prevented. I would like to 
also note today is National Agriculture Day which goes hand in 
hand with nutrition. Without America’s farmers and ranchers, 
none of us would enjoy the nutrition bounty that we are blessed 
with in this country. 

Before I recognize Mr. Concannon for his opening statement, I 
would like to recognize the Ranking Member of our Subcommittee 
Mr. Farr from California for any opening remarks that he may 
have.

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. FARR

Mr. FARR. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I 
share with you the recognition of National Agriculture Day and 
Nutrition Month, and I am very pleased that you are here. 

I got my public involvement start during the war on poverty. I 
came out of the Peace Corps and worked on the war on poverty, 
and that is essentially where all these services we are talking 
about today began. In fact, as I recall, and your testimony pointed 
out that it was in 1969 when President Nixon convened the White 
House Conference on Hunger and established the National Food 
Service, and it was Senator Dole who went on with McGovern to 
expand this food stamp and the WIC programs in the 1970s. 

It is now, I think, interesting that we have not won that war on 
poverty even though we are celebrating 50 years of it. We find that 
a lot of Americans are still in deep poverty and rely on food, obvi-
ously, to sustain them. And you pointed out that we are now feed-
ing 20 percent of America, 20 percent of the population. 

I, too, believe in oversight, but I think it is in a different ap-
proach. It is not just the cost of everything, it is the benefit, and 
one of the things that I found, because I have really been involved 
with the school nutrition programs and the school lunch programs, 
one is that we have created, I think, too many silos. Ms. Audrey 
Rowe pointed out that she is responsible for I think 15 nutrition 
programs. It seems to me that we really ought to just have two. 
We ought to have a community nutrition program, which would be 
WIC and TEFAP and things like that, and we ought to have school 
nutrition, which would be all the others and administer under 
them two silos rather than 15 different silos and get a better bang 
for our buck administratively. 

But what I would also hope that you might point out is, in this 
error rate that the Chairman talked about, that how much of that 
error rate is because we have so much regulation. If you have a lot 
of regulation, it is easy to commit errors, and if we are going to 
compare apples with oranges, with crop insurance or with military 
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contract spending or things like that where there are huge—where 
the regulations aren’t that tight, it is not that hard, you don’t have 
as many errors. So is there stuff we could do to improve our regula-
tion so that the error rate wouldn’t be—I mean, there is just some 
dumb requirements out there that would cause errors to happen, 
and we ought to be able to clean that up. 

And then lastly, I think you are the first responders to Ameri-
can’s healthcare. If we don’t feed our children properly, they are 
going to grow up to be unhealthy adults. We know that, and it is 
hugely expensive. It seems to me that the real war in America is 
to convince our modern culture that has grown up on the fast food 
deliveries—nothing wrong with that—it is just the content of that 
fast food is not very nutritious, and we have let it take over our 
schools and vending machines and the way we sell food. I hope that 
as we move forward, and the Chairman—I go to schools all the 
time, but I hear a different message. 

Some schools are saying we like the old system because it is 
easy, pizza is a lot easier than a salad bar. But I hear the parents 
saying, I hope you politicians will listen to the food science, nutri-
tion science, rather than to the fast food vendors. I know you are 
under a lot of pressure, and perhaps in your testimony you can 
point out what we are doing to clean up and change the attitude 
of Americans, that we need to feed our kids fresh food. 

And lastly, on the WIC program and particularly the SNAP pro-
gram. I mean, I think most of us in Congress look at those big 
numbers and get shocked at how big they are. But when you go 
back to your main street in your town, and I ask this for the WIC. 

I mean, the WIC Administrator has been in front of me—as a su-
pervisor and a State legislator all the time, and I finally asked her, 
well, how much is the WIC program in Monterey county? She said 
$15 million. I said $15 million, that is a lot of money in our county. 
I said have you ever gone down and told the Chamber of Commerce 
that you are a $15 million business in our county—are you a mem-
ber of the Chamber? The WIC Administrator said, no, I never even 
thought about that. I said, well, all that $15 million is being spent 
in this town, and I think the merchants who are receiving those 
payments are probably pretty keen on this program, and we ought 
to get them to be supportive of the fact that the monies we are 
talking about today really are spent on Main Street rather than 
Wall Street, so I look forward to your testimony. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Farr. 
Just as a note, if anybody has got any electronic devices, if you 

could put those on silent or turn those off for our proceedings here. 
I now want to turn it over to you, Mr. Concannon. Without objec-

tion, your entire written testimony will be included in the record, 
and following your oral statement, we will proceed with the ques-
tions. So, we recognize you and welcome to the Committee. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. CONCANNON

Mr. CONCANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
Committee for the opportunity to present the 2015 FNCS budget 
request, and joining me, as noted is FNS Administrator Audrey 
Rowe.
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Let me turn first to the school meals improvements now under 
way. Today, over 90 percent of schools report they are meeting up-
dated standards, and a recent study suggests updated meal pat-
terns are improving fruit and vegetable consumption without great-
er plate waste. That said, we know that many schools are still in 
transition mode. We want the public to know that the USDA is still 
in listening mode as well. 

Upon hearing concerns as expressed by the Chair when the Sec-
retary was here earlier, we talked to both the state of Alabama and 
school districts within the Member’s district to make sure that we 
are hearing from them, concerns that they were experiencing in 
terms of implementing the meal program. We know that these are 
significant changes. If they were not significant, we wouldn’t be 
meeting our responsibilities to the American public. 

We are in the midst of a major public health crisis in this coun-
try in terms of problems of obesity and children so seriously over-
weight. So we know it is a challenge, we are very committed, we 
continue to work with schools. But clearly there is more to be done. 
There are phase in requirements for breakfast this school year as 
well as the smart snacks standards, and as our track record on 
school lunch shows, we are good listeners and we will provide flexi-
bility where it is needed and available, under the law. 

When the concerns about grains and proteins emerged last year, 
we listened and changed and responded. That flexibility was made 
permanent in January. We are working to help States and schools 
prepare for the smart snacks requirement. We know these changes 
are achievable because 39 States already have some type of smart 
snacks requirement in place even before the smart snacks rule 
kicks in in July of this year. 

They have a full year’s lead time leading up to this. There is 
more that we can do and will do to help them get ready. We re-
cently partnered with the Alliance for a Healthier Generation on 
a nutrition calculator that schools can use to quickly determine if 
a particular product meets smart snack standards. 

Let me close this topic with an impressive number. Zero. That 
is the number of reports we have received of schools who have had 
reimbursements withheld because of the updated nutrition stand-
ards. I believe this shows clearly that we in the States are listening 
to the concerns of schools and helping them work through this 
transition.

We meet today as the economy is recovering. December 2013 
data show that SNAP roles, are lower in more than 80 percent of 
States and Territories than in September, but we know that mil-
lions of Americans have not yet benefitted from the recovery. Nu-
trition assistance remains vitally important, and the President’s 
budget fully funds the major programs to meet anticipated need. 

These programs have long been a bipartisan effort. President 
Johnson may have launched the war on poverty, but President 
Nixon convened the White House Conference on Hunger and estab-
lished the Food and Nutrition Service. Members of Congress from 
both parties have long championed these programs, most recently 
in the Agricultural Act of 2014. Even as we debate the proper role 
of government, we should recognize the successes of nutrition as-
sistance.
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The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program—SNAP—fights 
poverty as it reduces food insecurity. In 2012, SNAP lifted 4.7 mil-
lion Americans, including over 2 million children, out of poverty, 
and it supports work. Half of SNAP households with children have 
job produced earnings. School meals improved children’s diets, and 
the Special Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program for 
Women, Infants, and Children—WIC—leads to better pregnancy 
outcomes and saves money in healthcare costs. We pledge to build 
on these important results and focus on program integrity to retain 
the public’s trust. 

In 2012, USDA and our State partners achieved another record 
high SNAP payment accuracy rate, 96.58 percent. Over the last 15 
years, trafficking the sale of benefits for cash has dropped from 4 
percent down to about 1.3 percent, and stronger penalties are in 
the works to deter this crime. And we in the States are fighting 
recipient fraud. In 2012, States conducted nearly 730,000 investiga-
tions, disqualified over 42,000 individuals and collected over $74 
million in fraud claims. 

Our new joint venture with the OIG and law enforcement will 
prosecute and prevent SNAP fraud among retailers and recipients. 
Improper payments in school meals are a serious but a very com-
plex issue as well, and we cannot compromise access for families 
or unduly burden schools. 

USDA has clarified District’s ability to verify applications for 
cause, we continue to promote direct certification aggressively, and 
we are improving oversight with an accelerated streamline review 
process.

Lastly, we are creating a unit focused on WIC integrity and are 
developing new analytic tools to enhance vendor monitoring. We 
will continue to fight error and abuse, to keep the program strong 
for those who truly need them. 

And I look forward to your questions. 
[The information follows:] 
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LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE (LIHEAP) AND SNAP

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. Again, we welcome you to the Sub-
committee, and we look forward to having a chance to go over a 
few questions and get your response. 

Let me start out with LIHEAP and SNAP. We have all seen the 
news articles citing that seven States or more will be circum-
venting the intent of Congress to close the loopholes between 
LIHEAP and SNAP. My first question would be is the Department 
reviewing State actions in response to the Farm Bill to see how 
LIHEAP funds are being used in connection with SNAP for those 
16 States that use the heat and eat practice? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
With the passage of the Farm Bill, one of the earliest commu-

nications that I sent out to States specifically referenced the 
LIHEAP provision in the Farm Bill or in the Agricultural Act of 
2014. We repeated basically the language that Congress passed in 
the Bill that basically said, States, if they were to rely upon the 
LIHEAP provision, would need to spend at least $20 per person per 
year.

We did not urge States to do so, we didn’t urge States to not take 
advantage of that. States subsequently, Governors—I worked for 
Governors for 30 years directly in three States—Governors made 
decisions. Democratic Governors and at least one Republican Gov-
ernor elected to put aside or to engage at least $20 and put it in 
LIHEAP funds to enable people to qualify for the benefit. I have 
seen the same reports in the news that the Chair refers to. Those 
are within, as far as we can read, the authority of the Bill. We sent 
that information out to States. We didn’t urge them to in any way 
misuse it. We said you must comply with this law. 

They have to be—so far as I can tell, those States that are in-
tending to put $20 or more in their LIHEAP benefits in those 
households are complying with the law as it is written. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes. I understand. Do you have a process in place 
to certify the States that are creating this $20 LIHEAP payments, 
only to give such payments to households with legitimate energy 
expenses that they would qualify for the SNAP utility allowance? 

Mr. CONCANNON. They will need to—they currently do so, but we 
will need to see from States what they are proposing to do. That 
bill, as you know, went into effect on—or the impact of the Act 
went into effect on the 10th of March as stated in Act, so we noti-
fied States right away. This is coming, it is not going to be delayed, 
it is applied on the 10th of March, and particularly for new appli-
cants in the program, the 10th of March is the start date. 

States, under the law, have a period of up to 4 months to delay 
the impact on existing caseload, so we have not heard from those 
States other than just what—directly what has been in the media 
about what they are intending to do. We will obviously be review-
ing that for purposes of making sure that it complies with the law. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, I think what we are focused on here is in-
tent and intent of the law, so are you working with Health and 
Human Services to ensure that Congressional intent is followed? 

Mr. CONCANNON. We have sent a letter out to States to make 
sure that they do follow legislative intent. That is why we sent that 
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language so quickly. The Farm Bill was passed, I believe, on the 
10th of February, and within a matter of days, we sent that letter 
out specifically as it pertained to the LIHEAP provision. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, I can’t stress enough how important it is 
that you ensure Congressional intent is followed—— 

Mr. CONCANNON. I agree. 
Mr. ADERHOLT [continuing]. In regard to implementing the provi-

sion. I would encourage you to work with your counterparts at the 
Health and Human Services and closely monitor the LIHEAP/ 
SNAP connections, and I can assure you that we will be very much 
reviewing that from our standpoint as well. 

SCHOOL MEAL STANDARDS

When Secretary Vilsack testified back just a little over a week 
ago on March 14th, he said that he could not establish a waiver 
process to provide more time for schools to comply with the school 
breakfast competitive food regulations, as I alluded to in my open-
ing remarks. If the Department wanted to provide flexibility for 
schools, I mentioned to him, and of course mentioned a few min-
utes ago, that I think you could find a way to do that even outside 
the waiver process. 

Is the Department in any way at all examining options to give 
schools more time to comply with the regulations? 

Mr. CONCANNON. We are very committed, Mr. Chair, to work 
with schools because we know these are significant changes. I 
think we have demonstrated that pretty clearly the fact that now 
we are in the second year of implementation. More than 90 percent 
of the meals served across the country are meeting those stand-
ards. Schools are earning the six cents. We have not penalized, fi-
nancially, a single school across the country, to my awareness, in 
terms of these provisions. 

We know it is a big shift for them. We are working to provide 
technical assistance, and we are listening. We are listening to 
schools, and as we follow up—even the Chairman’s commentary 
last week with folks in his State as well as other States around the 
country—so we are very committed to make this happen. We want 
it to happen to benefit children, students across the country, and 
I think we have a demonstrated record in that regard, but the law 
does not allow us to simply declare that we are going to delay the 
implementation of it. That is the counsel provided to us from our 
General Counsel, that was a law that was passed by Congress in 
2010, and no more can we disregard that law than we could dis-
regard the law earlier cited as it pertains to LIHEAP. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, technical assistance, you know, is a start, 
but the bottom line is increased food cost is still an issue out there, 
and if students are not eating the food, if the schools are—think 
waste is increasing and there is decreased participation and there 
is decreased revenue, then I think that is something that must be 
kept in mind. So, certainly, like I said, I want to stress how impor-
tant it is to try to find ways to try to help these schools comply. 

Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I just have to say, it is kind of ironic 

that the Republicans want to bring down the cost of healthcare 
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without having a plan, but you want to increase the cost by delay-
ing the extension of school standards. 

I mean, I represent 1,200 school districts, not me but the State 
of California, has over 1,200 school districts, and they came into 
my office opposing the effort of this push to extend the regulations. 
They think that they are great and that they are really getting the 
kind of food in the schools now that they need to feed kids in order 
to be healthy. 

You know, our problem, and our Committee ought to be really ze-
roing in on this, the problem is that we have not—we have, in my 
lifetime, the American diet has changed. In 1964, the McDonald’s 
moved to Salinas, California, the biggest city in my district. I was 
in the Peace Corps. I graduated from college. I never had any fast 
food in my life. The curiosity was going to be able to go and buy 
a 19 cent hamburger to see what it tastes like. There was a lot of 
objections with sort of the big arches and all that, what they were 
doing to the town aesthetics, but you know, that was kind of a curi-
osity thing. 

Fast food has just become a way of life in America. Nothing 
wrong with theincredible opportunity you get, but if the consumers 
demanded healthy foods, the fast foods would sell it. That is why 
they are putting salad bars in Chuck E. Cheese and salad bars in 
the McDonald’s. 

It seems to me that our Committee, we ought to be trying to fig-
ure out how to get this incredible produce that America produces 
eaten in our schools rather than the junk food which in the end is 
going to cause us all kinds of health costs. So the ounce of preven-
tion is a pound of cure, and I am just curious as to why you don’t 
want to put that pound of cure into this program. 

LIHEAP AND SNAP

Would you, Mr. Secretary, explain a little bit about the LIHEAP 
combination? I mean, I don’t think most members of Congress un-
derstand it because you said Governors of—Republican Governors 
indicated that it is in their economic interest to put in more money 
in order to meet the Congressional intent, in order to feed people. 

What is this—LIHEAP, the idea that this was being abused, 
could you explain that and what the differences in the amount of 
money that is involved? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes, yes, indeed. 
Mr. FARR. For an individual? 
Mr. CONCANNON. In 16 States plus the District of Columbia 

across the country States, based on language that was in an earlier 
Farm Bill, and let me back up a little and just say that when a 
household applies for SNAP benefits, their income is—obviously 
they must cite their income, but then they are allowed to, in effect, 
subtract the cost of heating and cooling in certain States across the 
country from their net income. 

And Congress, recognizing this, as a very common area of mis-
take or improper payment in trying to figure it out in these various 
State or county offices across the country, years ago created some-
thing called a Standard Utility Allowance, or authorized it, where 
the average cost of utilities in a State are annualized and that 
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number can then be applied at State option to households coming 
in.

So, if my income is a thousand dollars a month but the average 
utility cost in my State is $200 per month or $250, I can subtract 
that from the thousand in determining my benefit. And those 17 
States that use the low income energy assistance provision, the im-
pact of those States doing that, which is legal, had an impact of 
about $96 per case on average per month, or roughly $1,000, just 
over $1,000 per year. 

So, I suspect, and I saw this morning, one of the nation’s largest 
food store chains reported in their report to their stockholders yes-
terday their concerns about impact on revenues as a result of both 
the reductions in SNAP benefits that occurred on the 1st of Novem-
ber. Remember, every household in the U.S. on food stamps saw a 
reduction in their benefits last November as a result of the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act—ARRA—benefits running 
out.

And so in these States, many people are still struggling in this 
economy. These States that have so far elected to put $20 in the 
LIHEAP, by doing so knowing that it will trigger about, on aver-
age, about $1,000 a year per household. They are doing it out of 
recognition that families are struggling and also will have an im-
pact on the respective economies. 

And the language in the Agriculture Bill never said you are pro-
hibited from doing this. It simply said you must spend $20. So, 
States reading that, their own legislative people read it and said, 
okay, we are going to do that $20. If Congress wanted to prohibit 
it outright, it could have said this is prohibited forever more or you 
have to spend $500 or pick a steep curve if Congress was intending 
to prohibit it. That is why States are making that judgment. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 

LIHEAP AND SNAP

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
On that topic, sir, and appreciate you-all coming today, and we 

appreciate your service to the country and your efforts to help a lot 
of people in this country who have needs and need our support. 

But we all want to ensure that these programs, that the integrity 
is met, that it is getting to the people who need it most, and I think 
that is a bipartisan concern we share, and so I think we are all just 
concerned in general that if these programs are not being adminis-
tered properly or there are loopholes or challenges, that that ulti-
mately affects the people who need the money the most, beyond the 
taxpayers who expect the integrity of these programs to be upheld. 

So, a couple of questions to follow up on the topic that the Chair-
man and the Ranking Member asked about. Do we have an esti-
mate now that the States are continuing to use this provision of 
how much in the projected savings, as part of the Farm Bill, will 
not be achieved? Have you been able to render a dollar figure on 
that?

And do you have any recommendations to us as appropriators on 
how we can resolve that, because obviously we have to put together 
our budget and we need to know the numbers, and there was an 
accounting for about $8.6 billion. Is that going to all come to fru-
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ition, what portion of it won’t, and do you have any recommenda-
tions to the Committee on how to move forward in general on this 
subject?

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, as I noted earlier, the provisions in the 
Agricultural Act of 2014 allow States a period of months before—— 

Mr. YODER. Uh-huh. 
Mr. CONCANNON. If they elect, and I would agree, even in those 

States that are not in any way taking action about LIHEAP, that 
they would exercise that option of delaying by a period of months. 
I believe the estimate that the CBO included in the construction 
of the budget was about $850 million a year associated with this, 
so we will be watching that. 

We haven’t formally heard from States that have made this deci-
sion or I am submitting, you know, a proposal, but we will cer-
tainly keep this Committee, the Congress advised of what informa-
tion is forwarded to us in that regard. 

I share your concern about oversight. I am totally committed to 
making sure that we reduce as much as possible both improper 
payments but also particularly trafficking. That is not the issue 
you are talking about, but it is in that spirit I want the public con-
fidence to remain in the effectiveness of these programs. 

Mr. YODER. And you mention that in your testimony, and I cer-
tainly appreciated you bringing those issues forward, your efforts 
to reduce fraud in no matter what program it is in. We all want 
to do that here in this country. 

Regarding the additional expenditures under LIHEAP. So now 
we have individuals who were receiving maybe $1 in LIHEAP ben-
efits, receiving $20 in LIHEAP benefits, and I note that these pro-
grams were linked originally so that poor families who struggle to 
pay their utility bills, will get a bump with their groceries more so 
than people who don’t face the utility hardship. 

So, assuming that these LIHEAP dollars are not infinite, that 
there is a finite amount of LIHEAP dollars to spend, have we had 
an estimate on what impact moving $20 into these other individ-
uals will have? Does this mean that individuals who actually are 
the neediest folks who are receiving utility dollars will receive $20 
less a year, or does it mean there will be a greater draw on the 
Treasury and LIHEAP spending will actually go up as a whole? 

Either way, I think those are things we haven’t prepared for 
which is greater State spending on LIHEAP as a result of this pro-
vision, which is supposed to save money, actually might result in 
more money being spent, or just not fully understanding how that 
works, does it mean that actually people who have the greatest 
utility expense needs, are now going to receive $20 less per year 
because of this effort by a handful of States to continue to use this 
so-called loophole to expand food stamp recipients. 

Mr. CONCANNON. I am unable to really answer the question on 
LIHEAP because we don’t administer it, I don’t administer it. In 
fact, didn’t in most of the States I oversaw, so I don’t know what 
the circumstances our States are in with regard to LIHEAP, 
whether it is fully utilized currently or whether there are contin-
gency funds within it. I am very much aware that it has been a 
very tough winter—— 

Mr. YODER. Sure. 
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Mr. CONCANNON [continuing]. Heating-wise across the country, 
but that is something we will pursue. That program is overseen 
over in the Department of Health and Human Services. 

Mr. YODER. I just think that would be a concern of everybody on 
this Committee, and we have this program, we spend about 3-and- 
a-half billion dollars a year on it to help the neediest of Americans 
with their utility bills in these very cold winters, and I think it 
would be a real sad point if States were taking money away from 
those who need it most in order to expand food stamp benefits. 

I think ultimately what we ought to come down to is if people 
qualify, they ought to receive benefits, and if they don’t, I just 
think we have got a really weird system right now set up that 
States are essentially acting in their self interest. 

I get that, we have laid this provision out there. And it just 
seems like reform that Congress could look at to say if the goal is 
to expand recipients, we ought to do that, but to encourage States 
to take money away potentially from the neediest of Americans 
who are having trouble with their utility bills to simply qualify, 
seems like a really—not a very smart way to run a railroad here, 
and it seems like we could come up with a better way to make 
these benefits get to who need them the most. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Again, I don’t know what States are doing on 
that LIHEAP because I don’t oversee it, but I am, again, very 
mindful that it has been very tough in most areas of the U.S. in 
recent months in terms of energy costs. 

Mr. YODER. This could make it tougher. I would just like maybe 
your analysis, if you could get back to us, on what you see because 
it is—whether you oversee it or not, clearly there is a link here. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Sure. 
[The information follows:] 

LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

States have the authority to determine how to use their LIHEAP funding, in ac-
cordance with the program requirements. States’ decisions about the use of LIHEAP 
funds (a program administered out of the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices) or State funds for energy assistance for qualifying households occur at that 
level. USDA does not have a role in those decisions. USDA is in the process of col-
lecting information about how States are choosing to implement the LIHEAP provi-
sions of the Farm Bill. 

Mr. YODER. And you have reported to States how they can use 
the link, never saying they should or shouldn’t, but there is a link, 
and we would like to just know, I guess, what impact is that going 
to have on our budget as States move this money around. 

And I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. YODER. Thank you, sir. 

SNAP AND WIC PROGRAMS IN GEORGIA

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, and let me welcome the wit-
nesses this morning. 

Obviously, I have some concerns about the situation in Georgia, 
and so I want to focus on the Georgia SNAP backlog for the time 
being.

Mr. Concannon and Ms. Rowe, can you briefly give us an update 
on the SNAP situation in Georgia. It is my understanding that we 
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have over 50,000 applicants and recertifications which have been 
in a log jam for quite awhile, and if you had to make a guess, how 
long do you think it will take the State of Georgia, working with 
FNS, to resolve the issue? 

I have been trying to get my arms around both the WIC and the 
SNAP problems facing Georgia. Do you think it is a system prob-
lem, a financial resources problem, a human resource problem, or 
what? What do you think the problem is? 

And in the event that Georgia does not satisfactorily address the 
FNS insufficiency warning, what are the penalties and the fines of 
the responses that the State could be subject to if the program is 
not turned around in a timely manner? And what will the implica-
tions of that be for the many people that I represent in the State 
of Georgia and throughout the State of Georgia, who are eligible for 
and are receiving these benefits? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. I am pleased to respond to that. There 
have been some significant issues in the State of Georgia both in 
the WIC and SNAP programs. I can speak to that briefly. I am 
pleased to say that those—the State has very aggressively ad-
dressed those. The issues in WIC were largely associated with ven-
dor payments, payments to different classifications of stores, and 
you know, we have had a particular focus this past year. In par-
ticular, on the WIC program because as the Chair noted in his re-
marks, WIC is funded, in terms of funding category, as a discre-
tionary program, and it uses a significant amount of discretionary 
dollars, so we watch it very closely. 

And I am pleased to say that the Georgia WIC situation has been 
very aggressively addressed. We have authorized the State of Geor-
gia to start authorizing additional new stores in the WIC program. 
We would not have done that without satisfaction that they had 
addressed it. That is run out of the Department of Health. 

The SNAP program is run out of the Social Services Agency, and 
there are significant concerns we have had there. Going back, it 
came to our attention the first of the year in particular that there 
was a significant backlog, as you noted in your question, and our 
Atlanta office has been working very closely with the State raising 
concerns about that—raising particular concerns about a totally in-
effective call center where calls are being dropped. If you—some of 
our staff seven or eight times—tried to call the call center and 
those calls weren’t responded to or they were dropped. 

We made it very clear, we sent the Associate Administrator of 
the SNAP program on a plane down to Atlanta to meet with the 
Georgia State Agency Secretary directly to emphasize the level of 
concern that we had. And I am pleased to say right now the State 
has the message, and they are attending to it. We urged them to 
hire some outside eyes and ears because we came to the belief that 
they were not hearing from people within their own organization 
the seriousness of the problems. We said that directly to the Sec-
retary, and—or the Commissioner. 

Mr. BISHOP. The Commissioner. 
Mr. CONCANNON. And, they have responded to that. They have 

hired some of the same people that helped Texas solve their prob-
lems a few years ago and Florida solve some system issues, not a 



310

big huge consulting, but a couple of people that know how, who can 
actually make a difference there. 

So, we are on the right road to resolving that. We are not there 
yet. We have set a date of March 31st. We said to the State, ‘‘you 
have to have this addressed to our satisfaction by the 31st of 
March.’’ We have a number of tools we can employ. We can reduce 
their reimbursement to the State, but we don’t see any short term 
gain to doing something like that because all that would do would 
exacerbate the inability of the State to timely address some of 
these issues. 

We have told them to look at what North Carolina—North Caro-
lina had some issues, and North Carolina demanded, required the 
counties to work weekends to resolve that backlog. We said, take 
a look at your neighboring State and what they did to respond to 
similar issues this spring or this winter, I should say, and they are 
now addressing it. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. Thank you very much. 
I heard from people within the system who actually were frus-

trated that their own IT system and their call center was not work-
ing.

Mr. CONCANNON. Yeah. 
Mr. BISHOP. And they called because they were not able to get 

sufficient response from those in charge in Atlanta. 
Mr. CONCANNON. Right. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Rooney. 

2015 DIETARY GUIDELINES

Mr. ROONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to switch gears a little bit and talk about the USDA 

working with the Department of Health and Human Services to 
update the 2010 dietary guidelines, which is ultimately to advise 
Americans on how healthy diets fit into their lifestyles, and as you 
know, this scientific advisory committee develops dietary guide-
lines. They are meeting to try to figure out what it is going to look 
like in 2015, and I assume and I hope that their decisions are 
based on the most recent scientific information available. But I am 
concerned, after reading some of the information about the commit-
tee’s meetings and the second meeting, specifically, that the focus 
is shifting away from nutrition to other things like sustainability 
and global warming. 

I guess my first question is, when the committee meets again, 
can you explain to this Committee what the mission and the proc-
ess will be of the scientific advisory committee moving forward, and 
then, secondly, will those recommendations be based on sound sci-
entific current evidence as we move forward to those guidelines for 
2015?

Mr. CONCANNON. Thank you very much for the question, and you 
are correct. The Dietary Guidelines Advisory Group has met sev-
eral times. They met several weeks ago. I have sat in on portions 
of those meetings. The committee is in its very early stages. It has 
15 or so major scientists, physicians, dietitians from major univer-
sities around the country. 

The committee’s focus, what they will ultimately recommend to 
us are, recommendations that ensure a healthy nutritious safe diet 
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for Americans, and the committee’s focus will be and is on how 
much people should eat and how do we prevent disease. 

It is an advisory committee. They will make recommendations to 
us, to the Department of Health and Human Services and to 
USDA. The ultimate recommendations that will be in the final re-
port from that committee must meet rigorous evidence standards, 
and the Nutrition Evidence Library that we oversee, staffed by pro-
fessionals, looks for evidence, not just an occasional article here or 
there, but articles that have been systematically reviewed, meaning 
they have been confirmed by other research pieces that confirm the 
particular findings or recommendation. 

The role of the advisory committee is advisory. I need to empha-
size that. Those recommendations come to us. The Department of 
Health and Human Services, and the USDA make the final deci-
sion on what will be the specific recommendations of the com-
mittee.

Mr. ROONEY. I appreciate that, and I hope that when those rec-
ommendations come forward, that it is what you say. 

I represent the largest beef cattle producing district in the State 
of Florida. I also represent a lot of sugar cane growers, and you 
know, some of the things that this advisory committee has said in 
news reports and on the record and some of the things that mem-
bers of the committee have said in response to those members, the 
people testifying, have been very adverse to my constituents. Spe-
cifically things like, you know, saying that meat production is 
harmful to the environment because manure runoff and methane 
production by cattle, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. These things af-
fect our carbon footprint and are not sustainable, that we need to 
go more to, you know, plant-based-only type diet. 

So, as you can imagine, my constituents are concerned, so I ap-
preciate what you said that this is just an advisory committee, that 
everything is going to be based on science—— 

Mr. CONCANNON. Right. 
Mr. ROONEY [continuing]. And the latest evidence that we have, 

not pie-in-the-sky theories about, you know, the perfect world that 
we could all live in some day, but what we are actually dealing 
with today. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Yeah. I don’t want to denigrate the importance 
of the advisory committee. It is a national advisory committee, and 
when we appointed them, we said you have one of the most impor-
tant jobs facing the country. But their recommendations to us—ul-
timately, we make the decision on what will be contained in the di-
etary guidelines for 2015. 

And it must be evidence that has been systematically reviewed, 
meaning, again, significant evidence—so it is not an occasional the-
ory here or there. So, I want to assure you that because we are 
very mindful of the implications of it, for good and as well as that 
can be misperceived by people, and I am not aware of that. I sat 
through part of a comment period. We just listened. Actually, there 
were no responses for the period I was there from members of the 
committee. They simply listened. And this may have taken place 
during a discussion of committee members with one another. They 
do inform each other, and actually, they work in subgroups. We 
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provide the staff support to that, and we want the best product 
available.

If you look at actually, the history of the dietary guidelines, they 
do not change significantly from 5–year-period to 5–year-period. 
For example, I did not mention, when the Chair asked me about 
the school meals, one of the—or one of the areas that we have 
asked the Institute of Medicine, to step up their review for foods 
that they are going to recommend to us based on the next round 
of dietary guidelines as it pertains to the WIC program. 

We said start it earlier so that we have plenty of time to hear 
what your recommendations are going to be in terms of the—what 
is a good diet for—and a healthy diet for Americans. They do not 
change, as I say, significantly from each 5 years to 5 years. 

Mr. ROONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 

SEQUESTRATION IMPACT

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair, and thank you 
to all of you for your testimony here today. 

I had the great privilege of hearing you testify when I was on 
the Agriculture Committee, and it is like a little reunion to have 
you all back here again today. 

And of course, Under Secretary Concannon, as some of you may 
know in the Committee, has his roots in Maine, and I had the 
great privilege of working with him when I was a State legislator, 
so always good to see you. Thank you. 

I want to ask a couple of questions about the recently passed 
Farm Bill. So, first I want to thank you. Secretary Vilsack was in 
front of us, I think, last week. I talked to him about the Senior 
FarmShare Program, and I was extremely pleased that after we 
posed some of our questions about that, the USDA announced that 
funding for Maine Senior FarmShare would be released to help 
farmers and seniors connect in time for this growing season. We 
were worried about the inability to do that. 

As you-all know, that is a $50 voucher for seniors to buy food. 
It makes a big difference for the seniors in our State, and we are 
just very happy it is going to proceed. But I was a little troubled 
to learn that the Maine Senior FarmShare program funding will be 
cut by 10 percent compared to last year. It is only $50, and to have 
that cut I guess, due to the sequestration; is a little frustrative. 

Can you explain to us how FNS is coping with the continued bur-
den of sequestration and the other issues that are coming up 
around that? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, we do have impacts from sequestration in 
several areas. One that comes to mind was we were authorized by 
Congress for about $10 million in school equipment grants, and the 
need for schools are almost limitless to update their cooling or their 
food preparation hardware, and sequestration reduced that amount 
to about $9 million. That is one of the significant areas. And there 
are other impacts in other program areas. But to the specific fact 
of Senior Farmers’ Market is we understand how important it is to 
households and individuals. We just don’t have the funds to be able 
to offset that cut. 
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Ms. PINGREE. Well, thank you for that. I hope that we can at 
some point restore some of those cuts. These are programs that get 
a minimal amount of funding, and they make a huge difference. I 
didn’t realize that the school equipment grants had been cut, and 
again I would say, kind of leading into my next question, that has 
been a big area of interest to Maine school kitchens. 

I know a lot of communities are hoping to reinstate more of their 
food service programs in schools, and one of the big issues is that 
they often don’t have the equipment anymore, so they need to put 
back in all the things that have somehow disappeared in the 
changes.

