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INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. ADERHOLT. Good morning. It is good to welcome everybody
to the subcommittee hearing this morning. I think we have several
subcommittee hearings that are going on at the same time. So
there may be members that will be going back and forth from dif-
ferent subcommittees.

I know we have the Secretary of Health and Human Services
just next door. That is going on so if you see people leaving, it is
pi“obably not something you said, but rather just because of sched-
ules.

I want to welcome all of you to today’s hearing. Our primary goal
this morning is to examine the Department of Agriculture’s fiscal
year 2016 budget, while also reviewing the funds used past and
present.

Our witnesses for this morning is the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Honorable Tom Vilsack. He is joined by Acting Chief Econo-
mist, Robert Johansson, and USDA’s Budget Director, Mr. Mike
Young. Welcome to each of you.

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. ADERHOLT

Before I begin, Mr. Secretary , I do want to commend you and
your team for your timely implementation of the 2014 Farm Bill
programs to date. You had quite a few programs to implement, and
you seem to have stayed on schedule, and again, I congratulate you
on that.

As I have mentioned in previous hearings, we have three goals
in this Subcommittee as we move through the fiscal year 2016 ap-
propriations process. The first goal is improving the management
of the agencies and programs within our purview. Continue to
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build upon oversight efforts in previous years. The goal is enhanced
accountability in spending of taxpayer dollars to improve agency
governance, processes and internal controls; and ensuring trans-
parent decision making.

Specific to USDA, the agency has authorized and has regulations
in place to properly oversee various efforts under its jurisdiction,
from nutrition to farm programs, to conservation operations.

USDA needs to utilize their oversight capabilities in all areas to
better ensure resources are spent wisely. USDA must also tighten
controls for areas subject to large expenditures with unclear results
and where performance tasks or milestones are not met, such as
information technology investments.

Inspector General Fong testified before this Subcommittee about
two weeks ago. In her testimony, she says that USDA has chal-
lenges with overseeing information technology security and per-
formance and agrees that the agency needs to strengthen its inter-
nal control.

Moreover, between fiscal year 2009 and fiscal year 2013, the In-
spector General made 55 recommendations for improving the over-
all security of USDA systems, but the agreed upon corrective action
has been implemented for only 21 of these recommendations.

The second goal before us is to target funds to the most impor-
tant programs and functions. There is a wide range of programs in
our bill, and I want to be sure that we make wise decisions in allo-
cating the funding. We should continue to invest in programs that
prove effective and have broad support, such as WIC, Research and
Rural Development Programs.

We should also support programs that have a clear and distinct
reason for funding, for using Federal funding, such as addressing
emerging agricultural pests and disease threats that are across the
Nation.

In addition to funding these programs, we must reduce or elimi-
nate funding for lower priorities and those programs that are less
effective or may be duplicative.

The third goal is to promote U.S. agricultural free and fair mar-
kets. The safe food and medicines is a good example. The United
States has one of the most highly productive food agricultural sec-
tors in the world, and the U.S. Government plays a unique role in
ensuring the sector’s vitality.

For instance, we support a vibrant rural economy by investing in
infrastructure, such as water and waste and housing programs. We
set the ground rules to ensure efficient trading of agricultural com-
modities, and we promote a free and fair international trade re-
gime that allows U.S. commodities and products to be sold around
the world.

USDA has proposed substantial changes to the programs that
support these efforts, and we will need to carefully evaluate them
to ensure that we continue programs and not undermine these
areas.

Agricultural exports play a crucial role in the U.S. economy, sup-
porting more than one million jobs and record levels of exports for
our farmers and our ranchers valued at $152 billion in fiscal year
2014 alone. We need to be mindful of the intricate trade system if
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we are to remain a reputable trading partner, acting quickly to re-
solve issues on the rail lines and at ports of entry.

USDA’s budget request includes increases for discretionary and
mandatory programs that appear to disregard the debt crisis facing
our Nation. The agency is again proposing to establish new pro-
grams in offices using scarce discretionary resources.

The justification of these actions is lacking robust data to sup-
port the request, hindering this Subcommittee’s ability to ade-
quately evaluate their merit. Data such as a clearly identified need
for these additional programs or offices, the total estimated cost for
the efforts, and the anticipated results for intended outcomes are
not provided.

The issue becomes more complex as these increases are offset by
questionable decrease, such as large reductions attributed to oper-
ating efficiencies.

The savings are justified by a few nebulous sentences that cite
decreased travel, fuel and printing costs that will yield large sav-
ings. However, these savings have been claimed by the agency in
previous years and have been claimed by the agency, but they are
not likely to produce amounts suggested that they would save in
the budget request. These are programs within USDA’s request
that remain a priority.

USDA is requesting increased resources to assist with implemen-
tation of the Food Safety Modernization Act. The Food and Drug
Administration is also requesting additional funding for this pur-
pose. Nevertheless, the subcommittee and the American public
need assurance that the agencies are coordinating efforts and pur-
suing effective means for the implementation.

I want to ensure proper implementation of the Act and hope that
we can discuss this in more detail during our question period.

In looking at the mandatory programs USDA is proposing to re-
invest savings into new and improved efforts. While these efforts
are well intended, evidence is not provided that demonstrates cur-
rent efforts are effective in assisting the beneficiaries that the re-
sources for new efforts will result in better services for the cus-
tomers.

Therefore, I am still a little hesitant to reinvest the savings into
these efforts. I am especially concerned about the major changes
proposed to the Crop Insurance Program. Farmers have endured
an estimated 43 percent decline in net farm income over the last
two years. They are experiencing tough economic times with sharp-
ly lower crop prices and a number of natural disasters. There are
a number of uncertain economic factors in the future.

Yet USDA is proposing to reduce crop insurance by $16 billion,
which is a reduction of over 17 percent, and make it increasingly
difficult for them to secure funding.

I join with my fellow colleague, the chairman of the authorizing
Committee on Agriculture, Mike Conaway, in the question that we
not adversely change the rules of the Farm Bill, and I certainly do
not want to do so through the appropriations process.

The Ryan-Murray budget deal signed into law back in 2013 caps
overall spending as well as defense and non-defense spending. I an-
ticipate that the subcommittee’s funding levels will remain rel-



4

atively flat at best. USDA’s budget request largely exceeds the
2015 enacted funding levels.

Today and in the months ahead as we proceed on, we must ana-
lyze the request and focus on allocating the funding using the goals
that I have outlined to the most effective, highest priority programs
that are available.

Ms. Pingree, the Ranking Member is not here. Would you like to
make any opening comments?

OPENING STATEMENT—MS. PINGREE

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I do not have any comments prepared, but I will just welcome
the Secretary. Thank you for the work that you do. I, too, am look-
ing forward to the hearing and looking forward to figuring out how
the President’s budget and what are likely to be the budget num-
bers from this Committee come together and where your priorities
will be.

And I will just make a short personal note. At this hearing last
year, which was my first term on this particular committee, I
asked you about the Senior Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program,
which in my State is called the Maine FarmShare Program, and
whether that would be funded for the 2014 growing season, and I
just want to thank you because that afternoon you gave us an an-
swer, and that was wonderful work on your part, and that was an
important program for the seniors in our State in dealing with
some of the hunger challenges they have in making sure they get
fresh food. So I will just start with a little thank you for that and
your quick work last year, and I look forward to everything being
solved this afternoon from today’s hearing as well.

So thank you very much.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Ms. Pingree.

Secretary Vilsack, without objection your entire written testi-
mony will be included in the record, and I will now recognize you
for your statement and then we will proceed with the questions.

So, again, welcome. Secretary Vilsack.

OPENING STATEMENT—SECRETARY VILSACK

Secretary VILSACK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I cer-
tainly appreciate the opportunity to be here today.

I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge the absence of one of
the members of this Committee for quite some time, Congressman
Nunnelee. Our thoughts and prayers continue to go with him and
his family and this Committee for his loss.

Mr. Chairman, a budget is an expression of values. It is also a
roadmap for a better future. The budget presented to you today is
a budget that is based on middle class economics in which we be-
lieve we are expanding a family’s ability to meet basic needs, while
at the same time creating opportunity through investment and in-
frastructure innovation. The President’s budget overall reflects the
damage that has been done in the past by a policy of sequester that
has been damaging both to defense and non-defense investment
and interests.
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This budget is also based on a reality in rural America which is
that, indeed, agriculture is critically important to the future of the
rural economy and of America. It has a $775 billion impact on the
American economy. One out of every 12 jobs is connected in some
way, shape or form to agriculture, but we have an aging producer
population that needs to be addressed.

It also reflects the reality of persistent poverty, especially impact-
ing children. Ninety-five percent of the counties with highest pov-
erty rates in this country are located in rural America. So let me
take a few minutes to reflect on the importance of American agri-
culture, the need for expanding a family’s ability to meet basic
needs, and the investments in innovation and infrastructure.

This budget contains enough resources to fund 42,964 operating
and ownership loans to farmers, 23,000 of which will be extended
to beginning farmers. It provides access to credit. It will promote
financial literacy and business planning among new and beginning
farmers, and it will provide further awareness and greater aware-
ness of USDA programs and resources for our farm families.

It provides for $8.2 billion in crop insurance, which will help as-
sist us in protecting the value of a $110 billion crop. It promotes
trade as the Chairman rightly indicates, something that is extraor-
dinarily important to American agriculture, helping us to knock
down barriers that exist to the record exports that we have experi-
enced over the last five years.

It will provide additional resources in adequate resources for the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) to, indeed,
protect the livestock industry, which is a $191 billion industry, and
it will also provide funding for 20 million additional acres to our
record enrolled Conservation Programs. It will also provide $200
million in watershed protection and flood prevention.

So it does reflect the importance of American agriculture to the
economy. It also provides assistance and help for beginning farm-
ers.

On expanding a family’s ability to meet basic needs, this budget
provides additional support for the Supplemental Nutrition Assist-
ance Program (SNAP), focused on our efforts to improve employ-
ment and training efforts to put able bodied people to work. At the
same time, the fact that senior citizens are not accessing this pro-
gram as effectively as they should, we want to pay a little attention
to our senior citizens in terms of access to the SNAP Program.

Six, point, six billion dollars for the Special Supplemental Nutri-
tion Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) funding will
serve 8.5 million women, infants, and children. I note that 53 per-
cent of all newborns in this country currently participate in WIC.

Over $26 billion in loans and other assistance which will provide
rental assistance for over a quarter of a million low income families
whose income is roughly somewhere between $10,000 and $11,000
a year annually. It will also provide financing for 171,000 single
family homes. It will expand summer feeding, will continue to focus
on the 23.5 million Americans who live more than a mile from a
grocery store by providing money for the Healthy Food Financing
effort, and obviously continued support for our School Nutrition
Programs with a focus on expanding school breakfast and ensuring
that community eligibility is available.
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In terms of investment in innovation, we will continue to focus
on job growth. This budget provides assistance for 32,000 jobs.
Community infrastructure is supported. Twenty-four broadband
projects, 1,300 waste water sewage projects, roughly 400 electric
projects, and over 2,500 community facilities can be financed
through this budget.

On the research side let me just point out that we are proud of
the 758 patent applications that have occurred as a result of USDA
research since 2009, and the 398 new plant varieties that have
been identified by our scientists. This budget provided additional
resources and adequate resources for the 800 research projects that
are ongoing at Agricultural Research Service (ARS) facilities, as
well as adequate resources for our National Institute of Food and
Agriculture (NIFA), with an emphasis on new opportunities for
antimicrobial resistance and pollinators.

I shared with you, Mr. Chairman, the importance of our two in-
stitutes that we are proposing in nanotechnology and biomanufac-
turing and hope that the questions allow us to amplify on that a
bit today.

On poverty, and I will just quickly finish with this, one in four
American children live in poverty in rural areas. In the Deep South
it could be as high as one in three. It is the highest rate of child
poverty since 1986, and that is why we have included resources in
this budget to develop new approaches and better coordinated ef-
forts within the Federal Government focused on child poverty.

This budget does contain reforms, and I would simply point out
in conclusion that this budget is still below the fiscal year 2010
budget that was approved by a previous committee. So we are in
the process of going on six years with no additional resources, but
we have found ways within the existing resources to save through
our administrative services process and our Blueprint for Stronger
Services that has identified 51.4 billion in savings, and I am happy
to go into greater detail. It is far more extensive than travel and
the items that you listed.

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I am happy to try to answer and
respond to questions.

[The statement of Secretary Vilsack follows:]



7

Statement by
Thomas J. Vilsack
Secretary of Agriculture
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives
February 25, 2015

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this Subcommittee, 1 appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you to discuss the Administration’s priorities for the Department of
Agriculfure (USDA) and provide you an overview of the President’s 2016 budget. Joining me
today are Robert Johansson, USDA’s Acting Chief Economist, and Michael Young, USDA’s
Budget Officer.

The President’s budget strengthens the middle class and helps America's hard-working
families get ahead in a time of relentless economic and technological change. Investments made
by USDA work together to support the most productive agricultural sector in the world, attract
and retain a talented labor force, improve connectivity and access to information in rural
communities, move more American-grown products to market, and make rural communities
places where businesses-—farm and non-farm alike—want to innovate, grow, and create more
good paying jobs. These investments reward hard work, generate rising incomes, and allow
everyone to share in the prosperity of a growing America.

In the past six years, USDA assisted more than 900,000 rural families to buy or refinance
a home, helping 146,000 rural Americans become homeowners in fiscal year (FY) 2014 alone.
Since 2009, we have invested a total of $48.3 billion in new or improved infrastructure in rural
areas, which helped 15.7 million rural residents get access to clean drinking water and better
waste water disposal. Modernized electrical service was delivered to more than 5.5 million
subscribers. More than 21,000 grants and loans helped approximately 89,000 rural small
businesses grow, creating or saving an estimated 418,000 jobs between FY's 2009 and 2014.

We have also continued our StrikeForce Initiative, which represents a broad commitment
to increase investments in poverty-stricken rural communities through intensive outreach and
stronger partnerships with community organizations. Since the inception of StrikeForce in 2010,
USDA has partnered with almost 500 community and faith-based organizations, businesses,

foundations, universities and other groups to support 109,000 projects with almost $14 billion in
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investments in rural America. We are providing a pathway to success and expanding the middle
class.

Critical to our efforts is the 2014 Farm Bill, which enhanced the array of authorities and
resources to improve agricuttural productivity, to strengthen the foundation for helping rural
communities prosper, to enhance the resiliency of forests and private working lands, and to
ensure access to a safe, diverse and nutritious food supply. Farmers, ranchers and those working
in supporting industries maintain an agriculture sector that has seen strong growth over the past
six years. Agriculture and agriculture-related industries account for about $775.8 billion in
economic activity, support one out of every 11 jobs in the economy, and help to maintain
vibrant, thriving rural communities.

The Department has completed implementation of many new Farm Bill authorities. This
includes major new safety net programs providing certainty to American agricultural producers
going into the 2015 crop year. We have made available nearly $4.6 billion in critical assistance
to producers across the country since sign-up for the disaster programs began on April 15, 2014.
Significant new crop insurance protections were also made available. America’s new and
beginning farmers and ranchers, veteran farmers and ranchers, and women and minority farmers
and ranchers were given improved access to credit.

In FY 2014, exports of U.S. food and agricultural products set a new record, reaching
$152.5 billion and supporting nearly one million jobs here at home. Agricultural exports have
climbed more than 58 percent in value since 2009, totaling $771.7 billion over the past five
years. Agricultural exports have increased in volume, demonstrating an increasing global
appetite for American-grown products. Between 2009 and 2014, more than 6,000 U.S.
companies participating in USDA-endorsed trade shows reported total on-site sales of more than
$1.3 billion and more than $7.2 billion in 12-month projected sales. Rural exports support farm
income, which translates into more economic activity in rural areas. In 2012, each dollar of
agricultural exports stimulated another $1.27 in business activity. As requested by the President,
we need trade promotion authority to protect our workers, protect our environment, and open
new markets to products stamped “Made in the USA.”

USDA is also helping producers tap into growing consumer demand for locally-grown
and organic food. USDA data indicate that local food sales totaled at least $6.1 billion in 2012.

Demand for organic food products also continues to grow and this sector now accounts for $35
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billion in annual U.S. sales. In 2013, the National Organic Program helped an additional 763
producers become certified organic, an increase of 4.2 percent from the previous year.

USDA’s investments support strong local and regional supply chains and the rural jobs
that come with them. Since 2013, USDA has made over 875 investments in local food
infrastructure and direct marketing opportunities to help connect farmers and consumers and
create jobs all along the supply chain for local food. In addition, USDA has made expanding
SNAP recipients’ access to fresh fruits and vegetables through farmers markets a priority in
recent years. In 2008, about 750 farmers markets and direct marketing farmers accepted SNAP.
As of January 20185, over 5,300 participated in markets accepting SNAP.

USDA continues to work with land-grant Universities to deliver science-based
knowledge and practical information to farmers, ranchers and forest landowners to support
decision-making, innovation and economic opportunity. USDA leverages its research by making
data more widely available. In 2014, 60 new cooperative research and development agreements
were executed, 119 patent applications were filed, 83 patents were received, and 412 income-
bearing license agreements were in effect. As authotized by the Farm Bill, USDA created the
$200 million Foundation for Food and Agriculture Research, which will advance the research
mission of the Department and foster collaboration with public and private research efforts.

Advances in biotechnology require thorough review by USDA before being approved, a
practice commonly call deregulation. USDA needs to complete its review in a timely manner to
facilitate planning and adoption of new technologies. To address this need, in 2012, USDA
streamlined and improved the process for making determinations on petitions involving
biotechnology. Because of the enhancements, we reduced the length of the petition review by
over 600 days for petitions that do not require an environmental impact statement (EIS). USDA
estimates that the cumulative number of actions taken to deregulate biotechnology products
based on a scientific determination that they do not pose a plant pest risk will increase from a
cumulative total of 87 actions in 2011 to an estimated cumulative total of 119 actions in 2016.

USDA’s conservation efforts have enrolled a record number of acres in programs that
have saved millions of tons of soil, improved water quality, preserved habitat for wildlife and
protected sensitive ecological areas. To accomplish these goals, USDA has expanded beyond its
traditional conservation programs and partnered with a record number of farmers, ranchers and

landowners on landscape-scale conservation projects since 2009. As an example, under the
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newly authorized Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP), USDA funded 115
projects that will build on the results achieved by USDA’s traditional programs. RCPP
empowers communities to set priorities and lead the way on conservation efforts important for
their region. Such partnerships also encourage private sector investment so we can make an
impact that's well beyond what the Federal government could accomplish on its own.

USDA continues to lead the way for renewable energy by supporting the infrastructure
needed to grow the new energy economy. In 2014, more than 500 new awards under the Rural
Energy for America Program helped USDA to reach a milestone of adding more than 8,000
projects between 2009 and 2014. Currently, REAP funds a total of 10,800 projects around the
country to help producers and rural businesses save energy and increase their profitability. To
support farmers producing biomass for renewable energy, USDA offered insurance coverage for
farmers growing biofuel crops like switchgrass and camelina, and we are helping identify
American farmland most suitable for growing energy crops. Under expanded authority provided
by the 2014 Farm Bill, we are working to expand the number of commercial biorefineries in
operation that produce advanced biofuels from non-food sources through the Biorefinery
Assistance Program. We also took new steps to support biobased product manufacturing that
promises to create new jobs across rural America—including adding new categories of qualified
biobased products for Federal procurement and establishing reporting by Federal contractors of
biobased product purchases.