FARM TO SCHOOL PROGRAM

So, that leads me to my next question about farm-to-school. So, 
again, I am really proud of Maine. We have been doing an amazing 
job in getting locally grown food into our schools. According to the 
USDA farm-to-school census, 85 percent of Maine school districts 
are sourcing food locally, 42 percent of schools have edible school 
gardens, and it has just become a great place for the farming com-
munity.

The number of farms is growing in our State. It creates new mar-
kets, and also our school kids are getting the opportunity of both 
seeing the food in the garden and eating more healthy locally 
grown food, which I think makes a real difference when it comes 
to getting fruits and vegetables in their diet. They feel that much 
closer to the kale or spinach if they see it growing out in the school 
garden.

So, I am thrilled about the USDA farm-to-school grant program 
that was in the 2010 Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. Again, it is 
a huge assistance to our schools. When I submitted my own bill on 
the Local Farms, Foods and Jobs Act, I thought this was something 
we really had to enhance. 

During the 2 years since the advent of the grant program, I have 
been very proud to see many Maine projects apply for farm-to- 
school grants, but I am always disappointed when I hear how few 
of them are actually funded. It is obvious that $5 million is not 
enough to keep up with the very high funding demand for farm- 
to-school projects, which frankly, I think, would address many of 
the concerns that people have raised earlier about making it easier 
to transition to healthy school lunches. 

So, can you tell me a little bit about the President’s budget re-
quest and how it supports the farm-to-school program, and I will 
throw this in because I may run out of time. I am also excited 
about the farm-to-school five State pilot project that is in the Farm 
Bill. I think it is an excellent opportunity to connect all school dis-
tricts. Do you have a plan to select those five States, and what is 
the timeline for that pilot process? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, let me say the farm-to-school is some-
thing we continue to promote. I have done this, as have Audrey 
and our deputy, as we travel the country both encouraging schools 
to participate. As you noted, many schools, some of the best schools 
around the country, in rural areas or urban areas, even places like 
Iowa pointed out to me that kids now are—they are encountering 
more kids coming to school who really are unfamiliar with where 
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food comes from. They may see those—that corn and soybeans out 
in the field but they may be unaware that it is not the Hy-Vee 
Market, in their case, or Safeway or somebody like that. 

So, we very much encourage it. We encourage school gardens. We 
encourage it as both a way to trigger student interest in knowing 
where food comes from, but also, as you noted, it can often be a 
way to encourage a child to say we grew these apples here in this 
county or whatever the food product might be. 

Now, on the broader question of support. We are working with 
the Agricultural Marketing Service on encouraging and helping 
schools to do more local purchasing as well. And even in the USDA 
Foods arena, where about 20 percent of the foods that end up going 
to schools, they are often local. We say to schools that 80 percent 
of funding that schools use to buy foods can be spent locally. We 
have simplified our regulation so that they are better able to buy 
more locally produced foods, and we consider that a win-win situa-
tion. Those dollars go back in the local community, they tend to be 
fresh foods or fresh dairy that is going to affect, you know, the stu-
dents.

Now, your question on the five States. I am sorry. I got dis-
tracted for a moment. 

FARM BILL FARM-TO-SCHOOL PILOT PROGRAM

Ms. PINGREE. In the Farm Bill, there is a farm-to-school five 
State pilot program, so I’m just wondering about the timeline of 
that and how soon it can be implemented and how you will choose 
the States. 

Mr. CONCANNON. We currently have a request, what is referred 
to as an RFA, out across the country saying tell us who is inter-
ested in doing this, rather than just putting out a proposal and 
then waiting for a State or some States to show up. We said tell 
us if you have some interest in this before we set out the criteria, 
to get a sense of how much interest there is across the country and 
who might be wanting to come forward to participate in it. We very 
much like these grants for a variety of reasons. 

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Valadao. 

EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Mr. Chair, Mr. Under Secretary. We 
are hearing from communities in California’s Central Valley that 
the drought is impacting economies and opportunities for work. Ad-
ditionally, we have heard from Fresno Food Bank that they have 
already distributed their Emergency Food Assistance Program allo-
cation for the year. With unemployment expected to spike in these 
areas and few farm-generated donations as a result of the drought, 
what options are there for increased emergency food assistance to 
the Valley? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Thank you very much for that question. I am 
very mindful of and concerned with the challenges facing major re-
gions of California because of the drought. We have been staying 
in contact with the State agencies through our San Francisco office 
throughout this. I know that in The Emergency Food Assistance, 
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TEFAP, Program, as we call it, California is slated to receive about 
$60 million currently for food assistance. 

There will be, I am sure, additional so-called bonus buys or farm 
support buys later in the year, of which California would obviously 
receive some of that. And we are watching what is going on in that 
regard. Because if it comes to a situation where a Stafford Act dec-
laration is made, where in effect the Secretary—the Governor says 
this is an emergency and it is found to be an emergency, then that 
would trigger the disaster assistance SNAP program, which is 
what we typically have done where we have natural disasters, like 
floods or hurricanes or tornados. 

Mr. FARR. He has declared it. 
Mr. CONCANNON. Has he declared it? So I would expect that that 

is—is that—have we received the appropriate request from the 
State?

Mr. VALADAO. It has been declared for—— 
Mr. CONCANNON. Pardon? 
Mr. VALADAO [continuing]. Probably a couple of months now. 
VOICE. There is not individual assistance. The regular program 

is responding currently to the drought and the need to cover that 
through the regular program. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Through the regular program. Okay. 
VOICE. Yeah. Yeah. 
Mr. CONCANNON. The typical response would be through Cal 

Fresh, as it is called in California, the SNAP program. We have 
been working with the State on making sure that people find—who 
are eligible for it can apply for it, but there has not been a declara-
tion or an invocation of disaster of SNAP up to this point in time? 
No.

MILK IN THE WIC FOOD PACKAGE

Mr. VALADAO. All right. Well, obviously, from my perspective, I 
think we should find a way to get the water turned back on so peo-
ple can go back to work, I think that would be the easiest solution. 
But my next question, the dairy industry in California has suffered 
significantly during the past few years. Now with the drought, I 
fear California is losing its foothold in the American dairy industry. 
Representing the largest dairy district in the U.S., and being a 
dairy farmer myself, this question is especially important to me. 
Earlier this month FNS released their updated approved WIC foods 
list. A change in the list is that FNS will now no longer allow 2 
percent milk unless it is prescribed for underweight participants or 
other special circumstances. WIC participants will now need to 
choose from 1 percent or skim, but not 2 percent. This is a pretty 
significant change—currently a pretty overwhelming majority of 
WIC participants buy 2 percent. FNS has issued further guidance 
saying that they will not enforce the change until October 1st. This 
is a pretty short time frame for States, processors and grocers to 
comply. Roughly 20 calories separates 1 percent and 2 percent. 
Why the change? 

Mr. CONCANNON. The change was made basically to be more con-
sistent with the dietary guidelines. For example, in the school- 
based programs, the milk is now either nonfat, nonfat in the case 
of chocolate milk or strawberry milk and white milk, and 1 percent 
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in white milk. We made that change in the school-based programs, 
and this is to make it consistent with that based on, again, dietary 
recommendations.

Mr. VALADAO. Who would do the prescribing and who would en-
force it? 

Mr. CONCANNON. It would be a physician, I would assume, or a 
health clinic saying this child needs—this child needs a higher fat 
content in his or her milk. 

Mr. VALADAO. And would the grocery store clerk, as he is ringing 
up groceries, be the one to check out the prescription and approve 
the sale? 

Mr. CONCANNON. No. They would have to approve that in the 
WIC food package that the family receives. 

Mr. VALADAO. All right. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. DeLauro. 

LIHEAP AND SNAP

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
My apologies to Mr. Secretary. 
And Administrator and Mr. Young, we are delighted to see you 

again. And I was—I heard my colleague, Ms. Pingree, speak about 
Secretary Concannon in Maine, and I want to talk about the Ad-
ministrator in Connecticut. So thank you both very, very much for 
all that you do. 

I want to make a quick statement and then get to my question 
on school meals, because I wasn’t here earlier, but have just heard. 
I would like to just kind of correct the record on what I believe are 
misstatements on the seven States who have come up with the $20 
that is required in a LIHEAP to allow families to access a more 
adequate SNAP enrollment. 

First of all, I would just say bravo to them for doing this. And, 
in fact, yes, they are following the law, but I think what is most 
incredible to find out is that in a March 14th memo to Republican 
members of the House Committee on Agriculture from the majority 
Committee staff, the comment was that CBO arrived at the $8.6 
billion savings estimate by making certain considerations about 
how States would respond to the $20 minimum LIHEAP payment. 
And it further goes on to say that, CBO’s estimate reasons that 
some States would increase their minimum LIHEAP payment to 
$20 at least for a portion of their beneficiaries, thus the decision 
of these States to increase their LIHEAP payment does not affect 
the CBO estimate. 

If anyone read Politico from last Friday, one would have seen 
that—and I quote, ‘‘Various media outlets have reported on the an-
nouncements of these States,’’ says the memo, a copy of which was 
obtained by Politico. The press reports assume that the changing 
behavior of these States eliminates the savings estimated from the 
reforms included in Section 4006 of the Farm Bill. This is false. 
Fails to recognize CBO considerations included in the savings esti-
mate. So what we need to do is to get to the facts of this issue. 

SCHOOL MEAL STANDARDS

Now, let me move, if I can, quickly to school meals. And I think 
it is great that we have seen 90 percent of our schools are meeting 
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the updated nutrition standards for school lunch. Strongly support 
your efforts on the school meal standards. This is an incredible 
achievement, when you consider that only 14 percent of schools 
were meeting the school nutrition standards in 2009 and 2010. I 
just will show my colleagues the chart. There it is: 90 percent of 
our schools are doing something about healthy meals, nutrition, 
nutritious meals for our youngsters today, and that is what the 
goal is all about. 

In connection with this, let me just—and I am going to fire three 
questions if you can just answer them for me. What is USDA doing 
to provide training, technical assistance to the schools to help them 
address the existing challenge? 

I am also a strong believer in the direction that you are going 
on healthier snack foods in your smart snacks efforts. And there 
again, what is USDA doing to ensure schools are prepared for im-
plementation of smart snack standards? Again, the training and 
technical assistance you are providing for them? And just a com-
ment here is that youngsters are dealing with improved healthy 
snacks, as I understand it. 

And then a comment on your community eligibility, how it will 
increase school meals and reduce the administrative burden on 
food service operations. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, thank you very much for those questions. 
Let me start by saying the committee, I think, is aware that GAO 
recently released a report that concluded that, while there have 
been challenges in implementing the school lunch standards, school 
meals are healthier and challenges are expected to resolve over 
time as school food service and students suggest. Of note, GAO did 
not recommend scaling back any of the school meal standards. I 
just wanted to mention that. 

We are providing technical assistance to State agencies and to 
schools. We have a fund, a national fund that was set aside to be 
able to use resources, I believe it was $100 million, and there is 
still about $43 million left to provide technical assistance to 
schools.

As you noted, just over 90 percent of the meals coming through 
right now are meeting the new 6-cents standard, but that is not to 
say we are done or we are through working with schools. 

We have a wonderful contract with a group of behavioral econo-
mists up at Cornell University, and they have devised something 
called the smarter lunchroom. And when I go out visiting schools— 
I was in an elementary school in Philadelphia about 2 and a half 
weeks ago—I asked the school nutrition director, who was there 
that morning—I was there for school breakfast—are you using any 
of the recommendations from the healthier lunchroom? And she 
said, ‘‘Turn around’’. And as I turned around facing the food line, 
just sort of like the committee dais here, she said, ‘‘See where we 
have located the bowl full of fruit? See the lighting over there? See 
where the milk is placed? The white milk is out front, versus the 
flavored milk behind. These are basic ideas that have been shown 
to increase the consumption of the food.’’ 

And I did not mention earlier a recent Harvard study—— 
Ms. DELAURO. Right. 
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Mr. CONCANNON [continuing]. That looked at four schools and ex-
amined plate waste before the new meal standards and after found 
no increase in plate waste. Plate waste is a problem for all Ameri-
cans. It is a plate waste problem in our own homes. It is a food 
waste problem—food that never leaves the field. It is a problem in 
schools. And we are very conscious of that. We want to—we con-
tinue to offer technical assistance to schools in that regard, and we 
are very encouraged by what we have seen. 

And as was noted earlier, especially with younger kids, when I 
have been out at schools, I have had some marvelous experiences. 
A little girl in New Orleans noticing as I was getting behind her, 
she said, Sir, if you are not going to finish your broccoli, I will fin-
ish it for you. And I felt that was a good indication that we are 
winning with younger kids in particular. But we know it is a chal-
lenge. We know it is a change, so we are not giving up in any way, 
shape or form. 

We have the National Food Service Management Institute that 
is working with schools around the country. We go to all their 
State and national meetings. And we are more than willing, those 
remaining school systems, we are very committed to bring them 
along. As I mentioned earlier in testimony, we have not financially 
penalized a single school in this country, saying you haven’t quite 
done it yet. And 90 percent of the meals now are receiving that 
extra 6 cents based on achieving those new standards. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Nunnelee. 

HEAD AND SNAP

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I understand there has been some discussion about SNAP and 

the new Farm Bill while I was over at another hearing, but I do 
want to follow up on this scheme that several States have enact-
ment since the enactment of the Farm Bill. The Department says 
that it is appropriate to deliver those SNAP benefits only to those 
households that need them, yet we have got States that have re-
sponded by meeting this $20 LIHEAP threshold to make sure that 
families are getting food stamps that otherwise wouldn’t qualify. 
Do you believe that this scheme undermines the integrity of the 
program?

Mr. CONCANNON. No, I do not. Respectfully, I do not. And what— 
by relying upon the LIHEAP provision, the law didn’t prohibit it. 
It simply said States going forward must spend at least $20 per 
year of LIHEAP funds in order to have a family benefit or be able 
to apply the Standard Utility Allowance. 

The major impact of that provision is not to make families eligi-
ble for the benefit; it is the amount of the benefit that is affected 
by it. And as I mentioned in earlier testimony, it averages about 
$96 per month per family averaged across the country. 

And we know from food banks—I was in a food—several food 
banks in the last—up in the—meeting with food bank people up in 
Ohio this week, and the—or last week, I should say. And food 
banks are still seeing record numbers of people coming through, to 
church pantries and others. There are a lot of people struggling in 
this country, and I believe States that have elected—under the law, 
they haven’t disregarded the law. We conveyed that law very care-
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fully to them immediately and said, this law—parts of it kick in on 
the 10th of March. You need to be aware of it, and this is the stat-
ed language. But I would say—having been a State Commissioner, 
I advised Governors, not just Democratic Governors—and I would 
say, Governor, here is what the legal provision is federally, here is 
what the issues are in this State. What do you want to do? And 
we have seen that six or so, seven Governors have elected to say, 
we are going to spend the $20 because it will produce about $1,000 
over the course of the year in food benefits. 

And that is—if Congress wanted to prohibit that, it should have 
put language in saying you are prohibited from ever doing any-
thing like this in the future. The language is very clear. It says if 
you spend $20, it triggers the benefit, and States are going to avail 
themselves of that. 

Ms. DELAURO. That is bipartisan as well. 

FRAUD IN SNAP

Mr. NUNNELEE. Reclaiming my time. 
Last year, we talked about a benefit for all. And I pointed out 

that the SNAP applications may not clearly indicate the personal 
liability of an individual involving fraud. I understand these appli-
cations must include this information in prominent and bold face 
lettering. So since we met last year, have you reviewed the State 
applications to ensure they are in compliance with that provision? 

Mr. CONCANNON. We have indicated to States—I am very con-
cerned with fraud. The good news is that it is a very small percent 
of the program, but it is a small percentage of a very large pro-
gram, so I don’t have tolerance for trafficking or misuse of the ben-
efit. And last week, I spent part of a day with undercover agents 
who work for us attempting to buy items that are unauthorized by 
the SNAP program. We continue to work at it. We have said to 
States we want them to put language prominently on that applica-
tion to say trafficking or sale of benefits is against the law and 
there are serious penalties. 

Most States, when people apply for a benefit, have some sort of 
an orientation program. That was certainly the case in the States 
in which I oversaw the program. And we want people to be aware, 
this program is there because you meet the qualification, but don’t 
abuse it, because you could end up going to jail. As I mentioned 
in earlier testimony, last year alone, 42,000 persons were penalized 
across the country for—individuals—for misusing the program. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

SNAP SAVINGS

Mr. ADERHOLT. I know the Department was in the process of fin-
ishing the fiscal year 2015 budget request when the Farm Bill was 
enacted. Given the timing, does your request include CBO-projected 
SNAP savings and program increases from the Farm Bill for fiscal 
year 2015? 

Mr. CONCANNON. My understanding is it does. And it is about— 
the answer is yes, I have just been reminded, but when I looked 
at this material earlier, we are expecting—I should say that the 
number of households on the SNAP program has stabilized over 



320

the past year. It has run in that range of 46.5 million to 47 million 
individuals, and we expect that if the economy continues to 
strengthen, to moderate, participation will be reduced. And there 
is an estimated savings in the bill in the SNAP account, and I be-
lieve it is about $800 million. It is in that range. 

FARM BILL SNAP WORK PILOT PROJECTS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me switch over to the SNAP work pilots. The 
Farm Bill established a new SNAP work pilot program. It says the 
Department shall carry out up to 10 pilot projects designed to help 
more SNAP participants gain employment, work skills, education 
and training so they may become self-sufficient and transition out 
of SNAP. The goal is for a variety of pilots to be tested that rep-
resent a balanced approach across the country as well as amongst 
those States that may be more focused on education and training 
and those that are taking a work-first approach. 

Do you know how many pilots FNS is planning to implement this 
year and what the time frame for implementing these programs 
would be? 

Mr. CONCANNON. We are very excited about that provision, that 
$200 million, and it makes it available over a period of several 
years. This year, I believe it is about $10 million or so available. 
And I have spent a fair amount of time over the past year visiting 
State employment and training programs, asking our regions, ‘‘Who 
has a great program in your region of the country?’’ Because I am 
very interested in that from the point of view that, we know that 
work opportunities are not just a source of income, it is part of how 
we define ourselves. 

And we have been consulting with other Federal Agencies, the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, the Department of Labor, the De-
partment of Education, to say what else can we do to fully maxi-
mize whatever public funds are being spent in States or at the local 
level around employment and training? So we want to make sure 
that we make the fullest use of these in ways that result in more 
employment placements and sustained placements. 

And, you know, I am mindful of the places that I have visited. 
Washington State in particular, I think, has a very strong program. 
I have seen strong programs in California where some of the coun-
ties make investments in employment and training programs. I 
have seen them in other—in Arkansas, other parts of the country 
as well. 

So we are very anxious to make sure and we have designated a 
senior manager in the Food and Nutrition Service just to focus on 
employment and training, because it is really important to us. We 
know it is important to Congress. We know it is important to the 
Administration, but we want to fully exploit this in ways that 
make a difference in the lives of people. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, what is the process for ensuring that the 
various approaches of the States are equally represented, such as 
a work-focused approach compared to education and training fo-
cused?

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, we are going to look. We are going to pur-
sue and try to encourage States that have different approaches in 
this regard, because the desire is to test different models. But at 
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the end of the day—one of the areas that I find lacking in many 
employment and training programs—there aren’t sufficient data at 
the end of the day that show how many people actually got a job, 
and 6 months later, were they still employed? And so metrics or 
measures are really important to us in all of this. And we may end 
up with models that come—different models that come to us from 
different States—but we are going to look at it from the point of 
view of impact: How solid is this proposal going to be in terms of 
impacting and likely to place people in jobs? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, as you move forward on these pilots, you 
know, I think we would strongly encourage you to ensure that 
there is a balanced approach and that various approaches are test-
ed, and we appreciate you keeping us updated as you make 
progress on that. 

Mr. Farr. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR NUTRITION ASSISTANCE

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And I applaud your outreach, because I know in California, only 

53 percent of the eligible folks in California take advantage of the 
SNAP program. So there is a lot out there that could take advan-
tage had they—if they know more about it and can become eligible. 
And I believe it is about one-third of the senior citizens in America 
who are eligible for TEFAP and other kinds of assistance take ad-
vantage of them. Most of them feel that, you know, they don’t need 
to take advantage because somebody else needs it more, but they 
in themselves—I mean, I have seen people who have been working 
in our food banks, I have told this story over and over again, be-
cause I visit them all the time—who are working to distribute the 
food, who for the first time are coming in on the other side. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Right. 
Mr. FARR. People keep saying, Well, you know, I have seen you. 

I say, where have I seen you? And they say, because I used to 
serve, and now I am in an income level where I need to receive. 
And that is happening in America, and it is outrageous in our mod-
ern times. 

WHITE POTATOES IN FNS FOOD PROGRAMS

But I would like to shift, because I am really interested in how 
we get the junk food out of our institutional feeding. And it is in-
teresting, because it seems to me Congress would never order res-
taurants what to serve, but we do order in the nutritional pro-
grams what to serve. And how do—and then we—the food industry 
has been very good at being able to sort of package and make it 
simple so that even the people that—you know, you talk about food 
left on the plate. A lot of the new stuff, I mean, the fresh vegeta-
bles and everything, kids aren’t used to eating that, so they leave 
it on the plate, but I think that is changing rapidly because their 
parents are now getting, and PTAs and school boards are now ask-
ing for the first time about what is being served in the cafeteria, 
not just what is being taught in the classroom, and that is a good 
move. But then comes along Congress and we decide, oh, guess 
what? We ought to order you to have to serve potatoes. 
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Now, you have been serving things based on what nutritional 
science tells you you should be serving. And last year, we put in 
a Bill ordering that you have got to sell—talk a little bit about this. 
This is the first time we have ordered you to have to serve some-
thing.

Mr. CONCANNON. Well—— 
Mr. FARR. I mean, don’t we buy enough potatoes in all our food 

programs to satisfy the potatoe industry? Why do they have to ram 
it down our throats? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, first, let me say we are big fans of pota-
toes, their nutritional value, we know it is very important to the 
American diet. It has a number of aspects, but—— 

Ms. DELAURO. Actually, it is good with sour cream and butter. 
Mr. CONCANNON [continuing]. But what most people may be un-

aware of, fresh potatoes are the largest single vegetable bought in 
the SNAP program. We spend $1 billion a year—billion with a 
‘‘b’’—in the SNAP program purchasing potatoes. And the school 
meals program, the last study we had on school purchases, which 
is about 5 years old now, we are updating that study this year, 
showed that we spent, schools across the country on fresh potatoes, 
again, not the processed potatoes. 

Mr. FARR. Not french fries. 
Mr. CONCANNON. Not french fries, spent $235 million on pota-

toes. And then the TEFAP, or The Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram that goes out to food banks across the country, spent about 
$40 million last year. I may be off by $2 million or $3 million. It 
is in the range of $40 million on potatoes. So we expend a consider-
able amount of money on potatoes. It is a very affordable product. 
It is very important. 

Now, what you are referring to is in the WIC, the Women, In-
fants, and Children’s program. We did not include potatoes in the 
diet of—recommended diet for WIC, because WIC by design is a 
prescriptive program. It is intended to prescribe the foods that typi-
cally a pregnant woman, a lactating mom or a very young child, 
has insufficient amounts of in that diet, and potatoes are not one 
of them. So that is where that advocacy comes from, the potato in-
dustry.

And I should say, even on that front, in the WIC program, which 
now serves just over half of all the births in the United States, 53 
percent of WIC households participate in the SNAP program, so 
they have ample opportunity through SNAP to buy potatoes, but 
that isn’t all. As Paul Harvey would say, there is more. There are 
vouchers that WIC households have to take to farmers’ markets, 
and with those vouchers, if they so elect, they may purchase pota-
toes.

So we don’t have a thing against potatoes. What we have is we 
championed those fruits and vegetables that are missing in a typ-
ical diet. 

Mr. FARR. But Congress hasn’t before ordered you to have to 
serve any particular commodity or product. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Not that I am—not during my time, but we 
know Congress was sending a message to us in that regard. It was 
attached to a Bill. 
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HEALTHIER DIETS AND HEALTHCARE

Mr. FARR. Well, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate it didn’t come out of 
this Committee. It came out of the full Committee. I mean, we 
didn’t put it in our Bill. It got put in. And I would just like to say 
that, you know, in closing here, that when you were last here, we 
had photographs on this wall, but the Chairman has updated these 
photographs. And we had one on nutrition, a child in a cafeteria 
line, and I think she had pancakes on her plate for lunch. 

Mr. CONCANNON. She did. 
Mr. FARR. Look at the picture we have this year. It is kind of 

over there, over your left shoulder there, and you will see that the 
kids are eating all the stuff that you are recommending they eat. 

And I think that the big battle, and I would love to spend a 
whole hearing on this, is how do we convert—because I think, 
frankly, the big discussion in America is to bring down healthcare 
costs. And bringing down healthcare costs is having people just be 
healthier. And we know that there are certain—just like oil oper-
ating an engine, that it has got to be based on nutrition and exer-
cise, that those are two ingredients that are essential for a healthy 
body. And if we are in the biggest massive feeding program—and 
all of our institutional feeding, including our hospitals and our jails 
and our prisons and our schools and everything else and military, 
where you have institutional feeding—that if we could convert all 
of that with our buying power into making sure that everything 
there is nutritious and the American public learns that this is good 
for them and eats it so that we get away from just growing people 
that are going to be sick, and that is where our huge healthcare 
costs are. 

So you are on the frontline, and I think this challenge is going 
to be huge, because the industry is fighting back, just like getting 
Congress to order us to serve potatoes to WIC moms. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 

GAO REPORT ON THE WIC PROGRAM

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Speaking of the Women, Infants, and Children program, the Gov-

ernment Accountability Office, in 2013, was quite critical of your 
Agency and their efforts to fairly and properly enforce the WIC pro-
gram. It cited a number of inconsistencies and errors in terms of 
how States apply the standards of the WIC program that has led 
to over 53 percent of children born in this country to start on the 
WIC program and many more than would be eligible under Federal 
law.

We want to ensure, again, that benefits go to Americans and 
children and women who deserve them the most and ensure that 
the program integrity is upheld, and so the GAO was quite critical 
of FNS and their efforts to administer this program in a fair and 
impartial manner. And it says, over 60 percent of States use in-
come only within the last 30 days, when the standard for WIC eli-
gibility is annual household income. And States also allow only the 
income of the mother and child to be counted, instead of the income 
of every member of the household, which is standard. Many States 
have increased their eligibility thresholds beyond the 185 percent 
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of the Federal poverty level that the WIC program sets as the max-
imum threshold for eligibility. Apparently FNS for some years now 
has been collecting reports of State and local WIC agencies’ compli-
ance with Federal WIC policy, including income eligibility deter-
minations, yet the GAO study finds that FNS has never examined 
these reports for State and local WIC agencies’ compliance with 
Federal regulations, despite over one-third of the States having 
problems in this area, and that the last time FNS provided guid-
ance to the States on income eligibility determination was in 1999. 

How can FNS be assured of the integrity of the WIC program 
when it does not monitor State and local WIC agencies’ compliance 
with Federal policies? So I would like to know, sir, what does FNS 
intend to do, what has it done with these reports, and how has it 
increased technical assistance and training to the States on income 
eligibility determinations, and what specifically will be included in 
eligibility determination guidelines for the States? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, thank you very much for the question. 
And that was a report from GAO we took most seriously, and 
agreed with a number of the findings of that report and issued re-
quirements in April of 2013 that said all States must be fully in 
compliance of a common way to assess the income eligibility by Oc-
tober 2013. 

Furthermore, we required all of our seven regional offices across 
the country to go into every single State last year and do a man-
agement evaluation of the WIC program. That was in part prompt-
ed by the experience we had in two States, one California, one 
Georgia, where there were issues in the WIC program around ven-
dor management. And furthermore, I should say that, as a result 
of the 2014 budget we are operating under right now, we have 
stood up—we have created a WIC integrity program just focused on 
WIC. Because I came to realize that it is a tremendous program 
in terms of its preventive health aspects, but we needed to pay very 
strong attention to both the program integrity side on the con-
sumer eligibility side, but also once people were in the program, to 
make sure that, one, States were fully adhering to the require-
ments of the FNS. And I can say we are doing annual—we did an-
nual management reviews, which normally would have occurred 
once every 3 or 4 years. Every single WIC agency across the coun-
try, every State agency was reviewed. They are now in compliance 
with that, so it is commonly—you wouldn’t have one State consid-
ering your income in a different way than the next State over. 

Mr. YODER. And so what have been the results, then, in terms 
of eligibility? Do you have numbers that show this has been suc-
cessful in your efforts to respond to this report? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, we know that States are complying with 
it. The eligibility side is, in part, a function of what goes on, one, 
how many births there are in the United States, and then, two, 
how many people’s incomes fall below 185 percent of the eligibility. 

Mr. YODER. I mean, sir, in terms of the application of the prob-
lem that—— 

Mr. CONCANNON. The common standards? 
Mr. YODER [continuing]. The GAO found in the report that States 

were going beyond the Federal standard, which would obviously 
disturb everyone on this Committee, and obviously, it disturbed 
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you as well, sir. Has that been—so I know you said you have been 
reviewing that. Has that been fixed, then—— 

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. 
Mr. YODER [continuing]. And what has been the net result of 

that?
Mr. CONCANNON. The net result of that is that all States have 

to comply with a common application process no later than October 
of 2013. So that is already in effect right now. And those States are 
being reviewed now through management evaluations annually. 
Every State WIC agency last year was subjected to a management 
evaluation on all of our policies around—particularly around how 
they were managing their vendor issues and how they were adher-
ing to Federal requirements in WIC. 

Mr. YODER. Any reports or any sort of data or information that 
would give us some comfort to know that this has been resolved, 
that the GAO report has been properly responded to would be use-
ful for us to ensure that we have done our fiduciary duty in making 
sure that that report was responded to, because I think every-
body——

Mr. CONCANNON. Yeah. 
Mr. YODER [continuing]. Was disturbed by that. So appreciate 

that.
Mr. CONCANNON. We will be happy to provide it to you. 
[The information follows:] 

WIC INCOME ELIGIBILITY

The Policy we issued effective in all States as of October 1, 2013, clarifies the De-
partment’s recommendation that current income be defined as income received by 
the household within the past 30 days. FNS has reinforced implementation of this 
policy with seven regional webinars. As a general rule, no State is using more than 
30 days to define current income. USDA Policy implementation is validated during 
Federal on-site management evaluations and through USDA reviews of the annual 
plan of operations submitted by the State. I will be happy to provide a briefing to 
provide more detail about our WIC oversight efforts to ensure consistent income eli-
gibility determination across WIC States and localities. 

Mr. YODER. Thank you very. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 

VETERANS’ PARTICIPATION IN FNS PROGRAMS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
I want to change the script a little bit toward veterans’ hunger. 

I know that FNS has continued to work very hard to make sure 
that our veterans and their families are made aware of potential 
benefits available to them, particularly since less than 1 percent of 
all of the SNAP programs and other nutrition benefits go to vet-
erans.

As you know, there has been a real expressed concern on the 
part of some in Congress, and I am not necessarily in that group, 
that the FNS not engage in, quote, ‘‘promotion’’ of SNAP, WIC, 
school nutrition and other programs which are available to families 
or individuals who qualify. 

How would you characterize the Agency’s current activities tar-
geting our veterans population and our military families? And do 
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you believe that you are, quote, ‘‘promoting,’’ or should I say ade-
quately educating the availability of SNAP and WIC benefits? 

In Georgia, it has been estimated that less than 75 percent of 
Georgians who are eligible to participate in SNAP actually receive 
benefits.

How many veterans, including their families, do you estimate 
might be qualified for SNAP and WIC benefits but are not cur-
rently receiving those benefits? And shouldn’t we be doing every-
thing possible to proactively reach out to the men and women who 
serve our Nation and who do so much for us but yet are, particu-
larly the lower ranks, are underpaid? And I say that and ask this 
question wearing another hat as co-chair of the Congressional Mili-
tary Family Caucus. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. Let me start by addressing the veteran 
participation in the program, our estimate is 1.6 million veterans 
participate in the SNAP program, including, you know, active duty 
veterans, national guard vets, so there is a significant enrollment 
of veterans in the SNAP program particularly. I don’t have the 
numbers on WIC, but we can certainly look for those, but SNAP 
in particular. 

[The information follows:] 

VETERANS’ PARTICIPATION IN FNS PROGRAMS

U.S. Census data from 2010–2012 shows that 1.6 million (or about 7 percent of) 
veterans, and 250,000 (about 9 percent of) Reservists and National Guard members, 
receive SNAP. 

Available data on the military status of WIC participants does not support a reli-
able estimate of the number of veterans that participate in WIC. 

SNAP PARTICIPATION RATES

And I think your question is, I am sure, partly influenced by the 
Farm Bill that just passed which laid down some parameters in 
terms of the advertising or limitations on the advertising of SNAP 
and have said you can’t advertise SNAP on television; you can’t ad-
vertise it on the radio. I think that was in response to a media arti-
cle that appeared here in the Washington area back a few months 
ago.

We have apprised States of those requirements that are in the 
law. But our approach—and we are now serving, I should say, 
across the country between 79 and 80 percent of the eligibles who 
meet the qualifications for SNAP—citizenship, legal residency, in-
come eligibility—79 percent of those eligibles at a time when more 
people are eligible because of what is going on in the economy. 
That reflects work in States that are red States, blue States, right 
across the country. So we are serving a much higher percentage of 
eligibles than was certainly true of the many years that I served 
as a State director in different States. 

Now, going forward, there are three groups of people in the U.S. 
that are typically eligible for the program who are underserved by 
it. Senior citizens, already referenced. About a third of the seniors 
in the country who qualify income-wise for the SNAP program ac-
tually receive it. 

The second group of people that are eligible underserved are peo-
ple who are working, because many people who are working as-
sume that, because I am working, I am not eligible. Yet we now 
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have the highest percentage of people with earnings, as I men-
tioned in my testimony, in the SNAP program in its history. About 
41 percent of individuals live in households where at least one of 
the adults is in the workforce, but they are getting part-time work. 
For example, there was a story here in the Washington Post of a 
woman working in a nursing home down in Tennessee but only get-
ting 20 hours a week and making $9 an hour. That is not uncom-
mon for those folks to, one, not realize they would be eligible. So 
that is the second group. 

And the third group are Latinos; in part language, in part under-
standing, are they eligible or not? 

So our approach, as defined in the law, is we want people to be 
able to make an informed decision. I am not going to try to per-
suade you to apply for the SNAP program, but I am going to edu-
cate you by saying, these are the eligibility criteria, and you may 
be eligible for the program. And if I am that senior citizen and— 
I say to that senior who says to me, ‘‘Well, you know, I know the 
program would help me, but I am afraid that if I receive it, it will 
displace a person who needs the help more than I’’, I am going to 
say to that person, ‘‘No, you can be assured that if you make that 
decision, it is your decision, it will not displace someone else.’’ That 
is what I call an informed decision. 

That is what we are urging States to do. That is our policy to 
the States. Help people make an informed decision, but you 
shouldn’t be twisting their arm. You shouldn’t be saying you should 
or shouldn’t do this as long as they meet the eligibility criteria. 
That is what I would say in the case of Georgia, where 75 per-
cent—that is close to the national average, is 75 percent of the eli-
gibles are receiving the benefit. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Nunnelee. 

HEALTHY FOOD IN THE USDA CAFETERIA

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Concannon, it is almost lunchtime. If I were to go to the 

USDA cafeteria right now—— 
Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. 
Mr. NUNNELEE [continuing]. Would the lunch that would be on 

the menu there meet the requirements that we have on schools? 
Mr. CONCANNON. You could easily—because the USDA cafeteria 

has been considerably upgraded in terms of the food quality in the 
last year or so. There is lower sodium in the meals, lower trans 
fats; you can’t buy doughnuts there anymore. It is a considerably 
healthier cafeteria. Now, there are many, many choices, I mean, 
because there are not only the several thousand people who work 
in those buildings, but the public, it is one of the most commonly 
used by visitors to D.C. But it is a much healthier set of standards 
than was true in the past. 

Ms. ROWE. And we are very pleased. 
Mr. FARR. Better than our food, by the way. 
Mr. CONCANNON. I haven’t tried it up here. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 
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ACCESS TO HEALTHY FOOD

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you again for all your testimony today. 
And I just want to talk about one more thing. A lot of my col-

leagues have been concerned about SNAP eligibility and LIHEAP 
questions, and you know, I do appreciate the need to make sure 
that we limit the fraud in the program. And I think you all work 
extremely hard to make sure that happens and that States imple-
ment these programs in the right way. 

I personally have a lot of concerns that we don’t fund SNAP at 
the level it should be funded and was deeply disturbed by the cuts 
in the Farm Bill that limited the resources available to help this 
program, particularly in our State, where I think there are a lot 
of, as you said, seniors and others who don’t receive the program 
now, and it is very critical for particularly those people who go to 
work every day and don’t have enough money to put food on the 
table.

So my concern with that is that we need to be interested in ways 
that we can make sure with the resources you have available that 
we are reaching as many hungry people as possible. And I appre-
ciate your approach to the outreach. I am very grateful for the 
SNAP education programs as well as those programs that are now 
in the new Farm Bill and have been started, some of them before 
this, that stretch the SNAP dollar and make it go further when 
people buy healthier food from farmers. So I just want to ask about 
a few of those programs and their implementation. 

The new Farm Bill includes the authorization for some of these 
critical programs. One is a program that provides Electronic Bene-
fits Transfer—EBT—terminals to every farmers’ market, a provi-
sion that ensures that community-supported agriculture—CSA’s— 
can be accessed by SNAP recipients, funding for a program that 
will provide two-for-one, Double-Up Bucks to make the purchase of 
fresh produce at farmers’ markets more affordable for SNAP bene-
ficiaries. And I see Gus Schumacher in the room, who has been 
working on this I know for a very long time. So, I am very enthusi-
astic about these programs. 

Again, they help people access more healthy foods. We have seen 
an increase in the number of farmers in our State, and part of it 
is because they are finding more markets for their farm produce, 
and a lot of it is locally. We are the Agriculture Subcommittee, and 
this, I think, is a win-win benefit. 

EBT TERMINALS IN FARMERS’ MARKETS

So I just want to hear a little bit more about the process of im-
plementation of the EBT terminals for SNAP and WIC and farm-
ers’ markets, what challenges do you anticipate, and does the 
President’s budget request for funding help ease some of the imple-
mentation issues that may come up in implementing these pro-
grams?

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. Thank you very much. Let me start with 
farmers’ markets. There are now an estimated 8,200 farmers’ mar-
kets across the U.S. When I look back at the year 2000, where 
there were only several thousand farmers’ markets, there has been 
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a huge expansion of farmers’ markets right across the country, and 
aptly so. We are very keen on them for two reasons: One, they typi-
cally have fresh, locally grown foods, less processed food, and it 
puts dollars back into the local economy. Now, we have had an on-
going effort to enroll more farmers’ markets in the SNAP program 
so that they can redeem benefits, and the latest count we have is 
4,200 of the 8,200 or so farmers’ markets and farm stands can proc-
ess benefits. 

We have a contract currently underway with the Farmers’ Mar-
kets Coalition intended to do more missionary work, I call it, with 
farmers’ markets. Farmers, growers—some of them can be quite 
independent. They remind me of fishermen in my part of the world. 
And so we want them to know of the value of being able to provide 
their produce, benefits or dairy, whatever it might be in local farm-
ers’ markets, so we are very much on that. 

We are very much on the issue of aiding and helping farmers’ 
markets obtain the necessary technology to be able to participate. 
And I am pleased to say both the technology is really improving 
rapidly, and it is a lot less expensive than some of the earlier de-
vices that we were purchasing for farmers’ markets. 

And you asked about the $100 million that is in the Farm Bill, 
about which we are very excited, because it is intended to stimu-
late more healthy eating across the country. You know, without 
question, I believe it is going to impact farmers’ markets, but it 
isn’t limited to farmers’ markets. And we are going to work with 
the—already committed—are working with the Agricultural Re-
search Service and the National Institute of Food and Agri-
culture—NIFA—in another part of the USDA, that has more expe-
rience with competitive grants than is true of the Food and Nutri-
tion Service, so that when people apply for these grants, there will 
be a consistent way to process them and to make sure that they 
are done timely. 

And, finally, your question on Community Supported Agri-
culture—CSAs. Up to this point in time, our policy has been a CSA, 
if it is a not-for-profit, a household can use 2 weeks of their SNAP 
benefits to pay for CSA foods. The Farm Bill has said you may do 
the same, in effect, with for-profit CSAs, and we intend to have 
that provision effective for this growing season later. 

Now, there are more elements about CSAs that are going to re-
quire regulation, so that is going to be longer, but immediately this 
summer, CSAs will be able to—individuals on SNAP will be able 
to use up to 2 weeks of their benefits, whether it is a not-for-profit 
or a for-profit. 

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Thank you very much. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. DeLauro. 

SNAP PROGRAM INTEGRITY

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I wish Mr. Yoder had stayed for a moment. I think I just want 

to make this one comment about program integrity, where there 
really is emphasis here. 

I am going to quote my colleague, who is the Ranking Member 
on the Agriculture authorizing Committee, that is Mr. Peterson, 
who last April said, ‘‘There is less fraud in food stamps than in any 



330

government program. There is five times as much fraud in crop in-
surance than in food stamps.’’ 

I just point to the Crop Insurance Program, and I wish we could 
have a hearing just on the Crop Insurance Program and talk about 
program integrity. We indirectly subsidize, on average, 62 percent 
of farmers’ crop insurance premiums. We reimburse insurance com-
panies for 100 percent of their administrative and operating ex-
penses. We adjust premiums in order to produce a 14 percent re-
turn for crop insurance companies. We take the riskiest crop insur-
ance policies off the companies’ books. 

I would just say that—and there are no income threshold guide-
lines, asset tests, or anything else applied to that program. We 
would be well to look at fraud, waste and abuse in that program 
versus a food program. 

WIC FOOD PACKAGE

Let me talk about WIC, if I might, for a moment. Can you give 
the Committee assurances that USDA will stand firm in protecting 
the scientific integrity of the WIC food packages? And this can be 
yes or no. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. 
Ms. DELAURO. Okay. Thank you. 
I would like to have unanimous consent to enter into the record 

a letter that comes from the American Academy of Pediatrics, 
Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics, National WIC Association, 
March of Dimes, Public Health Institutes, Center for the Science 
in the Public Interest, Bread for the World, and several others, 
where they have urged the Congress to oppose any effort to include 
language or policy riders in the 2015 Agriculture Appropriations 
Bill that would dictate the content of the WIC program. 

I ask unanimous consent. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Without objection. 
[The information follows:] 
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WIC FRAUD

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you. 
You have addressed—and I think there is a yes to these ques-

tions about vendor fraud, and you have talked about Georgia. 
There was a problem in California. And you believe you have got 
these under control, these efforts? 

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. 

EBT IMPLEMENTATION IN WIC

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you. EBT implementation will provide 
States the critical tools necessary to prevent these vendor fraud 
challenges in the future? 

Mr. CONCANNON. EBT for WIC, yes, indeed. Yes. 

BREASTFEEDING PEER COUNSELORS

Ms. DELAURO. I am going to try to move quickly on some other 
things here. WIC’s Breastfeeding Peer Counselor Program, how did 
it fair under sequestration? Does USDA see this element as a pro-
gram providing—does it see it as a return on investment? 

Mr. CONCANNON. It is a fabulous program, and I am pleased to 
report for the first time in the history of the WIC program, we have 
more moms who are breastfeeding than are using infant formula. 

ADEQUACY OF SNAP BENEFITS

Ms. DELAURO. Briefly, about the low-cost meal plan versus the 
thrifty meal plan for SNAP beneficiaries and the data that sug-
gests that the health benefits and long-term medical costs are mov-
ing toward the low-cost meal plan. 

Mr. CONCANNON. I—— 
Ms. DELAURO. Should we be moving in the direction of the low- 

cost plan versus the thrifty plan? 
Mr. CONCANNON. It would require considerable additional re-

sources is the biggest challenge there. 
Ms. DELAURO. What can you tell us about research and what ac-

tions are underway at USDA to remedy the inadequacy of SNAP 
benefits?

Mr. CONCANNON. Well—— 
Ms. DELAURO. Institute of Medicine (IOM) came out with infor-

mation that said the—documenting inadequacy of SNAP benefits 
and that is—in looking at more research. 

Mr. CONCANNON. We are considering recommendations on ways 
to improve the adequacy of benefits for people in the SNAP pro-
gram. Right now, they are based on the Thrifty Food Plan that is 
updated annually based on the cost of food, and we are looking at 
a variety of ways, but, again, we are very mindful of any changes 
in this regard, because of the significant population that depends 
upon the program would have significant budget impact. 

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PARTICIPATION

Ms. DELAURO. Your opinion about mandating or providing incen-
tives to schools to increase serving of alternative breakfast to in-
crease participation? 
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Mr. CONCANNON. I don’t have an opinion on that, I mean, di-
rectly on that. I can tell you that breakfast participation has in-
creased tremendously. In October of 2010, there were 10.6 million 
children receiving breakfast at school. In November of 2013, there 
were 13.6 million children having breakfast. So the rate of break-
fast participation has increased most significantly over the past few 
years, and I believe the community eligibility option will have a 
significant impact on breakfast participation as well as what we 
are seeing in more and more schools, the practice of breakfast in 
the classroom. Where I sat in a school out in Anne Arundel County, 
where a child—the teacher said, open your—they had boxes that 
were—or Ziploc bags with their breakfast brought in. And the 
teacher said, ‘‘When you are finished eating, open your reader.’’ It 
was done very quietly. But teachers have become the biggest cham-
pions for it. Fewer kids missing school. There is research that 
shows breakfast and school attendance is stronger. Fewer kids 
going to the nurse’s station. Fewer kids falling asleep. You know, 
kids learn better. 

COMMUNITY ELIGIBILITY

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, if I may, maybe it can only be for 
the record, because you referenced community eligibility, and I 
mentioned that in the first go-round of how we believe that that 
might be able to increase participation. So it is your sense that 
this—moving in that direction. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Yes. 
Ms. DELAURO. Well, we can talk further at another time about 

how that would work and how we would move in that direction. 
Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Before we conclude, I believe Mr. Farr’s got an-

other question. 

REDESIGNING THE NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Mr. FARR. I would like to ask Ms. Rowe if it would be possible 
to help frame some language that we might use as report language 
on how you think the way we could ask you to essentially rec-
ommend how to redesign the administration of our programs, put-
ting them under essentially two categories. The idea of community 
feeding, I mean, there may be a better way of summarizing this, 
like the WIC program, TEFAP and the SNAP program, and then 
the schools and institutions of how we may be able to look at that. 

Someday, Mr. Chairman, it would be interesting to get the mili-
tary in here and a lot of the first responders, because I know when 
I was on the fire lines, they don’t allow the people in fire lines to 
have any of the soda pops with caffeine in them, because it is a 
dehydrator, and the last thing you want to do is get dehydrated 
when you are out in the boonies fighting a fire. So they have really 
got—they have nutritionists actually at the fire camps. I think 
some of our other Federal institutions may be even ahead of where 
we are in our programs. It would be nice to see what they are also 
doing.

So anyway, the idea of—I think that if we are going to admin-
ister these programs and look at these incredible administrative 
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costs and error rates and things like that, that there has got to be 
a smarter business way of doing this, of consolidating or collabo-
rating better, and if you could suggest some language that we 
might throw back at you to report back to us, I would appreciate 
that.

[The information from USDA follows:] 

REDESIGNING THE NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

FNS shares your interest in ensuring that nutrition assistance programs can be 
run as efficiently as possible and avoid overlap and duplication. The programs are 
designed to work together. SNAP, and related block grants that serve Americans in 
some U.S. territories, provide basic assistance to meet the general food needs of low- 
income people. These are augmented by special assistance programs that either pro-
vide benefits to specific groups in special settings, such as schools, child care homes 
and centers, Indian reservations, and emergency feeding organizations, or offer ben-
efits that meet particular nutrition needs, such as WIC and the farmer’s market nu-
trition programs. As part of program delivery, we provide USDA Foods assistance 
that can be used to support the operations of other programs with nutritious, Amer-
ican-grown foods. 

Because almost every program operates through partnerships with State and local 
organizations, the diverse structure of nutrition assistance allows us to tailor poli-
cies and program standards to best align with the needs of these partner organiza-
tions.

PROMOTING HEALTHIER DIETS

And then, lastly, I would also be interested in what your biggest 
struggle is in trying to convince kids to eat a healthier meal. I 
mean, I watch it with my own grandchildren. Things that they are 
exposed to were never on the shelves when I was a kid, so I never 
had that option. And I think that is the huge struggle, is to take 
this cultural shift. You know, everybody—it is really difficult. Ev-
erybody talks about diets, and the diet industry and the adver-
tising in diets is a huge, multibillion dollar industry, and yet no-
body is able to stay on a diet. So how do—what we are trying to 
do is get America to essentially, as a Nation, adopt a new dietary 
practice that is essentially the old traditional way in which every-
thing was grown locally and processed locally. And I am just curi-
ous as to how you might think we might be able to address the 
budget this year to get a better bang for our buck. 

Mr. CONCANNON. Well, just before I get to the budget question, 
I saw something when I was in Iowa a couple of weeks ago that 
I have been giving a lot of thought to. I was at a large grocery 
chain that is headquartered there but serves Midwestern States, 
eight of those States, and they have 235 stores in Missouri, Ne-
braska, the Dakotas, Minnesota, Iowa. They now employ 206 reg-
istered dieticians, 206. And I was in their flagship store where they 
have two full-time dieticians whose job it is to have a—they had 
a bar there, basically, a little kitchenette where they prepared 
easy-to-prepare meals that are healthier but were available to peo-
ple. And they were encouraging medical practices in the area— 
when you identify somebody with high blood pressure, with diabe-
tes or heading in that direction—send them over to our store, and 
we will take them through and point out to them, this is the kind 
of food that they ought to be eating. So they said—and I spoke to 
the Vice President, who said, we see our future as the dieticians 
in stores being as important as the pharmacist you see in stores. 
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So I think the fact that—and this is occurring up in New Eng-
land up in the Hannaford chain, where they are much more fo-
cused on various ways of putting on shelf tags. For example, they 
use a star system in New England; they use the NuVal system out 
in the Midwest, where you can look at the tag and get a score, how 
healthy is this food. And I think we are heading in that direction— 
because those progressive chains recognize it is in their interests 
to keep their customer base healthy and coming back there. And 
I think we are going to see many changes that way, in addition to 
the government programs. I mean, it really has to be much more 
broadly proposed and influenced than just what we can do at the 
USDA, to be sure. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your patience. 

COMMUNICATION BETWEEN USDA AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, thank you for being here, Ms. Rowe, Mr. 
Concannon, and of course, Mr. Young. 

I do want to close with one thing. There is a growing concern 
about the increased trend of lack of communication between the 
Department, FNS, and this Subcommittee. Too often we are hear-
ing about FNS decisions from outside groups. 

For example, we learned that the WIC moratorium in Georgia 
has been lifted but we have had no communication from FNS on 
this decision, even though there have been Members on both sides 
of the aisle that have been interested in this issue. 

I am also concerned that this Subcommittee was not consulted 
before deciding the increased benefits to WIC participants as part 
of the WIC food package final order. Our Subcommittee provides 
100 percent of the WIC program funding. The least FNS could have 
done is to talk to us before making that decision, and that would 
certainly impact our ability to fund the various programs within 
our Bill. 

There should be no uncertainty on the oversight responsibility of 
this Subcommittee and the need for your Agency to inform us of 
critical matters in a timely fashion. 

Let me just, in closing, ask what can we do to ensure better com-
munication between FNS and our Subcommittee here on Agri-
culture?

Mr. CONCANNON. I appreciate your raising that issue with us, 
and we will redouble our efforts to make sure we are keeping you 
informed. I know there are several subjects at the hearing today 
that were raised that we will follow up with you to let you know 
what we are doing. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. 
Ms. ROWE. We do let Members know when we are taking an ac-

tion in their jurisdiction, such as Georgia and other jurisdictions if 
there is a particular issue, but we can do a better job of making 
sure the full Committee is aware. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yeah. It would be helpful. Like I said, there is 
concern about that lack of communication and so—and can be 
sometimes frustrating, so I hope we can work together on that. 

And thank you for being here today, and the Committee is ad-
journed.
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TUESDAY, APRIL 8, 2014. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FIELD AGENCIES 

WITNESSES
MICHAEL SCUSE, UNDER SECRETARY, FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICUL-

TURAL SERVICES 
JASON WELLER, CHIEF, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERV-

ICE
JUAN GARCIA, ADMINISTRATOR, FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
PHIL KARSTING, ADMINISTRATOR, FOREIGN AGRICULTURE SERVICE 
BRANDON WILLIS, ADMINISTRATOR, RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
MICHAEL YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, good morning. The subcommittee will come 
to order. 

I am pleased to welcome everyone to our tenth, the actual final 
fiscal year 2015 budget hearing. 

Joining us this morning is Mr. Michael Scuse, the Under Sec-
retary of the Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services mission area; 
Mr. Juan Garcia, Administrator of the Farm Service Agency; Mr. 
Phil Karsting, Administrator of the Foreign Agriculture Service; 
Mr. Brandon Willis, Administrator of the Risk Management Agen-
cy; Mr. Jason Weller, Chief of the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service; and USDA’s Budget Director, Mr. Mike Young. 

So we welcome everybody. I think most of you except maybe Mr. 
Karsting were here last year. So we welcome you back and wel-
come Mr. Karsting. It is good to have you here with us this morn-
ing.

And to start this hearing, we are doing a lot of hearings that are 
going on on the Hill at this time. So there will be members who 
will be going in and out, coming and leaving because of simulta-
neous hearings going on. So do not take it personally. It is just the 
number of hearings that are going on at one time. So I just wanted 
you to be aware of that. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. ADERHOLT

We have done something different this year by adding NRCS to 
the Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services area. One of the rea-
sons for doing this is to link the important conservation efforts of 
NRCS to the efforts of FSA and RMA for the producers across the 
country.

As a result of bringing these four agencies together, we are able 
to cover the continuum of efforts from the NRCS’ conservation pro-
grams, RMA’s risk management duties, and FSA’s production re-
lated programs to FAS’ focus on promoting the fruits of America’s 
immense productive capability in the international markets. 
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In this last hearing, the emphasis will once again be on the 
things and principles that we have been working on throughout the 
year. This Subcommittee is conducting its work on three primary 
themes.

First, ensuring the proper use of taxpayer funds through the 
committee’s oversight responsibility; 

Second, ensuring that the agencies here today develop, imple-
ment and execute an appropriate level of regulation to protect pro-
ducers and the public; 

And, third, ensuring that taxpayer funds are targeted at the 
most vital programs that are out there. 

We will be reviewing your budget request with these three items 
in mind as we go through it. 

The mission of the agencies here today are to enhance economic 
stability and expand economic opportunities for the United States’ 
farmers, ranchers and producers by delivering effective commodity 
credit, conservation, risk management and export programs. 

Congress struggled for two years to reach a compromise on the 
farm programs. Now it is time for each of these agencies to do their 
part in implementing the new and ongoing programs included in 
the 2014 farm bill. It is this Committee’s responsibility to ensure 
that the discretionary funds are appropriated, which are in addi-
tion to the mandatory funds provided in the farm bill, and that 
they are adequate to ensure the successful implementation of new 
and existing farm bill programs. 

The President’s fiscal year 2015 budget proposal for the Farm 
and Foreign Ag. Services’ mission area includes a request for ap-
proximately $3.4 billion in discretionary funding including the dis-
cretionary resources for loan subsidies to cover the cost of $6.4 bil-
lion in farm loans. This compares to $3.5 billion that was appro-
priated in fiscal year 2014. 

On the conservation side, the fiscal year 2015 budget request, 
$815 million versus $825 million appropriated in fiscal year 2014. 
Within these totals, FFAS and NRCS are expected to cover the cost 
of $58.6 million in GSA rent and Department of Homeland Security 
charges.

We will explore two of the more controversial proposals from the 
Farm Service Agency that called for a reduction of 815 non-Fed-
eral, permanent, full-time staff-years and the closure of 250 county 
offices.

While all of us on the subcommittee are proponents of effi-
ciencies, many of us here are not convinced that FSA has fully de-
veloped these plans and the savings associated with the proposal. 
Also, we need to be convinced that NRCS can simultaneously re-
duce 95 staff-years and save $34.4 million while efficiently imple-
menting farm bill conservation programs and addressing the long-
standing challenges within the agency’s financial systems. 

Lastly, I have to question the timing of yet another authorizing 
proposal for Public Law 480, Title II Food for Peace grants that 
would allow up to 25 percent of emergency funds to be used for 
cash assistance when the recently passed 2014 farm bill purposely 
chose not to make such a change to the program. 

In closing, I would like to express my belief that most American 
taxpayers believe that sensible farm policies are a wise investment 
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for our Nation’s health and the future of American grown food, 
fiber and feed. The investments we make in farm and conservation 
programs in the upcoming fiscal year will benefit all Americans 
from the farmers and the ranchers in the fields to consumers in the 
United States and also abroad. 

Before I turn to Mr. Farr, I would like to thank Mr. Weller and 
NRCS for your assistance in updating the photos that decorate our 
hearing room this morning, and we thank you for your help with 
that. If you will look around, they worked out very nicely. So we 
appreciate your help with that. 

I would also like to commend the department for yesterday’s an-
nouncement for that producer to be able to sign up for livestock 
and tree disaster assistance programs on April 15th. We know this 
has been a priority for the Secretary. So it is a great job for that. 

Now, let me turn to our distinguished Ranking Member from the 
State of California, Mr. Farr, for any opening statements that he 
may have. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. FARR

Mr. FARR. Thank you, our very distinguished chairman. 
I really do not have any opening remarks. I just wanted to make 

a comment. One, thank you all for your public service. It is a big 
agency that you are in, and it covers essentially the globe with all 
the issues and the trading issues that we have to deal with, Food 
for Peace and other things. 

It is a joy to be on this Committee that deals with so much of 
the infrastructure, sort of the social farming infrastructure of 
America and putting food on our table at the same time, trying to 
modernize and meet the goals of our new health policy, which is 
to keep Americans well by feeding them correctly and having them 
do proper exercise. 

So even though those two parts are not part of your challenges, 
the underlying of getting food to market and getting it around the 
world and dealing with the economic ability to get access to farm-
ing and to sustain it and to grow is all your responsibility. So I 
share the comments with the chair, and I look forward to the ques-
tioning of the members of the panel. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
At this time, Mr. Scuse and Mr. Weller, we will now to turn to 

you for your opening statements. Of course your full statements 
will be included in the record, and so summarize, go over your talk-
ing points that you want to make clear to the subcommittee how-
ever you feel best, and we will begin with you, Mr. Scuse to begin 
with this morning for your opening statement. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. SCUSE

Mr. SCUSE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee. I am pleased to be with you today to present our 2015 
budget and program proposals for the Farm and Foreign Agricul-
tural Services. 

I am accompanied by the Administrators of the Risk Manage-
ment Agency, the Foreign Agricultural Service, the Farm Service 
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Agency, and the Chief of Natural Resources Conservation Service. 
We are also accompanied by Michael Young, the Director of Office 
of Budget and Program Analysis. 

We appreciate the difficulties of today’s budget environment and 
the need to reduce our Federal deficit. We have developed pro-
posals that will streamline our operations, we believe, improve effi-
ciencies and reduce our administrative costs. 

The Farm Service Agency, the budget request for discretionary 
salaries and expenses is $1.4 billion, a decrease of $39 million since 
last year. This request reflects our continued commitment to 
achieving cost savings and increased efficiencies while providing 
farmers and ranchers with the highest level of customer service. 

FSA is beginning to take steps towards reshaping and restruc-
turing its workforce and county office footprint. This effort will be 
achieved through implementation of the new Model Service Center 
concept that the agency has been developing. The goal of this con-
cept is to modernize and consolidate the way service is delivered 
in order to achieve efficiencies and cost savings that will allow us 
to more effectively manage future budget challenges. 

FSA provides a broad range of services for American agriculture, 
disaster assistance, income support payments, marketing assist-
ance loans, and certain conservation programs and a variety of di-
rect loans and loan guarantees. 

For the Farm Credit Program, the budget proposes a program 
level of about $6.4 billion, an increase of more than $1.8 billion 
from 2013, at a subsidy cost that is about $12 million less. The re-
quest reflects the ongoing credit needs of beginning and minority 
farmers. For the 2013 crop year, the Risk Management Agency 
through the Federal Crop Insurance Program provided a record 
$124 billion in protection on another record 295 million acres of 
farmland, which includes pasture, rangeland, and forage. Our cur-
rent projections for 2014 crop year are that liabilities will decline 
to about $105 billion, largely as a result of lower commodity price 
projections.

For salaries and expenses of RMA, the budget requests $77 mil-
lion to support 467 employees compared to 2010’s $80 million ap-
propriation that supported 528 employees. That is a reduction of 
about four percent and 12 percent, respectively. 

The Foreign Agricultural Service leads the Department’s efforts 
to expand and preserve overseas markets and foster global food se-
curity. The budget provides $183 million for FAS salaries and ex-
penses, about $3 million below 2011. 

For trade expansion and promotion activities, the budget in-
cludes $200 million for a Market Access Program, $34.5 billion for 
the Foreign Market Development Program, and $10 million for 
Emerging Markets Program, and $9 million for the Technical As-
sistance for Specialty Crops. 

For international food aid, the budget includes $185 million for 
McGovern-Dole; $240 million for Food for Progress; and Public Law 
480, Title II, the budget provides $1.4 billion. 
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Mr. Chairman, again, I thank you and the members for the op-
portunity to present our 2015 budget and program proposals, and 
it would be a pleasure to answer any questions that you and mem-
bers of the subcommittee may have at this time. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. SCUSE. Mr. Weller. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. WELLER

Mr. WELLER. Thank you, Mr. Scuse. 
Good morning, Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr, mem-

bers of the committee. My name is Jason Weller, and I have the 
honor of serving as the Chief of the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service. 

We employ around 11,000 professionals around the country that 
work one on one with private landowners, farmers and ranchers. 
So we have folks as far as Maine, all the way to the Pacific Basin, 
from Alaska to Puerto Rico, and we work out of field offices to help 
farmers and ranchers come up with positive, proactive, problem 
solving solutions for their resource management needs. 

We are very appreciative of the resources this Committee pro-
vides our agency to help with those problem solving solutions on 
the landscape as well as the resources provided by the farm bill, 
and I look forward this morning to visiting with you and also an-
swering any questions you may have. 

Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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FARM BILL IMPLEMENTATION

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Thank you. 
Let me start out, Mr. Scuse. Let me ask a little bit about the 

mandatory funds in the farm bill. The farm bill provides $175 mil-
lion in mandatory funding to implement the farm programs and 
the crop insurance provisions of the law. 

Can you briefly tell us how the department plans to utilize these 
resources?

Mr. SCUSE. Yes, Mr. Chairman, in several different ways. As you 
know, there is going to be a substantial amount of IT work that 
is going to have to be done to implement the farm bill. There are 
numerous new programs in the farm bill, such as the dairy pro-
gram, Agricultural Risk Coverage (ARC), Price Loss Coverage 
(PLC), Stacked Income Protection Plan (STAX), shallow crop, shal-
low loss option. So there are numerous new programs that are 
going to require a great deal of development for IT and software. 

We also recognize that we are going to have to have additional 
staffing. Because of the new programs and the magnitude of these 
programs, we are going to need additional staffing, temporary staff-
ing to get the individuals signed up for these programs and get 
them signed up in a timely manner. 

And we are also going to have to do a great deal of education and 
outreach. Again, because of the complexities of the programs and 
how some of these programs are tied together, it is going to take 
us a great deal of outreach and education to allow our farmers and 
ranchers to be able to make an informed decision and, ultimately, 
at the end of the day the right decision for their farming oper-
ations.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Will it be for any temporary staff, computer sys-
tem or outreach? This money that is being spent, will temporary 
staff be—— 

Mr. SCUSE. Yes. Part of the money that is provided for us to im-
plement the farm bill will go towards temporary staffing. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. What about computers? Well, you mentioned IT 
work had to be done, but as far as what outreach in implementing 
this?

Mr. SCUSE. Well, in the farm bill there was some money. There 
was $3 million that was set aside for the Web-based decision mak-
ing tool as well as an additional $3 million to do the outreach using 
cooperative extension. It will take us a lot more money than that 
to reach the amount of farmers and ranchers that we are going to 
have to reach. 

Again, the education and outreach I cannot emphasize enough 
how important it is going to be because of how some of these pro-
grams are, in fact, tied together. So that is going to be a very, very 
important part of what we are going to be doing. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, we would encourage you not to use the 
funding to hire new full-time staff. You know, first of all, it would 
contradict the proposal to eliminate 815 non-Federal employees. 

And, second, the subcommittee cannot commit to funding to high-
er staff levels in the future. So we do want you to be aware of that. 

Mr. SCUSE. Mr. Chairman, let me make it perfectly clear. It is 
for temporary staff. We will not be hiring full-time staff with any 
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of this money. This is temporary staff that will help us get through 
some very critical sign-up periods. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Young, let me turn to you for just a minute. 
Is the mandatory funding to implement the farm bill available 
until expended? 

Mr. YOUNG. Well, sir, yes. We are working with the General 
Counsel’s Office on that very question. We do believe though that 
it is available for the time period of the farm bill. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. How is your office going to be tracking the spend-
ing?

Mr. YOUNG. Well, we will be involved in working with FSA on 
the final plan, and then the apportionment process, and then the 
allotment of the funds to the agency. So we will be working closely 
with their budget and program folks. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. One thing that the subcommittee would like to 
do is if you could report to us every quarter on U.S. Ag.’s expendi-
ture with the money, that would be helpful. Would you be able to 
do that? 

Mr. YOUNG. We will be glad to work with you on that, yes. 

FSA OFFICE CLOSURES

Mr. ADERHOLT. All right. Since I have got a little bit more time 
left, let me just turn to Mr. Garcia for a minute, and to ask you 
about the proposal to close 250 FSA county offices and eliminate 
the 815 non-Federal staff. That is a concern to the subcommittee. 

County employees are the ones that connect to farmers and 
ranchers with vital agricultural programs. Can you tell us how 
FSA has determined which offices that it actually plans to close? 

Mr. GARCIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Well, at this particular time we have not made a determination 

as to any particular offices that will be proposed for closure. The 
250 offices that we are proposing as a potential closure have been 
determined through an analysis of our workload in the States in 
that particular area of the State and also dependent upon an as-
sumption of how much workload a particular county or counties 
will be doing based on the new farm bill provisions. 

So at this particular time we do not have a list of offices that are 
proposed for closure. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So what you are saying is that how much work-
load these offices are currently under will be one of the main issues 
in deciding? 

Mr. GARCIA. It will be one of the components. As the Under Sec-
retary mentioned, we are looking at a model service delivery con-
cept. In that determination, we will look at several things. We will 
look at workload. We will look at the location of the offices, how 
many main offices we have, and how many sub-offices that we cur-
rently have, and come up with our model service delivery project. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So physical location will be also one of the cri-
teria you will be looking at as well. 

Mr. GARCIA. Yes, sir, it will be one of the criteria as we move for-
ward. As you well know, the 2008 farm bill law, Section 14212, is 
still in effect, and that states that before we look at any offices for 
proposed closure that are more than 20 miles, we have to look at 
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those offices that are less than 20 miles with two or fewer employ-
ees.