Combating foodborne illness is one of our top priorities. In 2013, the Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS) developed the Salmohella Action Plan that outlines the measures FSIS
will employ to achieve lower contamination rates in agency regulated products. The Plan
includes strategies, such as the newly developed performance standards for ground poultry and
chicken parts that will reduce illnesses. In addition, the recently implemented poultry inspection
system will prevent an additional 5,000 foodborne illnesses each year through the improved
control of Salmonella and Campylobacter.

The Administration strongly supports the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) and other critical programs that reduce hunger and help families meet their nutritional
needs. SNAP is the cornerstone of the Nation’s nutrition assistance safety net, touching the lives
of millions of low-income Americans, the majority of whom are children, the elderly, or people

with disabilities. SNAP kept over S million people, including nearly 2.2 million children, out of
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poverty in 2013. Recent research has shown that SNAP not only helps families put food on the
table, but it has a positive long-term impact on children’s health and education outcomes. We
also support the ongoing implementation of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. Over 90 percent
of schools report that they are successfully meeting the new nutrition standards, serving meals
with more whole grains, fruits, vegetables, lean protein and low-fat dairy, and less sodium and
fat.

We must continue our efforts to address the challenges that continue to confront rural
America. The 2016 budget builds on our success and proposes a set of investments to spur
innovation, create new markets and job opportunities, enhance climate resiliency, improve access
to a safe, nutritious food supply, and modernize infrastructure.

USDA’s total budget for 2016 we are proposing before this Subcommittee is
$144 billion, of which approximately $124 billion is mandatory funding. The majority of these
funds support crop insurance, nutrition assistance programs, farm commodity and trade programs
and a number of conservation programs. The budget includes mandatory funds to fully support
estimated participation levels for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and
Child Nutrition programs. For discretionary programs of interest to this Subcommittee, our
budget proposes $20 billion, approximately $908.5 million above the 2015 enacted level. That
level fully funds expected participation in the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants, and Children. It includes the funding needed to meet our responsibility for
providing inspection services to the Nation’s meat and poultry establishments. The budget also
includes over $1 billion to renew approximately 255,000 expiring contracts for rental assistance
and includes new authorities to ensure the long term sustainability of this program.

Agriculture is an engine of growth and prosperity, directly or indirectly supporting
16 million jobs. The 2016 budget provides a strong farm safety net and makes investments to
meet challenges of a competitive global market, changing climate, and making agriculture a
reality for new and beginning farmers. The budget proposes a loan level of about $6.145 billion
for direct and guaranteed farm ownership and operating loans, 85 percent of which will be made
to beginning farmers and ranchers and socially disadvantaged producers. The budget also
includes about $4 million to help new and beginning farmers and ranchers overcome the barriers
they face when entering agriculture. In addition to providing funding to establish a Military

Veterans Agricultural Liaison as authorized by the 2014 Farm Bill, the budget also establishes a



12

$2.5 million program to help veterans develop farming and ranching skills needed to become
producers.

The rural economy will be even stronger because of the investments in rural
infrastructure made by USDA. We will make over $1 billion in investments in rural businesses
estimated to provide approximately 32,000 jobs in rural areas. Over $2.2 billion targeted to
community facilities will expand educational opportunities for students, facilitate delivery of
affordable health care, and ensure the availability of reliable emergency services. Funding for
broadband is more than doubled. Through a pilot called Rural Corps, USDA will work in
partnership with local organizations to deploy highly trained staff and increase the likelihood that
investments in infrastructure and economic development are strategic, creating jobs and long-
term economic benefits. In 2016, USDA will provide over 170,000 rural residents the assistance
needed to become homeowners by making available nearly $25 billion in loans to increase
housing opportunities in rural area. Approximately $900 million in direct loans will ensure that
the very-low and low-income borrowers with the ability to repay mortgage debt are provided
with a vehicle to access mortgage financing for homes located in rural areas.

Despite these investments, 85 percent of America's persistent poverty counties are in
rural areas and rural childhood poverty rates are at their highest point since 1986. To address this
need, $20 million is provided for a Rural Child Poverty initiative, which would support
innovative strategies to combat rural child poverty through a demonstration program.
Additionally, funding is more than doubled for the Community Facilities Grant Program, which
enables USDA to support investments in high-need areas and also leverage partnerships aimed at
reducing child poverty, such as co-locating healthcare, nutrition assistance, and job-training
programs. . In both cases, this funding will be used in rural areas experiencing severe economic
distress, such as StrikeForce, Promise Zones, and Tribal areas. »

Access to a plentiful supply of safe and nutritious food is essential to the well-being and
productivity of all Americans. As many as 200,000 families with children could benefit each
year, beginning in the summer of 2016, from the proposed expansion of summer EBT
demonstration projects, including $67 million to support the second year of the Summer
Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) pilot to reduce food insecurity among urban and rural children
during the summer months when school meals’are not available. The budget also includes $35

million in school equipment grants to aid schools in serving healthy meals and provides
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continued support for other school-based resources. The budget proposes an additional $25
million to bolster SNAP Employment and Training programs, which will allow some of our
nation’s poorest individuals to work toward self-sufficiency and continue to receive critical food
assistance while doing so. Nationwide, USDA estimates that 23.5 million people, including 6.5
million children, live in low-income areas without easy access to a supermarket. To expand
access to nutritious foods, the budget invests $13 million in a newly authorized Healthy Food
Financing Initiative that will provide funding for developing and equipping grocery stores and
other small businesses and retailers selling healthy food in communities that currently lack these
options. Americans will be better protected from foodborne illness with nearly 23,000 fewer
illnesses projected in 2016 from 2014 as a result of improved food inspection.

Food for Progress and the McGovern-Dole International Food for Education and Child
Nutrition Program will continue to provide benefits to millions of people overseas. These
programs have helped to engage recipient countries not only by delivering food assistance, but
also by fostering stronger internal production capacity and infrastructure, generating
employment, boosting revenue, and developing new markets and productive economic
partnerships. The budget provides $20 million to support the local and regional procurement of
food aid commodities for distribution overseas to complement existing food aid programs and to
fill in nutritional gaps for targeted populations or food availability gaps caused by unexpected
emergencies. Also, the budget proposes the authority to use up to 25 percent of Title II resources
for these types of flexible emergency interventions that have proven to be so critical to effective
responses in complex and logistically difficult emergencies.

USDA research plays a key role in fostering innovation and advancing technologies that
increase the efficiency, sustainability, and profitability of American agriculture. Economic
analysis finds strong and consistent evidence that investment in agricultural research has yielded
high returns per dollar spent. The budget includes an increase of $125 million for the Agriculture
and Food Research Initiative. Funding for USDA’s role in Federal efforts combatting anti-
microbial resistant bacteria and improving pollinator health totals $77 million and $79 million,
respectively. As part of the Administration’s multi-agency initiate to support continued
investment and innovation in the manufacturing sector, the budget also includes $80 million to
support two new Federal-private manufacturing institutes, with one dedicated to advanced

biomanufacturing, while the other will focus on development of nanocellulosics. Investments to
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upgrade the Department’s aging laboratory infrastructure include $206 million to fully fund five
priority construction and renovation needs, as identified in the Congressionally-mandated report
issued by the Department in 2012,

To enhance resilience to climatic events, the budget provides $200 million for the
Watershed and Flood Preventions Operations (WFPO) to help communities adapt to changing
natural resource conditions and climate change, and to minimize the impacts of natural disasters,
including coastal flooding. USDA will utilize the broad authorities of WFPO to help
communities create more resilient infrastructure and natural systems.

To protect the integrity of the programs we administer, we continue to work aggressively
to identify and eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse. Program integrity is critical to the overall
success of the programs we administer and funds must be used properly to earn America’s trust
that these programs deliver results while protecting taxpayer dollars. The budget builds on
existing efforts and provides strategic increases, including an increase of $14.5 million to
automate and streamline reporting, increase operational efficiency, reduce improper payments,
and otherwise enhance program integrity for Child Nutrition Programs. The budget requests an
additional $4 million to ensure that States are meeting the highest standards of program integrity
in administering SNAP. The budget also includes $2.1 million for the Risk Management Agency
to enhance regulatory compliance, with a focus on improving error rate sampling for improper
payments,

While providing record levels of service to rural America, USDA has improved
management operations. Through the Blueprint for Stronger Service, USDA has taken proactive
steps in recent years to reduce spending, streamline operations and cut costs. Our savings and
cost avoidance results for the American taxpayer through the end of FY 2014 were recently
revised upward to $1.368 billion from the previous $1.197 billion figure reported in January
2014. I appreciate the Subcommittee’s approval of authority allowing the Department to
establish a nonrecurring expense fund for facilities infrastructure capital acquisition. This fund
will provide much needed resources in future years for USDA’s infrastructure modernization.

The President is again asking Congress for authority to submit fast-track proposals to
reorganize or consolidate Federal programs and agencies to reduce the size of Government or cut
costs. Granted the authority, the Administration is proposing to consolidate the FSIS and the

food safety components of the Food and Drug Administration to create a single new agency
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within the Department of Health and Human Services. The President also proposes the
consolidation of certain business programs in a new department dedicated to promoting U.S.
competitiveness and exports.

The Farm Bill included several reforms to the Federal crop insurance program; however,
there remain further opportunities for improvements and efficiencies. The President’s 2016 budget
includes two proposals to reform crop insurance, which are expected to save $16 billion over 10
years. This includes reducing subsidies for revenue insurance that insure the price at the time of
harvest by 10 percentage points and reforming prevented planting coverage, including
adjustments to payment rates. These reforms will make the program less costly to the taxpayer
while still maintaining a quality safety net for farmers.

1 believe that the future is bright for America and in particular for rural Americans. The
investments we make today are having an impact and creating a future full of opportunity. The
budget presented to you will achieve the President’s vision for the middle class by restoring the
link between hard work and opportunity and ensure that gvery American has the chance to share
in the benefits of economic growth. At this time, I will be glad to answer questions you may have

on our budget proposals.
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DIETARY GUIDELINES FOR AMERICANS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Let me begin by just talking about some-
thing recently that has come up with the dietary guidelines for
Americans. I appreciate your recent comments that you have spent
time reviewing the law establishing the dietary guidelines for
Americans, and you have concluded that you and Secretary
Burwell have a narrow mandate in issuing the following guidelines.

You did acknowledge that the Advisory Committee had a greater
latitude to opine about a variety of issues, but your function at
USDA is to adhere to the statutory directive.

I guess my question that I would pose to you is: do American
farmers and ranchers have assurance from you that the final re-
port will include nutrient and dietary recommendations and not in-
clude environmental factors and other extraneous material?

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, I fully expect and anticipate
that I will work with my colleague in the Health and Human Serv-
ices (HHS) to make sure that we follow the appropriate approach
Withicrll the statutory guidelines and directions that we have re-
ceived.

I understand we need to color inside the lines and do not have
the luxury of coloring outside the lines.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I find it interesting that the Advisory Committee
has found that cholesterol is not a nutrient of concern for over con-
sumption even though previous dietary guidelines have rec-
ommended limiting cholesterol intake to more than 300 milligrams
per day.

There are other such examples in recent past where the Advisory
Committee completely changed its focus despite claims of sound
science. The Advisory Committee also recommended a diet higher
in plant base foods and lower in animal base foods as more health
promoting, even though lean meat has been included as part of a
healthy, balanced diet in previous dietary guidelines.

How are consumers supposed to feel confident about following di-
etary guidelines when the recommendations that are put forward
contradict what was just put out there five years ago?

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, I think it points out the fact
that in many areas science is evolving, and science changes. The
committee that formulated these recommendations is supposed to
take a look at the most recent science and determine from a review
of scientific literature and studies.

You know, part of the issue, I think, here is that we need to be
focused on a broader range of research projects because if you have
a narrow band of research projects that are conducted over a five-
year period, most of what you are going to find out through this
review is what basically has been written and published in the last
five years. It is one of the reasons why, frankly, in the beef indus-
try I am encouraging the beef industry to take a look at their
check-off program and expand it because I think there is additional
research that is required, and with additional research it may very
well be that the science will continue to evolve.

It is also the reason why it is important for folks to understand
that they do have a comment opportunity here. These recommenda-
tions are just that. They are not the guidelines, and it is important
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for folks who feel differently, and I know that there are scientists
who do feel differently about all of this, to weigh in with their com-
ments so that we can take into consideration the breadth of opin-
ions.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Back last November, Mr. Kingston and I wrote
to you and Secretary Burwell concerning the scientific evidence
used by the two departments to establish sodium recommenda-
tions.

You responded on January 23rd, and thank you for your re-
sponse. I would move the original letter and response to be made
part of the record.

[The information follows:]
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Congress of the Wnited States
Rouse of Representatives
Committee on Appropriations
AWashington, BC 20515-6015

November 20,2014

The Honorable Cynthia Burwell

Secretary

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
200 Independence Ave,, SW
Washington, DC 20201

The Honorable Tom Vilsack

Secretary

U.8. Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Ave, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear Secretary Burwell and Secretary Vilsack:

NITA M, LOWEY, NEW YORK
MARCY KAPTUH, OHIQ
PETER J, VISCLOSKY, oA
JOSE E. SERRANG, N
ROSA L DELAORG, COMFETCUT
SAES P MOBAK, viRGinia

) PASTOR, ARIZONA
DAVIOE. IEE, HORTY CARDLINA
LUCHLE ROVBAL-ALL ARD, CALIFOANGA
SAM FARR, CALFORNIA
CHAKA FATTAH, PENNSYLVANIA

A hita
ADAM B. SCHIFF, CALIFORNIA
MICHAEL 1. HONDA, CALIFORNIA
BLTTY MCCOLLUM, MINNESOTS,
TIN RYAN, DHIO
DEOUE WASSERMAN SOHULIZ, FLORIDA
HENRY CURLLA
CHELLIE PINGREE, Nt
MIKE QUIGLEY. LLINOIS
WILLIAM L. OWENS, NEVY YORK

WALLIAM E. SMITH
CLERK AND STAFF DIRECTOR

TELEPHONE:
1202 228-2171

We noted with some interest the September 9, 2014, CDC/USDA press conference
where CDC outlined its report that found “high” levels of sodium consumption by U.S.
children. The report noted that children consumed on average 3,279 mg/day of sodium
and that 90 percent of children ages six to 18 years old eat too much sodium daily and
ong in six children has high blood pressure, suggesting a link between these two distinct
findings. According to CDC, new school nutritional standards are projected to reduce

sodium content of school meals by approximately 25 to 50 percent by 2022.

As we understand it, the new school nuiritional standards target in 2022 is based upon a
sodium consumption of 1,500 mg/day, and that such a target has been a longstanding
target of CDC, FDA, and USDA.

We take this issue quite seriously given the current discussions over the 2015 Dietary
Guidelines for Americans and the fact that the 1,500 mg/day school target is at odds with
recent findings in the 2013 Institute of Medicine (10M) Report funded by the CDC
(Sodium Intake in Populations, May 2013) and two recent, unprecedented articles in the
New England Journal of Medicine (NEIM) (Urinary Sodium and Potassium Excretion,
Mortality and Cardiovascular Events, and Association of Urinary Sodium and Potassium
Excretion with Blood Pressure, August 2014). The 2013 IOM report specifically stated
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that it “found no evidence for benefit and some evidence suggesting risk of adverse
health outcomes associated with sodium intake levels in ranges approximating 1,500 to
2,300 mg/day...” The essence of the NEJM articles was that for the vast majority of the
population, a normal or usual sodium intake is in the 3,000-6,000 mg/day range. These
reports documented that levels below or above that range lead to increased health risks,
These findings validate the 2013 IOM Report’s conclusions and its concern regarding the
validity of the current U.S. sodium intake guidelines being safe for the U.S. population,
adults and children.

The Federal Government expends considerable resources promoting a very low salt
diet. However, the articles referenced above seem to suggest that the current
recommendation is at odds with the scientific data of what a healthful level of sodium
consumption should be.

A review of the most recent scientific data is appropriate in order for your agencies to
have the necessary information to make well-informed policy decisions on this issue. To
that end, T would ask that you provide the following:

¢ A data-driven analysis of why the 2013 IOM report and the two recent NEIM
reports and accompanying editorial do not apply in the context of both children
and the overall population at large.

*  An explanation of how the 2013 IOM report and two recent NEJM reports will be
incorporated into the overall assessment of sodium level intake when forming the
2015 Dietary Guidelines. If such scientific based reports are not considered, or
rejected, an explanation as to why.

*  Analysis of any published research studics that counter the morbidity and
mortality findings associated with reduced sodium intake that the recent NEJM
studies documented.

Such analysis would also need to rebut the 26 similar studies published prior to
the recent NEJM papers (see list). )

o Scientific data to justify why the current U.S. sodium guidelines, which are based
on extrapolations of changes in blood pressure to estimate health benefits, is more
relevant than studies where health outcomes and sodium intake have been
measured in the same population.

* Any published studies that demonstrate adverse health outcomes in populations
whose sodium consumption is in the 3,000 ~ 6,000 mg/day range.

We are well aware of often-cited studies using computer modeling and assumptions to
extrapolate health benefits, so we would ask that you send us only published data from
clinical studies. Our focus is on direct scientific evidence rather than computer
projections.

Please send your responses to the subcommittees by December 19, 2014,
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Sincerely,

m:t Aderholt '

ok i

Chairman, an,
Subcommittee on Agriculture, SwbcOmmittee on Labor,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Health and Human Services, and

Administration and Related Agencies Education and Related Agencies



21

USDA
=]

) Uniled States Department of Agriculture
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Washinglon, D.C. 20250

The Honorable Robert B. Aderholt

Chairman

Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies

Committee on Appropriations

U.S. House of Representatives

2362A Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Aderholt:

Thank you for your letter of November 20, 2014, cosigned by Congressman Jack Kingston, to
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) Secretary Sylvia Burwell and me,
outlining concerns about sodium consumption among children and highlighting the need for the
new school nutritional standards for sodium to be implemented by 2022, 1apologize for the
delayed response,

The health of our nation’s children is a top priority for the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), and we fully understand the significance of the Dictary Guidelines for Americans
(DGA) on impacting policies including school meal standards. Enclosed is a detailed response
to your letter,

Secretary Burwell and I are both committed to upholding the integrity of the DGA and the
recommendations’ longstanding focus of preventing chronic, diet-related disease in the
United States. The Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee report, upon which the DGA are
based, will be available February 2015 and include & comprehensive systematic review of the
scientific literature on sodium.

We welcome your review of that scientific report. USDA will then work on all fronts with HHS
to ensure that the 2015 Dietary Guidelines for Americans policy document reflects the best,
strongest science and serves to advance our nation’s health, A similar letter is being sent to
Congressman Cole.

Sincerely,
QO ilsack
Secr

Bnclosure
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Enclosure
Letter from Congressman Robert B, Aderholt and Congressman Jack Kingston
Dated November 20, 2014

The Dietary Guidelines for Americans (DGA) are based on the strongest evidence as determined
by the Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee’s (DGAC) rigorous systematic review of the
most robust and current science,

About Sodium and the DGA

The average current consumption of sodium among those ages 2 years and older is 3,463

mg/day. As noted in your letter, a recent Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report from the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention reported that U.S. school-aged children consume an
estimated 3,279 mg/day of sodium, These intake levels far exceed the Institute of Medicine’s
(I0M) Dxctax y Reference Intake (DRI) Tolerable Upper Intake Level (UL), which are set by the
10M, for sodium' of 1,900 to 2,300 mg/day (depcndmg on age and sex), As shown in the figure
bclow, current sodium infakes among the majority of the population across all age/sex groups are
above the IOM’s UL. As a result, sodium, along with other nuttients that are over- or under-
consumed, has received focus in the DGA.