So that criteria is still in effect. So that will be one of the things 
that we will be looking at. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. I would love to have a 20-mile criteria. My gosh, when 

dealing with Veterans Affairs, you have to be 70 miles away. If you 
are closer than 70 miles, you cannot be buried in a veteran ceme-
tery. You have to go 20 miles for farm services and 70 miles for 
veterans, crazy policy. 

PROGRAM COORDINATION

Anyway, I think Secretary Vilsack has really impressed me with 
his modernization concept. I think of all the Secretaries, he has 
probably done a more acute job of looking at how we can better 
align our services in the United States. 

I think what is missing in that though is a discussion with State 
and county similar entities. In California we have an Ag. Commis-
sioner in every single county, including urban counties like San 
Francisco, and those Ag. Commissioners play a big role in Cali-
fornia law, administering all of the pesticide rules, the OSHA rules, 
and things like that. It seems to me that, you know, they are sort 
of working with the extension advisors. 

And I hope that, Mr. Weller, you will and, Mr. Garcia, you will 
use your offices as you begin looking at how do we get a better 
bang for our buck, of how can we partner with in some cases and 
delegate and maybe get memoranda of understanding between 
those county offices. They may have to add staff and do stuff. 

But what bothers me, having been through local government, 
State government and Federal Government, it is all of the silos 
that each government creates, and then they never talk to each 
other. So you have got people doing like kinds of government serv-
ices in the same community that do not even talk to each other. 
We cannot afford that at any level anymore. 

Also, Mr. Weller, I was just curious because I think I have gotten 
a lot of positive feedback from the farmers who have worked with 
your agents about how positive they are and how flexible they are, 
and I think that is a big part of it. 

I wondered. I am just thinking that so much of the rural econ-
omy depends on energy. Is there any effort to really start moving 
with solarization? My own self, my family has a cabin in Big Sur, 
and it is off the grid. So all of the water has to come from spring 
boxes. There is no power to generate at all, and I have converted 
to solar. I have just been shocked at how efficient and easy it is 
and how inexpensive it is. It generates tons of power. 

And you think of the old windmills. The wind pumped the water 
out. We now can use solar to do more than just pumping, and I 
would hope that you might work with the Energy Department also 
having kind of an energy approach to rural America that we have 
never seen before. 

MODEL SERVICE CENTERS

But let me ask Mr. Garcia specifically about this whole idea of 
your model service center that the chairman brought up. You men-
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tioned in your testimony on page 8 that it is all part of the imple-
mentation on the new farm bill to reshape and restructure the 
workforce in county offices’ footprints. 

You say this latter effort will be achieved through implementa-
tion of a new model service center concept that the agency is devel-
oping. The goal of this concept is to modernize and consolidate the 
way service is delivered in order to achieve efficiencies and cost 
savings that will allow us to more effectively manage future budget 
challenges with limited or no impact to customer service levels. 

Can you explain in some detail what the new service model cen-
ter is all about? 

Mr. SCUSE. Can I take a stab at that please? 
Mr. FARR. You can. Anybody can do it. 
Mr. SCUSE. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. FARR. Anybody who knows. 
Mr. SCUSE. As I think the committee understands, agriculture is 

changing and evolving, and we need to change, evolve and mod-
ernize our delivery system just like agriculture and our farmers 
and ranchers are evolving. They embrace technology. They embrace 
change. We need to do that as well. 

What we are attempting to do with the modern service delivery 
center, if you look at our losses, we have lost 35 percent of our 
workforce since 2003. Since 2010, we have downsized 20 percent. 
We have lost 20 percent of our workforce. We need to find ways to 
work smarter and to be able to provide the services that our farm-
ers and ranchers are providing. 

Now, since 2003 with the 35 percent reduction in our workforce, 
we have implemented three farm bills, and we have provided serv-
ices to our farmers and ranchers, and we continue to provide those 
services, those disaster payment programs as well as our lending 
programs. This year the request is $6.4 billion for lending. 

We have continued to provide great service to our farmers and 
ranchers with a greatly reduced work force. What we want to do 
is to continue to be able to do that. The savings that we will get 
out of the reduction in the office footprint we will put back into our 
staff and the way that we are going to be able to provide those 
services. We will put that money back into our office structure so 
that our staff will have the resources that they need to continue 
to do the job of serving their—— 

Mr. FARR. It sounds like you are going to move into the Internet 
world, which is probably very practical, but you know, rural Amer-
ica does not even have access to it. 

Mr. SCUSE. Exactly, and it will not be just the Internet. We rec-
ognize that there is a large percentage of farmers out there who do 
not have service to the Internet, and so we are going to have to 
continue to provide office space and staff to meet the demands of 
those producers that either do not have access or, like myself, are 
not that technologically advanced just yet. 

So you know, we recognize the fact—— 
Mr. FARR. You talk about a model. Is it based on some model 

concept, some business concept. I mean corporate America is con-
solidating into corporate headquarters, but at the same time sort 
of expanding into rural areas without having to do exactly what 
you are doing with less manpower. 
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Mr. SCUSE. And what we would like to do would be to have that 
central office where we are going to have the management and the 
bulk of the staff. We also then have a branch office that will have 
staff but not the management, and then we will have the satellite 
offices to reach those customers in certain areas that need that 
service provided to them, and that will be at a very limited staffing 
level with limited hours, and we believe by doing that we will be 
able to ultimately save money and at the same time provide the 
service that those individuals need us to provide. 

You know, we want to take this one step further. We want our 
Farm Service Agency offices, those county offices, those branch and 
satellite offices and core central offices to be able to provide addi-
tional information about not just Farm Service Agency programs, 
but about USDA in general. 

And I think we are going to be able to provide a lot more infor-
mation to a much wider client base, and at the end of the day pro-
vide a lot more services not just for farmers and ranchers and for 
the FSA office, but for all of USDA. 

FSA OFFICE CLOSURES

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Nunnelee. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Scuse, I want to continue on the same area that the Chair-

man and Mr. Farr talked about. I understand we are in a new era. 
We are in a period of belt tightening and budget cuts, and in order 
to do that, we have got to work differently. So I want to raise two 
issues that I think are related. 

One is the closing and reorganizing of FSA offices, and the other 
is the duplication of reports. Quite frankly, I believe that the farm-
ers and ranchers are understanding that they cannot do business 
the way we have always done business and that if we involve them 
in decisions, they will be quick to accept the decisions that might 
very well involve driving a little bit further. 

But when they have to drive further to turn in the same report 
four different places four different times, that adds to the frustra-
tion. So I think the two issues are related. 

So the chairman talked about the closing of offices and consoli-
dating. I understand there is a parochial view in that, with folks 
saying, ‘‘I understand you have got to close offices somewhere. Just 
do not close mine.’’ 

It appeared to me that the last round of closures were driven top 
down, and I would encourage you to involve your local employees 
as well as your, quote, customers, the farmers and ranchers of 
America, in making the decisions that do involve, as the Chairman 
mentioned, workload, that do involve, as Mr. Farr talked about, 
distance, and incorporate all of that, bringing the stakeholders to 
the table to help you make a decision. 

So let me just get you to address that before we move to duplica-
tion.

Mr. SCUSE. Okay. And I think you are exactly right. It was driv-
en by the criteria that were set down in the farm bill. There was 
very little decision making process that we had the ability to do. 
Again, the 2008 farm bill dictated how we were going to close and 
where we were going to close these offices. 
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And to be perfectly honest, that was unfortunate because there 
are offices in areas that maybe should have remained opened. 
There are offices that are open today that maybe should have been 
closed because of the workload, which was the piece that was miss-
ing in the 2008 farm bill. 

So you know, we need to take a very hard look at what we are 
going to do, how we are going to do it, and you are exactly right. 
We do need to include the States, the State Executive Directors 
(SEDs), the District Directors (DDs) that are in those States, as 
well as the customers and clients that we are serving. So that will 
be part of the process, the decision making process, as we move for-
ward with creating a model service center concept. 

ACREAGE CROP REPORTING STREAMLINING INITIATIVE

As far as the duplicate reporting goes, it has been a concern of 
mine. I am a producer. I have to currently give a crop report to the 
Farm Service Agency, and I have to give a crop report to my crop 
insurance agent. That is why we started down a path two years 
ago to create the Acreage Crop Reporting Streamlining Initiative, 
and there is funding in the farm bill to help us make this happen. 

What we have done so far in this, we have made some serious 
progress. We now have a common land identifier between FSA, 
RMA, NRCS and NASS. We have got all of the agencies in the 
room. There were four. They can still use their own, but there is 
now one common land identifier across all the agencies. We think 
that will be a big help. 

There were multiple crop reporting dates between the Farm 
Service Agency and the Risk Management Agency that were dif-
ferent. I had one county, I believe, in Florida that had 27 different 
crop reporting dates. No wonder there was some confusion in farm 
country.

We sat down with the agencies, and we streamlined that. We 
made those in many cases the same reports for the different agen-
cies.

There is a commodity table. Now, I did not know that it existed, 
but there is a commodity table that identifies all of the different 
crops that are grown in the United States. That commodity table 
needed to be compressed because there were so many different 
ways to identify corn or soybeans or different types of vegetables. 
That needed to be condensed. That, too, has been done. 

We just had a meeting in Kansas City that I attended with a 
group that is in charge of leading this project so that at the end 
of the day our producers will be able to make a single crop report 
to either the FSA office or their crop insurance agent. 

Taking that one step further, eventually they will be able to do 
that from home. Then they will be able to use the technology from 
that cotton picker and that combine to do a direct download of that 
information into the office. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Well, I think you understand the issue. Consoli-
dation, downsizing and streamlining are tied together, and if you 
continue to move in that direction, I think you will get a lot of co-
operation.

Thank you. 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes, sir. Thank you. 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 

FIELD OFFICE RESTRUCTURING

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Let me welcome all of you gentlemen. 
Let me follow up on Mr. Nunnelee’s comment with reference to 

the consolidation of the various offices. The concept that I hear you 
developing is one of a one stop shop so that you can streamline and 
you can put all of the services in one location even though there 
may be a little further drive, but once the farmer gets to that loca-
tion, he should be able to accomplish all of his business in the same 
spot.

Is that what I see you trying to get to? 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes, sir, and be able to provide additional informa-

tion from across USDA when that producer makes that stop at that 
office.

Mr. BISHOP. Right. Now, one of the concerns that I have heard 
perennially from the users of your various offices is that the 
redundancies of application information, multiple applications that 
require the same information, just on different forms for different 
services, one for FSA, another one for NRCS, et cetera. 

I know that you were going to work on that in past years. Have 
you accomplished that now? Is your IT system up so that you can 
transport the information that the farmer has already given, basic 
information that is needed for all of the programs so they do not 
have to do it every time they go for a different service, if they want 
CRP or they want a commodity program, whatever it is they are 
signing up for? 

Mr. SCUSE. Under the MIDAS system we have the producer in-
formation into that system now. So it is in a centralized location. 

COMMODITY PROGRAM REGULATIONS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. Thank you very much. 
Now, Mr. Scuse and/or Mr. Garcia, I want to talk about peanuts. 

As you know, I come from peanut country. Some peanut producers 
and a few peanut buying points in North Central Florida have com-
plained about not having generic base acres, which were former 
cotton base acres, as described in the 2014 farm bill. 

Specifically, this area of Florida does not have many generic base 
acres. So many of them argue that the peanut reference price is too 
high for peanuts grown on generic base acres throughout the U.S. 
The overwhelming majority of peanut producers, including the ma-
jority of peanut producers in Florida, do not agree with those that 
have problems with the intent of the 2014 farm bill Title I lan-
guage.

I supported the 2014 farm bill that was sent to the President, 
and I hope that my peanut producers are treated the same as all 
other commodity producers in Title I. This works for the peanut in-
dustry, and we are pleased with the reference price and the base 
language in the 2014 bill. 

But I would like to submit for the record an industry letter from 
peanut growers, sellers and buying points supporting the language 
in the 2014 bill if the chair will entertain that at the appropriate 
time.



540

And I would like to ask you if you could give us an update on 
when you expect to have the proposed regulations out on the com-
modity support programs, and particularly peanuts. 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, as you know, we are working very hard on all 
of the different aspects of the farm bill. As the chairman pointed 
out earlier, we have the livestock disaster reg. that will take place 
starting next Tuesday, April 15th. We continue to work on the reg-
ulations not just for the price supports; the marketing loans as well 
as shallow loss program; ARC, PLC as well as the dairy program 
this fall, but we are working as quickly as we can to get those pro-
grams out the door as fast as we can. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer this and ask unanimous con-

sent that this be made a part of the record. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Sure, without objection. 

ACTIVE PERSONAL ENGAGEMENT

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Let me go to one other area quickly while I still have some time, 

and that is the actively engaged rules. I think many in Congress 
are interested in the development of the new regulations further 
defining the term ‘‘active personal management,’’ as used to make 
the actively engaged in farming determinations beginning in 2015. 

It is clear that farming is not just about driving a tractor, and 
as the department moves forward, it will be critically important to 
consider the size, cropping mix, regional location of farms, unique 
characteristics in developing this new definition. 

I believe the conference report provides some excellent guidelines 
for your consideration. I hope that every effort will be made to 
make certain that throughout the process there is no disruption to 
family operations as provided in the statute. 

I would like to kind of get your thoughts on that. The Secretary 
indicated that he expects the actively engaged rules to be released 
by the end of this year or early 2015. I know you have a number 
of other new regulations which are expected to be issued, including 
new implementation of the disaster programs, the new PLC and 
ARC programs. 

So can you give us an assessment of when these new rules will 
be issued and what, if any, impact there will be with the proposed 
headquarters staff reductions? 

Mr. SCUSE. Is this addressed to—— 
Mr. ADERHOLT. If you can just quickly. We are over time, but go 

ahead and answer, if you could just do a brief answer. 
Mr. SCUSE. Okay. As the Secretary pointed out, we will be doing 

a proposed rule later this year for actively engaged. This is some-
thing that we take very seriously. As you pointed out, there are 
two sides to this issue. There will be a comment period, and we are 
going to welcome any and all comments, and there is going to be 
a considerable amount of comments on this proposed rule. 

It will take us probably a considerable length of time to review 
all of those comments, but we take this very seriously. Again, it 
will be proposed, and we will be taking comments and then making 
our decision after we have reviewed all of those comments, Con-
gressman.
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Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Valadao. 

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
I want to associate myself with the comments about the FSA of-

fice closure. I am just as concerned as the other members, but I do 
not know if I need to add any more to that. I am going to switch 
gears a little bit. 

The Emergency Conservation Program through the Farm Service 
Agency assists farmers and ranchers with funds to increase their 
water storage and collection, including drilling new water wells. In 
order to qualify for funding, these projects must be completed with-
in 120 days of approval. 

Although some projects in Central Valley can be completed with-
in this time frame, due to the increased demand and limited re-
sources, my constituents are unable to have any well work com-
pleted within a 120-day time frame. Currently, the estimated wait 
time just for the well company to complete drilling the well, not in-
stalling the equipment or bringing in the electricity, and there is 
a lot that goes into that, it ranges from about eight to 12 months. 

And due to the current time constraints, the ECP guidelines and 
the high demand for well installation, many of our constituents are 
finding themselves ineligible for emergency funds through the ECP. 
I, along with my fellow Valley members, sent a letter requesting 
a deadline extension to 365 days so that our constituents will be 
able to utilize the programs that the USDA has provided for just 
this type of draught disaster. 

Do you have any indication of the extension becoming a reality? 
And if so, can you give me a time frame for implementation? 

Mr. SCUSE. We are working on that right now. We understand 
that there is an issue with the timing, and we are working on the 
extension for those producers. 

And just so you know, I personally was in California last month. 
I visited a lot of the areas that were impacted by the drought, 
talked to the ranchers about the wells and the issue that they were 
having getting well drillers, as well as the cost of drilling those 
wells. So I saw and witnessed it firsthand. 

So we are working on the extension. We understand the cir-
cumstances, and we are going to work with the producers. 

Mr. VALADAO. Do you think it is possible to get an extension? 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes. 

TRANSATLANTIC TRADE AND INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP
NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. VALADAO. I would also like to thank you for your continued 
efforts to expand opportunities around the world for the U.S. dairy 
industry. Right now dairy exports account for the equivalent of a 
day’s milking every week. Originally, the Dairy Caucus, of which 
I am the co-chair, sent a letter to both Secretary Vilsack and Am-
bassador Froman regarding geographical indicator concerns with 
the ongoing transatlantic trade investment negotiations with the 
European Union. 
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Although both the U.S. and the EU are major dairy producing 
and exporting regions, there is a $1.3 billion trade deficit between 
them. This reflects the burdensome route American companies are 
faced when trying to export their products to the EU. 

Dairy farmers and companies in my district are deeply concerned 
by the EU’s efforts to impose these restrictions on the use of many 
common food names. The EU’s requests threaten U.S. sales exports 
of a number of U.S. agricultural products, but pose particular con-
cern to the use of dairy terms, as you also mentioned in your testi-
mony. This type of barrier to trade and commerce defies the funda-
mental goals of a trade agreement, and the EU currently has a 60 
percent tariff on dairy products, including cheese and milk pow-
ders.

What are you doing to ensure the dairy market’s access into the 
EU?

Mr. SCUSE. Let me just start out by saying that the dairy indus-
try is not the only industry that is concerned with the geographical 
indicators. I know that when the agreements were signed with the 
Central American countries, they agreed to over 400 geographical 
indicators which, again, puts us at a major disadvantage. 

We take this very seriously. Our negotiators take this issue very, 
very seriously. So I know that your comments have been received 
by our negotiators at USTR and USDA, and again, they are going 
to be taken very seriously. It is a concern especially with some of 
the geographical indicators that they are wanting to apply. 

So, again, we take it seriously, and we will consider all of the in-
formation and the letters that we receive. 

CROP INSURANCE FOR SPECIALTY CROPS

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you. 
Specialty crop insurance, under the 2010 standard reinsurance 

agreement, the USDA negotiated with the insurance companies 
without agent input. Commissions to crop insurance agents from 
insurance companies were capped. This cost specialty crop insur-
ance agents in California $15 to $20 million a year, and the spe-
cialty crop insurance agents nationwide more than $54 million a 
year, and will continue to cause these losses every year until the 
SRA can be changed in 2015. 

When do you expect to renegotiate the new SRA? 
Mr. WILLIS. The farm bill allows the SRA to be renegotiated once 

every five years. The soonest it could be renegotiated is 2016, and 
to do that we would have started this year. 

The Secretary has asked us to focus our resources on getting the 
farm bill implemented correctly and timely. So towards the end of 
this year, early next year, we will reengage on that discussion. 

Mr. VALADAO. All right. Well, thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 

CROP INSURANCE FOR ORGANIC COMMODITIES

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you very much. Thank you all for being 
here today. 

I am going to follow up on crop insurance in a slightly different 
light.
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So first I want to thank you for attempting to act quickly to im-
plement the farm bill’s expansion of crop insurance program to di-
versified farms, as well as eliminating the crop insurance sur-
charge for organic products. As demand for local and organic food 
grows, some farms will stay small, continuing to focus on direct-to- 
consumer and direct marketing, but others are definitely going to 
want to scale up. 

And in order to sell to institutions like hospitals and schools and 
become a reliable source for grocery stores, the ability of farmers, 
big and small, to access to crop insurance is going to be a very im-
portant tool in their toolkit. Also, because of the incidence of dif-
ficult weather that we have been experiencing, it is just becoming 
more and more important for people to have access to crop insur-
ance.

So, Administrator Willis, thank you for your work on this. I un-
derstand that you grew up on your family’s berry farm in Utah. 
Are you confident that the crop insurance will be able to work for 
non-commodity farms like yours? 

And I have two or three other questions. I will just throw them 
all out there and you can answer them all. 

Will the crop insurance industry be able to shake the image of 
being only for the commodity crops and find a way to appeal to the 
smaller farmer and be accessible? 

Can you talk a little bit about how RMA is working to ensure 
that the expansion of crop insurance is a success, and that the 
USDA field offices are equipped to help less traditional farmers 
who are interested in buying crop insurance for the first time? 

We would love to see this all be successful. 
Mr. WILLIS. Thank you. I agree. 
You know, the Secretary spoke a while back, and he said that 

crop insurance is the linchpin to the safety net, especially with the 
changes in this farm bill, and I agree with that. If you look at crop 
insurance, it is a great model that balances. Farmers need to pro-
tect their investment and taxpayers need. 

The one thing though is if a farmer does not have a policy or 
they do not have a policy that works for them, it is not the linchpin 
of their safety net. So we have worked hard trying to expand. We 
have made a lot of progress. We have more to go. 

Specifically speaking of organic farmers, I think that is a good 
illustration of what can we do and what can be done when both 
sides work together. Their main issues with the program were the 
surcharge and the prices. 

Ms. PINGREE. Right. 
Mr. WILLIS. The surcharge was eliminated this year. The prices 

were offering many more options for them, new crops as well as an 
option for those that have contracts. 

As far as getting the word out, that is obviously the next step. 
If they do not know about it, it does not do any good. We worked 
on the organics specifically. We issued a blog posting. We have 
done press releases. We have worked with our friends at USDA 
who operate the National Organics Program to get the word out to 
their stakeholders. We have worked with our friends at the Ag. 
Marketing Service at USDA as well. We are working with our com-
panies to educate them. 
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We also have risk management education funds that allow us to 
spread and educate people who may not be as knowledgeable about 
crop insurance as other farmers are. But I certainly appreciate 
your point. 

As we look forward, we are trying to offer policies that work for 
everybody. Whole farm is another area the farm bill provided some 
guidance that we needed to improve our whole farm options for di-
versified producers. We actually did not wait for the farm bill to 
pass. We had the legal authority to do that. 

We had the stakeholders meet in Kansas City, people who were 
particularly interested in a whole farm policy. We listened to them, 
and then with the constraints that we had and the concerns that 
they had, we tried to balance those. And ideally, we will have a 
new policy that will come before the board here in the next month 
or two, and we are moving in that direction. 

We have seen a lot of improvement, but we do recognize that 
crop insurance only works if you have a policy that you can pur-
chase and you know about it. 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Well, thank you for your answer, and I will 
certainly be interested to see what the whole farm diversified pol-
icy looks like. 

Now I want to talk a little bit about EQIP. So that is probably 
Chief Weller. Thank you. 

In my State, under the leadership of State Conservationist Juan 
Hernandez, the Natural Resources Conservation Service, NRCS, in 
Maine has made good progress improving the health and sustain-
ability of our working lands. 

One of the particularly popular programs in Maine, and I am 
sure in other places, is the Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram, known as EQIP. You know all of these things. It is a vol-
untary program that provides assistance to farmers and ranchers 
and certainly has a huge impact on our State. 

In Maine, over 12 percent of the EQIP contracts go to the organic 
initiative, which helps farmers, both organic and those who are 
working towards organic certification, address some of the resource 
concerns that are specific to organic growers. It assures the oppor-
tunities for farms to grow and remain sustainable. 

While the recently passed farm bill increased the payment limits 
for most producers using EQIP to $450,000, at the same time it cut 
the payment limit for organic producers to just $80,000. I find this 
very discouraging. I am concerned about the message it sends to 
organic farmers and ranchers, and I want to make sure that the 
USDA is open for business to all producers. 

So can you discuss how NRCS is implementing the EQIP organic 
incentive and touch upon whether organic producers will see a 
drop-off in service due to these payment limitations? 

Mr. WELLER. So let me just begin with the basic proposition that 
at NRCS we are production neutral. So whether you are conven-
tional agriculture or you are organic agriculture, we are there to 
serve you. 

Stepping back prior to this farm bill, stepping back several years, 
while we did provide service to organic producers nationwide, I 
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think we could have done a better job of it, and that is why we 
have taken a number of steps to actually increase internally our 
skill set so that it does not matter whether you are in Maine or 
California or Nebraska, that we have folks in the field on the 
ground that are experts at organic production. 

So we have revamped all of our conservation practice standards 
to incorporate good organic practices as part of our conservation de-
livery system. So if you are with pest management, nutrient man-
agement, your tillage practices, your buffers are in your fields, we 
have updated our practice standards to help organic production. 

We have provided training to over 7,000 employees nationally on 
organic conservation and organic production. We have invested in 
innovation grants with organic systems to help identify organic 
production systems and how to incorporate effective conservation in 
organic production. 

The result from that investment over the last five years, we have 
provided through EQIP $106 million just to the organic initiative 
you are talking about for organic producers nationwide. We can 
still do better. 

So to your point on the farm bill, if the producer comes in 
through the specific organic initiative, which is a statutory require-
ment, you are correct. It does have some statutory limitations, but 
a producer does not have to only come in through that authority. 
They can come in and apply for general EQIP assistance, and then 
there is no limitation. 

Again, it is production neutral. So whether you are a cranberry 
grower or you are a beef and cattle operation, EQIP is there to help 
you with your conventional production or organic production. If you 
come through the general EQIP program, you are not held to any 
limitation other than that $450,000 contract limit. 

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Well, I am out of time, but thank you for 
your answer. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 

CROP INSURANCE FOR PARTIALLY IRRIGATED CROPS

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you all for your 
testimony today. 

A couple of brief questions for you. I know there has been some 
discussion about the FSA offices. I know that has been discussed, 
and I might concur with my colleagues’ comments. 

Let me ask you a little bit about crop insurance. I know that was 
just raised. I brought this issue up with Secretary Vilsack when he 
was before our committee a few weeks ago about the possibility of 
having a partially irrigated crop insurance program. We have indi-
viduals who either are irrigated or who are not irrigated, but be-
cause of maybe drought conditions or water management issues, in 
certain communities they moved to sort of a partially irrigated po-
sition, which there is not really a crop insurance tool that fits that, 
is my understanding, today, and so they are either irrigated or not. 

I think the USDA is working on that project. Where are we on 
that? And is that a tool that farmers would be able to use across 
the country sometime in the near future? 

Mr. WILLIS. Thanks for the question. 
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I actually about a year ago had the opportunity to go visit with 
farmers out in Kansas; talked to the governor as well; and I under-
stand how important of an issue this is. About that time we asked 
a third party to look at different options of how we could poten-
tially cover it because, as you pointed out, it is kind of a middle 
ground.

These producers used to have adequate water to fully irrigate a 
crop. Unfortunately, a lot of them do not now, and unfortunately, 
the situation is probably going to get worse over time. 

That study came back, and they presented some problems. We 
actually read that. We asked them to go back with some ideas we 
presented them and to come up with their own ideas, trying to find 
a solution. 

I wish I could tell you that it was simple, and I wish I could tell 
you that we had a solution today because I wish we did, but we 
do not. We are going to keep working with people because we do 
understand these farmers are facing a very unique situation, and 
they are going to do the best they can under the circumstances. 

So it is a high priority, but it is not as simple as I wish it was. 
Mr. YODER. Are there things that we can do legislatively that 

would provide a format so that would be possible? 
I mean, what is holding us back from being able to create that 

option for farmer? 
Mr. WILLIS. I do not believe we need a legislative fix. If we do, 

I will reach out and let you know that. I think the hard part is all 
of these producers are in a little bit different situation. Some of 
them have a lot less water; some of them have more. 

In trying to balance the needs of the farmers who need to grow 
a crop with the taxpayer, you can imagine that when you are not 
watering quite enough, there is a big gap on how much you water 
and just trying to make sure that program integrity is at the top 
of the priority list as well. 

But if we need any authority, I will let you know. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETS ABROAD

Mr. YODER. That is something we will have to continue to work 
on.

Switching gears for a little bit, it is certainly a big issue for Kan-
sas and farmers all across the country is our ability to export grain 
and meat across the world. It helps put Americans to work. It 
helps feed the world, and we have got a lot of food aid programs 
as well. 

In our efforts to promote trade and promote these exports, how 
do we open up more foreign markets? Where are the opportunities 
for Kansas farmers to be able to sell more of their products over-
seas?

And in that role we have had some challenges with the rule of 
law being followed in certain countries where maybe products are 
being sold or they do not get paid for. How do we ensure that when 
we go into these new markets that treaties are being followed, that 
the rule of law is being followed so that we can protect American 
producers?

Mr. SCUSE. To your first point, as far as getting products into for-
eign markets, we have just experienced the four biggest years in 
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agriculture trade in the history of the United States. We just had 
a record breaking year last year of about $141 billion in agricul-
tural exports. We are on track this year to break that record. We 
are looking at somewhere between $142 and $143 billion in agricul-
tural trade this year. 

What we do is some of the programs that we have like our Mar-
ket Access Program and our Foreign Market Development Pro-
gram, we work with our cooperators, our commodity groups to go 
provide them and cost-share money to go in and open up and de-
velop some of these new markets and get market access for their 
products.

Hugely successful programs; for every dollar that we spend in 
these programs, there is a $35 return on investment. That is huge. 

We also do trade missions. I will be leading a trade mission to 
China on May 3rd. We will be taking 27 companies along with us 
on this trade mission. 

My Deputy, Darci Vetter, did a trade mission to Africa last fall. 
Before that I did one to Turkey in the summer. These trade mis-
sions help us open up and develop new markets. 

We have staff. I have 96 offices around the world that work in 
167 different countries to break down the barriers that you just 
mentioned, to help us get product in there, product that is stopped 
at the port, get it moving, if there is an issue with payment, to help 
get our products paid for at the end of the day. 

So we have a great staff and they do a fantastic job of breaking 
down barriers and helping us get product in the market. 

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry. 

FOREIGN MARKETS INFORMATION

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Good morning, gentlemen. Sorry I did not have the benefit of 

your earlier testimony, but I would like to launch into a couple of 
points.

First of all, Mr. Karsting, congratulations on your new job. 
Where are you from in Nebraska? 

Mr. KARSTING. Blue Hill, Nebraska. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. There you go. Well, you are clearly well-pre-

pared for your position. 
Mr. KARSTING. Thank you. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Let me turn quickly to the Foreign Agricul-

tural Service. And obviously, you have made a strong case for the 
investment there, and particularly the balance of trade benefits 
that we are accruing from our strong exports in this area. 

I assume you have had a shift of mission over time, given the 
advancement in globalization and communications that the old 
model of statistical research and collections is—has that evolved 
over time so that the priorities of the function of your agency are 
somewhat different in terms of negotiating market access? 

In other words, it seems to me that global communications and 
statistical research through the private sector are very significant 
components of large agricultural commodity players. And is that 
still a focus of your agency? Is it necessary any longer? 
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Mr. KARSTING. It is still a focus of our agency. And you are right, 
there has been enormous advancement in global satellite commu-
nication and our ability to do remote sensing. But we also need to 
realize that there are some countries in the world that do not do 
as good a job as we do in terms of their information integrity. 

And so it is still important for us to have people out in the field 
who gather information, who write commodity reports, who do esti-
mates, who do those sorts of things. And all these people are multi- 
talented, you know; they do not just do one thing. They are also 
there to work through our sanitary and phytosanitary issues that 
arise in other countries. And so they are covering the waterfront 
in many places. So the tasks have changed, but the importance of 
those tasks is still the same. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. So you do not have a statistical specialist; you 
have generalists who are working on a host of important agricul-
tural concerns? 

Mr. KARSTING. Well, we have got people who specialize in certain 
commodity or regional sectors. But in the field, a lot of our foreign 
service officers are very multi-talented. They can cover the water-
front, from analytics to diplomacy to foreign regulatory issues. So 
they have to be cross-trained in a lot of different areas. 

TRANSATLANTIC TRADE AND INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP

Mr. FORTENBERRY. In regards to diplomacy, we are in the advent 
of consideration of a new transatlantic trade agreement. This is 
very interesting to many European countries. The concept really 
has not taken hold yet, particularly in this body. 

One of the thorniest points of any sort of agreement that could 
potentially be reached is obviously in the field of agriculture. One 
of the potential benefits of strengthening the transatlantic alliance 
is not only to set up rules of commerce and engagement that are 
regularized, standardized, that should promote efficiencies between 
our countries, but also it sets up some potential outcomes that I 
think are very significant for the world at large, where you have 
governing structures that are similar. 

You have cultural affinities that are consistent with the buildout 
of civil society that protect labor standards, environmental stand-
ards, as a part of normal governing structures. These are the prob-
lems we encounter when trying to work out trade agreements to 
ensure that they are both smart as well as free and fair. 

When you have other countries who are not applying the same 
set of standards, whether that be in areas of human rights, human 
dignity, which translates into labor standards and, again, the indi-
rect subsidies that come from governments that are not market- 
based economies, all create an unlevel playing field. With the Euro-
peans, you do not have this dynamic as much. 

So the point being is, there is huge potential here that goes be-
yond just, again, the efficiency gains from trade into establishing 
a norm, a set of norms, for the development of civil society that 
could be very attractive to a number of other places in the world. 

The complicating factor, though—one of the complicating fac-
tors—is agriculture. We have differing systems of agriculture, and 
strong desires on both sides of the Atlantic to protect the nature 
of those systems. 
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How do you foresee working through those dilemmas and dynam-
ics?

Mr. SCUSE. Collectively, the E.U. is our fifth largest trading part-
ner. But the trade between the United States and the E.U. has 
been stagnant now for many, many years. As you pointed out, 
there are differences between their programs and ours. There are 
differences in SPS issues. We have tariff issues with the E.U. coun-
tries. There is also, as pointed out earlier, the demand that the 
E.U. is wanting the geographical indicators recognized. 

So these are all very important issues that, as the negotiations 
proceed between the United States and the E.U. on the TTIP nego-
tiations that we are going to have to find a way to address those 
issues. And it is not going to be easy. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes. The deeper point being is you hope that 
the complexities of agricultural policies in both areas do not erode 
the potential for the development of a pathway for stronger trade 
alliances. Because the benefits of this extend beyond just market 
benefits. They extend to the whole concept of governance as a 21st 
century pathway for many countries throughout the world. 

And then suddenly you are in harmony as a trading block of one 
billion people, and you have a platform for the furtherance of secu-
rity arrangements as well as other development ideals that I think 
is, again, very significant as we project out into the 21st century. 

One of the thorniest areas, though, I think, is going to be the ag-
ricultural sector. Am I reading that right? 

Mr. SCUSE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. So not only are your—you talked about your 

foreign service field personnel being skilled in a whole host of wa-
terfront issues, but the diplomatic one is really a key, I think, in 
working through the dynamic difficulties that are here. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry, Mr. Farr wants you to yield a 
second. He has got a question for you. 

GEOGRAPHIC INDICATOR

Mr. FARR. I just wanted you to describe what a geographical in-
dicator is. 

Mr. SCUSE. An example would be Parmesan cheese. It comes 
from a specific area. So what they would say is, you cannot use the 
name Parmesan cheese on any other product that is produced any-
place else. It can only be used in that area where that product is 
produced.

Mr. FARR. Like the wine appellations? 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman, is our clock still malfunc-

tioning, or am I really out of time? 
Mr. ADERHOLT. You are really out of time. [Laughter.] 

MODERNIZE AND INNOVATE THE DELIVERY OF AGRICULTURAL
SYSTEMS (MIDAS)

Mr. ADERHOLT. I want to go back. As you know, I think probably 
the biggest issue that has come out of the hearing today is the con-
cern about the office closures and the county office staff reductions. 
Let me just touch back on that one more time before I go on. 
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The savings associated with the closure of the offices and elimi-
nation of the personnel is fully dependent upon the success of the 
MIDAS computer systems that are in the field. USDA has spent 
approximately $375 million, maybe more, on the system. USDA’s 
chief information officer gave this project a 1 out of 5, with 1 being 
the worst, 5 being the best. 

FSA does not have a plan to retire legacy web form of applica-
tions and to stop the dual support model above legacy web farm 
and MIDAS. How do you achieve these savings if your plan is 
based upon an IT system that is overdue and over budget? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, MIDAS has been, up to this point in time, we 
believe, a success. If you look at the reasons for MIDAS, we were 
using a system that was developed back in the mid-1980s that had 
far, far outlived its anticipated life cycle. 

So there was a need to put our information on a platform that 
we were going to have faith and confidence in going forward that 
was going to be stable. So we have accomplished that first part of 
MIDAS. We now have our information. All of our records are on 
that platform, a stable platform that we now can build on going 
forward into the future. 

Right now we are in the process of re-baselining for the next part 
of MIDAS, which will allow us to do the acreage reporting and in-
ventory reporting for our producers. And once that is completed, 
what that is going to allow us to do is having everything, for the 
very first time—as I pointed out earlier, we needed to modernize. 
This will be first time that we have all of the information on a sin-
gle system. 

If you walked into a county office in the past, you would go to 
do a crop report, our staff would have to go back between two dif-
ferent systems. That is how difficult the process actually was, and 
it was very time-consuming. So once we get the second part of 
MIDAS completed, it will have everything on the same platform. 

And we will then be able to build upon that platform, moving 
things from the web farm eventually into a MIDAS platform. As it 
exists today, because of the farm bill and the need to implement 
the farm bill, we are looking at ways that we can implement it, and 
implement it in a timely fashion. Most of those programs will be 
implemented into the web farm. But at some point in time, once 
we are finished, we can migrate those into the MIDAS platform. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. When will acreage reporting be available? 
Mr. SCUSE. We are working on the re-baseline, again, right now, 

and we hope to have that available next year. 

FSA STAFFING

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me turn to the timing of staff reduction. The 
farm bill includes some new, complex programs that must be im-
plemented by FSA at the time your budget proposes saving $61.6 
million in elimination by 815 nonfederal staff. The 815 nonfederal 
staff, how did you arrive at this number and the amount of savings 
that you would accumulate? 

Mr. SCUSE. Looking at what our needs were going to be going 
forward and what our budget was going to be, we looked at our 
staffing levels and where those reductions were going to need to be, 
and at what level we were going to need those reductions. 
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If you go back and you look at our budgets the last few years and 
if you look at the reductions that we have had, we are continually 
looking for ways to do savings, not necessarily with staff, but we 
are looking at ways within the Farm Service Agency as well as the 
rest of USDA, to look at how we can save money. 

The Secretary’s blueprint for success, if you look at what the 
blueprint has saved over the last few years, we are continuing to 
build on that to look for savings. And quite frankly, we will con-
tinue to be responsible with taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. But as far as the 815 nonfederal staff, specifically 
how did you come to that 815? 

Mr. SCUSE. We were looking again at a budget and where we 
were going to have to make reductions. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. When you reduce staff, does that go through lay-
offs? Voluntary buyouts? How do you—— 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, if you look at how we reduced staff in the past, 
there are Voluntary Early Retirement Authority (VERA). You do it 
through natural Voluntary Separation Incentive Payments (USIPS) 
attrition. There is a whole host of tools that you can use to eventu-
ally get down to the number that you need to get to. There is a 
certain amount of attrition that we go through each and every 
year.

Mr. ADERHOLT. With what is going on right now with all the 
changes, is it the right time to eliminate these folks in the county 
offices?

Mr. SCUSE. Well, again, we are looking at 2015’s budget. So we 
are looking at a lot of these programs being done this fall, this 
year, this calendar year, as well as into next spring. So we are not 
looking at an immediate reduction of over 800 people. Again, we 
are going to have that staff available to us as we implement ARC, 
PLC, dairy, and some of the other programs. 

Mr. BISHOP. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ADERHOLT. I will. 
Mr. BISHOP. You mentioned some nonfederal positions that will 

be eliminated. I have had some concern expressed by some of the 
people in the peanut harvesting sector, I think a contract to grade 
peanuts once they come out of the field. They are not technically 
federal employees; I think they are contract employees. Are they in 
the category of folks that you are looking at? 

Mr. SCUSE. No, sir, because again, they are contract employees 
and they are contracted to provide us with a specific service that 
we need. 

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. So I can tell them that they do not have to 
be as anxious as they have been? 

Mr. SCUSE. Correct. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Mr. Farr. 

CALIFORNIA NUT PRODUCTION

Mr. FARR. Since California is the biggest producer of nuts and 
fruits, do you think that we would be a geographical indicator if 
they call us the land of fruits and nuts? [Laughter.] 

Mr. SCUSE. Congressman, I am not going to touch that one. I 
hope you understand why. 

Mr. FARR. We are proud of that. 
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Mr. SCUSE. You should be. In fact, the fastest-growing sector in 
our agricultural trade is tree nuts. And when I visited California 
just last month, the amount of new pecans—or not pecans, but al-
monds and walnut plantings was pretty impressive. But it is the 
fastest-growing sector. 

Mr. FARR. Well, Blue Diamond is sitting right behind you. 
Mr. SCUSE. Okay. Well, good. 
Mr. KARSTING. Can I just say I had occasion to be in the nut 

market in Delhi a couple weeks ago, and there is a huge California 
walnuts sign up. I think walnuts are relatively new there. And 
walking in, there was a big push cart full of California pistachios. 
So you are everywhere. 

CROP INSURANCE FOR SPECIALTY CROPS

Mr. FARR. We are the only State that produces those, so it is 
good they have the California label on there. 

I want to go back to—Mr. Valadao was asking a question on spe-
cialty crop insurance. He indicated that you can renegotiate in 
2016. And I think the question, though, is that because—my famili-
arity with this is you are getting into specialty crops, which never 
had all the actuarials. 

And it is not like wheat and corn, where you have the standard 
crop every year; you know what the yields are; you know what all 
the indicators are. Our growers do not even know what they are 
going to plant. They will grow three crops a year, and every one 
of them will be different, and next year it will be another three, 
on the same acre of land. 

So it is really difficult to get that sort of actuarial information. 
And the people that seem to know that really well are the crop in-
surance agents. Your statement was that the policy has to work 
and be affordable, and that the farmer has to know about it. 

It is not going to be the federal agents on the ground that are 
going to sell those two things; it is going to be the crop insurance 
agents. And I just want to know if you are going to allow them, 
in your next renegotiation, to help you participate in those deci-
sions.

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly. I agree 100 percent. 

CROP INSURANCE COMMISSION

Mr. FARR. As you told Mr. Valadao, they were left out of this last 
standard reinsurance agreement. You did not have any agent 
input.

Mr. WILLIS. Your point is valid, especially as we expand to cover 
crops that historically have not been covered before, which involves 
producers who need to learn about the program. The agents are the 
link. They are the ones that teach the producers. The producers 
rely upon them. 

In the last SRA—the SRA is a contract between the companies, 
the Approved Insurance Providers—AIPs that deliver the program, 
and the Risk Management Agency. As we look forward to the next 
one, and if the decision is made to renegotiate in the next few 
years, it will still be a contract between the AIPs, the companies, 
and us. But I am open to—— 
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Mr. FARR. And I understood you limited the commissions. Is that 
standard in ag insurance? 

Mr. WILLIS. In the last SRA—I think it was 2011, 2012—they did 
put a cap on there, trying to balance the needs of taxpayers and 
program costs. Obviously we feel the program—the agents have 
done a very good job building up the program. 

Mr. FARR. Is that standard in all ag crop insurance which the de-
partment works in, to put a cap? 

Mr. WILLIS. Well, the SRA governs all crop insurance. It governs 
all the relationship between the companies and how much is pro-
vided to the companies in administrative and operating expenses. 
That is where the—— 

Mr. FARR. So is that a standardized cap, or what is it? Because 
there was a push-back. 

Mr. SCUSE. There was, and it was unfortunate. But there was 
justification for doing it. In certain areas of the United States, 
there was a huge disparity between what the agents were getting 
paid. And it was not uncommon for agents to shop around to the 
different companies to get a higher percentage. 

And so it was creating issues within the industry. So that is why 
the commission cap was put on, to eliminate the agents going from 
one company to another company, and that huge disparity between 
the different regions of the United States. 

Mr. FARR. And that was not just for specialty crop insurance? 
That is all—— 

Mr. SCUSE. No, sir. It was for—— 
Mr. FARR [continuing]. Ag insurance? 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes, sir. 

FOREIGN AID LOCAL AND REGIONAL PROCUREMENT (LRP)

Mr. FARR. I have a question for Mr. Karsting as well. The farm 
bill passed in January. It was difficult to change the budget re-
quest at a late date. But I am really disappointed that the Admin-
istration did not request any funding for the local and regional pro-
curement, or the LRP. I think the farm bill authorized it at $80 
million in the farm bill. 

I think that that LRP concept will provide significant savings. A 
GAO report found that food purchased locally was 25 percent 
cheaper than U.S. food-in-kind aid, and 34 percent cheaper in sub- 
Sahara Africa. And that was an administration ask. It was one of 
their priorities. Why was not any request made for this new local 
and regional procurement account? 

Mr. KARSTING. Let me just first acknowledge with appreciation 
the fact that there were food aid changes in the farm bill. I think 
everybody deserves some credit for working through that. 

Our budget process was pretty well along the way before the 
farm bill was passed, and so we were not able to incorporate that 
into the budget. I would say that we are doing a lot of listening 
sessions on farm bill implementation. We have had one on the LRP 
provisions in the farm bill, and we will be working on regs on that. 
We have to publish a regulation to make that happen first. 

And in some sense, we are a little bit ahead of the curve in wrap-
ping our process around that because we have had a pilot program 
that has come from the Appropriations Committee. So I will say 
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that we will work on that, and the timing just was not good this 
year between the farm bill and the budget. But it is something that 
we take seriously, and we are grateful to have that authority in the 
farm bill. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you. My time is up. I would like to have an-
other round with this. A lot of us were in Ethiopia last summer 
and really got briefed on how that whole region is working. And I 
have got a lot of questions to ask. 

Mr. KARSTING. I would welcome a chance to visit. 
Mr. YODER [presiding]. Mr. Nunnelee. 

IMPROPER PAYMENTS

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The Farm Bill that we just passed included reforms and changes 

to the crop insurance program, and I think the majority of the Con-
gress recognized, and the President recognizes, that it is important 
for the farmers to have some kind of a backstop so that they will 
have the assurances that if disaster hits, if significant problems 
hit, that they can repay their loans. It is part of the system of get-
ting the crops in the ground and then ultimately getting them on 
the table of the American people. 

I know that USDA has got a goal to reduce some of the improper 
payments, because any time there is some kind of backstop like 
that, there are going to be people who are going to be attracted to 
them.

I see you have a four percent target to reduce your improper pay-
ments in the next fiscal year. But I see recent news reports of 
groups like the three-year savings program with ties to the Nation 
of Islam; Louis Farrakhan gets $160,000 in federal subsidies. The 
Audubon Society gets a million dollars in federal subsidies. 

These do not seem to me to have strong ties to agriculture in 
need of that backstop. So are these the kind of folks that you are 
trying to work and eliminate in these improper payments? 

Mr. SCUSE. We are looking across the whole spectrum. It is not 
just any one group or any one particular individual, and it is 
whether it is RMA or FSA. We want to make sure that those that 
are due the payments receive those, and those that should not be 
receiving them do not. 

And that is why RMA has hired a contractor to start looking at 
ways that we can get that error rate down to the 4 percent that 
is being projected; right now, it is just a little over 5 percent. I 
think it is about 5.3 percent. And we will continue to look at data 
mining through RMA. The Farm Service Agency goes out in the 
field and does compliance checks for our programs as well as 
RMA’s programs. 

So we are going to continue to look at ways that we can decrease 
that error rate to the very best ways that we possibly can. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Let me hear from RMA. What is in the 
taxpayers of the 1st Congressional District of Mississippi’s interest 
in making payments to this three-year savings program tied to the 
Nation of Islam, to the Audubon Society? Why should my taxpayers 
support that? 
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Mr. WILLIS. Without looking at what you have in front of you, 
I believe those are actually not crop insurance payments because 
the crop insurance premium is not published on the website, sir. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. So do you know what they were? 
Mr. SCUSE. Would you supply us the information? And we will 

be more than glad to get a response to you. It is hard for us to an-
swer a question unless we have the specifics. If you will get us the 
specifics, we will provide you with an answer. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. We will follow up and do that. Thank you. 
Mr. SCUSE. Thank you. 
Mr. YODER. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. I would be remiss if I did not 

ask Mr. Scuse and Mr. Garcia to convey to the Secretary that we 
appreciate the fact that we are getting close to getting an FSA di-
rector in Georgia. We have been without one for a while, and that 
has created quite a bit of angst with what is coming up now in the 
beginning of the planting season. So thank you for that, and let’s 
hope we can bring that to a close. 

Mr. SCUSE. We are working on it. 

AGRICULTURAL TRADE ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. Let me ask, regarding the Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, the Fruit and Vegetable Agricultural Technical 
Advisory Committee and the Agricultural Policy Advisory Com-
mittee were established in 1974 as a formal way for the private 
sector to communicate with the U.S. Trade Representative and the 
Secretary of Agriculture about agricultural trade issues. 

The advisory committees are jointly managed by USDA and the 
Office of the Trade Representative. What is the status of the mem-
bership on the Fruit and Vegetable Agricultural Technical Advisory 
Committee and the Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee? Are 
they functioning? Do they have representation from all of the ap-
propriate groups that are struggling to really maintain our market 
share in the global marketplace? 

Mr. SCUSE. We just had a meeting of the APAC/ATAC commit-
tees last week with Ambassador Froman and Secretary Vilsack. As 
membership becomes vacant for specific commodities, we work to 
fill those as quickly as we possibly can. 

But we do have regular meetings with the Secretary and with 
the Ambassador for those groups where they get to hear from the 
Ambassador and from the Secretary, and then there is the feedback 
to the Ambassador and Secretary for the different concerns that 
the different groups have. 

So we are having meetings. We do take it very seriously. It is 
great membership. But again, they are functioning. 

Mr. BISHOP. But how many commodities are represented, and 
how often does it change? Are there commodities that want to par-
ticipate but they do not have a slot? 

Mr. SCUSE. It is a pretty big list. If you would like, why don’t 
we provide you with a list of those groups that are represented on 
the APAC/ATAC committees, okay? 

Mr. BISHOP. I would appreciate it. 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes. We will provide you with a list. 
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WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION ISSUES

Mr. BISHOP. Do you have anything that you can add to what is 
happening with the Trade Representative and our WTO problems 
and the various commodities—the Brazilian issue with cotton, and 
any others? Can you comment on those? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, there is always going to be some issues with 
trade with various countries that we are dealing with. Right now, 
with the WTO case with Brazil, we continue to have meetings with 
representatives of the Brazilian government to find a resolution to 
this issue. 

There was just a meeting with the Brazilian government two 
weeks ago. In fact, my counterpart will be in Washington tomorrow 
afternoon that I will be having a meeting with. So we continue to 
work towards finding a resolution to that issue. 

Mr. BISHOP. Were they pleased? Did the passage of the farm bill 
and the provisions of the farm bill help at all with the negotiations 
there?

Mr. SCUSE. That is part of what the discussions are centering 
on—the farm bill, the impacts, if in fact it did cover the intent of 
the case. But those are some of the discussions that we are having 
right now. 

Mr. BISHOP. All right. Thank you very much. 

INTERNATIONAL FOOD AID

Mr. YODER. Mr. Secretary, the President’s budget would allow 25 
percent, which is the equivalent of $282 million, in the Food for 
Peace program to be turned into cash assistance. The proposal 
claims this would help two million people. This would be $282 mil-
lion in cash assistance as opposed to $282 million of Kansas farm-
ers or California farmers producing crops and sending them over, 
so it is less support or options for American producers to produce 
goods.

Why did the budget propose this change? After Congress had liti-
gated this issue in the farm debate and the 2014 farm bill on the 
emergency side, why did the budget not ask for a $282 million in-
crease for existing cash assistance programs like the development 
assistance program at USAID rather than trying to make major 
policy changes through the annual funding bill? And how do you 
know this change would reach two million people? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, I think that again, as pointed out earlier, if you 
look at when the budget was actually done and when the farm bill 
was passed and signed, there is a difference in the timing there. 
So the two do not necessarily pair up as well as what some would 
like it to. 

What we believe is that this will allow us to provide assistance 
much faster. It is going to allow—when you do local and regional 
procurement of these products, it helps to build an agricultural sec-
tor, which is one of the things that we want to accomplish. And 
again, it is going to get us aid to many of these people a lot faster. 

If you look at how we traditionally provide food assistance, by 
the time it is purchased and it is moved and it is shipped and it 
gets in country, we are looking at a period of 10 to 13 weeks in 
most cases. When you look at some of the emergency situations, 
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they need food assistance much faster than that. And this is one 
way that we believe that we can get that food assistance there fast-
er.

As far as the number of people, there is the formula that you use 
based on the money that is made available as to how many people 
you believe that you can feed with a funding source. 

Mr. YODER. Well, I guess I am just concerned that the proposal 
would diminish the reforms in the farm bill, first of all, and we 
have discussed that, such as the requirement that food be labeled 
as being furnished by the people of the United States of America, 
and assurances that the food is reaching those who need it. 

I am also concerned that turning the Title II program into a cash 
assistance program would cause it to lose support from farm and 
transportation groups. In fact, since the 2008 farm bill when the 
initial policy changes began to take effect, funding for the program 
has been reduced by 40 percent. So a couple followup questions. 

Are you concerned that converting one-quarter of the emergency 
food program into cash assistance will continue to lead to a trend 
of further decreases in funding? And how assured are you that we 
can track the dollars being spent in this program when we have 
fraud in other programs here in the United States that we are un-
able to track where dollars are going, and now instead of sending 
food we are sending cash? How assured are we that we can keep 
track of these dollars? 

Mr. SCUSE. And I do not think that taking a portion of the money 
today for this local and regional food assistance—I do not think 
that that can cause a further erosion. Congress is the one that 
holds the purse strings to the program. 

As you pointed out, this program is very important to our agri-
cultural producers throughout the United States because of the 
commodities that it provides. And when they go in country in a bag 
that has the flag and U.S. on it, it means a lot. It means a lot to 
our producers, and it means a lot to those that are receiving that 
type of assistance. So we understand the importance of continuing 
to provide a certain percentage of that in U.S. commodities. 

I think that we do a fairly good job of tracking today, and as the 
program evolves, we will have to do an even better job of tracking 
the funding to make sure that, ultimately, it does go to where it 
is intended to be sent. 

Mr. YODER. Thank you. 
Ms. Pingree. 

NRCS’ 2015 BUDGET PROPOSAL

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
I want to ask a little bit about NRCS. So in your budget justifica-

tion, because of the recent decentralization of GSA rental pay-
ments, NRCS will have to spend $28.6 million to rent its buildings 
in fiscal year 2015. 

As I understand, it is the first time NRCS will have to pay rent 
out of the conservation operations budget, yet as I see your budget 
request for conservation operations, it is only $1.9 million more 
than last year’s level, which does not seem to come close to cov-
ering the $28.6 million in additional rental payment spending. 
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I am concerned about this because this, as you know, includes 
funding for conservation technical assistance, which is absolutely 
essential to conservation program delivery. There are a lot of farm 
bill conservation programs that rely on the strength of conservation 
technical assistance for their continued success. 

So how do you intend to make up the additional funding for 
NRCS building rental payments, and how will you ensure that the 
money does not come out of conservation technical assistance? 

Mr. WELLER. With that, you are correct. We are going to have 
to absorb the rental payments as part of our overall budget, and 
it will be taken off the top because we, at the end of the day, have 
to pay that rent into the facilities we are in. 

That means we are going to have to take a look across our oper-
ating budget and really do an additional round of belt-tightening. 
So in the last several years, we have been pretty successful at that. 
It means we have a little ways further to go. 

So it means even more prioritizing—for example, IT investments. 
There are investments we would like to make into our own systems 
to help improve, ultimately, the delivery of our assistance out in 
the field that have been put on the back burner, so to speak, be-
cause of the belt-tightening we have had to take that may impact, 
in terms of, again, our IT investments. 

It impacts the management, for example, of our vehicle fleet. So 
we may have to delay on refreshing the vehicle fleet, so we will 
have older vehicles out on the road, which is short term feasible 
but longer term may impact our operations. 

But ultimately, we will have to take a look at additional ways 
and strategies to leverage our resources. So this is one of the 
things—to a point, Mr. Farr, you made earlier, about how do we 
partner with local government? We do a lot of that now where we 
actually take that federal technical assistance dollar and we lever-
age that with local governments, with State agencies, with NGOs 
and partners. And so we are going to have to be more creative with 
that under the budget proposal. 

At the end of the day, we want to maximize the number of boots 
on the ground we have in the field to provide that one-on-one tech-
nical assistance and minimize the amount of overhead. And so the 
budget proposes that we will be able to do that without impacting 
harmfully our field deployment and the services we provide. 

FSA MICROLOANS

Ms. PINGREE. Well, it is good to hear you say that. I think that 
is critically important, and I know it will be complicated, but I hope 
you are able to do that without taking away from technical assist-
ance.

The only other thing I just wanted to mention was about FSA 
microloans. I think we have talked about them before in this Com-
mittee in other capacities, but it is a great program that helps 
farmers expand operations, increase their value, build up their 
credit in a low-risk way. 

They are a fantastic tool for farmers in my State. In fiscal year 
2014, FSA in Maine loaned $160,000 for the microloan program. 
Now, I know that does not sound like a lot in other States, but in 
Maine, with only 1.3 million people, that has made a great impact. 
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I just cannot say enough good things about it and how it has 
been a great tool for our State, where there are a lot of new, young-
er farmers, people without a lot of capital, or difficulties accessing 
capital, and a real interest in our State for opening up more of 
these markets. 

I understand you are in the process of shifting the cap on the 
microloans from $35,000 to $50,000, which I think is a great first 
step. And I just want to hear you talk about whether there are 
other ways to expand the types of projects, business models, rev-
enue-building opportunities for farms to be able to access these 
loans?

Can you speak a little bit to the response from the small- and 
medium-size family farms to this program, and is there any inter-
est in growing this model at USDA? 

Mr. SCUSE. There certainly is. We continue to look for ways that 
we can help new, beginning farmers, socially disadvantaged, 
women, get into agriculture, our returning vets. If you look at the 
microloan program and its success this past year, we made about 
3,400 loans. And if you look at it, 50 percent of those loans were 
first-time borrowers. About 37 percent of those loans were women 
and socially disadvantaged. 

So it has been a tremendously successful program. And now, 
with expanding the cap to $50,000, we think that we will be able 
to continue a very successful program and continue its expansion. 

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. YODER. Mr. Fortenberry. 

TRANSATLANTIC TRADE AND INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Let me just follow up with Ms. Pingree’s com-
ments as well to put an accent on this. When you do have the back-
bone of American agriculture being production agriculture, and as 
essential and valuable as that is, there has been perhaps a tend-
ency in the past to overlook the options for expanding the agricul-
tural family. And having this more aggressive microloan program 
seems to leverage significant outcomes. 

Not only is it a jobs bill, a local economies bill, but it expands 
this agricultural family, where you have the average age of the pro-
ducer being 57 to 58 years old in many places. So I want to mark 
the importance of this as well in terms of emerging trends in agri-
culture that are meeting new market demands but also expanding 
this family. So it is very important. 

I do want to return to the earlier editorial comments I was mak-
ing on the importance of the potential for a transatlantic agree-
ment here. The idea of creating a trade zone which is one billion 
people is very, very powerful in committing to reducing market-dis-
torting trade barriers that could again result in market efficiency 
and help people on both sides of the ocean. 

It not only has benefits there, but again it creates a platform, a 
series of outcomes, that speaks to a lot of places in the world that 
do not have advanced development and economies or even gov-
erning structures in place, but who look to the United States, and 
to some degree Europe, for stability of governing structures and 
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regularization and standardization so that again, they can reach 
the fullness of their potential. 

So the bigger point being, I think we ought to again aggressively 
consider this. One of the thorny areas is agricultural policy. I 
would like you to discuss some of these non-tariff barriers that 
exist in Europe that would be very difficult for you to overcome. 
And if that is the case—because it is not clear to me that even 
within the European Union this is standardized across countries. 

So if that is the case, you do not want to let that component po-
tentially interfere with what we could get, both in terms of agricul-
tural trade but also in other areas of commerce. 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, I think that the largest non-tariff issue again, 
as was pointed out earlier, would be the geographical indicators 
and the impact that it would have on various sectors here in the 
United States. I think that is a very big one. 

If you look at, historically, the barriers—I will use soybeans as 
an example—there is currently a requirement for an oil-producing 
crop to be certified as being grown sustainably. We have been 
working—USTR and USDA have been working now for over three 
years to convince the E.U. that our producers are in fact producing 
a soybean using sustainable agricultural practices. 

We have provided them all of the information, but still we cannot 
get them to give us a blanket certification for sustainability. They 
wanted a certification at the grower level, and it has to follow that 
soybean from the producer level to the endpoint. 

And think about the challenge of that, where a farmer would 
load it in a truck with a paper, and go to the mill and the paper, 
and then would go to a barge and down the Mississippi onto a ship, 
then to an export point or an import point. And the paper would 
continue to have to follow every producer that had a bean on that 
ship to its final destination. 

And there are similar things that we are facing with the E.U. We 
have had an issue with the European Union on how we protect our 
meat using different products. And that has been an issue for us 
to attempt to work around. 

So there are a number of non-tariff issues that need to be ad-
dressed, and those are just a couple examples. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. The broader point is, while you continue im-
portant efforts to address concerns on both sides to not let some of 
these things be a trigger point that collapses the entire set of nego-
tiations—in other words, you try to take what you can get in the 
meanwhile while developing again processes that create standard-
izations for again removal of trade-distorting issues in the market. 

Mr. YODER. Mr. Farr. 

INTERNATIONAL FOOD AID

Mr. FARR. [Begins speaking with microphone off.] We were in 
Ethiopia, Ethiopia being on the Horn of Africa. It is the second 
largest country in population, about 96 million people. It is also one 
of our huge programs that we are sending food to, this expensive 
food that we produce in this country and send, as you just indi-
cated, all the way to distribute in Africa. 

And I happened to see the ‘‘U.S. food grown in America’’ label on 
those sacks. They were being sold in the farmers market in 
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Lalibela. That was totally taxpayer-supported food to get there, 
then to be turned into just private use, to be sold at—who knows 
whether it was competing with local grains at all. 

Very picturesque, but not very attractive in the sense of what we 
were trying to do in feeding this area of the world—I mean, the 
Sahel, which is the Horn of Africa countries, where half a million 
kids starved to death last year. So we are not doing a very good 
job of really getting food to the most hungry people. 

I just wondered if you knew how much money we are spending, 
the USDA and all of our programs, say in Ethiopia. Do you have 
a figure for that? 

Mr. KARSTING. I can speak to the Food for Progress program. We 
have a $19 million program under Food for Progress in Ethiopia, 
and I am sure there are other elements that work there, too. 

Mr. FARR. There are a lot of others because the total aid to Ethi-
opia—get this. The total aid to Ethiopia is about $800 million. I 
mean, that is bigger—the Peace Corps total budget is $375 million. 
We could have three Peace Corps for the cost of just one country. 
And that is not all feeding; obviously, we have got some drone 
bases there, and Ethiopia is a great ally. 

But I think that where you are in a role is to be able to—and 
all the discussion today is, how do you break this culture of pov-
erty? Why do all the poor countries and starving peoples always re-
main that way? Because we do not empower them to have an agri-
cultural economy. 

The country of Ethiopia is wall-to-wall agriculture. But it cannot 
produce enough to even feed its own population. 

Mr. KARSTING. Mr. Farr, just as sort of an aside, I see your Peace 
Corps cufflinks on there. And I wanted to point out we have got— 
just in the last few months we’ve begun a program to make sure 
that all of the retired FAS people get a quick opportunity and a 
quick indoctrination into the Peace Corps so that if they want to 
become Peace Corps volunteers after they are done with their pub-
lic service as FAS employees, they can do that. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you. 
Mr. KARSTING. We work on a lot of things in terms of trying to 

develop markets. We have got Cochran and Borlaug programs, 
which are scientific exchange programs, to try to build the internal 
infrastructure so that people can have markets, so that we can cre-
ate a commercial pathway in these countries. 

So I would welcome a chance to visit with you and your staff 
more. It is something we take very seriously. 

CAPACITY BUILDING

Mr. FARR. Well, it is predicted that this year over half a million 
children are expected to die, and another 1.5 million are expected 
to suffer from severe, acute malnutrition in the Sahel area, in this 
region of the world. 

Sub-Sahara Africa—it just seems to me that if we were to try to 
have a model for all the good things that America can do and to 
try to build capacity—that is what it all is. You prevent war. You 
prevent everything. You prevent starvation if you teach people to 
fish.
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And we have got to teach people to farm, and have a market for 
it. And I think the problem we have, and George Bush was the one 
that started this thing, is we would be better off trying to help 
them establish agricultural markets by giving them cash than just 
sending our food over there to be distributed to the NGOs and oth-
ers. And they sell it in many cases. They admit that right out. 

I am very interested in lessons learned here, not just that we are 
sustaining what we have been doing for the last decade, which has 
made a big difference, but we ought to be making a much more sig-
nificant difference by building capacity. And that is where I think 
the U.S. is—it is what we can do best, with Peace Corps-type pro-
grams. But it is also lacking in a commitment. 

And I represent a lot of military in Monterey, and these are folks 
that are right out of Afghanistan and out of Iraq and everything. 
And it is interesting, because the officers have gotten together with 
the returned Peace Corps volunteers at the Monterey Institute of 
International Studies and essentially saying to them, how did you 
do it? How did you live in those villages in Afghanistan? 

They lived there, the Peace Corps, under the Taliban. And they 
were making differences. The difference is, the military is walking 
around with a lot of armament and obviously seem to have a dif-
ferent mission. 

But the bottom line is stabilization. And food is such a huge part 
of stabilization. So I think we ought to be spending some money 
and putting money into things that work. And there must be some 
lessons that you’ve learned. And I’d like to have those positive les-
sons shared with this Committee so we can stop this needless, trag-
ic loss of life. 

USDA AND USAID COORDINATION

Mr. YODER. We have got a hearing this afternoon with the State 
and Foreign Operations Subcommittee, and USAID is coming be-
fore the committee. And I noted that the GAO recently noted that 
USDA and the USAID do not have a written agreement outlining 
how the agencies collaborate to deliver the Food for Peace program. 
USDA and USAID’s existing memorandum of understanding was 
signed in 1991, 23 years ago. Since then, Congress has made many 
changes to the program. 

I guess my question would be, does the FAS have updated agree-
ments with other food aid agencies? Is this standard? Do we need 
to update this agreement? Has the FAS adopted the GAO’s rec-
ommendations in this area? And what other improvements can or 
should be made to improve coordination between FAS and USAID? 

Mr. KARSTING. We coordinate with USAID on a very regular 
basis. Their focus is often on emergency food assistance; our work 
is sometimes more focused on development assistance. And so we 
try to work that out in a balanced kind of way. 

We are implementing OIG recommendations across the board. 
We take everything the OIG says to us pretty seriously. And so we 
will continuing implementing those recommendations. 

Mr. YODER. Is that consistent with other aid organizations, that 
you would have 23 years? What is the standard there in terms of 
these memorandums? 
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Mr. KARSTING. A lot of our other cooperative agreements are 
more contractual between us and non-government organizations. If 
we are doing something through a private NGO, it is government 
to a private NGO relationship. So those are more contractual. So 
I will dive into that a little deeper. 

TRADE PROMOTION PROGRAMS

Mr. YODER. Yes. It is a fresh topic we have not talked about 
today. But it seems like that could be refreshed. I assume maybe 
that is something that we could reestablish that memorandum just 
in terms of all the changes Congress has made over the years to 
ensure it reflects current policy. 

You mentioned the IG. In March 2013, the USDA IG rec-
ommended that FAS should use net increases in market share for 
each country it works in instead of simply using dollar value in-
creases in exports to measure the effectiveness of trade promotion 
programs. Has the FAS adopted this recommendation? And what 
results have you seen? 