Sodium: Percent of age/sex groups with usual intakes above UL

Males: |
Agesi1-3
Ages 4-8
Ages9-13
Ages14-18
Ages 19-30
Ages 31-50
Ages 51-70
Ages7ie
Females:
Ages1-3
Ages 4-8
Ages9-13
Ages14-18
Ages 19-30
Ages 31-50
Ages 51-70
Ages71+

Source: What We Eat in American, NHANES 2007-2010

School Meal Standards and Sodium Per 2010 DGA

*nitp:/fiom edw/Activities/Nutrition/SummaryD
ercent20for percent20Vitamin 2 ent20Blements.pdf

1



23

The Healthy Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 seeks to ensure that the food children receive in
school optimizes their health and does not put them at a higher risk for chronic conditions such
as diabetes and heart disease. The U.S, Departiment of Agriculture (USDA) relied on the
recommendations of experts at the JOM—the gold standard for scientific analysis—as the basis
for the updated standards.® These recommendations were developed by a committee that
included experts in health, nutrition, school food service, and economics, The outcome was
updated, science-based standards, in which the portions of school meals were “right-sized” to
reflect the age and dietary needs of the students served and the appropriate balance between food
groups. These updated standards also brought school meal requirements up-to-date with the
Dietary Guidelines for Americans 2010—as required by Section 9, of the Richard B. Russell
National School Lunch Act—to provide children an array of vital nutrients and in a feasible way
for schools.

The final sodium targets developed by IOM for implementation in school year 2022-2023 are
aimed to help reduce students’ sodium intakes to be in line with the Tolerable Upper Intake
Levels (ULs). The ULs are established by IOM through the Dietary Reference Intakes (IOM
2004), which range from 1,900-2,300 milligrams per day for children ages 4~18. The targets are
not based on an intake of 1,500 milligrams per day, as you state in your letter, As shown in the
figure below, the final sodium targets represent the UL for each age/grade group multiplied by
the percentage of nutrients supplied by each meal (approximately 21,5 percent for breakfast, and
32 percent for lunch), as recommended by IOM.

Sodium reduction: Timefing and amount
Basellne: Cutrent Percent chan
Agsigrade group | average sodiuni levels | Targel &: mestby July | Targel 2 mest by July | Final targsi:® Msst b rcant changa
e Tharad gy~ | 113004 (5 S014.2008) | 113007 (S So1722000) | Joy ¥, 2005 (o pogd. | (curon ova
: {mg) {mg) 2029) (g targats)
Schoo! Hreaklast Program
e | 573 (olomentary} . 16640 (20.4% of UL) ... { €485 (255% of UL) ... 43 28%olUL) ... 25
628 {miidie} . <600 EZ?.G% of Ut} ... 536 (24.3% of UL} ... | S470 214% o UL} ... —~25
886 (high) .« | $640 (27.8% of UL} ... X §70 {24.8% of UL} ... ] €500 (21.7% 0T UL} ... -27
Natlonsi Schoo) Lunch Prograny
-1 1,377 (slementary} s | S 1,230 (84.8% of UL) .. | <835 (48.2% of UL) ... [ £ 640 }33‘7% of ULy ... - 54
1,520 {16} v | £ 1,360 (81.8% of UL} . | 51,085 (47.0% of ULY ., | 710 (32.3% of U1} ... 53
.1 1,588 (highy . | 5 1420 (B1.7% of UL} ., | £1.080 (47.0% of L) .. | 740 (32.2% of WA} .. ~53

soditm largets raprasent tha UL lor euch &
for breakiast, 32% for lunch), as recomman
funches are stightly higher than 21.5% and 32% 32%, respecively, of the UL baceusa this propesed elsmantary schoo! group spans part of two
OR} age groups {ages 4-3 and 613 yeara),

mets are based on the Tolarabla Upper Iniaks Umiiz {Uis) for sodium,
iurp ULa for school-aged chiliren are 2,300 my
g
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Source: Nutrition Standards in the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs—TFinal Rule
Section 743 of the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2012 (P.L. 112-55)
requires USDA to evaluate relevant data on sodium intake and human health prior to
implementing this standard. USDA will follow thiz statutory directive and conduct a thorough
review of current nufrition seience in collaboration with the Department of Health and Human
Services as part of the development of the 2015 Dietaty Guidelines for Americans prior to
proceeding with the final phase of the sedium standard,

% hrepsd
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Sodium and the 2015 DGAC

USDA has relied on the DGA to guide the policy and phased implementation described above.
There is an important distinction between what is in USDA’s purview and what is determined by
the IOM, and thus followed by USDA. Below is some background on the science behind the
2010 DGA, as well as an overview of the work curtently under way to update and release the
2015 DGA late next year.

The Dietary Guidelines for Americans 2010 recommended reducing sodivm intake. This
recommendation was based on cutrent intakes, the DRIs, and a systematic review conducted by
the 2010 DGAC on sodium intake and blood pressure. It is important fo note that the DGA focus
is food-based recommendations and not nutrient-based recommendations. Both the DGAC and
the U.8, Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)-USDA team rely on the quantitative
recommendations for essential nutrients, the DRIs, set by the JOM. The revision process for
creating the 2015 DOA is underway, and the 2015 DGAC has reexamined the evidence on
sodium and blood pressure and expanded ifs focus to also consider risk of cardiovascular disease
(CVD). The DGAC recently completed its review of the evidence and presented its conclusions
and recommendations at its seventh and final public meeting on Monday, Decernber 15, 2014.
The DGAC’s report will be posted on DistaryGuidelines.gov in February 2015 and will be
considered by USDA and HHS in developing the Dietary Guidelines for Americans 2015,

To answer your specific questions, the 2015 DGAC did consider the 2013 IOM Report Sodium
Intake in Populations and the two recent publications in the New England Journal of Medicine
that you referenced. A primary source of evidence for the DGAC are the Lifestyle Gmde!mes
from the American Heart Association (AHA)/American College of Cardiology (ACC)® and the
associated systematm reviews completed with support from the HHS National Heart, Lung and
Blood Institute.! The DGAC concurred with the conclusions from the IOM Report and the
AHA/ACC Guidelines, The 2015 DGAC’s findings are summarized below:

»  Strong evidence shows that adults who would benefit from blood pressure lowering (i.c.,
those with prehypertension and hypertension) should lower sodium intake.

s Moderate evidence has documented that as sodium intake decreases, so does blood
pressure in children.

» Moderate evidence indicates a positive relationship between higher levels of sodium
intake and risk of CVD in adults.

« Evidence is inconsistent and insufficient to conclude that lowering sodium intakes below
2,300 mg/day either increases or decreases risk of CVD outcomes or all-cause mortality
in the general U.S. population.

To inform its recommendations, the DGAC placed primary emphasis on blood pressure research,
which included well-designed, randomized, controlled trials and feeding studies. In contrast, for
other CVD outcomes, the DGAC noted that only a small number of well-conducted studies are
available and that many of the studies available contain methodological flaws (e.g., imprecise
sodivm assessment methods), The DGAC did not examine studies using computet modeling wo
extrapolate health benefits.
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The DGAC has provided the following recommendations for consideration in the development
of the 2015 Dietary Guidelines for Americans:

.

The general population, ages 2 years and older, should rely on the recommendations of
the JOM Panel on DRIs. This includes a UL of 2,300 mg/day (or age-appropriate DRI
amount),

Individuals who would benefit from blood pressure lowering (i.e,, those with
prehypertension or hypertension) should rely on the recommendations in the 2013
AHA/ACC Lifestyle Guidelines, These include: lowering sodium intake in general; or
consuming no more than 2,400 mg/day of sodinm; or lowering sodium intake to 1,500
mg/day for even greater reduction in blood pressure; or lowering sodium intake by at
least 1,000 mg/day even if the goals of 2,400 or 1,500 mg/day cannot be met. (Note: The
AHA/ACC recommendation of less than 2,400 mg/day is slightly different than the less
than 2,300 mg/day recommended by the IOM Panel; less than 2,400 mg/day was selected
because it was the estimated average urinary sodium excretion in the sindies considered
to inform this recommendation.)

USDA has noted the language in the omnibus bill regarding sodium in school meal standards; we
look forward to reviewing the 2015 DGAC's recommendations based on the current, evidence-
based science, which HHS and USDA expect to receive early January 2015,



26

Mr. ADERHOLT. As you know, fiscal year 2015 Omnibus includes
section 752, which states that the sodium levels in the school milk
programs cannot be further reduced until the latest scientific re-
search establishes the reduction is beneficial for children.

With regards to the action of the Dietary Guidelines Advisory
Committee, it appears they only reviewed literature that fit the ob-
jective of lowering sodium consumption in Americans. The point of
including the bill language was to make sure all relevant and re-
cent science was considered so that we do not harm the health of
Americans, including school children, by forcing a sodium level that
the most recent research shows is harmful.

Would you think is important that USDA and the Health and
Human Services consider this data as well, as they protect the
health of school children?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, certainly, Mr. Chairman, any informa-
tion that is relevant and specifically focused on the welfare of chil-
dren we ought to consider. I hope that during the comment period
that we would solicit additional information by virtue of your com-
ments and questions today, and that our teams would be under-
standing their statutory responsibility and the budget law to com-
ply with that.

Mr. ADERHOLT. And, again, of course, if I understood you cor-
rectly, you are giving your assurance that the final report will in-
clude the nutrient and dietary recommendations that are included
without environmental factors and other extraneous material?

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be cute about
this. I do not want to make a representation to you that binds Sec-
retary Burwell. What I will commit to you is I understand my re-
sponsibility is color inside the lines, that we have a responsibility
to focus on guidelines that are dietary and nutritional in impact
and effect, and that they will, indeed, be used to educate the public
as well as Federal nutrition policy.

That is my responsibility, and I intend to live up to that respon-
sibility. I do not want to speak for Secretary Burwell. She can cer-
tainly do a good enough job by herself on that.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you.

Mr. Farr.

2016 BUDGET REQUEST

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Sorry I have been in and out. Right next door is the Milcon/vet-
erans hearing, and I have a lot of military bases in my district. So
I am running back and forth.

Thank you very much for your testimony, and I really admire
your ability to sort of seize the capability you have as Secretary to
look at consolidation and prioritization within the Department. I
think it is long overdue.

You know, these moments of our first hearings are all ones of
nice-and-nice because nobody talks about what happens if we do
not give you the money you are asking for, and I think hopefully
these hearings can talk about that because what will happen is we
will do everything in the public like we are doing right now, and
then the Budget Committee meets, gives us our numbers, and we
do all of the cut, squeeze and trim without public comment.



27

I hope, Mr. Chairman, if that happens that you will invite the
Secretary back so he can talk about what might be the implications
of anything we give him less than what he is asking for. And per-
haps you just want to suggest how essential these monies are.

You know what? I find in Congress that everybody wants to solve
problems, but nobody wants to pay for solving the problem. There
is not anything in our family situation where a problem does not
require some funding or a business where we do not do it. We
throw money at it, and in Congress we have a very hard time. We
might agree that there is a problem there, but we have a very hard
time deciding we want to give you more money or additional money
to solve that problem.

So if there is sequestration, which is rumored in the Budget
Committee that these cuts may go back to 2008 level, what would
be the consequences?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, it is a loss of opportunity. You know,
just take Rural Development programs. For example, it means
fewer projects, fewer job opportunities, fewer job creating projects,
fewer infrastructure needs that are met.

It is one of the reasons why given the fact that we have a budget
that is less than it was in fiscal year 2010, we are proposing a
budget today that is less than it was in fiscal year 2010, and we
are currently in a budget that was less than fiscal year 2010, that
we have sought to figure out ways in which we can leverage our
resources more effectively, and there is a limitation to that but we
are trying every possible way we can think of to try to meet the
need that is out there.

Congressman, we have one in four kids in rural America that are
in poverty. So if you are impacting and affecting jobs, if you are
impacting and affecting the ability to obtain housing, if you are im-
pacting and affecting the ability to get a decent education, you are
basically making sure that those kids have a much steeper hill to
climb.

And one of the concerns that I have is that all of us collectively
have not spent enough time and attention on rural poverty, espe-
cially as it relates to children, and this budget begins that process.

RURAL POVERTY

Mr. FARR. How do you prioritize those poverty projects around
the country?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we had a meeting with the Rural Coun-
cil yesterday that I chair in which we are going to try to create an
opportunity to better coordinate the Federal programs that exist.

You know, we know programs that work, but we have a tendency
to operate them in our silos and in isolation. So we operate our
USDA poverty reduction

Mr. FARR. You mean silos outside of just USDA.

Secretary VILSACK. Correct.

Mr. FARR. Transportation?

Secretary VILSACK. Our nutrition programs may be operating dif-
ferently in a different place than HHS’ programs, and HHS’ pro-
grams may be operating differently than Transportation’s pro-
grams.
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We believe that it is important and necessary, and I have got
this map that basically shows the counties and areas of the country
where the poverty rate for kids is higher than 30 percent, and so
obviously geographically focuses our attention, but we also have to
make sure that we coordinate and target all of our resources and
coordinate those resources. We have not done as good a job of that
probably ever, not just this Administration, any Administration, for
quite some time.

So yesterday we began a process of trying to figure out how to
do that better.

Mr. FARR. You know, outside of just being Secretary of Agri-
culture, I mean, you have been a mayor. You have been a
councilmember. You have been a Governor, Secretary , and a legis-
lator. I mean, you have seen it all. Many of us have been through
local government as well.

I have never seen a willingness of the Federal Government to
really assess these capabilities and re-prioritize them. I think it is
one of the finest things that the Administration and you are really
doing that, and I really applaud you for that because everybody in
Congress wants to get the best bang for the buck, and we are not
going to get that best bang unless we use this sort of collaborative
effort.

And somebody has to pull it all together. So I hope in those kind
of new starts that we in Congress do not then turn around and cut
you flat because it is a new idea. It is a new idea that in the long
term it is going to be much more cost effective than essentially our
kind of welfare spending that we all criticize.

So I applaud that, and, Mr. Chairman, if we do cut his budget
significantly, I would really request that we have another hearing
to hear from the Secretary about what the consequences of those
cuts will be.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder.

AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary , welcome to the Committee, and I want to thank
you for your time recently that you spent in Kansas and in my dis-
trict.

Mr. Chairman, the Secretary came out and met with agriculture
producers and others who create and promote transportation of
goods in our country to discuss the importance of transportation of
those goods and trade.

And I wanted to thank you for your time. I thought it was a very
good use of our time to visit about the opportunity to sell more
goods from Kansas, agricultural products in particular and other
States around the globe.

I thought maybe you could just briefly highlight what Congress
could do or what we should be doing as a country to promote the
export of goods from Kansas and Alabama and California and Flor-
ida and, you know, the other States certainly that are here and
that are in Congress that have a lot of agriculture basis.

How important is it to them and what can we do? What would
be your position on what Congress could do and how we could work
together, both parties, to create more jobs at home?
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And, frankly, the best way to lift some of these young kids out
of poverty is to bring more dollars into the United States through
exporting goods from their communities.

Secretary VILSACK. It is an excellent question, Congressman. I
would say three things. One, recognizing the fact that 30 percent
of all agricultural sales are export related, which is roughly equiva-
lent to a net cash income for farming. So theoretically if you were
to do away with exports, you would essentially do away with any
real significant profit margin in farming.

So obviously you need to continue that. So we have to continue
to fund and promote our programs that allow us to go out and ad-
vocate on behalf of and market agricultural exports. That is why
we have asked for an increase in the budget in our trade promotion
efforts, $35 to one return on investment of those monies.

Two, we need the Congress to give the President the same au-
thority that every President has had since Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt, which is trade promotion authority, so that as we finalize
important negotiations on free trade agreements, Congress has the
ability to review them, but ultimately to vote up or down.

And then finally, to the extent that we conclude a strong, fair,
and appropriate access, and reducing barrier trans-Pacific partner-
ship, understanding the significance of that, we have got to control
the rulemaking in Asia and the market development in Asia.

I'll just finish with this. Today there are 525 million middle class
consumers in Asia. Within 15 years, that is going to be 3.2 billion.
There is a tremendous opportunity here. We do not want China
writing those rules. We want to write those rules.

FARM BILL SAVINGS—SNAP

Mr. YODER. I appreciate your leadership on those issues, and it
is important to Kansas. I know it is important to a lot of farmers
in our districts who depend on selling their goods around the globe,
and so it is an important economic development tool I think we
could work together on, and we look forward tomoving on some of
those items that you suggested.

I noted last year during the Farm Bill debate that there were
some expected reductions in savings that the two parties worked
together to sort of iron out in a compromise bill. One of those areas
of savings was related to agriculture, farming, and the other area
was related to the Food Stamp Program, SNAP Program. We know
that about 80 percent of the Farm Bill is for food stamps, yet the
area in savings on the Food Stamp Bill was only eight billion out
of 23 billion in total savings. So it is a disproportionately small sav-
ings.

But it was, I think, an ability for the sides to show they can sort
of iron out some differences, but to get to that solution, the com-
promise was savings through the Low Income Energy Assistance
Program (LIHEAP). I guess I would like an update on your imple-
mentation of those savings and where we think that is going to end
up.

I think the estimate was about eight and a half billion in sav-
ings, and I note that an article in Politico stated at the time the
single biggest savings comes from cracking down on what many see
as an abusive scheme employed by about 16 States that distribute
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token amounts of low income free assistance to households to help
them gain higher benefits.

Have we corrected that abusive scheme? And what will the sav-
ings be?

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, I think we will have savings in
the program. It may not come from exactly the area that Congress
has directed. Seventeen States were impacted by what you all did
in the Farm Bill. Twelve States have essentially increased their
commitment in LIHEAP, which they are capable of doing and able
to do. But we are seeing declining numbers in SNAP, and I have
always said that the most effective way of reducing SNAP is an im-
proved economy and focusing time and attention and resources on
%etgng able bodied people to work who are currently receiving

NAP.

We are currently doing that, and I think we will see from the pi-
lots and from an improved economy significant reductions in the
same way under the farm programs the expectation was that we
were going to receive savings from our safety net programs. The re-
ality 1s we are probably going to have to trigger those a little bit
quicker than anticipated.

So, you know, at the end of the day, I think you are going to
have the cumulative savings, but you may have it in a slightly dif-
ferent mix and a slightly different calculation.

WIC PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY

Mr. YODER. I also note, Mr. Secretary , your statement which I
think many people would be surprised to hear that 53 percent of
newborns in our country start out on the WIC program. I think
that is clearly an example of the economy not working well enough
for enough people that we have these young mothers and families
reliant upon this program.

But it’s also by some reports an example of a poorly administered
program. I am sure you are familiar with the General Account-
ability Office (GAO) report in 2013 that stated that the Food and
Nutrition Service (FNS) regularly monitored State and local WIC
administration through the management evaluations conducted by
its regional offices, and in one-third of the States reviewed since
2010, FNS found problems with income eligibility determination,
policy and procedures.

Furthermore, the GAO found that FNS has not reviewed findings
on income eligibility determination and as a result, they have not
focused their technical assistance in this area.

So that report was pretty damning in that it stated some of the
explosion in WIC eligibility is related to an improper implementa-
tion of the program.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me just interject here.

Mr. YODER. And I apologize, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ADERHOLT. You did run a little bit over, but if you could give
some of your answer quickly so we can move on to the next.

Mr. YODER. How would you fix this and what is your response
to that?

Secretary VILSACK. Additional training, and additional focus on
this. I would say this is actually an answer to Congressman Farr’s
question on the impact of inadequate resources. We have seen a re-
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duction in workforce, and if you have got fewer people, it is very
difficult to do all of the work that you all want us to do, and we
see this not just in WIC, but we also see this in some of the other
programs.

So we are doing our level best to try to improve training and
make sure the States understand their responsibilities.

We are also focusing on fraud and improper use of the program,
which I know is also an interest and a priority of this Committee.

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree.

FOOD SAFETY OUTREACH PROGRAM

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Secretary , thank you for your testimony and your answer
to the previous questions.

I want to talk about an issue that is of concern to the farmers
in our State and I think in places like mine around the country.
As you know, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is getting
close to finalizing new food safety regulations later this year, and
I am very interested to see if we can have a discussion on the
USDA’s plans for the Food Safety Training Competitive Grants
Program, which will be operated by the USDA under the NIFA
agency.

Now, in Maine I have heard from farmers for the last couple of
years who are very concerned that the Food Safety Modernization
Act (FSMA) rules are going to be applied in a way that unfairly
targets small and medium sized farms, when we know the intent
of the law was to prevent food safety outbreaks like those from
massive farms and farm operations like Foster Farms where sal-
monella affected eggs and people in 18 States.

Like a lot of New England and other States, small farmers in my
State who sell locally and direct to the consumer are by definition
better protected from a food safety outbreak. They have a limited
market, can more easily trace their sales, and as you can imagine,
farmers in our State have turned out to public hearings on this, so
we have had a lot of discussions with the FDA on what the final
rules will look like.

We do not know the funding levels yet, but if it is adequately
funded, the Food Safety Outreach Program could play a crucial role
in preparing the farmers for FSMA by conducting outreach to help
train them for the complex web of the new rules and easing some
of the burdens of compliance for these farmers.

I think without the training, FSMA will fall short of its goal of
improving on-farm safety. I am very pleased that we were able to
provide the Food Safety Outreach Program, for the first time, with
funding in fiscal year 2015, and I am very supportive of the
USDA'’s request to double those funds in fiscal year 2016.

I would like to hear you talk about the $5 million that has been
requested, how it would be spent, and if you have enough funding
for what really needs to be done.

This will be a massive change for farms of that size.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we obviously will do this in conjunction
with the Department of Health and Human Services. First and
foremost, it is going to be important for producers to know who is
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in and who is out of the program because there are exemptions for
the program, particularly aimed at small size producers.

You know, using technology through Webinars and using the Ex-
tension Service, the expectation would be that we would try to
reach as many farmers who were interested in this and in need of
assistance. We are really focused on trying to build a local and re-
gional food system in rural America as a complement to production
agriculture, and so this becomes critically important because often-
times those small producers are specialty crop producers and the
people who will fall within FSMA’s reach.

So I would say we will extensively use Extension, extensively use
Webinars, and utilize our land-grant university system to try to get
the word out.

Ms. PINGREE. Just a little bit of a follow-up, and I agree with
you, and I appreciate in your testimony that in both the organic
market and in the local foods market you recognize that this is a
fast growing market, and there is a lot of interest in it and great
opportunities for many of our rural farmers to grow or establish
new opportunities, and I am lucky enough to come from one of the
States where the average age of our farmer is not going up and we
have more farms coming into production and returning to some of
the ways farming used to look like in the 1800s. So we are happy
about that, maybe except for the excessive snowfall this winter, but
other than that, we are happy for some of that return.

My understanding is that the USDA is partnering with the FDA
on this initial round of grants to establish a National Coordination
Center and several regional centers for food safety training. I just
have some concerns about the plan, namely, that grant funding
may be limited to large regional centers rather than to organiza-
tions that work directly with small and mid-sized farmers and food
businesses.

I think some of them are best suited to provide the outreach in
education and training. Can you talk a little bit more about the vi-
sion for the Competitive Grants Program and beyond, particularly
how you will make sure that this funding has real impacts?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, a component of any competitive grant
will be the ability to establish your capacity to reach the people in
the field and out in the countryside, and to the extent that I can
say one thing with certainty about this USDA is that we are all
about collaboration. We are all trying to figure out how we leverage
scarce resources and use all of the support entities that we can.

So I would expect and hope that NIFA would continue to do what
it has done on many other initiatives similar to this, which is as
a component of the grant basically say: how are you going to en-
sure us that the word is actually going to get beyond the university
campus? How is it going to get actually to that farmer or that pro-
ducer who may be concerned about whether they are exempt or
not, how they comply, what they have to do, what paperwork they
have to fill out and so forth?

So I can assure you that that will be part of the competitive proc-
ess and part of the decision making process.

Ms. PINGREE. Well, I look forward to working with you on that.
Thank you for your answer.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Valadao.
UNDER SECRETARY FOR TRADE AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL AFFAIRS

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

First I wanted to say that your department, especially Dana
Coale and others there, are helping out quite a bit working with
our California dairy producers on this process to go with the Fed-
eral marketing order. So it has been going well, and she has been
very well received in the district and very informative.

The recently enacted Farm Bill included a mandate that USDA
create a new Under Secretary for Trade and Foreign Agricultural
Affairs. As part of the fiscal year 2015 Agricultural Appropriation
Act, this Subcommittee also commissioned an independent study
similar to the one USDA was supposed to complete by July of last
year. The new Under Secretary would become USDA’s tip of the
spear for agriculture trade, export and import efforts. This is in ad-
dition to the higher level efforts led by the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive.

Currently trade and foreign affairs functions are spread across
the Department. Streamlining trade priorities through the new
Under Secretary , I believe, will result in much more efficient and
effective process.

In your testimony you even highlighted the exponential growth
in agriculture exports as one of the few bright spots in our econ-
omy. A large portion of these are coming from my district, and we
want and need to see this to continue.

We have seen two recent examples of the manufacture crisis that
cost our farmers, ranchers and producers dearly: the West Coast
port shutdown and the backlog of Midwest railway shipments.

Mr. Secretary , how can a newly organized function provide di-
rection to the Department and U.S. agriculture in general by stra-
tegically focusing on trade related issues and avoid these types of
situations in the future?

Will you make the creation of this new function a priority in
complying with the mandate?

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, I would be happy to have our
Acting Chief Economist talk to you about the contracting process
that we are currently undergoing to comply with the budget direc-
tive to have this studied, if that would be helpful.

But I would say, first and foremost, that this is a complicated
issue because it does require a review of all the mission areas that
are impacted within USDA by trade, and certainly we have taken
a role both in the port resolution and in the rail issue. The port
deal, as you know, was resolved in large part because of Secretary
Perez’s intervention, and he will tell you that the most powerful
message that he carried out to the West Coast was from farmers
because he was given that information from us.

On the rail side, it is good to note that we continue to see invest-
ment by our rail companies, and we are now beginning to see a
much more competitive secondary market for cars. So that has
abated a bit, and hopefully with additional investments from the
rail industry that we have advocated for and pushed for that will
be less of a concern in the future.

But would you like the Chief Economist to sort of——
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Dr. JOHANSSON. Thank you, Congressman, for the question.

As you know, my office, the Office of the Chief Economist, was
given extra funding to pursue this study, and we are moving ahead
as quickly as possible with getting the contract vehicle fleshed out
and put in place. Of course, as the Secretary mentioned, it is a very
complicated issue, and we expect to be working with the group that
is going to be working on that report over the next couple of
months, next six months or so to get that report.

And we will have several places during that process by which we
can come up here and brief folks about the progress we have made
and to solicit any input that you might have on that, but we will
be working forward on this and hopefully we will get that contract
in place within the next few weeks.

DIETARY GUIDELINES ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Mr. VALADAO. Perfect. And then back to the Secretary.

Since 1985, HHS and USDA have appointed Dietary Guidelines
Advisory Committee consisting of nationally recognized experts in
the field of nutrition and health. The charge of the Committee is
to review the scientific and medical knowledge current at the time
and to provide recommendations for the next edition of Dietary
Guidelines based on their current review of the literature.

To date the committee has consisted entirely of human nutrition
and health experts. However, during the review process, agri-
culture questions often arise, especially regarding common prac-
tices and processing methods associated with food production.

In order to appropriately address the needs of the committee, do
you feel that it is beneficial to have an agriculture expert included
in this Committee?

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, I am not sure that it is abso-
lutely essential or necessary that it be involved in the committee,
but obviously it is very important that those considerations be
taken into consideration when the guidelines are established.

I mean, at the end of the day what we have here is a 600 page
report that ultimately will be substantially whittled down to prob-
ably less than 100 pages by our teams at HHS and USDA. So I
think it is important for that viewpoint to be in the process, but
I do not necessarily think it has to be. It might be helpful, but it
does not have to be included in the recommendations.

Mr. VALADAO. All right. Thank you.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Rooney.

DIETARY GUIDELINES ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary , it is good to see you again.

As you know, my district is largely citrus based, and I have a
comment with regard to that, but then I have a question with re-
gard to another big part of my district, which is beef cattle.

I was happy to finally see that the Specialty Crop Research Ini-
tiative (SCRI) funds were released to the projects chosen by the
Citrus Subcommittee. This has been an incredibly challenging time
in Florida’s history, and while the industry is resilient, the delay
in getting these projects out the door is concerning to the growers
in my district.
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I know that a majority of the Multi-Agency Coordination (MAC)
funding is going to shorter term projects, and the SCRI funds tend
to be more focused on the longer term solutions, but the over-
whelming anxiety over any solution to the problem makes me con-
cerned about the level of funding requested in your budget for the
programs directed to solve the problem.

I am hopeful that in the future this Citrus Subcommittee will im-
prove their communications not only among their members, but
also the stakeholders on the ground. That is something that I have
been hearing in my district time and time again.

I do not know if you have a comment on that, but I just wanted
to make sure that you knew where our growers stood.

Now, with regard to this issue of lean meat, I am concerned with
the recent Dietary Guideline Advisory Committee’s report that re-
moves lean meat from the definition of a healthy dietary pattern,
but does mention healthy benefits associated with lean meat in a
footnote and a handful of other times in the 571-page report.

The final recommendation from the advisory committee I find
confusing since they spend significant portions of their meetings
talking about healthy diets like the Mediterranean style diet,
which is higher in red meats than the U.S. diet.

So on one hand the Committee is touting diets with more red
meat, but on the other, removes lean meats from what they con-
sider a healthy diet. Now, I assume that you believe that red meats
and processed meats have a role in a healthy and nutritious diet,
but what I want to ask you specifically deals with genetically modi-
fied organisms (GMOs).

The 2015 report states that access to sufficient nutritious and
safe food is an essential element of food security for the U.S. popu-
lation. A sustainable diet helps to ensure this access for both the
current population and future generations. However, the report
fails to mention the strong scientific consensus behind the safety
of GMOs or their apparent net positive impact on both food sus-
tainability like increased yields per acre and the environment, like
the reduced use of pesticides overall.

So given that the recommendation to decrease meat consumption
was included based on moderate scientific evidence and there is ar-
guably strong scientific evidence demonstrating the environmental
benefits of GMOs in a sustainable agricultural production, how will
this be addressed in the final 2015 dietary guidelines?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, may I comment on the citrus issue
first? I want to point out that $40 million has been invested to date
in citrus greening, and it has been focused on trying to find a wide
variety of better surveillance, better detection, better treatment,
and better prevention initiatives.

We were directed to set up a process that involved asking our ad-
visory council to essentially operate this and to essentially make
recommendations about where the priorities ought to be, and they
came up with 20 priorities, which obviously is 20. That is a lot.

They have since looked at this and narrowed it down to four. So
I fully expect in the future that decisions will be much quicker be-
cause that process has been completed, and I would also expect and
anticipate that we wouldn’t necessarily only focus on short-term re-
view, but we would also be looking at long-term solutions as well.
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So you can be reassured we are focused on this and we are in-
vesting in it.

Okay. As it relates to GMOs, you know, there is no question in
my mind that GMOs are safe. There is no question in my mind
that we have a conversation that needs to take place in this coun-
try about the science behind GMOs, and there is no question in my
mind that we have to figure out ways in which organic producers
and our genetically modified producers can coexist in the agricul-
tural world that we live in. In my view we need both for potentially
different reasons.

And I would say that a good deal of attention is being placed on
recommendations. Again, I want to emphasize my understanding of
my role here, which is nutrition and dietary only. That’s my func-
tion, and I intend to be very vigilant in looking at the statutory di-
rection to me in terms of the development of these guidelines, and
I am going to be personally involved in this.

I have on my desk a very large book that advocates a slightly dif-
ferent approach to all of this, and so my hope is that through the
comment period we will expand the knowledge and the reach and
the information, and that all of that can be taken into consider-
ation so that we can provide the United States citizens and health
care policy makers clear direction in terms of nutrition and dietary
guidelines, and that is what I intend to do.

Thank you.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Young.

WATERS OF THE U.S. RULE

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Secretary , fellow Iowan, good to see you today.
Thanks for being here.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this hearing.

I want to ask you about the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA’s) Waters of the U.S. rule. I know it is not under the USDA,
but I hear a lot from farmers, and I know that many folks here in
the room do as well. I see this as a massive land grab that will
hurt Iowa agriculture by regulating farmland instead of the navi-
gable waters as Congress intended.

Unfortunately, Iowa farmers think this rule will hamper,
disincentivize, and possibly prohibit voluntary conservation prac-
tices that are actually working.

What has the USDA done in response to the Waters of the U.S.
rule and will you, Mr. Secretary , stand with the farmers and pub-
licly oppose this rule?

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, we were engaged in a process
with sister agencies in providing education and information in
terms of real life responses or reactions to anything that is being
proposed or considered. We will do that, have done that, will con-
tinue to do that.

I think the most effective way for me to be effective on behalf of
American agriculture is to continue to make sure sister agencies as
they are making decisions that may impact agriculture in rural
America, that they are aware of the real life implications.

Secondly, I have encouraged the Administrator of EPA to open
up dialogue and conversation with producers so that she can hear
directly from producers what you are hearing when you travel back
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to our home State, and she has traveled to rural America. She has
gone to farms. She has visited with farm groups, and we have set
up a regular communication system and process with community
groups, livestock groups so that the EPA Administrator can hear
directly from them.

Third, we are very heavily invested in supporting and advocating
for voluntary conservation. We believe it works, and we believe we
have assessed the impact of voluntary conservation. It is now at
record levels, over 400 million acres, over 600,000 producers. We
know from our assessment programs that nutrients are being re-
duced, that erosion is being reduced. We believe it works, and we
believe the reaction to the Farm Bill Regional Conservation Part-
nership Program, which was more than we expected in terms of in-
terest, sort of supports the notion that voluntary conservation has
an important role to play.

And finally, we have stressed to our sister agencies the impor-
tance of predictability, stability and the ability of certainty, the op-
portunity for folks to know precisely what the rules are so that
they can comply with them, so that there is no question or confu-
sion about that. We have done that with the Endangered Species
Act. We have also done it in the context of EPA regulations.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE PROGRAM

Mr. YOUNG. I appreciate those comments, and you know, farmers
really are terrified of this rule. I believe it hurts Iowa agriculture.
I ask you to continue to be that voice to the sister agencies on be-
half of the Iowa farmer and ask that you oppose this rule during
the interagency process.

I want to talk a little bit about the Federal crop insurance pro-
gram. Farmers anticipated this new Farm Bill would provide some
certainty, and now they are concerned less than a year after its
passage. The Administration is cutting programs that farmers rely
on. I believe it is a cut of $16 billion over ten years.

As you know, those crop insurance premium supports are the
most vital and important risk management tool for Iowa farmers
and farmers across the country.

Can you explain the Administration’s proposal to cut the crop in-
surance premium supports?

Secretary VILSACK. Sure. The GAO and Inspector General have
been concerned about the preventive planning aspects of crop in-
surance suggesting that it has a disincentive for the planting of a
second crop, and part of what we have proposed and suggested is
to remove that disincentive so that farmers are encouraged to plant
a second crop.

Secondly, there is the issue of the harvest price loss option. In
some cases the reimbursement in subsidy rate is anywhere from 60
to 80 percent taxpayer supported. We believe this is a partnership
between taxpayers, producers and insurance companies and a part-
nership in our view is a little bit closer to 50-50 than 80-20, and
we think that our responsibility with crop insurance is to ensure
that we are insuring against Mother Nature. The harvest price loss
insures not just against Mother Nature, but also against market
decisions that producers are making. It is one of the reasons why
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we have an Agriculture Risk Coverage (ARC) and Price Loss Cov-
erage (PLC) program.

So the combination of those things suggest to us the need for pro-
posed modifications and changes, and particularly since it looks as
if the harvest price loss option might result in nearly 50 percent
of the cost of the crop insurance program. I would say $8.2 billion
being invested in this program is an indication that we understand
the importance of it and the significance of it, but there are some
issues that have to be dealt with.

Mr. YOUNG. I appreciate that, and I also appreciate your com-
ments on the reliance of sound science when it comes to GMOs. 1
appreciate that.

I yield back my time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Dr. Harris.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY (FSA)—STAFFING

Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much, and thank you, Mr. Secretary
, for appearing before us.

You know, I represent Maryland’s First Congressional District, a
rural area, 12 counties most of which are rural. Farmers in my dis-
trict have been contacting my office about concerns about their
local FSA office specifically as it relates to their operating hours
and staffing.

You know, the language agreed upon in the fiscal year 2015 om-
nibus included a moratorium on closing FSA offices until a com-
prehensive assessment of its workload is conducted. Given this lan-
guage could you provide an update on the status of the workload
assessment?

Secretary VILSACK. We are in the process of doing that. We actu-
ally were in the process of doing that before the budget bill was

roposed. The budget bill approves us to spend an additional
5400,000 to do what we have already done, which we will do.

The reality is, as I told the Chairman yesterday, Congressman,
we have 31 offices around the United States that have no employ-
ees in them, and one of the reasons we were asking for permission
to right-size these offices is to focus on 31 offices that have no
physical person in them. No business would operate that way.

We have some issues with our office structure. I know that there
is an issue in your district involving a held over lease situation,
which we are going to rectify and take care of, but it is a small in-
dication of a larger problem that we are currently dealing with.

Dr. HARRIS. Is there a hiring freeze in place right now that
would prevent FSA from hiring additional staff?

Secretary VILSACK. It is a budget issue.

Dr. HARRIS. But internally is there a hiring freeze?

Secretary VILSACK. No.

Dr.1 HARRIS. I mean, has the decision been made not to hire addi-
tiona

Secretary VILSACK. No. In fact, we have added additional staff as
a result of the passage of the Farm Bill.