Mr. KARSTING. First of all, we look at trade. Trade can be meas-
ured in a lot of different ways, whether it is value or volume. And 
so we look at all those sorts of things. In fact, just on April 4th, 
I think, we had a report on our February numbers, and bulk ship-
ments were up quite a bit. And so we had some good news on bulk. 

I think in terms of how we view and how we measure, if you look 
strictly at bulk, that perhaps does not capture all of your value 
added. And so we try to look at as many indicators as we can. 

Mr. YODER. Do you think market share is a more effective way 
to measure the effectiveness of a program versus just dollars? 

Mr. KARSTING. I want to say this, and I do not want to sound 
glib. Market share is great unless a farmer is selling a whole bunch 
of stuff that is not worth very much. And so I think we have to 
keep track of both market share as well as value. 

Mr. SCUSE. And look at not just value but volume of commodities 
as well. 

Mr. YODER. Okay. Fair enough. 
Mr. Fortenberry. 

INTERNATIONAL FOOD AID

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Right quick to the discussion of food aid, ex-
plain the forward positioning of commodities in an attempt to find 
a balance here between using American products and yet respond-
ing to emergency needs quickly. I understand we have developed 
a fairly rapid system in that regard. And where are those based out 
of?

Mr. KARSTING. I cannot give you a location. I know that when we 
have had some natural disasters around the world, we have high- 
energy biscuits that are prepositioned around the globe, and our 
programs will lend those to other folks. We get it all loaded up to 
make sure that those go to places that they are needed most. But 
I cannot tell you where things are stored. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Is that in answer to some of the dilemmas 
here that have been well-stated about trying to assure that U.S. 
commodities are getting to people who have emergency needs 
quickly and they are clearly labeled U.S. commodities, and yet at 
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the same time ensuring that the time delays that would normally 
be the case, particularly in emergency situations, are mitigated as 
much as possible? 

And then of course we have to wrestle with this deeper question 
of how much goes toward development and enhanced capacity with-
in an individual country to prevent the kinds of emergencies in the 
first place. 

Mr. SCUSE. Also, there is an issue with shelf life of the various 
products. And then if you preposition them, there is the cost that 
is associated with storage of those products as well. So between the 
time of—the expected life of it plus the storage, you do run into 
issues where prepositioning some products in other areas. 

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I see. Let me turn right quick, Mr. Chairman, 
if I could, to the Conservation Reserve Program. We have got a cap 
of 24 million acres. I think that is down from a high of 39, if I re-
call correctly. 

There is an interesting comment in your testimony, Mr. Sec-
retary. ‘‘Given the reduced enrollment caps, we expect general 
signups to become more competitive in the future, which will likely 
increase the environmental benefits.’’ 

Mr. SCUSE. Yes. The farm bill directed us to have a cap of 24 mil-
lion acres. We are going to have to take a very hard look at what 
goes into CRP and the other programs. The environmental benefits, 
wildlife benefits, there is a whole host of things that we are going 
to have to really take a serious look at when we are re-enrolling 
acres in CRP. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. So you are developing a scale of potential 
benefits that you will—in a more competitive environment? 

Mr. SCUSE. Right. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Instead of recruiting people to put in, you 

think there is going to be enough demand, but you are going to 
pick and choose? 

Mr. SCUSE. Going forward, we believe that there will be enough 
demand that we are going to have the ability to have the most en-
vironmentally sensitive lands in there, and those lands that will 
benefit wildlife habitat in key areas of the United States. 

Mr. FARR. Will you yield? 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Sure. 
Mr. FARR. On that very question, do you do a comparison among 

States? Most of the stuff that I read that is in CRP—when I was 
a county supervisor, we would not allow the landowners to farm 
that land if it was riparian, if it was all those other things that you 
need that are protected in zoning laws and State laws. 

It seems to me in an awful lot of States, you are allowing farm-
ers to farm in land that should not—and paying them not to farm 
in lands that ought to be zoned or protected for other reasons. 

Mr. SCUSE. You and I both come out of county government, and 
we both recognize that zoning laws from county to county and from 
State to State are quite different. So unfortunately, some areas 
where a producer may not be permitted to farm certain lands in 
other States may be permitted to farm those soils. 

Mr. FARR. Using a carrot and stick approach? 
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Mr. SCUSE. Well, again, going forward, we want to make sure 
that the acres that are enrolled in our programs are going to be 
the lands that are the most environmentally sensitive and that 
have specific reasons for being enrolled in these programs for var-
ious types of wildlife habitat. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. What you would hope to achieve is a public 
benefit that is perhaps equal to or greater than the previous levels 
of land in reserve because of the expanded nature of how you are 
defining the benefit, based upon a more targeted approach here? 

Mr. SCUSE. Correct. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. I think that is what you are commenting on. 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. So this list of criteria or factors is not devel-

oped yet? 
Mr. SCUSE. No. That is something that we are working on. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. I would be curious to see that once you have 

developed it. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. YODER. With that, our meeting is concluded. Gentlemen, 

thank you for your testimony today, and the meeting is adjourned. 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 27, 2014. 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

WITNESSES
MARGARET A. HAMBURG, M.D., COMMISSIONER OF FOOD AND DRUGS, 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
WILLIAM TOOTLE, DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF BUDGET, FOOD AND 

DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
NORRIS W. COCHRAN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT 

OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, good morning. The subcommittee will come 
to order. I thank all of you all for being here this morning and for 
being at our hearing to discuss FDA’s fiscal year 2015 budget re-
quest.

As I have mentioned on all the previous budget hearings that we 
have had thus far, the subcommittee is conducting its work with 
three primary themes in mind: number 1, ensuring the proper use 
of funds through the committee’s oversight responsibility; ensuring 
the appropriate level of regulation to protect producers and the 
public, which will be number 2; and number 3, ensuring that tax-
payer funds are targeted to the most vital programs. We will be re-
viewing FDA’s budget this morning in light of these themes as we 
move forward. 

I would like to welcome to the subcommittee this morning Dr. 
Margaret Hamburg, who is the Commissioner of the Food and 
Drug Administration. Also joining us today is Mr. Bill, ‘‘William’’ 
Tootle, who is the Director of the Office of Budget, FDA; and Mr. 
Norris Cochran, who is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for the De-
partment of Health and Human Services. So welcome all of you 
and we are glad to have you here this morning. 

I think everyone in this room or anyone that is even viewing this 
hearing this morning, whether it be on CSPAN or otherwise, would 
be touched in some way by FDA. If not today, they will be tomor-
row. The agency’s work, from the food safety to the safety of cos-
metics to human drugs—plays a critical role in our health and wel-
fare. And I believe I can speak for all of us that are here on the 
dais, and all those that will be joining us at the dais as we get 
started this morning, that we appreciate your service, your deduc-
tion, and all those that you work with at FDA. 

Most of the public and many of our colleagues here in Congress 
are often surprised to learn that FDA regulates 20 to 25 percent 
of every consumer dollar spent on products in the United States. 
Your work can contribute to saving lives on one hand, and on the 
other hand, your regulatory decisions can mean the life or death 
to a business across the Nation and the world. 

The extensive involvement of FDA in so many aspects of our 
daily life and the economy as a whole carries both benefits and 
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risk. Because of your agency’s influence on so much of our personal 
and professional lives, it is incumbent upon this Subcommittee to 
ensure that FDA is making sound financial and regulatory deci-
sions throughout the year, and not just over the course of the next 
few hours here this morning. 

FDA’s responsibilities have grown over the past few years 
through the global marketplace and by way of congressional action. 
Congress has passed four major pieces of legislation during Presi-
dent Obama’s time in office: number 1, the Family Smoking Pre-
vention and Tobacco Control Act of 2009; second, the Food Safety 
Modernization Act of 2011; third, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion Safety and Innovation Act of 2012; and the Drug Quality and 
Security Act of 2013. 

BUDGET REQUEST

Your fiscal year 2015 budget request contains increases associ-
ated with two out of the four of these broadened activities, food 
safety and drug compounding. Congress has responded by pro-
viding FDA with increased funding over this time as well as to a 
degree that very few agencies have experienced. 

The year before President Obama came to office, the FDA had a 
budget authority of about $1.72 billion, with about 7,844 full time 
equivalent positions. The appropriation Congress provided in Janu-
ary of fiscal year 2014 included $2.6 billion and 10,325 FTE posi-
tions for FDA. This is an increase of 49 percent in funding and 32 
percent in personnel. When factoring the authorized user fees into 
this number, FDA’s funding has increased by 93 percent over this 
time period. 

FDA is requesting $4.74 billion for fiscal year 2015, of which 
$2.58 billion is in discretionary budget authority and $2.16 billion 
is in user fees. The request includes new user fees for food imports 
and food inspection and facility registration once again. 

In total, FDA is requesting $260 million in new fees but has 
failed to gain support from the stakeholders most impacted by such 
fees, the regulated food industry. The authorizing committees have 
not authorized the fees, and I see little chance that that would hap-
pen during this Congress. 

We can continue to debate whether or not FDA needs more fund-
ing, but my colleagues and I need to be convinced that the FDA 
is utilizing its current resources in the most efficient ways to get 
the job done. 

On a related note, we continue to have concerns that FDA may 
be taking too long on issues right now without finishing some of 
the critical health matters currently on its plate. These are things 
that this Congress has specifically mentioned in our fiscal year 
2014 explanatory statement, such as the seafood advisory for preg-
nant women and sunscreen ingredients. 

We are well aware that Congress has limited discretionary dol-
lars to go around. While it may look like we are doing our job by 
providing the FDA with ever more funds to match the ever growing 
demands, we need to be absolutely sure that taxpayer dollars are 
spent wisely and resources are directly linked to the tangible re-
sults that we see. 
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So with that, I would like to ask my Ranking Member, Mr. Farr 
from California, if he has any opening remarks, and would recog-
nize him at this time. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I echo your 
remarks about the size of this agency and the responsibility. And 
I just want to personally thank you and praise you for your leader-
ship. I know that it has been through some really difficult times, 
particularly with sequestration and budget cuts. 

But one area that I really think you do not get the appreciation 
that you should is that you have been the strongest advocate for 
the stewardship of medical countermeasures. And I think you have 
really done a great job in setting up and making this country better 
prepared for a medical crisis and pandemics that may occur in the 
future. And I want to thank you for that leadership. That does not 
get the recognition it should. 

I think we are probably going to have a much more optimistic 
and smoother budget process this year than we did last year. But 
I do not think we should forget the turmoil of sequestration and 
the shutdown in 2014. 

SEQUESTRATION

Maybe this is more of a question, but I would like to hear your 
opinion of the impact of these two events on FDA in terms of what 
it really did for public health, what opportunities we lost by the 
shutdown and sequestration, and how it affected, as the chairman 
talked about, the large employee morale that the agency has. 

You have a big agency, but you also have a bigger responsibility. 
And I think that as you are the first responder to so many of the 
crises in America, that we need to make sure that the morale and 
well-being of the FDA is in great shape. 

So I look forward to your testimony. I thank you for your leader-
ship of the agency. And again, thank you for coming out. The Sec-
retary came out to my district. You think of FDA as just being 
drugs, but it is also food. And the food that my District produces 
is essentially what is in a salad. 

FOOD SAFETY

If you think about lettuce and things like that, most foods you 
cook and that cooking process is the ultimate what they call kill- 
stop. And any bacteria or anything in that gets killed in the cook-
ing process. Well, you do not cook lettuce. You do not necessarily 
cook most of the other ingredients in a salad. 

So we have to find a process in growing that makes sure of the 
food safety. And I think she was really struck by the amount of 
care we go into. You have to dress up to go into the fields just like 
you dress up to go into an operating room. 

You have to have your hands covered and gloves covered, your 
beards and hair covered. You cannot have any jewelry on. You can-
not chew any gum. You cannot take anything into the fields. And 
I think the fact that you came and saw that left a really strong im-
pression with the growers, who have not had much contact with 
the FDA, to have you out there walking in their shoes. And I just 
appreciate that you took time to do that. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Farr. 
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Again, welcome all of you. Dr. Hamburg, we will now turn to you 
for your opening statement. Bear in mind that your full statement 
will be included in the record, so feel free to summarize any main 
points and then we will proceed with the questions. 

Let me just say that we will have votes at some point. We are 
expecting votes probably around 10:50. That is always subject to 
change, as you know. But we will do a recess to go cast votes and 
then we will reconvene after that. But we will probably go for 45 
minutes before we have to be called for a vote. 

So we will let you know. And so again, thank you for being here. 
We look forward to your comments. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, thank you very much, and good morning, 
Chairman Aderholt and members of the subcommittee. And thank 
you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the 
FDA’s fiscal year 2015 budget. 

I also do want to thank the subcommittee for your past invest-
ments in FDA. Your unflagging support for our work to protect and 
promote the health of the public, even in these challenging budg-
etary times, is deeply appreciated. 

FDA’s mission is vast, as the chairman noted. We are asked with 
ensuring the safety, effectiveness, and quality of human and ani-
mal drugs, biologics, medical devices, and other medical products, 
as well as the safety of the blood supply and the safety and whole-
someness of some 80 percent of our Nation’s food supply. 

We also work to foster scientific innovation that will lead to to-
morrow’s new, better, and safety products. And more recently, we 
have been asked to regulate the manufacture, marketing, and dis-
tribution of tobacco products. 

And today, FDA is challenged by ever more complex challenges, 
requiring the agency to stay apace or ahead of scientific and tech-
nological developments that are driving product development and 
innovation. And we are challenged as well by globalization, not 
only the increasing volumes of imported goods, but the complexity 
of their supply chains, all of which increase both the potential risks 
and the benefits for American consumers. 

FSMA

I am happy to report that last year FDA moved forward on many 
fronts to address these and other challenges. We took major steps 
towards implementing the Food Safety Modernization Act, or 
FSMA, which would enable FDA to build a modern, prevention-fo-
cused food safety system protecting Americans against foodborne 
illness from both domestic and foreign sources. 

We approved novel medical products in cutting edge areas of 
science and addressing critical unmet medical needs. We made 
progress in tackling drug shortages. And working with Members of 
Congress and industry, we reached agreement on an approach to 
pharmacy compounding, and set a timeline for a national track and 
trace system for prescription drugs that, when fully implemented, 
will further bolster the safety of the drug supply chain. 

BUDGET REQUEST

Looking ahead to next year, FDA is requesting a budget of $4.74 
billion for fiscal year 2015, and this represents a modest increase 
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of 8 percent, or $358 million, to fund our highest priorities. In 
2015, proposed and current user fees account for 46 percent of our 
total budget request, with budget authority dollars comprising the 
rest.

We are, of course, mindful of the larger pressures on the Federal 
budget, and so our request focuses on our most urgent needs, the 
safety of medical products, including compounded drugs, and safety 
of our food supply. And we are also asking for small increases for 
infrastructure needs. 

More specifically, the fiscal year 2015 budget provides a program 
level of $2.6 billion, which is $61 million above the fiscal year 2014 
enacted level, to continue core medical product safety activities 
across FDA programs. FDA will continue to fund medical product 
safety in many critical domains, including one that I know is a 
major priority for the chairman, Mr. Rogers, which is addressing 
the misuse, abuse, addiction, overdose, and death from opioids. And 
we have many initiatives underway to address this very serious 
concern.

Importantly, under the fiscal year 2015 budget, FDA will invest 
$25 million in budget authority to enhance pharmacy compounding 
oversight activities. I think you all recall the 2012 fungal menin-
gitis outbreak that killed 64 people and infected over 750 others in 
20 states, and that really demonstrated the critical need for im-
proved oversight of pharmacy compounding. 

To better protect the American people, FDA stepped up activities 
within available resources, and Congress then passed the Drug 
Quality and Security Act, DQSA, in November 2013 giving us new 
responsibilities and authorities, but without commensurate re-
sources.

FDA’s 2015 budget also requests an increase of $263 million for 
food safety, including resources to continue implementing FSMA. 
Implementation will ultimately reduce instances of foodborne ill-
ness, such as those seen recently as a result of E. coli O157 con-
tamination of prepackaged salads, Salmonella and Listeria con-
tamination of cheese products, and Listeria contamination in canta-
loupe. Implementation will also minimize the market disruptions 
and economic costs that are influenced by illness outbreaks and 
significant contamination incidents. 

Let me be clear. While FDA will still be able to issue the FSMA 
rules without increased funding, it will be unable to effectively im-
plement these important rules and to reduce or prevent these types 
of serious incidents. New resources are required in critical areas of 
activity—training; the provision of guidance and technical assist-
ance to industry and growers, as well as our partnerships with 
State agencies; both training and resources to really create an inte-
grated food safety system, which is so key; and, of course, building 
the modern import safety system that Congress mandated. 

So in conclusion, in my view the FDA is a unique and essential 
agency, as Chairman Aderholt noted in his opening remarks, and 
our budget represents a real bargain for taxpayers, in fact. While 
the products we regulate account for more than 20 percent of every 
consumer dollar spent on products in the U.S., individual Ameri-
cans pay a scant 2 cents a day to support our work. 
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This is a small price to pay for lifesaving medicines approved as 
fast or faster than anywhere in the world, a food supply that is 
among the safest in the world, and confidence of the American pub-
lic in the vast array of essential products that they rely on each 
and every day. 

So I appreciate your interest and your support, and I thank you 
for this opportunity to talk with you this morning. And I am happy 
to answer any questions you may have. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Commissioner. I want to talk a little 
bit about the FSMA budget request and the progress in food safety. 
I mentioned in my opening remarks that FDA had received sub-
stantial increases for food safety over the past few years. The fiscal 
year 2015 budget asks for another $24 million, as we discussed, in 
new budget authority for the implementation of the Food Safety 
Modernization Act. 

In addition to the budget authority request, you have requested 
approximately $260 million in proposed user fees. The justification 
is a bit slim on the details, but as I mentioned, it does mention a 
few broad categories associated with the $24 million request, in-
cluding standard-setting, technical support for FSMA implementa-
tion, training, Federal/State integration, risk assessment. 

The question that I have, is if the committee were to approve the 
$24 million in new budget authority, can you give us details for the 
subcommittee on how the money would be spent in each of these 
areas without duplication, and why such funds would be necessary 
since the final rules will be delayed for another year? 

FSMA

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, as I think you know, the Food Safety Mod-
ernization Act is really a landmark piece of legislation that calls on 
the FDA to really transform our food safety system, to transform 
it into one that reflects the realities of modern life, including 
globalization and the importance of imports; and also to shift our 
focus to one that emphasizes prevention of problems before they 
occur rather than responding after the fact, which is, of course, 
good for industry and good for consumers and health. 

At the time the law was passed, the CBO estimated that we 
would need about $580 million above our baseline in 2010. We 
have, as you noted, gotten some budget increases since the passage 
of the Food Safety Modernization Act, but we are still not any-
where near those numbers that CBO put forward. 

We did our own assessment and came out at a somewhat lower 
number, but as noted in the report that the Secretary provided to 
Congress last year, we still need about $400 million in order to 
really implement all of the new mandates and authorities in 
FSMA.

So it is a huge agenda. We believe that we can make really crit-
ical progress forward in implementing the Food Safety Moderniza-
tion Act, but that fiscal year 2015 and the following year, 2016, are 
going to be absolutely critical for that implementation. 

We have moved forward and published the proposed rules in the 
seven critical areas for implementation. Those rules will be final-
ized in 2015, but we need to begin now to hire on the new people, 
to begin the training, to begin the work with the States and extend 
the work with the States for the integrated system, to continue the 
critical outreach so that we can make this law as effective and effi-
cient as possible. 

And so the budget authority request to you is really a small piece 
of what will be needed to fully realize the goals of this important 
legislation. And the President’s request, of course, did include user 
fees. We have been working with industry and gotten indications 
of support for user fees. But I think you are right. The realities are 
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that that is a heavier lift and that it will take time to actually 
make such a program a reality. 

So we are really hoping that Congress will understand the crit-
ical nature of this law, these new authorities and responsibilities, 
and the opportunity we have to continue to improve food safety and 
health and well-being of Americans, and also to support industry 
so that we can prevent problems rather than have industry suffer 
unnecessary and preventable costs as well as the human health 
costs associated with this. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. On page 39 of the fiscal year 2015 congressional 
justification, FDA projects the level of food safety activity in the 
field for fiscal year 2013, fiscal year 2014, and 2015. 

INSPECTIONS

After years of investment in food safety and the Administration’s 
assumption that they would receive $24 million in new funds and 
more than $230 million in user fees, why would the agency show 
zero progress in domestic or import testing or inspections? 

Dr. HAMBURG. I am not sure what you are referring to. But we 
have quite significantly enhanced our inspectional activities, in-
cluding overseas. We actually met the target for FSMA for overseas 
inspections in the last year. We continue to have a very high vol-
ume of testing as well. 

And we have begun, as part of FSMA and our routine food safety 
activities, work in a number of critical areas of capacity-building 
and training domestically and internationally that will benefit the 
American public in terms of enhanced food safety. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. We may come back to that. But since my time 
is running short, let me go and ask this. As we have said, the com-
mittee cannot authorize user fees, and I think user fees legislation 
is virtually impossible. 

USER FEES

And if you agree—and you pretty much said you agreed with 
that—why does the Administration continue to propose user fees of 
$169 million for imported food and user fees of $60 million for food 
facility inspection and registration to implement FSMA when the 
Administration has no plan to work with the industry on these 
fees?

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we have been working with industry, but it 
is a process. We have seen, on the other side of the FDA house, 
in the drug and medical device area, the real benefits of user fees 
over a period of time. 

It took time to get those user fees in place and then time to get 
the programs really working. But it has enhanced efficiency and 
predictability that has been very important to industry, and I think 
that those industries now are supportive and true partners with re-
spect to user fees. 

We are working on the food side, but in the meantime, we have 
an important set of programs to implement. And it is a concern in 
terms of will we be able to get the full dollar amounts that we need 
to implement FSMA in the way that Congress really asked us to. 



925

But we are working with industry. We certainly have gotten good 
input and advice about how to structure user fees in ways that 
would be meaningful, and we intend to continue those discussions. 

FOOD SAFETY

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. And lastly, for the record—not here, but for the 
record—can you provide us with more detailed information on how 
the nearly $78 million provided over the last two fiscal years has 
been utilized? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Certainly. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

PHARMACY COMPOUNDING

In your testimony, you mentioned the compounding reform that 
is going on, and I know that you are ramping up your oversight 
activities on large compounding facilities. But I am concerned 
about the unintended consequences or the spillover to traditional 
individual, independent pharmacies or drugstores. Are they going 
to be caught up in this net? 

We need to keep the compounding manufacturers separate from 
the manufacturers, the large-scale from the little guys. And I won-
dered how you are going to are the little guys and gals that they 
are not going to be caught up in the big net. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I think that compounding pharmacies his-
torically, traditional compounders, have been the responsibility of 
States to regulate. If you are a corner pharmacy compounding, pro-
ducing in response to a prescription for an individual patient, not 
marketing across State borders in high volumes, et cetera, that is 
really the domain of the State regulatory oversight. 

The law that was recently passed helped to clarify the FDA role 
in compounding pharmacy oversight, including ensuring a uniform 
approach across States—because there had been a patchwork due 
to different circuit courts making different rulings on the 503(a) 
component of the compounding law as it applied to FDA. 

And then the new law created a new category of compounders 
called outsourcing facilities, where companies could choose to reg-
ister with the FDA if they are producing certain high-risk sterile 
injectable products. They could register with us, be subject to our 
oversight, but I think really ensure a higher level of quality and 
consistency for the healthcare system and for patients. 

So we are taking on some new activities. We will continue to 
work in close partnership with the States as they regulate tradi-
tional compounders. But if the compounder really is a traditional 
compounder, responding to individual prescriptions for specific pa-
tients and not producing in high volumes and marketing across 
State lines, et cetera, then I do not think that our activities will 
interfere with those compounders in any way unless there was a 
serious problem and we were brought in to respond to a public 
health concern, working in concert with the State. 

Mr. FARR. So is there a general category—you mentioned the 
sterile injectables. Is it that category, the injectables, and doing 
interstate business, that would be subject to this new regulation? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Yes. The sterile injectables, of course, represent a 
higher risk. And it was that kind of a product that was involved 
in the fungal meningitis outbreak in 2012. And in the law that 
Congress recently passed, it was identified that a category would 
be created, outsourcing facilities, where compounding pharmacies 
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that were making these higher-risk products that chose to register 
with us, could register with us. 

They would then be subject to our oversight, but they would be 
able to produce, I think, as I said, a product that would be safer 
and more reliable in terms of healthcare system needs and patient 
protection.

Mr. FARR. And I understand that to accommodate the new re-
sponsibility that you have, that you are going to shift $25 million 
from other FDA programs. What are you shifting it from? You are 
robbing Peter to pay Paul. How is that going to affect other 
compounders or other programs that you are taking the money 
away from? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, of course we would prefer to have all new 
money. But recognizing the realities of the budget environment 
that we are in, this is such an important area, and this is a new 
program focus that needs to be adequately supported. 

We have taken on more responsibilities in terms of routine and 
for-cause inspections of compounding pharmacies as well as this 
new responsibility, as outlined in the legislation. 

WHITE OAK

Mr. FARR. Who do you take the money from? 
Dr. HAMBURG. So the money is going to come from—because, un-

fortunately, GSA has been defunded to do construction in fiscal 
year 2015—that is part of our consolidation on the White Oak cam-
pus of FDA people and facilities in the greater Washington area— 
we can, without robbing from Peter to pay Paul, take $15 million, 
I believe it is, to support the compounding pharmacy program. 

And then we will find efficiencies in other areas to help support 
the rest of this. But this is such an important program, and I think 
the entire agency agrees that we need to find ways to make sure 
that we have the resources to support this new compounding phar-
macy oversight. 

Mr. FARR. So it comes from your capital outlay program? 
Dr. HAMBURG. A big chunk of it does, money that was going to 

go to outfitting new buildings. But those buildings are not going to 
be part of the GSA construction budget, as it turns out. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. We have got Chairman Rogers, chairman of the 

full committee, is here with us this morning. I would like to recog-
nize him now for any questions he may have. 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG ABUSE

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Dr. Ham-
burg, to the subcommittee, again, along with your staff. It is good 
to see you. 

We have had many conversations about prescription drug abuse. 
I chair that caucus in the House because my District really was the 
ground zero, I guess, of the Oxycontin craze that went on a dozen 
or so years ago when Purdue Pharma started pumping out 
Oxycontin in the late 1990s and early 2000s. 

It was billed as the next wonder drug. It was intended to treat 
pain for a 12-hour time release period. But it has caused incalcu-
lable pain and death in the form of addiction and overdose, in fact, 
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when it is crushed so it can be snorted or injecting to create that 
euphoric high, condensing a 12-hour dose into a split second. 

It became extremely addictive, especially for young people. And 
what was once sequestered in the small towns of Southern and 
Eastern Kentucky where I live is now characterized by the Centers 
for Disease Control as a national epidemic. We have all heard the 
figures, more people dying from prescription drug abuse than car 
wrecks, for example. So it is a national epidemic, and it continues. 

But I have to say that I appreciate your leadership on this issue. 
I have personally spoken with every commissioner before you about 
the need for changes at the Federal level to stem the rising tide 
of prescription drug abuse, and my requests had fallen on deaf 
ears.

You have certainly heard the call, keeping crushable generic 
Oxycontin off the street, up-scheduling hydrocodone combination 
drugs, and ensuring that powerful painkillers are indicated for se-
vere pain only. These were clearly steps in the right direction. 

ZOHYDRO

That is why I am so totally perplexed, as you and I have talked, 
about your decision just the other day to approve Zohydro, a crush-
able, pure hydrocodone product, last November. Hydrocodone is al-
ready the most abused drug in the country, and there has been a 
bipartisan outcry that this is a step in the wrong direction. 

OXYCONTIN

In Kentucky we saw users switch from Oxycontin to Opana in 
droves when Oxycontin was reformulated to where it could not be 
crushed or injected or smoked. And we saw users switch from 
Opana to heroin when Opana was reformulated. 

Given those well-noted patterns, Dr. Hamburg, how can you say 
with any degree of confidence that Zohydro will not be abused or 
diverted for illicit use, particularly when your own advisory panel 
cited its addictive qualities, and they voted 11 to 2 against ap-
proval?

And yet you went ahead, after all the other problem drugs had 
reformulated to prevent crushing, and you and your agency had 
said that, I think, in so many words, we will not approve any drug 
that does not contain an abuse-deterrent feature like non-crushing, 
and yet you approved Zohydro. Can you explain that to us? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
for your critical leadership on this important public health issue 
over so many years. 

I understand the concern and confusion that you have, and also 
that Zohydro is a very powerful drug. It was assessed within the 
FDA in terms of trying to balance legitimate medical needs for pain 
treatment with, of course, safety concerns that include addiction 
potential.

We feel that Zohydro is important in terms of medical needs of 
patients living with severe pain that requires long-term daily opi-
ate treatment for which no other treatment is adequate, but that 
it needs to be responsibly used. That is why, after the advisory 
committee met, they did note the value of the drug. 
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OPIATE DRUGS

Why it has particular value is that other hydrocodone opiate 
drugs are in combination with acetaminophen, that carries with it 
significant liver toxicity. And different patients respond to different 
opiate drugs differently. If you are having chronic treatment, your 
response to one opiate drug may wane so that there needs to be 
a rotation. 

And the fact that this drug could be available, with appropriate 
use, without the concomitant toxicity of acetaminophen, which does 
create a very serious, potentially devastating, risk to patients, 
made it really quite unique. 

Let me say that we listened carefully, of course, to the advisory 
committee, their recognition of the legitimate need for such a drug 
in terms of medical care but safety concerns around addiction po-
tential.

We did not approve Zohydro until we had made labeling changes 
that really focused on the need for it to be used with severe pain, 
the need for practitioners to make sure that this was the right drug 
for their patient, to monitor it in an ongoing way, and also put in 
place requirements on the manufacturer for ongoing studies about 
its appropriate use versus misuse or abuse. 

It is also Schedule II, which brings with it a range of additional 
protections, including no refills and a limited volume at the time 
of prescription; and then security requirements around its storage 
and monitoring and recordkeeping. 

And, of course, it has a black box warning and a REMS, includ-
ing recommendations of physicians who prescribe it to take a train-
ing course on appropriate use. So we have tried to put in place pro-
tections that will better ensure appropriate use. 

ABUSE DETERRENCE

With respect to abuse deterrence—and I apologize for my long 
answer but it is a complicated set of issues—there is only one opi-
ate drug in the marketplace now with an approved abuse-deterrent 
formulation. The science of abuse deterrence, the technology of it, 
really is not fully evolved. We wish that every product could have 
an abuse-deterrent formulation. But it really simply does not exist. 
And as you know, the determined abuser finds ways to overcome 
many strategies. 

So we are trying to incentivize industry. We recently put out 
guidance on how to develop abuse-deterrent formulations. We are 
trying to engage the broader scientific community to work on this. 
We hope that we will be able to have more and more products in 
the marketplace with abuse deterrence, but we are not there yet. 

Mr. ROGERS. I thought we had learned our lesson with 
Oxycontin. It had labeling restricting its use. But as you say, deter-
mined abusers are going to find the drug one way or the other. And 
until Oxycontin was made non-crushable, a jelly-like thing that 
could not be abused, until that happened, Oxycontin went crazy 
even though doctors were only supposed to limit it to people with 
moderate to severe pain. 

To say that Zohydro, which I understand is much more powerful 
than Oxycontin and gives a greater high than Oxycontin did when 
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crushed—to say that we can keep the abusers from using that pill 
because we will put a label on it saying, only for severe pain, we 
learned that lesson with Oxycontin. It does not work. And you are 
going to have people die. 

Boy, when Oxycontin was at its height, I was going to emergency 
rooms all the time in my District and seeing young people die from 
overdoses, not knowing medications, that it was so powerful and 
addictive. And most of it is coming from medicine cabinets in peo-
ple’s homes that kids get into. And Zohydro, I am afraid, will be 
the same way. 

So I am really alarmed, especially since the company that makes 
it says that it will be ready to release an abuse-deterrent pill in 
just two years. They are in the process of making that pill non- 
crushable, and it will be available shortly. But in the meantime, 
now, you are putting this pill on the market that I am really scared 
of.

It is not a question. It is more a statement. 
Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I appreciate your concerns. We want to con-

tinue to monitor this drug and other opiate drugs in terms of ap-
propriate use. This is something that I think is a critical area in 
terms of FDA activities, whether it is in moving towards trying to 
better develop the abuse-deterrent technologies, which really—the 
crushable, as you know, does not stop the determined abuser. And 
we are not where we need to be in terms of that formulation. 

Importantly, we are putting a huge emphasis, working with in-
dustry to try to develop non-opioid analgesics, painkillers, that will 
not have addictive potential, and I think there is huge opportunity 
there; and, of course, working in other ways in terms of developing 
better treatments for addiction. 

Mr. ROGERS. Why could you have not just waited for a few 
months until that company makes this pill non-crushable? 

Dr. HAMBURG. It is not clear whether they will be able to come 
up with a successful abuse-deterrent formulation. Opana tried to 
and failed. Others have tried to and failed. We believe that the 
science and technology is advancing so that we will have better 
abuse-deterrent formulations. But right now, it does not do any 
good to hope that something that a company may say is abuse-de-
terrent is abuse-deterrent if it fails the fundamental tests. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, you and all of us forced Purdue Pharma to 
make Oxycontin reformulate to make it abuse-deterrent. Did the 
same thing with Opana. So we have taken care of the problem as 
it rose its head until now. 