Dr. HARrIs. Okay, and I will ask you

Secretary VILSACK. But, Congressman, we are actually signifi-
cantly below where we were when I first started this job. It is
roughly 15 percent, I think, or so of workforce reduction.
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APHIS—AGRICULTURAL QUARANTINE INSPECTION FEES

Dr. HaRrRIS. Okay. And I will ask you to provide for the record
an update on the staffing situation in my district, including both
permanent and temporary employees, as well as any available va-

cancies.
[The information from USDA follows:]
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MD-1 Congressional District
staffing Information for Counties in District MD-1, as of March 5, 2015

Number of Number of Number of

Permanent Positions Temporary

State County Bogitions Filled Vacancies  Positions
MD Baltimore 3 3 4]

MD Caroline** 5 4 1 1
MD Carroll 4 4 0

MD Cecil 2 2 0 1
MD Dorchester 3 3 0

MD Harford 1 1 0 1
MD Kent 3 3 0

MD Queen Anne's 3 3 o 1
MD Somerset 3 3 0
MD Talbot 3 3 o}
MD Wicomico 3 3 0
MD Worcester 3 3 0

Total: 36 35 1 4

** Vacancy announcement closes 3/10/15
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One other issue that has come to my attention is that the APHIS
has proposed a new rule that would revise the Agricultural Quar-
antine Inspection fees on aircraft, ships, trucks and railroad cars
to, quote, more accurately rely on the fees for the costs of the serv-
ices.

But when you look through the proposed fees, the international
passenger flights pay between $225 and $1,600, but if you are an
all-cargo flight no matter how big an airplane, it is a flat $225 fee.
So obviously airline passengers will be paying more than if it were
just cargo, and private flights pay nothing at all.

How do you justify this kind of inequitable treatment of private
airline passengers? I mean, they are going to pay a dispropor-
tionate amount which could be as much as $150 million a year.

Secretary VILSACK. Actually, Congressman, if you look at the
overall proposal, it is designed to address part of that inequity. We
did, in fact, see that passenger air travel was disproportionately
bearing the cost. We had a consulting group come in and basically
take a look at the entire fee structure, which has not been changed
in over a decade. We have obviously seen significant import in-
creases and challenges with imports.

So we asked them to take a look at that. How would you basi-
cally provide the balance? We created this proposal. We have also
been working with the industries that are impacted and affected
and have made certain modifications. But I think if you look at the
overall program, it is designed to better balance between passenger
service and commercial service.

Dr. HARRIS. So when all is said and done will there be a dis-
proportionate fee paid? I mean, will, in fact, the passenger airlines
be paying more than their share even under the new program’s
proposed fees?

Secretary VILSACK. I am hesitant to say it is totally equitable,
you know, but I would say that it will be better than it was.

BIOTECHNOLOGY REGULATORY SERVICES

Dr. HARRIS. Okay. Well, thank you very much for that.

I am going to just echo my concerns, my colleague from lowa
here, with the proposed Waters of the U.S. rule. I would hope, first
of all, that your department was consulted extensively prior to pro-
posing the rule because of the disproportionate impact on agri-
culture. This is the number one issue in my district. People are just
afraid that the irrigation ditches are going to be declared navigable
waters of some kind.

And I would hope that through the interagency process, again,
as my colleague from Iowa has suggested, that you aggressively
protect American farmers from this intrusion by the EPA and
Corps of Engineers on their water.

Finally, in fiscal year 2015, the agency was appropriated an addi-
tional $740,000 to help ensure the agency will continue to make
strides toward improving regulatory predictability. And with re-
gards to that, at what point in the future does the agency antici-
pate it will start meeting those goals of the regulatory predict-
ability with regard especially to biotechnology regulation?

Secretary VILSACK. Actually we have done a good job of reducing
the backlog that I inherited when I was Secretary. We had 23
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pending applications when I became Secretary. We are now down
to three.

We have had since that time ten additional applications, and I
believe we have taken action on seven. So we have actually im-
proved, and we have actually reduced the amount of time it takes
for regulatory approvals from roughly 900 days to somewhere
around 18 months, and our goal is to get to 13 to 15 months, which
will be very consistent with international approvals.

Dr. HARRIS. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

I yield back.

FSA—STAFFING

Mr. ADERHOLT. Before I recognize Mr. Rogers, I want to clarify.
You mentioned about the FSA offices. The issue last year when you
were dealing with this, how did that come about? Was it a budget
freeze or hiring freeze rather, or was it because of trying to free
up money regarding MIDAS?

Secretary VILSACK. No, no, no. Congressman, the reason we fo-
cused on the proposal was first to address the fact that we have
offices today, and we have had these offices for some time that
have had no full-time physical person in them.

Secondly was, based on where we knew the work was—now you
are asking us to review this again, which we will be happy to do—
based on where we knew the work was, retrofit it, right-sizing the
staffing levels of offices so that they can effectively address the
needs and demands, and that was the purpose and reason.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes, but I think last year there was some money
that was used to free up, not this year but last year, to free up be-
cause of the MIDAS issue, as I recall.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, there is no question that, given the re-
ductions in the Salaries and Expenses (S&E) accounts that have oc-
curred over a period of time, there were resources that were used
to ensure that we had and continue to have better technology for
our producers.

But their driving purpose of the consolidation was to make sure
that we had adequate numbers of people in offices to be able to do
the workload that we knew individual offices had, and in some
places where there was very little, we were overstaffed.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I understand. I think the MIDAS thing was a
factor last year.

Secretary VILSACK. It may very well be, but from my perspective
the key here is to continue looking at ways in which we can become
more efficient, and that is part of it.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Rogers.

ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary , good to see you. Welcome to you and your aides.

I apologize for my tardiness here, but we have another hearing
going in another room next door, and I missed the opening state-
ments, but I want to briefly welcome you and thank you for visiting
my district back in January of 2014.

As you know, in Eastern Kentucky we are working on a regional
community development initiative known as SOAR, Shaping Our
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Appalachian Region. Your attendance at one of those early SOAR
meetings meant a lot to the region and the communities in-
volved.That program, by the way, is moving along wonderfully. We
are starting to see some early success stories in the region, and I
want to thank you for designating that area as a Strike Force re-
gion of the country, which means a lot.

To continue on that path, I want to learn more about section
6025 of the Farm Bill, which allows USDA Rural Development the
ability to prioritize projects that are part of multi-jurisdictional
strategic economic development or community development plans,
multi-county organizations, such as SOAR.So at your convenience,
would you give us an update on USDA’s progress in implementing
that provision of the Farm Bill?

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, we have over 50 regions of
the country that we have invested resources in to enable those
multi-county and in some cases multi-State areas to take a look at
how they might create a compelling economic vision for the region,
and then to be able to identify resources that can be directed to
make that vision a reality.

Earlier today I showed this map, Mr. Chairman, which you are
probably very familiar with. This is a map, and I apologize for the
smallness of it, that reflects the counties in this country where the
child poverty rate is in excess of 30 percent. And it tells us and
shows us, and the SOAR Program in particular created a greater
awareness of our having a more comprehensive approach; that it
was not enough just to simply make one investment over here and
one investment over here; that there needed to be coordination
within USDA.

That is why we have Strike Force. I can tell you Strike Force has
resulted in over 100,000 investments being made in Strike Force
areas pursuant to an overall strategic plan. I can tell you that we
have invested over $11 million in those Strike Force areas, and I
think we are seeing some signs of progress.

We are now working with our Federal sister agencies to try to
figure out a way in which we can better coordinate each other’s
programs. I visited earlier about the Rural Councils Initiative in
this respect. So we are very much engaged in this. We understand
it is the best way to use resources.

The last thing I would say is we are also indicating and edu-
cating people in the private sector about investment opportunities
that exist.

The problem we have is that we have an enormous number of
water projects that we could fund. We will have resources to fund
1,300, but we might have 2,300 applications. We cannot get the in-
vestment community interested in a single water project even if it
is a $5 million project, but if we could figure out a way to bundle
50 of those projects, we could actually create an investment asset
class that the private sector would be willing to invest in.

So we are now in the process of having folks come in, take a look
at our portfolio, figuring out how we can adequately bundle suffi-
cient numbers of projects, and we are now beginning to identify
capital markets that might be willing to invest in those bundled as-
sets. That is why CoBank announced the $10 billion initiative. It
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is why Citibank yesterday just announced a $100 billion effort, part
of which is going to go in rural areas.

So it is a combination of strategic visioning, coordinating our re-
sources, coordinating sister agency resources, and engaging the pri-
vate sector.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, good luck. That is very, very important.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, you are making it. The leadership that
you and Governor Beshear have provided in Kentucky are, I think,
a terrific example of how this ought to be done in other parts of
the country.

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you.

Secretary VILSACK. Of course, it helps to have the Chairman of
the Appropriations Committee engaged in the process, I might add,
and a Governor who is pretty dog gone progressive.

WATERS OF THE U.S. RULE

Mr. RoGERS. Thank you, and it is great to have the Secretary of
Agriculture as a part of that team.

Having said that, let me ask you about the Waters of the U.S.
Rule. We had our Farm Bureau from Kentucky here yesterday, sev-
eral hundred of them, and that was a big topic of conversation with
farmers. They are worried; they are frightened at this notion that
the Federal Government would assert jurisdiction over farm ponds,
irrigation canals, culverts on farms, drainage ditches, and the like
and require them to come to Washington and get a permit to put
a culvert on their farm or to restock a pond or what have you.

Can you give us any alleviation of those concerns?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have indicated to Ad-
ministrator McCarthy concerns that I expected would be expressed,
as you have expressed them, particularly as it relates to ephemeral
streams, the notion of a bed, the bank, and water in there at some
point in time creating potential opportunities. And we have ex-
pressed that to EPA.

I respect my sister agency and the determination and responsi-
bility they have, both statutory and from a judicial direction, and
we have done our best to make sure that they are educated about
the impacts of this. We have encouraged the farm community to
comment, as they have.

Our focus is to create the most strong and robust voluntary con-
servation possible so that we are in a position to provide assistance
and help to farmers regardless of what ultimately is determined or
decided by EPA, and ultimately decided by the courts, so that they
are in the best position to comply.

And I am proud of the fact that we have a record number of
acres enrolled in conservation, and I am very, very pleased with
the reaction to our regional conservation program, which has
shown great interest and collaboration.

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICE STAFF LEVELS

Mr. ROGERS. And finally, Mr. Secretary , let me ask you briefly
about some increases you have requested. You are asking for
$908.5 million above the 2015 level, and included in that is a huge
increase in staff.
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According to data, USDA has increased staff to support Depart-
ment activities at the Federal headquarters from 3900 in 2009 to
4900 for 2016, a 25 percent increase. During that same time period,
many agencies at USDA have seen a reduction in staff to support
critical activities.

What do you think? Are you asking too much?

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, first of all let me say, as a
practical matter, the budget that was submitted by the President
is attempting to convey a very strong message about, in our view,
respectfully, the inappropriate policy of sequester and the impact
it has not just on non-defense spending but also on defense spend-
ing. So it is reflective of that.

It is also reflective of the fact that we have had reductions in
workforce. I am happy to check on those numbers. I do not believe
that those are accurate, but I could be wrong. I know that we have
had overall reductions in workforce. In many areas some of the
questions that have been asked today are why we are not doing
more of this or that, and part of the reason is that there are a lim-
ited number of people working.

But we are at record levels of participation, and this budget that
we are proposing, despite the increases, is still below the budget
that I had in fiscal year 2010, which was the first full budget the
President submitted. And we have been able to identify almost $1.4
billion of additional savings through our administrative services
process. But I am happy to check those numbers, and if you are
right about those numbers, I will be asking serious questions be-
cause I do not believe that is accurate.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, in your budget request, you will have in-
creased staff to support Department activities by 25 percent in just
six years, including your 2016 request. Those numbers are, I think,
pretty accurate.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I know that we have had an 18 percent
reduction prior to this year, an 18 percent reduction in FSA em-
ployees. And I know that we are very conscious of making sure
that we do not disproportionately impact outside of the D.C. area.

And in fact, we are in the process now of consolidating our offices
to be able to save rent space on folks who are located in the Capital
District that are not physically in our building, the Whitten Build-
ing, or the South Building.

Mr. ROGERS. Would you for the record furnish

Secretary VILSACK. Sure. Sure.

Mr. ROGERS [continuing]. On staff numbers, and increases or de-
creases and what have you, so that we have got a picture of where
you are?

Secretary VILSACK. That is a fair request. Absolutely.

[The information follows:]
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Between 2009 and 2014, the total USDA staffing level decreased by over
10,000 staff years - about 10 percent - while the Department delivered
record levels of service to rural America. Although the 2016 budget
includes proposed staffing increases in selected areas, staffing levels
in 2016 would remain about 4 percent below 2009 levels. Since 2009,
the Department has successfully implemented significant new and
expanded programs to address key priorities authorized in the Healthy,
Hunger Free Kids Act, the 2014 Farm Bill and other legislation. This
has been possible in large part through our aggressive effort to
improve technology and implement administrative efficiencies, including
shared services. '

As part of our focus on administrative improvements, the Department has
developed highly efficient service providers that perform core
financial and information technology services for agencies within the
Department and also for other Federal agencies. A large share of the
25 percent increase in staffing between 2009 and 2016 for offices that
perform departmental activities - 85 percent - is due to additional
reimbursable operations performed by some of these offices but wholly
paid by customers benefiting from those services. Almost three
quarters of the reimbursable operations increase is for services
provided to Non-USDA customers as part of the effort to provide shared
services across the government to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of government operations. Reimbursable services are
centrally-managed operations such as financial management services,
including payroll processing, and information technology hosting, and
are financed through USDA’s Working Capital Fund on a fully
reimpursable fee-for-service basis.

In addition to the staffing increases described above for reimbursable
operations, increases reflect the focus on cyber security and the
establishment of the Office of Advocacy and Outreach as directed in the
2008 Farm Bill. Further, the 2016 budget reguest includes an increase
of 44 staff years for OCIO to establish a Digital Service team as part
of a government-wide effort to improve the management and oversight of
major information technology investments.
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Mr. ROGERS. Because the request that you have for additional
staff in headquarters is rather shocking.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you.

Along with the chairman, we are also happy to have the ranking
member with us, Mrs. Lowey. So you are recognized.

SNAP—ELDERLY PARTICIPATION

Mrs. LoweYy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

And Secretary Vilsack, welcome. I want to thank you for coming
before the Agriculture Subcommittee today. And as I am sure oth-
ers did, I apologize for not coming on time, but we have four Secre-
taries appearing before the Committee. So I want to thank Chair-
man Aderholt and Ranking Member Farr for having this hearing
to discuss the fiscal year 2016 budget request.

There are many areas, but what I want to do is limit my ques-
tions to two. One is SNAP for the elderly. I was really shocked by
this report. According to the National Council on Aging, over 4 mil-
lion low income seniors rely on SNAP to put food on the table. The
amount of seniors facing food insecurity has more than doubled—
this is the United States of America—since 2001. And yet three out
of five seniors who qualify for SNAP benefits do not apply.

Your budget requests $9 million to work with States to improve
access to SNAP for low income seniors, and I thank you. How do
you plan to target eligible seniors, to prevent senior hunger? What
obstacles does the Department face in getting the message out
about SNAP for the elderly?

Secretary VILSACK. Congresswoman, thank you very much for
the question. If I can just take five seconds of your time.

Mr. Chairman, part of those numbers are the National Finance
Center, which is located in New Orleans. And perhaps the increase
of that number is a result of the fact that we are taking on more
responsibility for processing applications and paperwork and pay-
roll for a variety of other sister agencies, which actually saves
money over time. But we will get you more detailed information
about that.

I appreciate the question about SNAP and the elderly. I too am
concerned about the fact that only 42 percent of eligible folks are
receiving the benefits. And what we have found out from our initial
study is that the process is cumbersome. The process requires an-
nual recertification, which is difficult and problematic for seniors,
who may not have adequate transportation.

And so what we are looking at is a way in which we might be
able to streamline the application process, make it a little bit easier
for folks to understand the application process, and take a look at
perhaps not having the need for annual recertification, given the
fact that these seniors are most likely not going to be employed or
their financial circumstances are not going to change significantly.
They are probably living on a very, very small Social Security
check.

And also getting over the hurdle that many have, where they see
this as something that they do not have the right to receive, and
that is a generational issue that we are going to have to address
and deal with.
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Mrs. Lowey. This has been going on for a long time. And I un-
derstand attitudes take time to change, but in terms of the process,
how big a hurdle is that?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I think it is a significant hurdle. But
I think perhaps what has happened is that we have paid a lot of
attention to children. We have paid a lot of attention to families.
But we have forgotten about this component, which is equally im-
portant, which are seniors.

And now, because of these numbers, we are going to put a little
more attention and focus on it. My hope is that that will make a
difference in the numbers. And I will tell you that when we have
put a focus on certain States and certain groups of people, we have
seen increases. We are now at 83 percent of eligibles participating,
which I suspect is probably close to a record if not a record level
of participation.

CHILD NUTRITION

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. Now, you said we have paid attention
to children. I guess so. But when I was looking at those statistics,
according to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC),
more than one in five children between the ages of 12 and 19 are
obese. This has long-term consequences to the health of our Nation
as well as our economy.

We know that children and adolescents who are obese early in
life are more likely to suffer significant health problems, type 2 dia-
betes, strokes, and cancer, among others. The USDA has been
tasked with improving school lunches, child nutrition, and increas-
ing standards under WIC.

I have worked on this issue a long, long time. In fact, I can re-
member—oh, gosh, I was working at the State before I got to Con-
gress—and we were hiring the unemployed, helping them work in
school lunch programs, having them use commodities, teaching
them how to prepare healthy foods.

Can you tell me about any new programs you have, or what does
the Department do to improve childhood nutrition in the coming
year? Or you can talk about an old program if that maybe has not
been working as successfully and we would like to make it more
successful.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, this is an issue that has evolved over
time. It is an issue that is not necessarily going to be resolved in
a short period of time. It is going to take time. We have reformu-
lated the WIC package. We have instituted many of the Healthy,
Hunger-Free Kids proposals. We are helping school districts; 93
percent of school districts have adopted those guidelines and pro-
posals.

We are helping those who were having difficulty with a variety
of programs—Smarter Lunchroom grants; school equipment grants;
additional recipes from a recipe contest that makes it easier for
people to do nutritious meals; expanding the school breakfast pro-
gram—that is a focus of this year’s efforts; also, expanding the
summer feeding program, and using innovative and creative ways
to get more kids covered. And we have seen 23 million additional
meals served since 2010, when we began this effort.
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And so we are focused on a holistic effort. Within SNAP, we are
engaged in educating SNAP recipients on healthy choices, and we
are providing opportunities through the Food Insecurity Nutrition
Initiative to provide point-of-sale incentives for more fruits and
vegetables and healthier foods.

We are also expanding the opportunity for locally and regionally
produced foods, and particularly fruits and vegetables, through a
series of pilots that were authorized in the Farm Bill. So there is
an awful lot of activity in this area, but I think it is going to be
over a long period of time that it will take for attitudes to change,
for the food processing industry to make adjustments—which they
are making—reducing sugar, reducing sodium, reducing the fat
content of certain items.

And I will tell you, the 70 percent of elementary school kids sur-
veyed in a recent survey I saw are embracing these changes. Even
63 percent of high school kids are embracing these changes. I know
when I was governor, if I had a 70 percent approval rating or 63
percent approval rating, I was doing okay. Probably folks here
would be okay with those; maybe your numbers are higher. I do not
know.

But it is going to take time, and it is going to take effort. And
it also has to take understanding. This chart—I have shown it
three times now—this explains to me a lot of the challenges that
are faced because some of these areas and some of these school dis-
tricts that are doing it are poor. They are poor. And they are pinch-
ing pennies, and they are finding it difficult. And we are trying to
provide help.

We created a program called Team Up for Success, where we are
taking schools that are having a hard time adjusting to these new
standards and pairing them up with similarly situated schools who
have embraced them so they have a mentor. And we are providing
assistance from the University of Mississippi and their nutrition
center, and from Cornell and its nutrition work, for strategies to
make it a little bit easier for these school districts. But you have
to have some understanding of the challenges that some school dis-
tricts face with poverty.

Mrs. Lowey. I just want to say, in conclusion, I really appreciate
the work you are doing. Some of us, especially my colleague Con-
gresswoman Pingree, have been working on these issues for a very
long time, and I would love you to keep us posted.

It seems to me we have been talking about these issues a long
time, and there are some successes. And maybe we have to pub-
licize them more and help those who are having the success visit
school districts who are having problem. But even in poor school
districts, and I think of one in particular, using government com-
modities you can be creative; and using some of the fresh food
around, maybe they can be even be more creative.

But I appreciate the work you are doing, and I look forward to
getting regular updates, as I know Ms. Pingree and other members
of the committee would appreciate as well. So I thank you. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop.
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ARC AND PLC PROGRAM COVERAGE

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much. Welcome, Mr. Secretary , and
I apologize for my delinquency. I had three Subcommittees sched-
uled at the same time, one of which I am ranking member on. I
really wanted to get here, though, because I did have some ques-
tions. But first I have two thank yous for you.

I was very pleased to see that the President’s budget for fiscal
year 2016 included a significant investment of almost $114 million
for a new Research Service Agricultural poultry laboratory. As you
may or may not know, I am co-chair of the Congressional Chicken
Caucus, and Georgia, of course, is the number one producer and ex-
porter of poultry in the country. At another time—I am not going
to ask you now—I would like for you to give us an update on the
progress of that.

The second thank you has to do with the broadband wireless
technology project. You recall that you visited in 2010 in rural
Southwest Georgia. We experienced significant delays and a num-
ber of problems and challenges. But I just learned last week that
Rural Utilities Service (RUS) 2 has signed off on the final con-
tracts. There has been a readjustment there.

The City of Albany has assumed responsibility for that project,
and it looks like it will enable thousands of rural residents in our
Southwest Georgia area to get high-speed internet for the first
time. So I just want to thank you for that, and thank the RUS staff
for continuously working with us on that.

I want to get to a more substantive generic question with regard
to cotton. The 2014 Farm Bill transitions existing cotton base to ge-
neric base. And allowing the traditional cotton base to be protected
as generic base has given farmers in my State a tremendous
amount of flexibility in planning while still providing an adequate
safety net.

If a producer has generic base, the quantity of payment acres de-
termined may not include any crops that are subsequently planted
during the same crop year on the same land for which the first
crop is eligible for price loss coverage or agriculture risk coverage
payments.

For example, the provision would penalize a farmer who plants
a cover commodity such as oats or wheat for grazing and then fol-
lows behind on the same land with corn that was planted and har-
vested. That producer has to take the base on the first crop despite
the fact that crops used for grazing are often or not ever harvested.

Is there anything that USDA can do to exempt cover commod-
ities that are used for grazing and not taken to harvest from the
generic base allocation?

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, the Farm Bill does provide for
some flexibility relative to cover crops with the ARC and PLC pro-
gram, but it is very, very specific. If it is used for haying and graz-
ing, wheats, oats, other crops that are used for haying and grazing,
that is okay. The law does not allow us to use it if it is for cover
only.

So there is sort of a glitch potentially or a modification that may
be required in terms of our statutory authority. We will work with
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the flexibilities we are given, but we cannot work outside of the
flexibilities you all have given us.

BIOBASED MARKETS PROGRAM-FOREST PRODUCTS

Mr. BisHop. Thank you for that. It is a problem, and hopefully
we can work together to try to alleviate that glitch.

Let me also thank you for your leadership in promoting wood
products in building construction through both your symposium
last March, “Building With Wood and Jobs in the Environment,”
and the launch of your Tall Wood Building competition. Of course,
for Georgia, wood products are incredibly important and where
processing and manufacturing of forest products employs almost
150,000 people in the State and supports 504,000 family woodland
owners who supply most of the industry with raw material.

The recent Farm Bill made some changes to the Biobased Mar-
kets program which will provide opportunities to strengthen mar-
kets for forest products, which is again a key economic driver. With
the strong markets for forest products, we have got healthier for-
ests and stronger rural economies.

Can you provide an update now that USDA has begun to imple-
ment the changes to the Biobased Markets program to include for-
est products, and how is that program working for forest products,
and what are the next plans for implementation?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, we are getting the word out about it,
and I think it is going to take a little while in terms of BioPre-
ferred programs for the word to get out. But we are in the process
of advertising that.

We are excited about the response on the Biomass Crop Assist-
ance Program (BCAP) to the utilization of woody biomass. I think
it is something in the neighborhood of 300,000 tons of woody bio-
mass was created and supported through the recent BCAP an-
nouncement.

And we are also really excited about this tall building competi-
tion. I think it is going to be amazing to see 20-, 30-story buildings
made solely from wood in some of our major cities. We were very
pleased with the reaction, and in fact, the Softwood Lumber Coun-
cil was so impressed with the applications we received that they
added another million dollars to the contest. So it is now basically
a $3 million pot, which is going to enable us, I think, to fund more
than one project, which I think is really going to get people’s atten-
tion.

COUNTRY OF ORIGIN LABELING (COOL) PROGRAM

Mr. BisHop. Okay. Finally, and before my time runs out, the
COOL program, a couple of years ago the World Trade Organiza-
tion (WTO) issued a decision favoring Mexico and Canada with re-
spect to the Country of Origin Labeling, and specifically the treat-
ment of Canadian and Mexican cattle imports to the USA resulting
from our COOL law and procedures.

Under the law, cattle either processed in Canada or Mexico or
imported to the U.S. from Mexico or Canada must be labeled, and
of course the WTO found that it prejudiced U.S. consumers against
Mexican and Canadian beef. Can you give us a status of USDA’s
activities in that regard?
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Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, the process is under appeal
with WTO. We are expecting a decision some time this spring.
There are two options here. We either win the appeal or Congress
has to change the law because we cannot navigate a requirement
that we label with U.S. product without segregating U.S. product.
And once we segregate, WT'O comes into play.

So either there has to be a generic label established by Congress
or you have to essentially repeal what is in the current law if we
lose the WTO appeal. Those are the two options.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much. My time is expired, but
thank you very much.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Lowey. I am sorry, Ms. DeLauro.

SINGLE FOOD SAFETY AGENCY

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Good morning, Mr. Secretary. Sorry to be late in coming, but a
lot of secretaries today on Capitol Hill testifying. Hello to you, but
also if I might just say hello to Melinda Cep. USDA has got a num-
ber of former DeLauro employees on their staff, so I am pleased to
see that they are there. And it is good to see you, Melinda.

I want to say thank you to you, Mr. Secretary, for your work in
preserving and strengthening child nutrition, WIC, SNAP, com-
modity supplemental feeding programs. They are important pro-
grams. They lift people out of poverty. They assure our next gen-
eration is ready for the future.

To that end, while I was not here, I do understand that there
were comments made about the SNAP program and the WIC pro-
gram. I really believe it is unconscionable that folks would want to
further cut SNAP benefits when we know the program has been
successful in helping families. Low wage recovery, sluggish job
growth, this was a lifeline.

Actually, the House Agriculture Committee views an estimates
letter shows bipartisan agreement that SNAP costs are coming
down. The SNAP error rate is very low. It declined from 2.77 in
2012 to 2.6 in fiscal year 2013.

With regard to WIC, it is highly effective. It reduces the prob-
ability of high-risk births, especially in very premature and low
birth weight babies. And for every dollar we spend on a pregnant
woman in WIC, it is up to $4.21 is saved in Medicaid for her and
her baby. So I think we should take a hard look at the value of
these programs before we comment about their inefficiencies,
maybe link to some other programs that are inefficient.

I am going to try to tick off two or three quick questions because
I have to go back.

A proposed consolidation of the Food Safety and Inspection Serv-
ice (FSIS) and food safety activities, you and I have had this con-
versation many times. You know I am a supporter of an inde-
pendent agency. I know you have expressed support for this pro-
posal. I agree it is a good first step.

Can you talk about your thinking on the issue and why you
think an independent food safety agency within HHS is the way to
go? You also know that I have felt that FSIS and the food safety
functions of FDA were back burner issues and that this kind of an
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approach for a single effort would be more beneficial for food safe-
ty.
Secretary VILSACK. Fifteen different agencies have some jurisdic-
tion or some responsibility for food safety, and it creates 15 oppor-
tunities for the right hand not to know what the left hand knows
and not to be able to react and respond accurately and quickly. And
this proposal is a way of underscoring the fact that the President
ought to have the ability to reorganize and restructure the Execu-
tive Branch of government for greater efficiency.

To me, it is about food safety. It is about making sure that every-
one knows what they need to know when they need to know it so
that we can prevent food safety issues or be able to respond to
them as quickly as possible so that we can prevent more foodborne
illness.

We still have work to do. If you put this in the context of the
number of meals that are served every day in this country and the
number of items in each meal, we are talking about over a trillion
opportunities for foodborne illness. So when we look at the num-
bers in that context, I think we can say that we have a relatively
safe food supply.

But when 45 million people have a foodborne illness, when
130,000 of them are hospitalized and several thousand unfortu-
nately and tragically die, there is still obviously work to do. And
one way to do it is to create a more efficient system, and that sug-
gests a single food safety agency. And I really take issue with the
notion that by doing that, that somehow you are going to put all
of this on the back burner.

I can tell you the people that work in my shop and the people
that are in my office, we take this issue very seriously, which is
why we have proposed a number of changes in terms of E. coli, a
number of changes in terms of Salmonella and Campylobacter, that
I think do suggest that we take this seriously, and it is not a back
burner issue and it should not be. It should never be. And a single
food safety agency is not going to make it a back burner issue, re-
gardless of what other jurisdictional issues——

BEEF LABELING RULES

Ms. DELAURO. I do not expect it will be a back burner issue. We
have often seen the opportunity because you have dual missions in
both you and the FDA with regard to promotion of product. And
FDA has so much on its plate—excuse the pun—that it has been
difficult to really address the food safety issues. I am of the view
that this is a good first step in moving forward, and my hope is
that you all will be sending legislation here so that we can look at
it.

Let me move to mechanically tenderized beef. I have been for
nearly a decade been urging the Department to finalize the me-
chanically tenderized beef labeling rule. A comment period closed
on December 24th.

My questions are, why did it take USDA until November 21,
2014—December 24, 2013 is when it closed—2014 to transmit the
final rule to the Office of Management and Budget? What is the
holdup with getting the rule finalized? Will the USDA take action
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to suspend the provisions of the uniform labeling regulation in
order to implement the rule in 2016 and 2018?

Let me just at the same time talk about the beef grinding rule.
I will not go through the background on that; I do know my col-
league, Ms. Pingree, is interested in this. But what is the status
of this proposed rule? Do you intend to move forward with the rule
soon? Will there be further delays? And will you move forward with
the rule even if there is industry opposition?

Secretary VILSACK. I am not quite sure where to start yet. I will
try to answer all those questions. I hope I do not forget them.

Ms. DELAURO. Well, no. Will USDA take action to suspend——

Secretary VILSACK. Yes.

Ms. DELAURO. What took us so long and what held up the role
on mechanically tenderized beef? Will we suspend provisions of
uniform labeling in order to move in 2016 versus 20187

Secretary VILSACK. We obviously have to take the comments that
are provided seriously, and we have to review them, and we take
our time to make sure that we comply with the administrative
process.

Having said that, I think you have a legitimate concern about
the fact that because we were delayed, that under the Uniform La-
beling Act, that this will not become effective in 2018. You find
that unacceptable, and frankly, I do, too. So we are going to sus-
pend that and we are going to move the timeline up.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Secretary VILSACK. On the——

Ms. DELAURO. Grinding.

Secretary VILSACK [continuing]. Grinding laws, we are pro-
ceeding with that, and I can assure you that we understand the im-
portance of getting that done. We have had a recent issue in Mas-
sachusetts that suggests the need for this, and we are going to pro-
ceed forward with it.

TRADE AGREEMENT NEGOTIATIONS

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you. Thank you very much. I am going to
get an extra two minutes, and then I will depart.

TPP trade questions, Mr. Secretary. There was a report from the
Administration saying that completing the Trans-Pacific Partner-
ship (TPP) provides the opportunity to open markets, lower tariffs,
and help support an additional 650,000 jobs. Washington Post Fact
Checker found this claim to be patently false. In the Post analysis,
it was discovered that the net effect of the TPP on jobs was zero.

In October 2014, a report issued by USDA calculated that if the
TPP in fact slashed all tariffs and the tariff rate is to zero, it would
not alter U.S. gross domestic product at all. In the first two years
of the Korea free trade agreement, U.S. exports to Korea declined,
growing trade deficits with the country that resulted in nearly
60,000 lost jobs.

Given the findings as reported by the USDA and the threat that
the 11-nation TPP poses to jobs and wages for the average Amer-
ican worker, how does the Administration justify the pursuit of fast
track authority for this trade deal?

If T can, I would like to ask a couple of other questions, and if
you do not get to them, we can get back for the record.
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The Transpacific Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) nego-
tiations, the European Union would like for FSIS to grant equiva-
lency status to the entire E.U. as a whole for its inspection systems
for meat, poultry, and engaging products rather than conducting
equivalency determinations for each individual country in the E.U.
What is the USDA position on this approach?

And for APHIS, reports of the current trade negotiations indicate
that there might be a new sanitary or phytosanitary dispute mech-
anism to speed up resolution of possible disagreements. Is it true?
If so, how will this mechanism impact both APHIS and FSIS rule-
making processes for imported processes? How will that impact im-
ported inspection systems that are currently in place?

Secretary VILSACK. The sanitary-phytosanitary (SPS) decision-
making process ought not to alter the inspection process that is re-
quired for imports to ensure producers and consumers of the safety
of whatever is being imported.

On TTIP and recently with beef, we have indicated a strong de-
sire that each individual country meet its responsibilities. That is
the way we are approaching this today, and I do not know of any
reason why that would change because we have to be assuring our
consumers of the equivalency in terms of safety.

In terms of TPP, I will tell you that obviously we are going to
have a disagreement on whether or not this is going to create op-
portunity for agriculture and whether or not that opportunity in
expanded exports will create jobs. It is certainly true that free
trade agreements have increased agricultural exports by 130 per-
cent, and our determination is for every billion dollars of agri-
culture trade, roughly 6500 jobs are supported. And so if you are
going to expand trade opportunities to a middle class that is ex-
panding exponentially, you are going to create jobs. You are going
to create additional market opportunities for farmers.

The last thing I would say is one of the most important reasons
for TPP is to make sure that China does not write the rules. And
I can assure you that Ambassador Froman is working extremely
hard to make sure that the labor and environment standards that
are in this TPP are historic in nature and cement significant gains
in terms of labor and environment. And I frankly do not want
China to be writing those rules. I would prefer the United States
write those.

Ms. DELAURO. Well, Mr. Secretary , with respect to China, et
cetera, the way that we can really deal with China is to deal with
currency, and currency is not going to be part of the TPP.

Secretary VILSACK. That is a whole 'nother issue.

Ms. DELAURO. It is a whole other issue. But that geopolitical
issue is not one that has really to do with middle class families and
their ability to have a job, to maintain a job, and to maintain good
wages. Thank you very much.

SCHOOL MEALS REGULATIONS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Sure. Thank you. And I think we have gotten
through everyone once. What we will do is we will do another
round, and we will conclude with this round. Instead of staying
hard and fast to the five-minute rule, we will be a little bit lenient
on that so we can go ahead and conclude.
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I know, from our meeting yesterday, you said this is your second
day of testifying on the Hill, so I know that you have had a rig-
orous couple of days. I know there are other meetings after the
noon hour. So we will try to do this one round. But again, if you
want to go a little bit over five minutes, we will accommodate that
just so we can go ahead and make sure that we can get everybody
in the next round.

We have talked a little bit about school meals, and I think every
Member of Congress—and I cannot imagine any Member of Con-
gress that would not want a healthy, balanced meal for our school-
children. I mean, I think that is a given. There is nobody that I
know that is advocating of trying to give unhealthy meals or any-
thing that would be harmful to students in any way.

My efforts on the school meal issue that I have worked on really
stem back from what I have heard back in my district. Some people
have indicated that it is some kind of industry or something com-
ments. I have not really even talked to industry about it. It stems
back, actually, from conversations that I have had with the nutri-
tionists at the schools.

One in particular, Ms. Evelyn Hicks, she works in one of the
schools in my home county of Winston County, serves students
every day, and she is the one that told me about the struggles that
she was facing with the new regulations. I am pleased that we
were able to gain some flexibility on the whole grain requirements
and the sodium standards in the fiscal year 2015 omnibus. I appre-
ciate the Department promptly issuing the guidance memos to
States so that they can begin implementing the whole grain flexi-
bilities.

I realize that child nutrition programs are up for reauthorization
this year in the authorizing Committee. But as the process moves
forward, I would hope we could work together to find solutions to
the specific challenges facing our schools, such as flexibility with
Smart Snack regulations, a longer-term solution to whole grain and
sodium requirements, and any other areas where we can bring
practical and strategic fixes to the program.

And I would just like to ask you if you would commit to working
with us to provide school flexibility on these particular areas that
will help provide and serve healthy meals without continued finan-
cial strain.

Secretary VILSACK. Mr. Chairman, I think the USDA has been
always willing to provide flexibility where it is warranted and
needed, and we will certainly work with everybody and anybody.
What we are concerned about, and I take reassurance from your
comments, that we do not get into a situation where flexibility is
a vehicle through which we take a significant step backward from
the forward steps we have taken on child nutrition.

So we are happy to work with folks, and I think we have re-
flected that. And our willingness to work with our Team Up for
Success program, our willing to do the Smarter Lunchroom grant
program, our school equipment grant proposals, are all designed to
provide and equip school districts with the tools that they need to
comply. We want this to work.
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SINGLE FOOD SAFETY AGENCY

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. Let me switch issues here, the single
food safety agency. The President’s budget proposes transitioning
to a single food safety agency by combining the Food Safety and In-
spection Service and the food activities within the Food and Drug
Administration to one agency under the Department of Health and
Human Services. Support for the President’s single food safety
agency among consumer advocacy groups, and certainly the regu-
lated industry, appear to be slim to nonexistent.

Could you explain to the Committee how rearranging boxes on
the organizational chart would produce a favorable public health
outcome? And why do you think that the Health and Human Serv-
ices can provide better leadership over food safety issues than the
USDA?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, Mr. Chairman, the President’s budget
uses this as an example for making the case for the ability of the
Executive Branch to have the capacity to reorganize. And I think
the President, as the chief executive officer of the Executive
Branch, ought to have that authority.

Let me say that we have had circumstances in the time that I
have been secretary where there has been information that HHS
and FDA may have had that would have impacted and affected
some decision-making that we would make relative to school meals,
for example, or circumstances where we had information where
HHS might have been better off understanding immediately.

There is this risk in any system that has multiple parts and mul-
tiple jurisdictional operations of the right hand not knowing what
the left hand knows and not knowing it as quickly as they need to
know it. So a single food safety agency, regardless of where it is
located, would essentially eliminate that risk.

And I think it is a significant risk and one that we are always
conscious of in an effort to try to communicate with our sister agen-
cies. But there are a number of agencies that are involved in this,
and reorganizing would, I think, provide less risky circumstances.