Dr. HAMBURG. But it actually turned out that the Opana abuse- 
deterrent formulation really failed to meet the criteria for abuse 
deterrence. And sadly, we are receiving reports that the other for-
mulation, while it prevents immediate injection or snorting, that 
there are ways to overcome the deterrence, and of course, over a 
longer period of time. And it does not prevent oral abuse from con-
tinuing as well. So it is an imperfect solution, but it is the best we 
have.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, your advisory council voted 11 to 2 to not ap-
prove Zohydro. The medical community is having very strong res-
ervations about introducing this drug. The American Society of 
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Interventional Pain Physicians recently endorsed the bill that I in-
troduced along with Congressman Lynch to ban Zohydro. 

So you are swimming upstream here in a very dangerous cur-
rent, I think. But I appreciate and respect your capabilities. I ap-
preciate your fight on prescription drug abuse all along here. And 
we look forward to victories over this problem. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Oh, we will continue to work with you, to work 
very hard to address what is shared public health goal. 

Mr. ROGERS. And I appreciate your coming to appear in Atlanta 
in April at the National Summit on Prescription Drug Abuse, as 
you did the last two years. So thank you for that. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. I have overstepped my time. But thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for being here. Also, 

we have the ranking member. We are honored to have her with us 
today for the hearing. And so, Ms. Lowey, I recognize you. 

Mrs. LOWEY. And I would like to thank Chairman Aderholt, 
Chairman Rogers, Ranking Member Farr. And it is a special pleas-
ure to welcome Commissioner Hamburg. 

In her time at the FDA, Dr. Hamburg and I have had the pleas-
ure of working on a number of issues together, and I am pleased 
that under her leadership, the FDA has advanced several of those 
efforts following years of delays under the previous administration, 
including implementing new labeling standards for both gluten-free 
products and sunscreen. 

The FDA has enormous responsibility to assure the safety, effi-
cacy, and security of drugs, devices, the food supply, and cosmetics, 
and it is vital that the subcommittee provide it with adequate re-
sources.

SUNSCREEN

First let me ask you about sunscreen. As you know, I have been 
working on that for a very long time. Now sunscreen products must 
include information on both UVA and UVB, the amount of time a 
product can protect while swimming or sweating, and can no longer 
use terms such as ‘‘waterproof’’ or ‘‘sunblock.’’ 

This was a great step forward, but there is still so much more 
that could be done to help consumers. According to the Environ-
mental Working Group, sunscreens sold in Europe include up to 27 
chemicals, including seven designed to filter UVA radiation. Mean-
while, products sold in the United States can only use 17 chemicals 
approved by the FDA, only three of which screen UVA rays. The 
FDA has not approved a new ingredient since 1999. 

So if you could share with us what the FDA is doing to improve 
U.S. sunscreens. Does the FDA have the funds it needs to evaluate 
new sunscreen ingredients? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, thank you for your question. It is such an 
important topic, as you know. Melanoma is a very serious killer in 
this country and a preventable disease. The rules that you men-
tioned have been important in advancing sunscreen protections for 
Americans, but we do need to make more progress with respect to 
the ingredients. 

And I think that there are a number of things that we are trying 
to do. We have created a dedicated team to work on the issue of 
ingredients, but it is a small number of people. And historically, 
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these are some of the kinds of reviewers and scientists that have 
been stretched to cover many different issues and to work on com-
peting priorities. 

But we are very focused on this ingredient issue and trying to 
go through the time and extent analyses that are required to en-
able us to put new ingredients into sunscreens. As you noted, there 
are eight ingredients that are presently being looked at. We just 
went back on two ingredients to ask for more information to dem-
onstrate safety. 

We do feel that by really focusing on this and working more 
closely with industry, we hope we can get both better information 
from industry about what we need to make our regulatory deci-
sions and we can be more efficient. 

We also do think that the regulatory framework that we cur-
rently have, the legal regulatory process, is more cumbersome than 
it needs to be, and we would like to be able to streamline that. And 
that includes not just the time and extent application process, but 
also the over-the-counter monograph process that it is embedded 
in, which relates to a broader set of over-the-counter products. 

We are actually taking a very hard look at that, including a pub-
lic meeting, I think a two-day meeting, that began earlier this 
week, to really see what we can do there to strengthen our pro-
grams to make them stronger and more efficient. 

FOOD SAFETY

Mrs. LOWEY. In your budget request, you are again proposing to 
raise a significant amount of money from food safety user fees. Mi-
chael Taylor, your top food safety expert, recently testified that 
these large increases are needed to implement the Food Safety 
Modernization Act. His exact words were, ‘‘We can put the rules on 
the books, but where we lack the resources and where the fees 
would be essential is in implementing the rules.’’ 

Regardless of the arguments in favor of the proposal, I think it 
is safe to say that it is highly unlikely they will be authorized, even 
if we were to fully fund your discretionary appropriations request, 
as we did for 2014. You are still short of what is needed for a vital 
service.

Do you need more than the $24 million proposed increase you re-
quested in discretionary funding for food safety? 

Dr. HAMBURG. To make the kind of progress that we want to 
make in terms of implementing the Food Safety Modernization Act 
and the new roles and responsibilities and authorities that Con-
gress gave us to do something that I think is truly important for 
health and safety in this country, we do need to amount requested 
in the President’s budget overall. 

I had mentioned, I think before you came in, that at the time the 
bill was passed, the CBO had actually estimated that we needed 
some $580 million over our fiscal year 2010 budget to really imple-
ment the Food Safety Modernization Act. We think we can do it 
more efficiently. We are committed to doing it more efficiently, and 
that there are important ways to leverage resources and find effi-
ciencies.

But we do need real dollars to undertake some of the critical 
components of this important new law, and that includes being 
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able to hire and train the personnel needed; being able to work 
with the States and create the integrated food safety system that 
is really necessary; to strengthen the State programs through 
training and capacity-building; to provide technical assistance and 
guidance to industry to make this transition to a new prevention- 
based food safety system as meaningful and efficient as possible; 
and, of course, really having to put in place a whole new system 
for food safety as it relates to imported foods. 

GE LABELING

Mrs. LOWEY. With limited time, I am just going to ask one more 
question. But I am particularly interested in the imported food 
issue as well. 

The Congressional Research Service says that an estimated 60 to 
70 percent of all U.S. processed foods probably contain some geneti-
cally engineered material because there is so much corn and soy-
beans in the processed foods we eat. 

I strongly believe that consumers have a right to know what they 
are eating. I know that FDA has said it supports voluntary label-
ing. But I would support mandatory labeling of foods as to whether 
they are genetically modified. Would you review for us how FDA 
currently approaches GE labeling? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, as you noted, we have supported voluntary 
labeling. And we put out a proposed guidance with respect to plant- 
based genetically modified foods, and we hope to finalize that soon. 

With respect to mandatory labeling, the way that, over many, 
many years, FDA has interpreted the law, and it has been sup-
ported by the courts, is that mandatory labeling really is appro-
priate and required when there is a false claim or misbranding; 
that the fact that the food contains GE materials does not con-
stitute a material change in the product unless—a material change 
meaning in the nutritional content, the performance of the food, 
the taste, the aroma, et cetera—— 

Mrs. LOWEY. Are you convinced that is the case? 
Dr. HAMBURG. This is an area that obviously is very much on the 

minds of many Americans, and the subject of a lot of discussion 
and some controversy. There have been a lot of very credible sci-
entific organizations that have looked hard at this issue over a long 
period of time. 

We have not seen evidence of safety risks associated with geneti-
cally modified foods in terms of health. Others have looked at envi-
ronmental issues. It is an area that deserves further discussion and 
further study. We do think that a voluntary approach to labeling 
makes a lot of sense because for people who have the describe to 
avoid GE foods, this would give them the opportunity to choose. 

But from a scientific and safety assessment point of view, we do 
not currently believe that the fact that there has been genetic 
modification of a food product makes it a material change to the 
product in terms of its nutritional or other qualities unless—there 
are some instances. 

For example, if a genetic engineering approach introduced a po-
tential toxin that would not normally be in that food product such 
as a peanut toxin into an oil or a tomato or whatever, then we 
would require labeling of the potential for exposure to this toxin be-
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cause that would be a material change that would create a health 
or safety concern. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Are there tremendous pressures on the FDA to 
keep it voluntary rather than mandatory? If people want to know, 
I cannot understand why it cannot be labeled accurately. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I think there is a desire to operate within 
our legal regulatory framework in terms of when a mandatory label 
is appropriate versus a voluntary label. And that is what—but it 
is an area of ongoing discussion, of course. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Is it not problematic that many countries—Europe 
in particular—do require accurate labeling? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, Europe has a very different attitude toward 
genetically modified food. Their food safety agency, I think, has 
looked at the issue, and from a food safety point of view has issued 
reports that are more reflective of what I was saying earlier. But 
the European people have made a determination that they really 
do not want genetically modified foods. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, I will not pursue this today. But it is beyond 
me that we cannot have accurate labeling. And I do hope that we 
can pursue this. The labeling cannot hurt anybody, but it is pos-
sible that the lack of adequate labeling could. Thank you very 
much.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Ms. Lowey. 
Mr. Nunnelee. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Dr. Ham-

burg, for being here. 

GLOBAL SUPPLY CHAIN

In your testimony earlier this month before the Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions, you noted the 
FDA’s broader strategic effort to deal with increasing globalization 
of food and medical products that are regulated by the FDA. 

How is the FDA going to take into account the impact of the 
processing and clearance time for such food and medical products 
that are regulated by the FDA—many of these are time-critical and 
temperature-sensitive—to make sure they are not held up and pre-
vented from reaching their intended recipients in a timely fashion? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, of course the global supply chain does com-
plicate our lives in terms of just what you were saying, in terms 
of ensuring safety and quality. And it has required us to rethink 
and reorganize in critical ways. We recognize the importance of 
moving many of these commodities quickly because of their very 
nature—fresh fruit and produce, seafood, and other things. 

But we are trying to have a very systematic and thoughtful ap-
proach that will strengthen our screening at the borders in terms 
of using risk-based, highly data-driven, and computer-based sys-
tems that recognize the nature of the commodity and other cir-
cumstances, including the history of the manufacturer and the ex-
porter and the importer, et cetera, and other factors that could con-
tribute to the risk of a product, but really helping us to identify 
which are the things that require onsite physical inspection and 
which are the things that can move quickly through. 

So that, I think, has been very important. A program called PRE-
DICT is the foundation of that. But we recognize that simply trying 
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to screen things at the borders when we have so many ports of 
entry, for one thing, and the volumes of imports, are increasing so 
dramatically and so rapidly. We need to push our presence beyond 
our borders, and we are working much more on a regional basis 
and in-country basis to do both inspections and work with manu-
facturers where the food is being produced; work with our counter-
part regulators to ensure that they understand our standards for 
foods that will be consumed in America by Americans; and working 
with industry in those countries and regions and, of course, multi-
national companies as well to ensure adherence with standards. 

We are trying hard, as well, to harmonize standards and ap-
proaches across nations so that we can essentially better share in-
formation and workloads since we are not the only country that is 
struggling with how do you deal with increased volumes of im-
ported food and these more complex supply chains. 

But Food Safety Modernization Act has been very valuable in 
terms of giving us new authorities, in terms of our global enter-
prise, and I would say we have made real progress and importantly 
through partnership, including partnership with unexpected part-
ners in some ways, such as the World Bank, to try to help enhance 
regulatory capacity in parts of the world that are producing many 
of these imported foods, but do not have the kind of regulatory ca-
pacity that is really necessary to ensure that they meet standards. 

MEDICAL DEVICES

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. I am primarily interested in medical 
devices that are coming in. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Okay. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Is there room for improvement with your com-

puter modeling? 
Dr. HAMBURG. Yes. You know, it certainly applies across product 

areas. It began with more of a focus on foods, and I apologize. I 
thought that was what your question really was. 

But also it applies to medical devices, which are increasingly 
being made in whole or in part in other countries, but they are 
really working with the manufacturers, with regulators in those 
other countries, and striving for this greater harmonization and in-
formation sharing and workload sharing I think is going to be the 
most effective approach. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. We should be making sure Americans need med-
ical devices and they are not held up coming in. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Absolutely. 

THREE PARENT EMBRYOS

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Recently FDA held an Advisory Com-
mittee meeting on three parent embryos, and in the process, the 
FDA specifically said that you recognized they are issues that could 
have the potential to affect regulatory decisions, issues relating to 
ethical and societal issues, but that these issues are outside the 
scope of your meeting and as a result you focused on how to create 
these three parent embryos as opposed to whether or not they 
should even be created. 
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So my question is: when is it appropriate to have that debate? 
And should we not talk about whether we should be doing this be-
fore we talk about how to do it? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, let me begin by saying that the three parent 
embryo was a newspaper headline, not exactly what this is in the 
sense that this is a technology that is being developed to reduce 
mitochondrial diseases that are very devastating to the kids of 
mothers with these conditions. It is a technology that is developing, 
and it is being looked at not only in this country, but in other coun-
tries.

The purpose of this meeting was not, you know, to move to the 
next stage of development and implementation, but to really better 
understand what the issues are, you know, certainly where the 
science and technology is, and what are the potential benefits, 
what are the risks. 

But, of course, we recognize that there is a broader set of ethical 
issues. We would not move forward without making sure that those 
were addressed. FDA is not the proper agency to take on all of 
those issues, and we are exploring other venues for fuller discus-
sion of those issues, but this, like many emerging technologies, is 
one that raises a complex set of challenges, both scientific and legal 
and ethical. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. So when and with whom do we discuss these 
ethical issues? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we are, you know, looking at the various 
kinds of options for how to have a fuller discussion of the ethical 
issues. I would suspect that Congress may take an interest in these 
as well, but we are intending to identify a forum to very specifically 
look at the ethical issues in the context of what this technology 
could be, what are the needs, what are the risks, and of course, 
what is the ethical context is critically important for that. 

And as I said, we are not the only country that is looking at this. 
It certainly is, you know, one of those frontiers of science and medi-
cine that could offer opportunities, but also raises asset of, you 
know, very, very serious issues. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
And welcome, Ms. Hamburg. It is a delight to see you again. I 

congratulate you for your efforts to do a lot with a few resources, 
and we continue to add responsibilities to you, and I hope that you 
will be able to manage those additional responsibilities with the re-
sources that we provide. 

I want to call your attention to the Food and Drug Administra-
tion Safety and Innovation Act. I will call it FDASIA, which was 
signed into law July 9th of 2012. One of the most important ele-
ments of that was to apply the lessons learned from meeting the 
needs of people with HIV-AIDS and cancer by using accelerated ap-
proval. The fast track therapies are in the hands of patients who 
otherwise are facing certain death. 

RARE DISEASES

In FDASIA, we directed FDA to make use of this same authority 
to address the urgent needs of orphan and rare disease popu-
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lations. I have heard from constituents, as well as from scientists 
in the Duchenne muscular dystrophy community that there is a 
first potential therapy, Eteplirsen, in the pipeline that could and in 
their view should be considered for accelerated approval. 

Based on 120 weeks of data, there have been no adverse effects 
to patients and strong signs of efficacy. Top scientists who have 
dedicated their careers to this disease say they have never seen re-
sults like this. 

Just like people with HIV-AIDS in the 1980s, right now children 
and young adults with Duchenne face certain death, and there is 
no therapy, and the longer that these patients wait, the more mus-
cle function and mobility that they lose and capabilities that they 
will not be able to get back. 

FDASIA’s often and rare disease provisions would seem to apply 
to a condition like Duchenne. Would you not agree? And if so, what 
is the hold-up and when will FDA make a decision on how to pro-
ceed?

And when can I tell my constituents that FDA is going to Accel-
erate approval of Eteplirsen for the treatment of DMD? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, this is a very important arena both in terms 
of Duchenne muscular dystrophy as a devastating disease for the 
children and their families, and there are advances in science that 
really represent potential opportunities for transformation of the 
disease condition if we can really develop a drug that addresses 
that underlying mechanism of disease. 

We have had a very intensive interaction with both the manufac-
turer and the broader community around the development of new 
products in this area. I would say it has been one of the most re-
markable engagements in some ways of senior level medical sci-
entists within FDA and our review team. You know, we are looking 
very closely at what are the best clinical trial designs. 

Certainly we want to find a way to understand the product and 
its benefits and any safety issues in as rapid a way as possible. I 
think we are making progress. You know, obviously I cannot speak 
to the specifics of a particular product under development, but we 
are very, very committed. We are working hard on it, and as I said, 
there has been a huge amount of focus and engagement on this and 
we hope a huge amount of opportunity to make a difference around 
this important disease. 

Mr. BISHOP. Will you go back and really look at the potential for 
helping these people who are suffering with DMD from Eteplirsen 
I think is what it is called. 

Dr. HAMBURG. No, I know exactly what you are talking about, 
and I can assure you that we are deeply engaged and very com-
mitted to trying to find treatments, hopefully cures for this dev-
astating disease. 

ANTIMICROBIALS IN FOOD ANIMALS

Mr. BISHOP. I want to move quickly to another food safety issue. 
I applaud the recent efforts to phase out the use of medically im-
portant antimicrobials in food animals for production purposes, 
such as to enhance growth and improve feed efficiency and to bring 
the therapeutic uses of such drugs to treat and control and prevent 
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specific diseases under the oversight of licensed veterinarians, par-
ticularly with the recent release of Gattens No. 213. 

It appears that you are, however, reinventing the wheel when it 
comes to your plan to collect antibiotic use data and conduct other 
research to better understand antimicrobial drug use practices in 
animals and the public health impacts on antimicrobial positions. 
That is a quote. 

NARMS

Particularly in light of I think the chairman’s comments earlier 
about duplication. Is this not a duplication of the National Anti-
microbial Resistance Monitoring System, NARMS, which was es-
tablished in 1996 as a partnership between FDA, the Centers for 
Disease Control, and USDA to track antibiotic resistance in food- 
borne bacteria? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, NARMS is an important tool that we have, 
but we think that we need to continue to build on it and extend 
it. There are advances in science that give us, for example, new 
tools. The ability to do whole genome sequencing, for example, can 
provide much greater insight into organisms, resistance patterns, 
and——

Mr. BISHOP. You cannot do that under NARMS? 
Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we need to build on NARMS and we need 

to bring new aspects into it, and with respect to some of the data 
collection that I think you are referring to, you know, we have his-
torically looked at volumes of antibiotics sold for use in animal care 
settings.

We think there is great value in drilling down a little bit into 
that data and not just how many tons of antibiotics are being used 
in feed, but for what kinds of animals and what kinds of purposes, 
et cetera. 

So I do not think we are duplicating effort. I think we are striv-
ing to deepen knowledge and understanding so that we can get the 
most meaningful answers, so that we can actually target our re-
sources and our efforts in the best possible way to make a dif-
ference for both animal and human health. 

Mr. BISHOP. It would seem as if you would want to target it, but 
if you were able to streamline and combine both of those into one 
it should help you, but it should also help your budget if you’re able 
to consolidate those efforts. Still drill down, but you already have 
NARMS as a basis to act on, which has been in existence since 
1996.

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, it will remain an important framework, but 
we can and must do more. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Latham. 
Mr. LATHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And welcome. Before I start I want to extend my sympathy to 

the Gentlelady from Connecticut because UCON is going to lose to 
Iowa State tomorrow night. 

Ms. DELAURO. In your dreams. 
Mr. LATHAM. Hey, come on. [Laughter.] 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED FOOD

Whoa, Rosa. Okay. 
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Ms. Lowey brought up a subject that I am very concerned about 
and the genetically modified. Just this Tuesday we had a statue of 
Norman Borlaug put in Statuary Hall representing the State of 
Iowa. He saved a billion lives by genetically modifying wheat to 
make it grow in areas of the world where they could not produce 
an adequate supply of food. 

And the idea of somehow some characterization about what ge-
netically modified food is or some kind of an abstract reason for 
putting people through a whole bunch of hoops and hurdles to label 
that and not knowing what is in I think is misguided myself, and 
as you said, there is no scientific basis for concern unless there is 
something, a toxin or something that has been introduced. 

Mr. Nunnelee’s question about three parent children, do we have 
to label them? Are they not genetically modified? Would they not 
be? Would they? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, they would be genetically modified. 
Mr. LATHAM. Well, you know, the same rationale. Maybe that is 

going obviously to the extreme, but I think we had better be real 
careful about undermining the tremendous advances that have 
been made in supplying this world. 

We’re going to have, what, nine billion people on earth here by 
2050, and the way we are going to feed them is to improve plant 
varieties, varieties that are tolerant to diseases, tolerant to pes-
ticides which would make the use of pesticides much less a prob-
lem.

So I just want to say we had better be very, very careful. 
To get on another subject that is of great concern to the State 

of Iowa and soybean producers, there is a process you put in place 
talking about soybean oil, trans fats, that it would not be generally 
recognized as safe, which to me is not correct. They have made 
huge advances as you are probably keenly aware as far as trans 
fats, reducing that by about 68 percent in the last ten years, and 
I know the Soybean Association and interested parties who wanted 
to work with you. 

I do not know if you have any update regarding the regulatory 
process you are going through, and I hope there is a consideration 
of what the economic damage would be. You are going to be replac-
ing that with imported products, palm oil from elsewhere around 
the world, and it would have a huge impact as far as soybean pro-
duction in this country. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, as you noted, we did take a preliminary reg-
ulatory action not too long ago in terms of whether trans fats were 
generally recognized as safe as a component of the food supply. The 
comment period for that just recently closed. 

We got about 1,600 comments, I believe, and very substantive 
comments on many aspects of it, including, you know, some of the 
technical formulation issues when you are, you know, producing 
certain kinds of food products, some of the economic issues and, of 
course, you know, safety and public health issues, the whole range 
of comments. 

So we are reviewing those and obviously taking them very seri-
ously. We expect we will have some continuing discussions with the 
range of stakeholders who have an interest in this, trying to deep-
en our understanding before we would go forward with a final proc-
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ess, and you know, so we will obviously be as transparent as we 
can be in that process, and we certainly have heard some of the 
kinds of concerns that you have raised. 

And there would always be an avenue for companies to pursue 
in terms of petitioning us to demonstrate an appropriate use with 
science to support that use and a reasonable certainty of no harm 
from the ongoing use of the food additive. So, you know, there is 
that pathway. 

But there is also the continuing regulatory process that is under-
way.

Mr. LATHAM. Well, there is, you know, a lot of work being done 
as far as commercializing the high oleic soybean oil and which 
would probably alleviate a lot of your concerns, but it is going to 
take a little more time, and certainly I would hope that you would 
be willing to work with the industry to make sure that we do not 
have the huge negative impacts. 

TRANS FAT

Dr. HAMBURG. And I would applaud the industry for having al-
ready taken many steps forward to reduce unnecessary trans fats 
in the American diet through reformulations of food, which really 
began in 2006 when we asked for it to be listed on the nutrition 
fact panel, but huge progress has been made because, you know, 
we know it does contribute to health risk. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I think in the interest of my col-
leagues here, I have got some other questions, but thank you very 
much for the great communications, and I appreciate all you do. 

So thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Sir, if you want to submit those for the record, 

we will be happy to include those. 
Ms. DeLauro. 
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And welcome. It is wonderful to have you here, and thank you 

for the great work of the FDA. 
Let me first, and I think Chairman Rogers would really not be-

lieve this, but I want to associate myself with the comments that 
he made on Zohydro because I think it really is a recipe for serious 
disaster.

To that end, the chairman, myself, and Mr. Runch have just 
written to the IG asking for a report on looking at corporate phar-
maceutical interests in the regulatory process. So, again, we believe 
very, very sincerely that this is going to create more havoc and lead 
to people dying, when we have an opportunity at this juncture to 
be able to turn it around. 

So I thank the chairman for his leadership in this effort. 
I also want to make a point that I think if we are just taking 

a look at—and do not misunderstand this. The NASA budget, the 
request for this year is, I think, $17.8 billion. The FDA budget re-
quest is $4.7 billion. I like NASA. I am happy for the things that 
they do, but the FDA regulates 20 percent of the consumer dollar, 
20 percent of the consumer dollar. 

The request for this year, between NASA and the FDA, NASA 
is four times what the FDA is looking for to implement in large 
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measure the Food Safety Modernization Act, which we have de-
manded and said, ‘‘Do it.’’ 

Now that leads me to I think it is stunning when you take a look 
at the agencies and who is doing what, and critical necessities, but 
I think you have to evaluate food safety, public safety, life and 
death issues, you know, that are very important here. 

Anyway, my question though to Dr. Hamburg is I really wonder. 
You said 580 was OMB. I want to know what you need. We know 
here that user fees are fine, except that it is what, the fourth time 
in a row we are asking for user fees, and everybody believes it is 
not likely. 

FOOD SAFETY

So what is the amount of money that you need in order to be 
able to carry out what we have asked you to carry out on food safe-
ty modernization from whatever source, from whatever source that 
we get this money from? What do you need to carry out this effort? 

[The information follows:] 
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MS. DELAURO. That is the question that I have, and if we do not 
have the funds to do what you need to do, what are the con-
sequences of that very seriously? And there may be some I do not 
believe on this panel that say, ‘‘Well, if it fails, it fails. It did not 
work.’’

[The information follows:] 
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MS. DELAURO. But there are some who are of that view, but that 
is not what our view is here. What do you need in order to go for-
ward? What do we lose if you do not get that money? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, thank you very much, Congresswoman 
DeLauro, for that question and also I share your disbelief at times 
at the disconnect between how important and unique our agency 
is to the health and well-being of the American people and, you 
know, what we are, in fact, resourced to support our critical work. 

I think you were not in the room when I was asked an earlier 
question, and I committed to submitting to all of you an outline of 
what do we need and what would it be used for, but I would just 
say that, you know, the request before you in terms of the overall 
budget number does reflect what we think we really need to do a 
meaningful next step in the implementation. 

Ms. DELAURO. So we could give you this money and budget au-
thority versus user fees. 

Dr. HAMBURG. You know, to me, frankly, money is money. We 
have——

Ms. DELAURO. Well, to me FDA is more important than user fees 
because user fees come often with a price tag and a quid pro quo, 
and I am tired of quid pro quo in these efforts. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Congress has given us a set of very important and 
serious responsibilities to implement the Food Safety Moderniza-
tion Act, which will matter for the health and lives of individuals 
and communities and, you know, frankly, for the health of indus-
try. It will make all of us stronger. 

We can only do so much with limited resources, and we will pro-
vide you with—— 

Ms. DELAURO. Please get us what you need. In that set of cir-
cumstances, those who want to can advocate for that and make all 
of the contrast with other agencies which have a great mission, but 
not the same kind of mission for 20 percent of that consumer dollar 
that you have so that we can fight for that money. 

My view is BA, you know, versus the user fees. You know, insan-
ity they say is described as repeating the same thing over and over 
and over again. How many times are we going to put this thing in 
for user fees and then it just does not happen? 

So please be direct, clear and to the point about what you need. 
Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 
Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. HAMBURG, thanks for coming to our hearing today. Thanks 

for your efforts to protect consumer safety and ensure that we are 
getting good products to market, that have been reviewed properly 
and in an expedited fashion. I think we certainly share a lot of the 
same goals and appreciate your work at the FDA. 

E-CIGARETTES

I want to talk to you a little bit about some innovative technology 
that has the potential to improve the health outcomes of millions 
of Americans. There is a significant and growing body of science 
that shows that the health risks associated with smoke free tobacco 
products are significantly lower than the risks associated with ciga-
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rette smoking. The science on this is obviously still developing, and 
many public health experts think that the e-cigarette is an innova-
tion that can help save the lives of smokers by helping them quit 
smoking altogether. 

In a recent piece in the New York Times, researchers from Co-
lumbia University said that ‘‘research suggests that e-cigarettes 
may be better at helping to sustain smoking cessation than phar-
maceutical products like nicotine patches or gums.’’ 

Under Section 911 of the Tobacco Control Act, your agency will 
soon issue regulations to assert jurisdiction over the devices. What 
are your efforts in that regard? 

What are your thoughts in terms of the future of these e-ciga-
rettes?

And how will you work to ensure the agency does not stifle this 
innovation that has happened around this category so that smokers 
may have access to what appears to be a less harmful alternative 
to smoking cigarettes? 

DEEMING RULE

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, as you know, the Tobacco Prevention Con-
trol Act did give us the authority to extend oversight of tobacco 
products beyond what was specifically mentioned in the original 
legislation through what we now call a deeming rule, and we have 
been working to propose a deeming rule which would actually give 
us officially the authority to oversee e-cigarettes, which we do not 
currently have, but we think that is very important. 

But we also think that any regulatory decision making that we 
undertake should be based on good, solid scientific data. And to-
wards that end we have actually made some very significant in-
vestments in research to help us better understand this important 
tobacco product area, including grants to a number of academic in-
stitutions and creating centers for tobacco science research and 
funding with partners in government, particularly the NIH, to un-
dertake a major longitudinal study to better understand behaviors 
and also potential toxicities and other impacts of different kinds of 
tobacco product use. 

So we are, you know very actively engaged. As you know, it is 
a debate within the public health community and beyond in terms 
of what is the role of e-cigarettes, but I think they are very much 
in the marketplace today. I think FDA should have some tools for 
oversight, and we need to work in a science driven way on what 
is then the appropriate regulatory approach. 

CIGARS

Mr. YODER. Well, I appreciate that, and I think many of us share 
that same mission, and we just look, I think, to your guidance as 
to how the public can be aware of maybe some less harmful alter-
natives, that if the FDA were to issue some guidance there that 
you intend to do, it appears, I think that would go a long way to 
giving guidance to folks in the country who are not sure yet. 

So I appreciate your efforts in that regard. 
I have had some concerns just on the topic of smoking, I guess; 

I have had some concerns from local Mom and Pop cigar shops. 
They are very concerned about the pending regulations that may 
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come forward that would bring cigars into the tobacco products the 
FDA would regulate. Many of them are concerned that it may actu-
ally put them out of business. 

Can you speak to that a little bit and your efforts to ensure that 
we understand maybe some unique natures of some of these local 
folks that are in all of our districts? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, with respect to cigars, that would be part of 
the deeming rule that we would be hopefully putting forward for 
public comment very soon, and certainly we have heard a variety 
of concerns as we have been shaping this proposed rule about as-
pects of cigars, including premium cigars, in particular. 

SPENT GRAINS

But I think that our responsibility is to address a set of critical 
public health concerns, looking at the context of what is being used 
and how it is being used. We believe that, again, it is very appro-
priate for FDA in the context of the authorities that it has given 
us for oversight of tobacco products to take that on, but then we 
need to work in a systematic way in terms of what it looks like and 
how it is implemented. 

Mr. YODER. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you very much for being here today and for the work that 

you do on behalf of American consumers. 
I have a somewhat unusual question, I think, but one that I have 

been hearing a lot about from farmers in Maine as well as our beer 
brewers. So there was a newspaper report last week that the FDA 
has proposed a new rule under FSMA that threatens a partnership 
between farmers and beer brewers that have been going back hun-
dreds of years. It sort of works like this. 

The brewers, you know, make the beer, and as a byproduct there 
are barrels full of heavy, wet spent grains that have some of the 
sugars and proteins extracted during the brewing process. There is 
no real usefulness in the spent grains for the brewer. So they gen-
erally give them to nearby farmers who use the spent grains as 
feed for the cows. 

If the brewers did not give away the spent grains, they would 
end up in a landfill, a financial burden to the brewers as well as 
an environmental cost. It is kind of a handshake agreement that 
strengthens our communities and is a good economic win-win for 
everybody.

One example in my State, and I particularly love the name of 
this farmer, his name is Norm Justice. He takes all of the grain, 
the spent grain from Allagash Brewing Company, which I hope you 
have all had an Allagash beer sometime, and he feeds it not only 
to his own beef cattle, but distributes it to other dairy farmers 
around the State who feed literally thousands of head of cattle with 
it.

When the supply of spent grains runs low, then they have to buy 
very expensive feed, particularly for us because most of it comes 
from the Midwest. 
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So this partnership, which has existed as long probably as agri-
culture and beer have existed, appears to be under attack in this 
rule. The proposed rule is aimed at ensuring the safety of animal 
feed for animals, consumable food, and ensuring the safety of ani-
mal food for humans handling the food, particularly pet food. 

So this would require the brewers to dry it, to package it, to ana-
lyze the spent grains, all doing this without ever touching it with 
human hands. So I know that we all want very safe food for our 
pets. I understand the importance of that rule. We all want safe 
food for our livestock, but to us this rule seems that it has kind 
of gotten absurd in this particular area. 

One of the farmers mentioned in this particular article in the 
Bangor Daily News. His name was Jack Perry of Fairview Farm. 
He said he relies on spent grain that he receives from the Gagin 
Brewing Company, and he would not be able to stay in business, 
which as you know is very tough for our dairy farmers, if he was 
not able to do this. 

The process of beer producing is already very heavily regulated 
to ensure that the beverage is safe for people to drink. I am not 
really sure how we can say that these grains are good enough to 
produce something for human consumption and then on the other 
side it is not safe enough to feed a cow. And it is very hard to ex-
plain this to my constituents or my dairy farmers. 

So is there any evidence with the FDA that a cow has become 
sick after eating spent grains? 

We have so many legitimate concerns for food safety, which ev-
eryone is working very hard on. Why are we focusing on this par-
ticular rule? 

Can we talk about this? 
Dr. HAMBURG. Well, thank you, and let me begin by thanking 

you for I understand you were very helpful when our team came 
up to Maine to meet with various producers and farmers, and that 
you actually stayed through the sessions, and I know that they 
found it very, very useful as part of our outreach efforts. 

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you. 
Dr. HAMBURG. I actually have heard about the issue. 
Ms. PINGREE. I am sure you are hearing it. We are describing it 

everywhere.
Dr. HAMBURG. Not with quite so much color and detail, and you 

know, I think it is one of those examples of something where there 
is a reasonable solution that can be found and where we certainly 
understand why it makes economic and sustainable agriculture 
sense to look towards these kinds of approaches, and we think that 
it can be taken up. 

You know, we do plan, as you may or may not know, to reopen 
comment in some targeted areas of particular concern. We think 
this can be taken up in that context, and I hope we can find, you 
know, a meaningful, viable solution 

Ms. PINGREE. Well, I am sure that you will receive a lot of com-
ments. I did not know you were reopening the comment period, and 
I guess my request would be that you consider a general exemption 
that just protects this partnership and looks at this differently. 