The location of it, I think it is just simply we do 20 percent of
food inspection. They do 80 percent. It is just, where is the bulk
of the work currently being done? And with respect to consumer
groups and the industry, I think they are assuming that if this
were to happen, that somehow all of this would get lost in a large
organization, and nobody would care about it, and it would not be
adequately funded.

I just do not think that is the case. That is certainly not how I
would approach it, and I cannot imagine that Secretary Burwell or
future secretaries of this department or her department would
think that food safety was a back burner issue. It just is not.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Is there any scientific evidence that consolidation
would reduce the number of foodborne illnesses and provide a safer
system?

Secretary VILSACK. Well, I would be happy to research that ques-
tion, and it is a legitimate question. But 1 will tell you from my
own experience recently in having spoken to the mother and father
of a young fellow who died as a result of consuming tainted meat,
that when you look at the timeline, when you look at the relation-
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ship between the State health department and FDA and USDA, I
do not know if the time would have made a difference.

But there were gaps in when people knew information. And it led
me believe that if those gaps did not exist, then that would be one
less question we would have to ask about our system. But because
they did exist, it is a question I asked: What can we do to make
sure that those gaps do not exist in the current system? And the
one way for sure that those gaps would not exist would be if you
had just one agency.

And you would also have better accountability because you would
be able to point the finger at the agency that is responsible for food
safety and say, why did you not do your job? Today it is very dif-
ficult. If you look at individual cases, it is very difficult to deter-
mjin? exactly where the fault might lie if there is a problem and
a delay.

DIETARY GUIDELINES FOR AMERICANS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, let me just say there is a lot of skepticism
about this. And over the years, we have seen these type of pro-
posals that would make some giant food safety agency, and there
has been outbreaks and increases of foodborne illnesses that we
have seen. So I just want to add that there is some skepticism, and
unless we can see some scientific proof, there is going to be contin-
ued reluctance.

As my time concludes and I go on to Mr. Farr, let me just follow
up with—we were talking earlier about the Dietary Guidelines.
And a couple other members have mentioned that in addition to
my question. And understanding the tremendous amount of infor-
mation and the literature from constituencies that have to be re-
viewed as you move forward in your taking public comment, would
there be any harm in extending the comment period for an addi-
tional 60 days so that all the relevant data can be received?

Secretary VILSACK. Given your request, Mr. Chairman, I would
be happy to visit with Secretary Burwell. As you know, the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services is the lead agency in the for-
mulation of these guidelines. We were the lead agency five years
ago. And in deference to her and her department, I would want to
make sure that I had a chance to visit with her. But I would be
happy to do that if that would be all right with you.

%r. IFX‘DERHOLT. Thank you. That would be great. Thank you.

r. Farr.

ORGANIC AQUACULTURE RULE

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much for asking those questions. I
hope that as you requested of the secretary to extend the comment
period, I hope that our Committee will also extend the comment pe-
riod for the impact of the Budget Committee’s decision on what our
expenditure level is in this Committee so that if it is less than
what the Administration is asking for, we can have an extended
comment period on how we feel about those impacts and really get
the facts on what the consequences are going to be.

I also wonder—Mr. Secretary , I think you are in a position in
an agency—and I think you are the longest-serving Secretary now.
You certainly have an incredible, distinguished background as a
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national leader, even being a candidate for President of the United
States. I would hope that you realize that you can do a lot of mes-
sage-making in this country that is beyond perhaps other agencies,
and a couple of them that I would like to address on.

One is this school meals, and I think that the chairman has got
a legitimate concern. He is hearing from his constituencies that
they do not like the way this program is being implemented. The
kids are rejecting the food. Is there a way you can be a match-
maker and find school districts that are like the school districts
that are rejecting it who have been successful?

There are a lot of school districts out there. We have got 1200
in California. I represent a K—12 school that only has 33 students,
a public school district in a really rural area. So it is all types. And
I am sure that there are schools that are saying this is too hard,
too difficult. The kids do not like it.

The same size school somewhere else is saying, this is a great
challenge and we have done some marvelous teaching opportunities
with it. And if perhaps you could be the matchmaker to match up
these successful and unsuccessful schools so that there will not be
such a fight here in Congress to delay or opt out of the program.

Second comment: I think that the biggest street battle, other
than your issues on trade, are the discussions of GMOs, a totally
confusing subject matter that the media and internet has taken it
over. I think if we do not speak out quickly on the science side of
it, we are going to lose the debate.

California is going to go to a statewide initiative; I think it will
pass. In the food area you are going to begin seeing what has hap-
pened in this chaos with—I hate to use the analogy, but it is the
medical marijuana, where you have 33 States that have 33 dif-
ferent opinions that are totally opposite of what the Federal law is.

And there is just really mass confusion out there, and what you
do in the end is lose respect for government. People who want to
disobey the law have all kinds of reasons. And I think the Federal
Government is hurting in its respect, and that is why voter turnout
is so low.

So a couple of these issues I think we have to get in front of. I
think you are trying to do with that with the trade issue. But I do
not think we have done a very good job between USDA and Food
and Drug Administration to really get to the bottom of the GMO
issue. And I hope that you will find a way that we could ratchet
up that, get a discussion on the facts.

And lastly I want to ask you, and this is one I want an answer
to, why are you delaying or why is the Department delaying the
rulemaking on organic aquaculture? It seems that suggestions for
that rule have been in the books for a long time. In fact, some of
my people have invested heavily in organic aquaculture, and they
are waiting for that rule in order to stimulate the business.

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, your question was longer than
my presidential campaign, so I appreciate your mentioning that.
[Laughter.]

The issue with aquaculture is just simply a matter of
prioritization. You have limited people, lots of work to do, and the
question is, how can you do the most amount of work that is going
to implement the most amount of people effectively? This is an
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issue that we do take seriously, but there were competing rules.
And you are bringing it up, so I will

Mr. FARR. A lot of work that gets to rulemaking by very wise
people who have gone in, volunteering their time for years to make
the suggestions.

GENETICALLY MODIFIED ORGANISMS

Secretary VILSACK. That is true of many of the rules that we are
engaged in, and that is the issue. But I take your concern.

With the Chairman’s permission and your permission, Congress-
man Farr, I have got to respond to the concerns that you expressed
about stepping up the advocacy on some of these issues. On the
GMO issue, we in USDA sponsored an AC-21 group, which
brought organic and GMO and conventional producers together in
a room and said, look, help us identify the steps that we need to
take to make sure that everyone can basically get along here.

And they essentially focused on the need for seed integrity. They
focused on the need for better stewardship, focused on the need for
risk management tools, focused on the need for a communication
process. And I will tell you that we have made progress on every
single one of those recommendations.

Now, we are now scheduling a second followup conference that
is going to take place in a couple of weeks at North Carolina State
where we are going to bring folks back and we are going to have
an additional conversation, say, well, now we have done all of this;
what is the next thing we need to do?

So we have been heavily engaged in this issue. And I have been
addressing this issue of labeling in a way that I think makes sense,
and would hope that Congress, at the end of the day, understands
this. You have got these referendums. You are right, you cannot
have 50 different sets of rules. That is crazy. It is not going to
work. The courts are not going to allow it. And you cannot nec-
essarily label something that suggests that there is something un-
safe about the product when that is not the case.

What you can do is you can use this bar code, and you can ex-
tend the bar code, so that people who are genuinely interested and
wanting to know what is in this particular product can, with a
smartphone or a scanner at a grocery store, get all the information
they want about a product in a way that conveys, you have the
right to know but you do not have the right to know in a way that
conveys a misperception about the product.

If you had an extended bar code and we were engaged in it or
FDA engaged in it, somebody is engaged in basically creating the
template for what information would be in that extended bar code,
industry could solve that issue in a heartbeat. You would not need
50 different regulations. You would not need referendums. Con-
sumers would have the right to know. They could make a choice.

If they are informed, or if they do not care, as many consumers
are more concerned about price or quality or whatever, then you
are not creating a misperception about the product. That seems to
me to be a way of furthering the process and addressing this issue.

And then finally, on the issue of schools, we are in fact doing ex-
actly what you are suggesting. We created this Team Up process.
We had a pilot where we brought I think it is about a half a dozen
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schools to Mississippi, the University of Mississippi. They were
down there for a day and a half. We brought a companion number
of school districts that were successfully implementing these efforts
and said, what can you learn from each other? And then we had
a day and a half of training and additional information.

We are following up, and we are proposing in this budget to ex-
tend this program in other parts of the country because legiti-
mately, there are some school districts that struggle. And I do not
have any doubt about that. And I have no doubt that the Chairman
is right. These people are good folks and they care deeply about
their kids and they want to do right by their kids. They just need
help. And we are trying to provide help in a variety of different
ways. And we will continue to do as much as we can to elevate this.

The last thing I will say is the challenge with this department
is its portfolio 1s so broad that it is very hard—I mean, I do an
hour of press a day on a variety of issues, and so I can get you the
clippings and show you how much we have talked about this if you
are interested. But trust me, we are working on these issues.

Mr. FARR. I am done.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Mr. Young.

FARM BILL PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary , we all want to be guardians of the taxpayer and
stop abuse. In the 2014 Farm Bill, there is a requirement that
USDA define those persons who are “actively engaged in farming”
in order to receive federal farm payments. This provision will help
end abuse of farm subsidies by limiting the number of individuals
eligible for them.

When does the USDA expect to have a final rule on the defini-
tion of “actively engaged in farming” for payment restrictions? Can
you provide any comment on that whole issue in general?

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, I am a little hesitant to say
when a final rule is available. But I can tell you that the proposal
that we are going to put forward will be coming very soon for com-
ment so that people will have the ability to weigh in on whatever
it is we propose.

And let me also say that this is an issue which I hope the expec-
tations meet the statutory reality, which is to say that when Con-
gress fashioned the Farm Bill, it basically created a fairly narrow
lane for the USDA to navigate on this issue. It is suggested that
whatever we come up with is not going to necessarily impact family
farming operations. It is not going to impact corporations because
you only have a single payment limit anyway.

So what we are really focused on are limited and general part-
nerships, a couple percentage points, if you will, of the overall
farming activity in the country. So it is a relatively small group of
folks who are going to be impacted and affected by what we do.

The second thing I would say is that as we look at this, we have
to make sure that there is an appreciation and understanding for
the complexity and size, and the differing complexities and sizes,
of operations around the country. What you and I are used to is
fundamentally, I suspect, a little bit different than what the Chair-
man is used to, which is absolutely different than what Represent-
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ative Farr is used to. And you have to understand that, and you
have to appreciate that in formulating any kind of rule.

Last but certainly not least, we are all about trying to maintain
confidence in this program. So it is important to close these loop-
holes so that people cannot unfairly criticize the safety net totally,
which is ultimately what happens when there is an egregious cir-
cumstance. It taints the entire safety net, and the safety net is ex-
tremely important to maintain for producers.

Mr. YOUNG. I appreciate those comments and appreciate you
being here today. Thanks for your service and your leadership.
Many members here have thanked you for coming to their districts.
I want to thank you for coming to my district every weekend or
every other weekend since you live there and I see you at the air-
port.

Secretary VILSACK. We will see you at the Booneville Tap for
breakfast.

Mr. YOUNG. I will take you up on that.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree.

GENETICALLY MODIFIED ORGANISMS

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Well, thank you. I know the topic of GMOs has come up several
times in this hearing, and I appreciate your last overview on all the
things you are workingon. I will be looking forward to hearing
what comes up in the next couple of weeks and maybe get a little
more sophisticated understanding of how the bar code works. You
brought that up last year, and if that is going to move forward at
some point, it will be good for people to know more about it.

I just want to add in one other part of the conversation, a little
bit about the brand integrity. You made the point in your testi-
mony that organics has become a $35 billion industry. I raise or-
ganic crops, have been involved in this topic since the 1970s, and
I have really seen enormous change from this being a fringe ‘side-
line to now really a mainstream industry that certainly in New
England has saved a lot of farms, brought people back to new mar-
kets, given people better pricing. There is a lot to be said about it.

I am always interested in how much young people are engaged
in this topic, whether it is GMOs or organics. And you know, and
I will not get too carried away here, but you know there are a lot
of things about what goes into an organic label, including that the
ingredients are non-GMO.

So last September I was a little distressed to read about the
USDA’s announcement that unapproved GMO wheat was discov-
ered in the U.S. for the second time in as many years. And I know
you know a lot about this, so I do not have to go through every de-
tail here. But GMO wheat has not been approved for commercial
usage. My understanding is that this wheat discovery was part of
a drift left over from a Monsanto GMO field tried in the early
2000s.

In that same announcement, you said that you were closing the
investigation into a May 2013 GMO wheat contamination episode
in Oregon without really any explanation. I could go through all
the details with you, but you know this question. It certainly
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threatens the integrity of the market for people who market here
and abroad.

And with the growth in this market and questions coming up,
about some of the issues that will come in around trade as well,
I want to know, what are you doing to amend the field trials for
GMO crops to ensure that these types of contamination episodes
are prevented in the future? Are you actually conducting future
tests to determine the extent of the Monsanto contamination? Is
there funding for this kind of testing?

I know I have heard the Department say before that some of the
contamination issue could be solved by better neighbor-to-neighbor
relations, and I understand that is an important part of it. I live
in a small town. I know how important it is when people can com-
municate with their neighbor. There has been suggestion that
there be some kind of insurance to protect people against this.

But I am worried that insurance and relationships do not take
care of potential brand integrity. And as this market grows—and
I know there are a lot of people who will debate forever about
whether you should have a label, whether you should know if it is
a GMO crop, or whatever—but the fact is the standards include
and more, and more companies are saying, no GMO product can go
into this brand. And as consumer demand grows, I do not want the
USDA to be less vigilant about how we protect that.

Secretary VILSACK. Well, there are no doubt research projects un-
derway, and no doubt we are holding those who are conducting the
research to rigorous standards relative to safety. We are also ex-
panding research on the issue of drift so that we have a better un-
derstanding of precisely what it is.

And I think there is going to be an executive board, if there is
not already engaged, a discussion both domestically and inter-
nationally on precisely what it means to say that you are GMO-
free. As testing mechanisms become extraordinarily precise, what
is it, so many parts per what? And I do not know that anybody has
the answer to that, but I would suggest that we collectively need
to be asking that question and answering it so that the brand in-
tegrity is protected because it is a high-value proposition.

And the discussions of stewardship and risk management tools
are designed to create an understanding or a perception that we
understand the importance of maintaining that brand. And that is
why we continue to look at ways to strengthen the organic pro-
gram. It is why we are excited about the organic research initiative
that we have launched through the Farm Bill. It is why we are ex-
cited about the marketing assistance that we are providing.

So it is a holistic effort because this is a growing aspect of agri-
culture, and you are correct that there is a lot of passion and en-
thusiasm, a lot of entrepreneurship, and it is a way for new and
beginning farmers to enter without necessarily having to buy a
very, very large operation.

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Well, I will end with that. And thank you
again for your testimony and your presence here today.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop.
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RURAL HOUSING PROGRAMS

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much. I have got a couple of ques-
tions.

The first one is regarding rural housing. Despite proposing an
overall 7 percent increase in domestic discretionary funding, the
Administration again proposed to cut the budget authority for
USDA housing programs by more than 27 million. If enacted, the
President’s budget would cut rural housing programs by $235 mil-
lion, or 61 percent since 2010.

Likewise, USDA proposed to reduce the Section 523 Mutual Self-
Help Housing program by 60 percent, or $17.5 million to just $10
million. This is a program where families work on nights and
weekends to build their own home.

While these are relatively small programs, if utilized, they cumu-
latively represent enormous opportunities for constituents in my
district and others on this Committee in rural areas. And given
that the traditional public housing and Section 8 voucher programs
are nearly nonexistent in rural communities, what can we do to
make sure that there is an adequate supply of housing, particularly
rental housing, for our rural and poor communities?

Secretary VILSACK. Congressman, your question, I think, re-
quires me to point out that over one-half of the discretionary budg-
et that I have control over and that you all make decisions on is
allocated to food safety, rental assistance, WIC, and fire suppres-
sion and forest management. Just those four items.

All of those items are important. And in the rental assistance
area in particular, because Congress over a period of years has
gone from fully funding a unit for the life of the unit to doing it
on a year-to-year basis, every single year for the next 10 years we
are going to continue to see increases in rental assistance required
unless we do a better job of adopting some of the reforms we have
suggested because the programs that were funded for 20 years or
15 years or 10 years are going off that program, and they now have
to be funded every single year. So it places a great deal of stress
on housing generally because you have to continue to bump up
rental assistance.

You have also a significant problem on the horizon, and this is
something, Mr. Chairman, that we have not had a chance to talk
to you about but we need to talk to you about, and that is that as
the mortgages on these rental assistance properties are paid off,
they fall out of the program and there is not a voucher associated
with that. So you are looking at units coming out of the program,
but you still are going to have families in need of the program.

And so I have asked my team to take a look at how we might
be able to extend some of those mortgages, reduce payments for the
property owner, and have the property owner commit to taking the
additional income that they have and creating improvements to the
property so that you get a continuation of the program, you get bet-
ter units, but folks are not kicked out.

Mr. BisHOP. You do agree, though, that there is a need, and par-
ticularly as you look at StrikeForce and look at the persistent pov-
erty counties across the country, that housing is as much a vital
need as food and other economic activities.
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Secretary VILSACK. No question about it. And this budget basi-
cally supports nearly a quarter of a million families in subsidized
rental assistance and 171,000 home loans. But the reality is that
when 50 percent of your budget is consumed by a small number of
items, it puts a lot

Mr. BisHOP. There is a lot of stress. I understand that.

Secretary VILSACK. There is a lot of pressure. And you have got
to make decisions.

FARM SAFETY NET PROGRAMS

Mr. BisHOP. And the other thing, farm income and the farm safe-
ty net. A couple of weeks ago, the Economic Research Service
(ERS) released its 2015 farm sector income forecast, which stated,
“Net farm income is forecast to be $73.6 billion in 2015, down near-
ly 32 percent from 2014’s forecast of $108 billion. The 2015 will be
the lowest since 2009.” They also pointed out that the annual value
of U.S. crop production is expected to decline in 2015 from the 2013
record high value, reflecting net inventory loss and the third
straight year of declining cash receipts for crops.

And then finally, the ERS reported that the net cash farm in-
come is $79,200 for all farm businesses in 2015, which is a decline
of 22.7 percent from 2014, which represents the average amount of
cash available to individual farmers to pay and service their debt,
pay family living expenses, and make investments.

I know that agriculture is very cyclical. In one year you can
record crops and income across commodity lines, and in another
year farms can lose their shirts. And it is exactly that kind of vola-
tility which led Congress to create farm support programs in the
first place.

Let me ask you, should farm income continue to decline over the
next few years, do you expect that the demand on our farm and our
agriculture support programs will rise as well? And how is that
going to be impacted by the worldwide agriculture competition?

And what do we have to look forward to, and how are we going
to anticipate and deal with perhaps this trending for a decline in
farm income if we are going to produce the highest quality, the
safest, the most abundant, and economical food and fiber anywhere
in the industrialized world, which is our claim to fame now?

Secretary VILSACK. You know, I get a little bit troubled by the
headlines on farm income. Since pitchers and catchers reported re-
cently to spring training, I have got kind of a baseball mentality
here. You know, if I hit .370 as a ball player one year and I hit
.320 the next year, I suppose you could say that my performance
had declined. But my guess is that you would still be paid millions
of dollars to hit .320.

And the reality is the farm income is coming off of record highs
because commodity prices were exceedingly high. And that, frankly,
created some stress on some aspects of agriculture, the livestock in-
dustry in particular. So we are going to see the livestock industry
do a little bit better.