Hello there. Nice to see you here. 
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Anyway, so looking at this a little bit differently as you are con-
sidering anything else. 

ANTIBIOTICS IN ANIMAL FOOD

I will just take another quick second if I can. I do have a lot of 
concerns about a whole other area, and we probably will not get 
through this entire question, but I do think that the FDA should 
be much more worried about antibiotics in animal feed. That I 
think is a very different kind of topic. 

It just seems to me that given CDC estimates that say that many 
people—I think it is 20–some thousand—people die every year in 
America from antibiotic resistant infections. We just know that 
there is an enormous amount of concern around the impact of 
using antibiotics in animal feed. 

How do you plan to document compliance with your new vol-
untary guidelines on this? Will you be collecting more detailed anti-
biotic use data than is provided by the annual animal drug user 
fee act reports? 

I would love to get into a dialogue about this with you again. I 
am almost out of time. So we may have to take this up later. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Okay. Well, I think we are making real progress, 
and the voluntary approach, while I understand many wished it 
had been mandatory, I think, already demonstrating value. The 90- 
day period for companies to come back to us about what their ap-
proach is and commitment would be ended, and I think it is actu-
ally in the paper today about, you know, we have achieved 99.6 or 
something, maybe it is even 96 percent of the products, and the 
manufacturers have agreed to pursue the removal of these products 
for, you know, growth promotion, non-judicious use, purposes. 

That needs to then be combined with our veterinary feed direc-
tive which will, you know, really make it clear that any other uses 
for treatment or prevention have to be done under the oversight of 
a veterinarian; that records will have to be kept, and we will have 
the ability to monitor that to ensure compliance. I think will really 
give us an important set of new tools and opportunities to really 
advance what is a very important issue, frankly, for both animal 
and human health. 

Ms. PINGREE. Absolutely. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

CELLULAR TISSUE AND GENE THERAPY

Good morning, Dr. Hamburg. I understand that Congressman 
Nunnelee had broached this topic earlier, but I want to return to 
it please and focus the remarks on this Cellular Tissue and Gene 
Therapies Advisory Committee, which has work related to the 
mitochondrial transfer technologies. 

Apparently this hearing last month addressed scientific and tech-
nical consideration related to these technologies, in particular, ma-
ternal spindle transfer and pronuclear transfer. I understand that 
researchers are pressing forward with this technique in human 
trials, which has currently only been done on monkeys, with the 
goal of advancing the replacement of defective genetic material. 
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Now, the press in recent weeks has raised a number of concerns 
about the danger of this science, namely, the development and pro-
motion of genetically modified human beings with the potential for 
unknown, unintended and permanent consequences for future gen-
erations of Americans. 

One quote from a professor of neurobiology is this. ‘‘The creation 
of three parent embryos is not an innocuous medical treatment. It 
is a macabre form of eugenic human cloning in which a human 
being with a medical condition is killed and his or her parts are 
used to create a new human being with an improved biological 
state.’’

Clearly, there are consequences here, and frankly, these sce-
narios scare people, and I would be very worried if it did not scare 
people. So I would like to hear your thoughts about the potential 
risk involved with these techniques. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, this is an emerging technology that, of 
course, builds on advances in science and recognizes, you know, 
what is a serious disease condition. But as you point out, it raises 
many important issues that go beyond just scientific capability. 

The meeting that we held was really one of just beginning a dis-
cussion about research that has been underway and trying to deep-
en understanding of what this technique is about, et cetera. 

But we are very mindful that it raises a whole set of other 
issues, and while we do not think that we are the appropriate 
agency or entity to delve more deeply into the ethical issues, we are 
committed to partnering with other entities to examine those 
issues and also, of course, to engage in a broader conversation with 
the American public and, of course, policy makers and leaders, in-
cluding Congress. 

But it is something that is under discussion and under study, not 
just in this country, but in other countries, and I think, you know, 
that we need to have these important discussions about the science 
and the ethics. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, I would suggest to you respectfully that 
scientific discovery is not a higher value than ethical discovery, and 
the two should be interdependent upon one another. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Absolutely. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Do you have an ethics committee at the FDA? 
Dr. HAMBURG. We do have ethicists at the FDA, and we do cer-

tainly address issues of biomedical research ethics and also, of 
course, the ethics of patient safety and protection through a num-
ber of different committees and activities. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Would formalizing a structure such as an eth-
ics committee within your agency be helpful, a helpful policy 
change?

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we feel very strongly that on this issue and 
on others that it really needs to be a much broader conversation, 
that decisions should not be made just within the walls of FDA on 
something like this. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, I agree with that, but I am suggesting— 
well, maybe you already have it—but a formalization of that proc-
ess might be prudent. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Yes. Well, I think as I said for different kinds of 
purposes we have different sort of constellations of trained ethicists 
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and committees or advisory groups that help us with those issues, 
but I hear what your question is, and I think it is worth taking it 
back for discussion. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Valadao. 
Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

USER FEES

Commissioner Hamburg, the FDA collects hundreds of millions of 
dollars in user fees from manufacturers and device makers. In fact, 
user fees are nearing parity with federal appropriated dollars. 
While not taxpayer dollars, this Committee still has the responsi-
bility to ensure proper oversight of how those funds are being used. 

SPENDING PLAN

Frankly, we need transparency. Commissioner Hamburg, will 
you commit to providing Appropriations Committee a detailed 
spending plan within each account by program, project and activ-
ity, including a description of new regulatory activity, personnel, 
personnel classification, hiring and spending plans, including the 
spending plans to be carried out by all user fee supported centers 
at FDA? 

This information will provide the Congress with greater visibility 
into how user fees and appropriated funds are going to be used by 
the FDA in advance of program expenditures. 

[The information follows:] 
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Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we certainly are eager to work with you. 
This is a program that is important, and all the different user fee 
programs have expanded significantly in recent years. They do 
come with a lot of reporting requirements, including regular finan-
cial reports. 

I just signed off on a number of them for the user fees that are 
going to review at HHS and will come up to you very shortly. So 
I think we do not want to duplicate existing efforts, but let us work 
together to see what kinds of information is already available and 
what additional information you might need. 

USDA HERBICIDE

Mr. VALADAO. I appreciate that. I am going to switch gears a lit-
tle bit. Ensuring farmers have access to multiple modes of action 
to address weed resistance is very important. One way to help 
farmers is to ensure that they have access to new herbicide toler-
ant crops. 

I understand USDA has not yet deregulated products, that it will 
give farmers some additional ammunition against weeds and EPA 
continues to wait for USDA’s deregulation decisions before taking 
action on herbicide approvals. 

Yesterday I asked USDA’s research education economic leaders 
about the importance of funding research projects only to turn 
around and fight the very outcomes of that research. Can you help 
me understand why it is taking so long for these helpful tools to 
get out in the marketplace? 

Are USDA and EPA officially coordinating the deregulation of 
these and other herbicide tolerant crops? 

If so, what has changed about the process that this Committee 
can qualify as an improvement? 

Dr. HAMBURG. I apologize, but I am not sure whether this is an 
FDA specific issue. I—— 

Mr. VALADAO. Well, the EPA is in the other room. So I have been 
bouncing back and forth, and I know the EPA is struggling and 
they are waiting for our process to allow some of the approvals to 
go through, and I figured I would have a chance to talk to you be-
cause FDA does have oversight over some of the issues when it 
comes to products used in our food. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we do have responsibility to address pes-
ticide levels in food products and also particularly with imported 
foods, but sometimes domestically produced foods as well, unap-
proved pesticides that are used in food products. 

But I think that the specific issue that you are asking about is 
really a USDA issue, but again, you know, I will confer with our 
experts in the area, and we will follow up with your office to see 
if there is something we can do to clarify. 

OPTHALMIC EMULSION

Mr. VALADAO. I appreciate that. We will be in touch on that. 
I think I have time for one more. Dr. Hamburg, last year the 

agency issued a draft guidance on bioequivalent standards for—I 
am going to struggle with this one—ophthalmic emulsion, which 
would require no human studies. However, some of your own sci-
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entists have said products like this are not absorbed into the blood 
stream and should require more careful study. 

This guidance concerns me, and it reminds me of what is done 
with complex iron products. Because it seems to be a public health 
subject to ad hoc approval standards, they have not been vetted by 
the public or other stakeholders through any other open comment 
process.

It concerns me all the more because in the meantime you can use 
this draft guidance to approve generic products that may not be 
equivalent. I understand several physician groups have raised sig-
nificant scientific concerns with your draft guidance for these by-
products. I will have more specific questions on this topic for you 
to answer for the record, but given the level of concern can you tell 
me what the status is of the guidance today? 

[The information follows:] 
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Dr. HAMBURG. I think that if you would give me permission, we 
should get back to you on all of that because I am not familiar with 
that specific guidance and want to be able to give you a complete 
answer.

Mr. VALADAO. Well, I appreciate that, and I yield back. 
Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 

FOOD SAFETY

One of your seven proposed rules under the Food Safety Mod-
ernization Act deals with produce safety. Beyond the controversy 
surrounding how the rules will be enforced based on the size of the 
grower, there are some fundamental concerns about FDA’s pres-
ence actually on the farm. 

The ag. community has a long history of working with the gov-
ernment, but that has been with directly USDA. FDA has pre-
viously stated they will try to use State Department of Agriculture 
or third party audits to help with the enforcement, but farmers and 
ranchers are concerned that FDA has the potential to be heavy 
handed in dealing with them and a group that never a regulator 
has dealt with before. 

The question I would have to you, does the agency envision FDA 
employees conducting the actual enforcement on the farm? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I think it is a program that is under devel-
opment, and we certainly see the partnership with States, as well 
as with agriculture as a critical part of the success of the full im-
plementation of the program. 

We have undertaken a really massive effort to reach out to the 
agricultural community and growers large and small to understand 
their concerns, and certainly we have heard some of the concerns 
that you have expressed. 

You know, we will have a presence on the farm, but we see really 
that this is a program that will best be implemented through part-
nerships and building on systems that are already in place and 
working, expanding them, and, you know, one of the areas of crit-
ical funding as we look at fiscal year 2015 and 2016 is the ability 
to provide some resources to States so that they can strengthen 
and extend and restructure their program activities so that they 
can work more effectively with us to implement the goals of FSMA. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So you do not necessarily see FDA direct on the 
farm?

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we will have some presence on the farms. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. 
Dr. HAMBURG. But, you know, I certainly do not intend it to be 

heavy handed, and I certainly think it will be played out in a part-
nership with partners that are more familiar to growers, and I 
hope that through our outreach efforts we also are becoming more 
familiar to the grower community. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So they would be, if these are FDA employees, 
they would be fair. They would be balanced, transparent. So you 
can ensure us of that? 

Dr. HAMBURG. I certainly hope so, and if they’re not, I want to 
hear about it. 
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CHINA INSPECTIONS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Let me turn to another issue that I think 
is very intriguing. Yesterday we had the research with issues be-
fore this with FDA yesterday regarding the Chinese. Today we 
have got a little bit of a similar issue. The New York Time in 
Bloomberg published an article last month that exposed a real 
troubling development in the area of FDA’s foreign inspection of 
food and drugs in China. 

There was a February 14th article in the New York Times that 
said nearly all antibiotics, steroids and many other lifesaving drugs 
are now made exclusively in China. 

Chinese exports have grown from 2.3 billion tons in 2003 to 4.1 
billion tons in 2012. Despite this Committee’s increase for funding 
for inspectors in China and a government agreement negotiated 
with Vice President Biden and the Chinese government to allow 20 
inspectors in China, most of those inspectors are still here in the 
United States from the information that I have been given. 

How many FDA inspectors are currently working in China on 
food and drug inspections, and how many are awaiting clearance 
from the Chinese government? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we are trying, as you know, to expand our 
efforts in China. We do have an office now. We have three offices 
in China, Beijing, Shanghai and Guangzhou, and there are 13 staff, 
eight that are American citizens and five that are Chinese but 
working for us, and we hope to expand that with I think it is 17 
more inspectors, ten more for drugs and seven more for food. 

You know, we have been working with the Chinese government 
to get those approvals, and in December Vice President Biden and 
his team were able to finalize those arrangements, and we are now 
trying to identify the staff to go over, which I have to say is an ad-
ditional challenge for us because not everyone who works at the 
FDA wants to pick up themselves or with their families and move 
to China or India or whatever for a number of years to work. 

But we believe that this expansion in China will be very appro-
priate. They are actually not the largest exporter of drugs currently 
to the United States. That is India, and I recently had the oppor-
tunity to visit India and, I think, undertake some important work. 

But the fact that more and more of the active pharmaceutical in-
gredients in drugs that are used here or the drugs themselves are 
being made overseas is a real concern, and it has led to us, you 
know, really redoing and rethinking many of our programs and has 
really required us to become global in our reach. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. You said there is about 17 awaiting approval at 
this point? 

Dr. HAMBURG. They are not awaiting. We are now identifying 
people that will take on those important new jobs. So it is in proc-
ess.

Mr. ADERHOLT. So how many FDA inspectors are currently work-
ing in China today? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, as I said, we have got 13 people over there. 
Not all of them are doing inspections. Also you need to understand 
though it is not only if you are based in China do you do inspec-
tions. We have teams of people who go over to do inspections in 
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China and in other places as well, and we are also increasingly 
working with our regulatory counterparts from other parts of the 
world to share information, including on inspections, so that we 
can again extend our reach. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So as far as on the ground inspectors, you have 
maybe ten or less full-time inspectors. 

Dr. HAMBURG. We have a limited number of on-the-ground day- 
to-day inspectors in China that are living there. At any given time 
we may have other inspectors who have been sent over to do tar-
geted inspections. But it is a huge, huge challenge. 

The numbers of facilities overseas not just for drugs, but for de-
vices and for food production is large and growing, and this is, you 
know, one of the reasons why, you know, we cannot be standing 
still. We do have to keep expanding to address these new chal-
lenges.

Mr. ADERHOLT. According to that New York Times article on 
February 14th, it says nearly all antibiotic, steroids and many 
other lifesaving drugs are made exclusively in China. Is that true? 

[The information follows:] 
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Dr. HAMBURG. I do not recall seeing that article, and I do not 
know where that would have come from, but certainly—— 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Do you disagree with that? 
Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I would like to see the article to see what 

it was saying, but there is no question that a very large percentage 
of the active pharmaceutical ingredients in many drugs are coming 
from China and from India, and that, you know, many of the Finn-
ish drugs are also coming from other countries. 

But with respect to the specifics in that article, that seems, you 
know, not entirely accurate to me, but I would like to see the arti-
cle before I would give further comment. But it is a real concern. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. What are the reasons that China gives for delay-
ing our inspectors over there? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I think that they were initially a little bit 
reluctant, but those issues were worked through. You know, it is 
a different regulatory model than they are used to and other coun-
tries also have been a little bit resistant to the notion of us having, 
you know, a physical on-site presence in their countries. 

But in fact, it has proven to be very beneficial for all. I think we 
have been able by being physically there to engage in a much more 
direct and productive way both with the companies involved and 
with our counterpart regulators, and so I think it is demonstrating 
its value, and I think we are making real progress. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Do you have any idea when these inspectors that 
you have that are waiting to go over there, when they may get ap-
proval?

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, you know, we are identifying people as we 
speak.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes. 
Dr. HAMBURG. To fill those positions and—— 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Any idea when those might be filled? 
Dr. HAMBURG. You know, we want it as soon as possible, but as 

I said, it is not completely straightforward to identify the right 
FDA employees to go over to fill those. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Does China currently conduct inspections here in 
the United States? 

Dr. HAMBURG. I think they have done a few, but we are much 
more aggressive at the present time in terms of our international 
presence and inspections. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So from your understanding there are some in-
spectors here from China? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, not based here. They do some limited in-
spections, you know. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman, would you yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. ADERHOLT. Sure. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Why has there been such a significant shift 

in the components of drug production to China and India? 
Dr. HAMBURG. Well, that is a very good question. I mean, part 

of it is I think that some of the resources, some of the chemicals, 
et cetera, actually, you know, are in those regions of the world, but 
I think it is a question of identifying a niche and building it up 
and, you know, really responding to a change in global market-
place.
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, can I ask one? 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Go ahead quickly. 
Ms. DELAURO. Because I think it is a great question. I do not 

know if it has to do with any of our trade efforts, to be honest with 
you, WTO and so forth. I believe that it may be the case, but I 
think it is worthwhile taking a look at what that means not be-
cause of what has happened in the past with WTO, but what fu-
ture agreements would portend in this regard as well. 

But the other piece of this, Mr. Chairman, and your point is 
what kind of constraints do the Chinese put on the freedom or the 
access of our inspectors or our staff or our personnel that are there. 
I do not know. 

Do they have restrictions and are we subject to freedom of move-
ment here, you know, in terms of our being able to, you know, ac-
complish the goal that you have established? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I would say one great thing that the Food 
Safety Modernization Act did was actually give us the authority to 
refuse entry of foods that are produced in a facility if we have not 
been allowed to go in and undertake an inspection. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. We would like to see and make sure that is car-
ried out. 

Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you. 
To continue on the theme of inspections, I would like to bring 

you back to the domestic side, and I would like to thank you again 
for coming out to California and walking the fields of the Salinas 
Valley and looking at the Leafy Green Marketing order, which was 
essentially an initiative by the industry to do the protocols nec-
essary to guarantee that the products are safe and so on, way 
ahead of the Federal Government. 

In fact, when Rosa DeLauro was chair of this Committee, she 
praised the industry for being ahead of the Federal Government, 
and California and through the industry was first in the nation. 

You can all the way out there is significant, but also today one 
of my colleagues from California, Mr. Valadao, has brought his fa-
ther here, who is a farmer. He is a dairy farmer and a specialty 
crop farmer, and I am sure you would rather have your son back 
home milking cows than being here today, but thank you for com-
ing.

There is an old adage in Washington that says that if you like 
sausages or laws you never see either of them being made, and 
today you are seeing how we make laws out here in our great coun-
try.

FSMA

But back to you, Dr. Hamburg, you know, as we move with 
FSMA, which came about after the Leafy Green Marketing order 
was created and there was also a good agricultural practice known 
as GAGAP, and if you followed those protocols up until we had 
FMSA, you were find. 

Now that we have a national and are trying to create law, what 
we do not want is the duplication or more regulation essentially, 
and what we were trying to do is get a waiver or get an under-
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standing. In fact, I wrote a letter to you on November 13th last 
year with most of the California delegation signing it, asking if we 
could enter into an MOU with the Leafy Green Marketing group 
in California and use that as the rule. 

So what I would like to know is is there going to be more dupli-
cations. Is there going to be a separate audit program? 

How do we incorporate where we exempt the GAP certified and 
Leafy Green Marketing order certified from additional or duplica-
tive regulations under FSMA? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, we certainly do not want to create a system 
that adds duplication of effort and more layers of activity but rath-
er reflect best practices and, you know, a fairly uniform approach 
across the Nation. 

Our hope is that, and you know, I think there is every reason 
to believe that what the companies that you are describing are 
doing as part of the LGMA and the GAP Program, you know, in 
many ways what they have done is foundational to some of the 
thinking, in fact, about how best to approach produce and preven-
tive controls. 

So I think it will all come together in a system. I’m not sure that 
we need to do MOUs or waivers to achieve that. It is a question 
of what are the practices, and if the practices conform with the 
standards.

Mr. FARR. Well, from what USDA is doing, those practices in 
California are higher than what the farmers in the rest of the Na-
tion are willing to accept. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Right. So you know, what I am saying and I think 
what they are doing will conform with the standards and expecta-
tions.

Mr. FARR. I mean, we will try to not have to do more or have 
separate audit, a California audit that they have created and a 
Federal audit. This is ridiculous. 

Dr. HAMBURG. No, and we agree, and we are not looking to build 
levels of bureaucracy, one upon another. 

Mr. FARR. Well, lastly, I would just like to ask you because I 
mentioned it in the opening remarks that I think it would be inter-
esting for us to understand what happened when we went into this 
shutdown and sequestration and what the impact was on oppor-
tunity lost for your agency and sort of lessons learned. 

Could you give the committee kind of your feelings about that as 
somebody who had to steer the ship through it all? 

And what would you tell Congress about the unintended con-
sequences of our inability to provide leadership? 

SEQUESTRATION/USER FEES

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, certainly the government shutdown and se-
questration, you know, did have an impact on our work and also 
on morale within the agency. We were fortunate that because of 
user fees, we were able to continue critical work in some areas that 
otherwise might have been compromised. 

But we were very surprised, as you know, that both our budget 
authority dollars and our user fee dollars were subject to seques-
tration, and that, you know, took an unexpected additional toll. 
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And we are very appreciative of the efforts of Congress to help 
us restore the sequestered user fees which had been, of course, 
carefully negotiated with industry around a set of critical activities 
and performance goals, and nobody had expected them to be taken 
away.

You know, I would say that the impact of sequestration and the 
government shutdown was, of course, to slow us in our ability to 
stand up certain important new programs and to continue efforts 
in some important areas but that were deemed of sufficient public 
health emergency status to continue in the context of the govern-
ment shutdown. 

There also was a huge impact on morale. I mean, everyone at 
FDA likes to think that they are working on incredibly critical pub-
lic health priorities, and we are every day, and so for people who 
are so dedicated to their work to be sent home was devastating. 

I would say it also had some impact on our ability to recruit. You 
know, I was in the midst of one high level recruitment, and the 
person looked at this and said, ‘‘You know, why would I want to 
leave the job I love and enjoy in academia for the uncertainty of 
government work?’’ 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Nunnelee. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

LABELING OF GENERIC DRUGS

Dr. Hamburg, I have got some questions and concerns about the 
FDA’s recent proposed rule change on the labeling of generic drugs, 
allowing generic drug manufacturers to change their label without 
FDA approval. I am concerned that it may be in conflict with exist-
ing statute. 

So just tell me how did you decide to come up with these guide-
lines.

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I think there obviously was a decision, the 
Pliva v. Mensing decision that shone a light on the fact that there 
was a differential response in terms of findings of potentially im-
portant safety concerns in products that were in use by American 
consumers, brand versus generics, and that the brand companies 
being required to, when they learned of potentially important safe-
ty information, to immediately reflect that in labeling and informa-
tion for consumers and health care providers, but the generics 
being dependent on the brand making the initial change and then 
sort of a trickle down to the generic drugs. 

But in a world where 80 percent of the prescriptions in the coun-
try are for generic drugs and where increasingly often as generic 
drugs come into the marketplace brands may actually stop manu-
facturing that drug altogether so that there is no brand drug, it 
creates a system where patients and their health care providers 
cannot get access to potentially safety information in the most ex-
peditious way. 

So we felt that it was important to put forward a proposed rule 
that would address this and really create a more uniform protec-
tion for patients that would reflect emerging safety concerns. And 
as you probably know, that went out for comment, and we have re-
ceived a lot of comments. The period just ended. 
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We are reviewing those comments, and again, you know, a large 
volume of response and very thoughtful, considered responses. So 
we are, you know, taking that all into account as we think about 
what needs to be done going forward. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Do you have the resources to implement this 
rule?

Dr. HAMBURG. I believe we would have the resources to imple-
ment it. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me interject here just a second. The voting 
schedule has been on and off, and we are not sure exactly what is 
going on. I understand there is a vote on the floor, but we are prob-
ably going to have a few more minutes. 

Why do we not go down to try to get another round in that we 
could limit each person to one question? 

Mr. NUNNELEE. I am through. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Then that way we can try to get another round 

before we go vote. 
So Mr. Bishop. 

MENU LABELING

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
It has come to my attention, Dr. Hamburg, that many small and 

medium size grocery store chains and fast food establishments, 
such as pizza chains, have expressed concerns about the FDA’s la-
beling requirements for restaurants, similar retail food establish-
ments and vending machines, proposed Rule FDA–2011F0172, 
which implements the menu labeling provisions of the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act of 2010. 

These establishments say that while the FDA’s initiatives to cre-
ate a national nutrition standard and require retail food establish-
ments to disclose nutrition information are good for the pubic, they 
are argue that this one size fits all rule would be onerous and cost 
prohibitive.

So what is the status of this proposed rule, and is FDA doing to 
balance the public health and economic viability of retail food es-
tablishments, many of which are small businesses? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, as you know, we have been working on the 
menu labeling rule for a very long time and have gotten lots of 
feedback and input from all the various stakeholders. We are mov-
ing towards a final rule. 

It does only apply to restaurants and restaurant-like establish-
ments that are chains of 20 or more, but we have been trying very 
hard to find a system that is meaningful for public health but also 
truly implementable and economically viable. 

So we hope that that final rule will be coming forward. You 
know, I am always loath to give a date, but you know, certainly 
within this year, but sooner than that is my goal. 

Mr. BISHOP. I try to hold up proper regulatory procedures and 
criteria to three simple standards: one, that the regulations be sub-
jected to a cost-benefit analysis; two, that they be based in sound 
science; and three, that they make common practical sense. 

So I hope that when it comes to these small businesses that you 
will take that into account as you implement the rule because we 
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really do not want to overburden businesses that are just not 
equipped to manage. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 

PROPOSED RULE—GENERIC DRUG LABELING

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Hamburg, I want to follow up on questions Mr. Nunnelee 

was asking you. I wrote a letter to you on September 20th of 2013, 
which I appreciate a reply I got in January, and I thank you for 
your detailed reply. 

I think in your cost estimates for the generic labeling rules we 
have missed an important component, and that is the exposure to 
new liability, new costs that would be associated with this expan-
sion in terms of litigation costs. 

Have you fully taken into consideration those litigation costs and 
the expansion of liability? 

And in developing this rule, have you had an opportunity to ne-
gotiate or, I guess not negotiate, visit with members of the industry 
and members who support this? Because I note you met with the 
trial lawyers in developing this rule. What is their interest in this? 

And have you also met with industry members in proposing this 
rule?

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, there have been many, many discussions 
and it has been an open rulemaking process with the period of 
comment just closing as I mentioned, and we certainly did get com-
ments on the issues that you raised. It is an ongoing rulemaking 
process, and so we are looking at all the comments and the addi-
tional analysis. 

Mr. YODER. If I might, just in your letter we specifically asked 
if you met with any groups. You say you generally do not partici-
pate in dialogue during the development of proposed rules, that you 
do not do that. Yet you did meet and did have a meeting with your 
Chief Counsel, with the American Association for Justice, and that 
was the one group you met with. 

I just found that odd that in your letter you would say that was 
the only group you met with. 

Dr. HAMBURG. You know, we have certainly had meetings and 
input from the Generic Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Association 
and others as well talking about some of these broad issues and 
then the comment period, you know, has given the opportunity for 
a lot of input on these issues as well. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. DeLauro. 

E-CIGARETTES

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
A quick point on China. Someone should take a look at the e- 

cigarettes that are coming from China, slit it open and see what 
is in it if you want to find something that is just outrageous, and 
there is no regulation. The deeming rule, please, as soon as you 
can.
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DRUG APPROVALS

My question has to do with industry commitment and post mar-
ket studies. I wrote in February about responsibilities to consumers 
that come from drugs that are approved using this alternative ap-
proval process. 

I think it is important that the public has access to post market 
evaluation data for the drugs that are undergoing this approval. 
You have to have consumers and physicians who can make in-
formed decisions. 

I am there on the need to get safe, effective drugs to market as 
quickly as possible, particularly for vulnerable populations. FDA 
has several regulatory pathways that allow you to facilitate the in-
troduction of new drugs. This shift, however, in regulatory burden 
from pre-market evaluation to post market environment should not 
come in my view with a potential sacrifice to the consumer. 

So my questions are the moment the drug hits the market, aver-
age amount of time required for usable results for post market 
studies to be made available to the public, what are your require-
ments and criteria for post market surveillance, that time frame to 
look at it? 

[The information follows:] 
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How quickly do we get that back so that it becomes meaningful 
in terms of physicians and consumers? 

What are the penalties? What are the enforcement mechanisms 
if these folks fail to conduct post market studies in a timely man-
ner or do not provide appropriate or meaningful data about safety 
or efficacy? 

[The information follows:] 
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Dr. HAMBURG. Well, that is a big question in this time. I will not 
try to answer all of it. 

Ms. DELAURO. And I would like to—— 
Dr. HAMBURG. I would just say that we have different systems 

for post market monitoring. Surveillance, studies, all of that is very 
important. I am happy to either in a briefing or in a written re-
sponse go into more detail, but it is crucial that we follow these 
drugs over the course of their lifetime and the real world experi-
ence.

Ms. DELAURO. My experience with post market surveillance has 
been it is spotty and it does not happen. So I want to sit down with 
you and go over that. I do not want to take any more of my col-
leagues’ times. 

Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry, one question. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes. Doctor, a real quick point. On Valen-

tine’s Day I went to buy my children some candy at a drug store. 
I had a very hard time finding anything made in America, which 
is pretty shocking to me. 

So I bought this afterwards to show you, ‘‘made in China.’’ I did 
not give it to my children just to make the point. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 

FOOD SAFETY

Mr. PINGREE. Okay. I will be very quick. I think Ranking Mem-
ber Farr talked to you a little bit about FSMA, and I do want to 
thank Michael Taylor and all of the others who came to the New 
England States and really focused on the issues that our farmers 
have been extremely concerned about, and of course, I continue to 
hear from them about this. 

I greatly appreciate that you have given a lot more time to work-
ing on this, and I just want to emphasize how important it is that 
we have a system that both works really well for food safety, but 
does not eliminate many of the great things that are happening 
with local food and farming. 

So I just want to emphasize, and then I’ll let you go. The com-
ment period will kind of coincide with the growing period for farm-
ers across the country, and I just want to make sure that you un-
dertake some effort that they can be able to communicate, and that 
we do not also issue rules in the middle of the growing season and 
we keep their considerations in mind. 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, that is an important point. I guess different 
things have different growing seasons. So it may never be a—— 

Ms. DELAURO. Yes, for Californians. 
Dr. HAMBURG. But you know, point taken. Point taken. 
Ms. DELAURO. And I just want to say we are going to continue 

to work closely with you on that. 
Dr. HAMBURG. Okay. And we will continue to work closely with 

you and really have appreciated your interest and the commitment 
that you have shown. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me finish this round and we will come back. 
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Before going to Mr. Valadao, I understand that we have a special 
guest with us today, Mr. Valadao’s father is with us. So we want 
to recognize you and thank you for being here. [Applause.] 

And, Mr. Valadao, go ahead. 
Mr. VALADAO. Thank you for that. 
And my dad is probably not happy now. [Laughter.] 

USER FEES

Commissioner Hamburg, I want to ask you about the portion of 
your budget that deals directly with food regulation. The fiscal year 
2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015 budget requests for your agency’s food 
safety work was made up of primarily increasing funds from user 
fees. I know this issue was discussed earlier, but you seemed to in-
dicate the food industry may have indicated support for you. 

You are suggesting people pay a fee to receive no benefit in re-
turn. That sounds like a tax. What you are proposing this year is 
a $69 million food facility registration fee and 169 million import 
inspection fee. Companies paying the government merely for exist-
ing or for the privilege of being a food processor, producer or manu-
facturer.

I have a letter here from nearly 60 groups that include food, 
farm, feed, retailers, distributors and business groups who would 
oppose such taxes on their consumers. These groups do not seem 
to be indicating support. 

How do you justify this fee that will raise prices for our con-
sumers? And how can you say if the industry has indicate support 
if these groups all oppose? 

Dr. HAMBURG. Well, I do think, first of all, that there would be 
value added in terms of the programs we would be able to put in 
place and our ability to more effectively respond to a set of really 
important concerns both to make sure that we have a system that 
is focused on preventing problems before they occur, which matters 
to industry just as it matters to the health of the public. 

And also we have been talking a lot about the challenges of 
globalization and the fact that, you know, we have products coming 
from countries from all over the world in ways that simply were 
not happening before, and we need to find a way to build and im-
port safety systems for foods that reflect that new reality. 

So I think that they would see value for their money. In fact, we 
shaped aspects of the user fee proposal based on many discussions 
with stakeholders, including industry in terms of where they saw 
particular potentials for value. 

Now, that does not mean that all companies would support this. 
It does not mean, as has been noted, that we are likely to see user 
fees authorized this year or the next, but I think it is an important 
discussion to continue to have, and I think that if you look at the 
experience with user fees on the pharmaceutical and medical de-
vice side, they would tell you that while they did not necessarily 
come to the table eagerly to put money out to support some of the 
critical programs, that they can see the benefits of those invest-
ments over time. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
We have one last question. Ms. DeLauro has got one quick ques-

tion.
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TPP—IMPORTATION

Ms. DELAURO. It dovetails here. The Trans-Pacific Partnership 
Agreement, 11 countries, influx particularly of seafood, Vietnam 
has been stopped 206 times at the border for a product that has 
been proclaimed contaminate, filthy, a decomposing product. 

[The information follows:] 
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Does your budget, if we move forward with this TPP, quite frank-
ly as the Administration wants to do, what would you need? Does 
the proposal in front of us today prepare for that kind of increased 
volume coming in to the U.S. in terms of safety? And that is the 
inspection issue. 

[The information follows:] 
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You can get back to me on that. 
Dr. HAMBURG. Okay. 
Ms. DELAURO. But I think it is a very relevant question in terms 

of where we are going on these trade agreements and what kind 
of burden that puts on you, whether it is Peru, whether it is a 
product from China because it is trans-shipped from Malaysia, and 
what is coming in from Vietnam. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 

MENU LABELING

Thank you for being here today. Let me just in concluding cite 
the menu labeling issue as something that we are hearing a lot 
about. So we would appreciate your concern and your focus, as I 
know you will, and just concerns that it causes a lot of businesses 
out there. 

But regardless, thank you for being here today, for the last two 
and a half hours, and we appreciate all of your work here and all 
of you who have been here. 

And the committee is adjourned. 
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