The answer to your question is a combination of producers mak-
ing informed decisions about the market and understanding what
they need to do in terms of planting. When you plant a record num-
ber of acres and you have decent weather, you are going to have
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a heck of a crop. And when the rest of the world also at the same
time has a heck of a crop, then you have got abundance, and that
obviously is going to drive prices down.

So I would expect and anticipate that people will start making
some market decisions about what they farm and what they grow,
and the market will adjust, and that will affect. The second thing
is—

Mr. BisHOP. Does that mean that you are going to have to get
involved in more closely advising and educating the agriculture
community perhaps better than has been done in the last two or
three years?

Secretary VILSACK. Not necessarily. I think it is

Mr. BisHOP. Because obviously, somebody has not been planning
consistently with what the expected——

Secretary VILSACK. Well, no. Farmers, Congressman, have done
this forever. This is not a new phenomenon. It is very cyclical, and
the reality is that is why you have got safety net programs. That
is why we expect the safety net programs are probably going to get
triggered sooner than it was anticipated when the Farm Bill was
signed.

And it is why we are going to continue to focus on marketing op-
portunities. It is why you need trade. It is why you need trade pro-
motion authority. It is why you need trade agreements that allow
us to move more product to market, and why you need to focus on
the efficiencies.

It is why you have to find additional uses for these products,
which is why this Administration supports the biofuel industry and
the bioeconomy, the ability to take agricultural waste product and
convert it into a variety of other materials, which the Farm Bill is
now going to allow us to do.

So it is a combination of all those things. The key here is making
sure right now that producers, as they make a very important deci-
sion that they have to make—we have had over nearly 5,000 inter-
actions with the producers about ARC and PLC, what their options
are. We have created computer models that they can put their
numbers into; over 176,000 folks have utilized that.

And hopefully by the end of March they are in a position to de-
termine for us, for the next four or five years, ARC is better or PLC
is better, and that they make the most informed decision. That is
the focus right now, making the most informed decision about the
safety net.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you.

MEAT ANIMAL RESEARCH CENTER

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Bishop.

Before we adjourn the hearing, I want to just mention a couple
of key areas that are important to the subcommittee. As States
begin issuing exemptions to schools that are seeking flexibility
from the school meal whole grain requirements, I would ask that
you would keep the subcommittee informed of the process.

Second, I also appreciate the Department issuing the guidance to
WIC State agencies, allowing participants to purchase white pota-
toes with their cash value vouchers. As the Institute of Medicine
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continues its review of the WIC food package, I would ask that you
would also keep the subcommittee apprised.

As you know, the fiscal year 2015 omnibus contains report lan-
guage directing you to submit a report with language of legislative
changes needed to implement the Country of Origin Labeling, oth-
erwise known as COOL, that complies with international trade ob-
ligations. The report is due no later than May 1st, and we look for-
ward to receiving that report at that time.

Lastly, Mr. Farr and I have asked the Inspector General to con-
duct an audit of the Meat Animal Research Center (MARC), and
we have heard about the review that you have ordered. And on be-
half of the Subcommittee, we would like to request that you share
the results with us on that as soon as you are able to do that.

Secretary VILSACK. Can I comment on that issue?

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes, please.

Secretary VILSACK. As you know, we did order a review. I want
to make sure that everyone understands the three primary reasons
for ordering that review.

First is to make sure that we identify current practices versus
prior practices because the Times article that generated this really
had—it was difficult to determine whether they were talking about
things that occurred 20 years ago or 30 years ago or things that
were occurring in the very recent past.

Secondly, to make sure that we identify the responsible party, we
have a standard that is not statutorily required but that we do
wish to live up to, which is the animal welfare standard. Research
that is done at these facilities oftentimes involves multiple different
parties other than ARS personnel, and so we want to make sure
whatever concerns there might be, that we have identified who is
responsible for that research.

And then finally, to the extent that there have been concerns
that are legitimate, we want to make sure we get a set of rec-
ommendations that we can institute relatively quickly. We also
have an ombudsman that we have appointed, and that ombudsman
is going to be the recipient of any additional concerns. And that
person is also going to conduct additional training.

And then once we receive the 60-day report, and we are happy
to share it with you, we will also begin a process of reviewing other
locations where there are research projects that we are involved in.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. And like I said, as you move forward,
keep us posted on that. We would very much appreciate that.

And with that, the Subcommittee is adjourned.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD
HOUSE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING
FEBRUARY 25, 2015

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN ROBERT B. ADERHOLT
DIETARY GUIDELINES

Mr. Aderholt: I appreclate your recent comments that you have spent
time reviewing the law establishing the Dietary Guidelines for Americans and
have concluded that you and Secretary Burwell have a narrower mandate in
issuing the final guidelines. You acknowledged that the advisory committee
“had a greater latitude to opine” about a variety of issues but your function
at USDA is to adhere to the statutory directive.

Mr. Secretary, do Rmerica’s farmers and ranchers have an assurance from
you that the final report will only include nutrient and dietary
recommendations and not include environmental factors and other extraneous
material?

Response: Working with our colleagues at the US Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS), we will follow the statutory parameters for the
Dietary Guidelines for Americans, focusing on providing food-based dietary
recommendations that are grounded in the strongest body of scientific
evidence, and not driven by environmental factors and other extraneous
material.

Mr. Aderholt: I find it interesting that the advisory committee has
found that cholesterol is not a nutrient of concern for overconsumption, even
though previous Dietary Guidelines have recommended limiting cholesterol
intake to no more than 300 milligrams per day. There are other such examples
in the recent past where the Advisory Committee completely changes its focus
despite claims of sound science. The advisory committee also recommended a
diet higher in plant-based foods and lower in animal-based foods as more
health promoting, even though lean meat has been included as part of a
healthy, balanced diet in previous Dietary Guidelines.

How are consumers supposed to feel confident about following the
Dietary Guidelines when the recommendations contradict what we were just told
five years ago?

Response: Consumers can be assured that the Dietary Guidelines for
Americans are developed using gold standard, rigorous methodology to
objectively review, evaluate, and synthesize the science to answer critical
nutrition and health questions. However, science is not static. Nutrition and
human health are evolving sciences and the 1990 National Nutrition Monitoring
and Related Research Act ensures that USDA and HHS are using the most current
science to add to the preponderance of evidence to support the development of
food-based guidance that encourages healthy eating and reduces the risk of
diet-related chronic diseases. The Guidelines are based on the strongest
scientific evidence in totality, and are not based on any single study.

As the scientific research, medical and nutrition fields have evolved
and become more sophisticated, so tco has the scientific review process for
the Guidelines. Employing gold standard methodology to review the scientific
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literature, USDA’s Nutrition Evidence Library was used to support the work of
the 2010 and 2015 Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committees, and currently is
supporting the USDA-HHS Dietary Development Project for Infants and Toddlers
from Birth to 24 Months and Women Who are Pregnant mandated in the
Agricultural Act of 2014. As the sciences advance, consumers and Congress can
be confident that the methodology used to review the bodies of science will
remain rigorous, transparent, minimize bias, and ensure relevant, timely and
high-quality systematic reviews.,

Mr. Aderholt: As you know, the FY15 Omnibus includes Section 752 which
states that the sodium levels in the school meals program cannot be further
reduced “until the latest scientific research establishes the reduction is
beneficial for children.” With regards to the actions of the Dietary
Guidelines Advisory Committee, it appears they only reviewed literature that
fit their objective of lowering sodium consumption in Americans. The point
of including the bill language was to make sure all relevant and recent
science was considered so that we do not harm the health of Americans,
including school children, by forcing a sodium level that the most recent
research shows as harmful.

Please provide a list of all of the scientific research and studies
that are being reviewed to make the final sodium recommendations in the 2015
Dietary Guidelines.

Response: USDA shares your concern about the health of Americans and it
is a high priority of the Department to develop dietary guidance that is
based on the preponderance of the strongest medical and scientific evidence
currently available. The Scientific Report of the 2015 Dietary Guidelines
Advisory Committee provides USDA and HHS a comprehensive review of the
current science as a basis for developing the 2015 Dietary Guidelines for
Americans. USDA also will consider comments, including research, submitted by
the public and Federal agencies.

Of the 83 questions addressed in the Advisory Committee’s report, four
considered sodium and health. These questions examined the relationship
between (1) sodium intake and blood pressure in adults, (2) sodium intake and
blood pressure in children, (3) sodium intake and cardiovascular disease
outcomes, and (4) the interrelationship of sodium and potassium on blood
pressure and cardiovascular disease outcomes. These guestions were answered
by the Advisory Committee using existing reports or updates of existing
systematic reviews conducted with the support of USDA’s Nutrition Evidence
Library {NEL}. To identify relevant research to consider, the Committee
developed inclusion and exclusion criteria, such as criteria on study design,
sample size, and publication date. The citations of the evidence considered
in the Committee’s review are listed below and are alsc publicly available in
the Committee’s report and supplemental materials found at
www.DietaryGuidelines.gov and www.NEL.gov.

Citations of the evidence considered in the Committee’s review are
provided for the record.

[The information follows:}
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Sodium intake and blood pressure in adults - Examined by the Committee using
the following existing reports:

1.

National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute. Lifestyle Interventions to
Reduce Cardiovascular Risk: Systematic Evidence Review from the Lifestyle
Work Group, 2013. Bethesda, MD: U.S8. Department of Health and Human
Services, National Institutes of Health, 2013. [Note: Fourteen articles
were included in the sodium and blood pressure section; all from
randomized controlled trials.]

Eckel RH, Jakicic JM, Ard JD, de Jesus JM, Houston Miller N, Hubbard VS,
et al. 2013 AHA/ACC guideline on lifestyle management to reduce
cardiovascular risk: a report of the American College of
Cardiology/Anerican Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines. J
Am Coll Cardiol. 2014;63(25 Pt B):2960-84. PMID: 24239922,

Institute of Medicine. Sodium intake in populations: Assessment of
evidence, Washington, DC: The National Academies Press; 2013. [Note: Four
randomized controlled trials and 35 observational (cohort or case-control)
studies were included in the review.}

Institute of Medicine. Dietary Reference Intakes for Water, Potassium,
Sodium, Chloride, and Sulfate. Washington, DC: The National Academies
Press; 2005. [Note: Over 400 citations were used to inform the sodium
recommendations. ]

Sodium and blood pressure in children - Examined by the Committee by updating
a NEL systematic review conducted by the 2010 Dietary Guidelines Advisory
Committee. The studies included in the original and updated NEL systematic
review include the following:

1.

Cotter J, Cotter MJ, Oliveira P, Cunha P, Polonia J. Salt intake in
children 10-12 years old and its modification by active working practices
in a school garden. J Hypertens. 2013;31(10):1966-71. PMID:24107730.

Shi L, Krupp D, Remer T. Salt, fruit and vegetable consumption and blood
pressure development: a longitudinal investigation in healthy children.
Br J Nutr, 2014;111(4):662-71. PMID:24326147.

Brion MJ, Ness AR, Davey Smith G, Emmett P, Rogers I, Whincup P, Lawlor
DA. et al. Sodium intake in infancy and blood pressure at 7 years:
Findings from the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children. Eur J
Clin Nutr. 2008.

Calabrese EJ, Tuthill RW. The Massachusetts Blood Pressure Study, Part 3.
Experimental reduction of sodium in drinking water: Effects on blood
pressure. Toxicol Ind Health. 198%; 1: 19-34. PMID: 3842544.

Cooper R, Van Horn L, Liu K, Trevisan M, Nanas S, Ueshima H, Larbi E, Yu
C~-3, Sempos C, LeGrady D, Stamler J. A randomized trial on the effect of
decreased dietary sodium intake on blood pressure in adolescents., J
Hypertens. 1984; 2: 361-366. PMID: 6530546.

Geleijnse JM, Hofman A, Witteman JC, Hazebroek AA, Valkenburg HA, Grobbee
DE. Long~term effects of neonatal sodium restriction on blood pressure.
Hypertension., 1997; 29: 913-917. PMID: 9095076.

Geleijnse JM, Grobbee DE, Hofman A. Sodium and potassium intake and blood
pressure change in childhood. BMJ. 1990; 300: 899-902.

Gillum RF, Elmer PJ, Prineas RJ. Changing sodium intake in children. The
Minneapolis Children's Blood Pressure Study. Hypertension, 1981; 3: 698-
703. BMID: 72%8122.

Hofman A, Hazebroek A, Valkenburg HA. A randomized trial of sodium intake
and blood pressure in newborn infants. JAMA., 1983; 250: 370-373. PMID:
6343656,



10.

11,

1z2.

13,

14.

15,
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Howe PRC, Cobiac L, Smith RM. Lack of effect of short-term changes in
sodium intake on blood pressure in adolescent schoolchildren. J
Hypertens. 199%1; 9: 191-186.

Howe PRC, Jureidini KF, Smith RM. Sodium and blood pressure in children -
a short-term dietary intervention study. Proc Nutr Soc Aust. 1985; 10:
121-124.

Lucas A, Morley R, Hudson GJ, Bamford MF, Boon A, Crowle P, Dossetor JF,
Pearse R. Early sodium intake and later blood pressure in preterm
infants. Arch Dis Child. 1988 Jun; 63(6): 656-657. PMID: 3389898; PMCID:
PMC1778882.

Myers JB. Reduced sodium chloride intake normalises blood pressure
distribution. J Hum Hypertens., 198%9; 3: 97-104, PMID: 2760911.

Palacios C, Wigertz K, Martin BR, Jackman L, Pratt JH, Peacock M, McCabe
G, Weaver CM. Sodium retention in black and white female adolescents in
response to salt intake. J Clin Endocrinol Metab. 2004; 89: 1, 858-1,
863.

Pomeranz A, Dolfin T, Korzets %, Ellakim A, Wolach B. Increased sodium
concentrations in drinking water increase blood pressure in neonates. J
Hypertens, 2002; 20: 203-207. PMID: 11821704. Infants {Hand Search
04/07/09)

Sinaiko AR, Gomez-Marin O, Prineas RJ. Effect of low sodium diet or
potassium supplementation on adolescent blcood pressure. Hypertension.
1993; 21: 989-994.

Smith RE, Kok A, Rothberg AD, Groeneveld HT. Determinants of blood
pressure in Sowetan infants. $ Afr Med J. 1995 Dec; 85(12 Pt 2): 1, 339~
1, 342. PMID: 8600606,

Trevisan M, Cooper R, Ostrow D, Miller W, Sparks S, Leonas Y, Allen A,
Steinhauer M, Stamler J. Dietary sodium, erythrocyte sodium
concentration, sodium-stimulated lithium efflux and blood pressure. Clin
Sci (Colch). 1981; 61: 295-32S5. PMID: 7318331.

Tuthill RW, Calabrese EJ. The Massachusetts Blood Pressure Study, Part 2.
Modestly elevated levels of sodium in drinking water and blood pressure
levels in high school students. Toxicol Ind Health. 1985 Sep; 1(1): 1l1-
17. PMID: 3842543.

Whitten CF, Stewart RA The effect of dietary sodium in infancy on blood
pressure and related factors. Studies of infants fed salted and unsalted
diets for five months at eight months and eight years of age. Acta
Paediatr Scand. 1980; 279 (suppl): 1~17. PMID: 7001854.

Sodium intake and cardiovascular disease outcomes -~ Examined by the Committee
using existing reports that the Committee updated with recent publications.
The existing reports and articles identified to update these reports include
the following:

1.

Institute of Medicine. Sodium intake in populations: Assessment of
evidence. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press; 2013. [Note: Four
randomized controlled trials and 35 observaticnal {cohort or case-control)
studies were included in the review.)

National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute. Lifestyle Interventions to
Reduce Cardiovascular Risk: Systematic Evidence Review from the Lifestyle
Work Group, 2013, Bethesda, MD: U.S5. Department of Health and Human
Services, National Institutes of Health, 2013. [Note: Fourteen citations
(including one meta-analysis with 13 additional citations) were included
in the sodium and cardiovascular disease section from randomized
controlled trials and observational studies.]
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Sodium and potassium interrelationship and blood pressure and cardiovascular
disease cutcomes - Examined by the Committee using the following existing
report:

1. National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute. Lifestyle Interventions to
Reduce Cardiovascular Risk: Systematic Evidence Review from the Lifestyle
Work Group, 2013. Bethesda, MD: U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, National Institutes of Health, 2013. [Note: Ten citations
included in the potassium section]

CROP INSURANCE CUTS

Aderholt: I am very concerned about the cuts to crop insurance proposed
in the FY 2016 budget. President Obama signed the 2014 Farm Bill into law
one-year ago and already the Administration is proposing more cuts that will
negatively impact America’s farmers. In a DIN news article, you supported
these cuts as a way to help keep projected Farm bill savings on track.

How are you propesing to keep farm bill savings on track in other
programs, such as nutrition since those savings aren’t materializing as
predicted?

Response: There will be savings in the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP), though it may not come from exactly the area that
Congress had expected. For example, seventeen states were impacted by the
changes the 2014 Farm Bill made to the Low~Income Home Energy Assistance
Program (LIHEAP). Twelve of those states responded to the changes by
increasing their commitment in LIHEAP, which the Farm Bill allowed them to
do. The actions by those states preserved SNAP benefits for their low-income
residents and reduced the amount of savings generated by the Farm Bill
changes. However, we are seeing declining numbers in SNAP, and as I have
said in the past, the most effective way of reducing SNAP is an improved
economy and focusing time, attention, and resources on getting able bodied
people to work. We are doing that, and I think we will see significant
reductions as a result of the improving economy, as well as, from the pilots
authorized in the Farm Bill. So the savings will materialize, just not in
the same way that was projected when the Farm Bill was being debated.
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SCHOOL MEALS

Mr. Aderholt: I want to ensure children are receiving a healthy
balanced meal at school. My efforts on school meals stem from what I hear
back in my district. Ms. Evelyn Hicks, who serves students every day, was the
one who began telling me about the struggles she and others were facing with
the new school meal regulations. I am pleased we were able to gain some
flexibility on the whole grain reguirements and scodium standards in the FY
2015 Omnibus. I appreciate the Department promptly issuing the guidance memo
to States so that they may begin implementing the whole grain flexibilities.
I realize child nutrition programs are up for reauthorization this year, but
as the process moves forward, Mr. Secretary, I would hope we could work
together to find solutions to the specific challenges facing schools, such as
flexibility with the Smart Snacks regulation, a longer-term solution on whole
grain and sodium requirements, and any other areas where we can bring
practical and strategic fixes to the program.

What suggestions would you offer so that we can work together to
provide schools flexibility on specific areas that will help them serve
healthy meals without continued financial strain?

Response: Local school nutrition professionals are our most important
partners in providing nutritious meals to America’s school children, and
their concerns are of utmost importance to USDA, As we have shown during
implementation of the new meal patterns, we are listening and will continue
to listen and respond to challenges and concerns from local program operators
with flexibilities and technical assistance. The changes to the meal pattern
are working. Currently, 95 percent of school food authorities (SFAs) are
certified as meeting meal pattern standards, and we are working hard to get
the remaining schools up to speed and provide needed technical assistance to
all schools.

USDA understands that some areas of the country may have issues such as
availability and acceptance with whole grain-rich products, which are
healthier for children. FNS has provided flexibilities to assist in this
transition and will continue to monitor implementation of the new meal
patterns. We are committed to working in partnership with State agencies and
SFAs as they make the transition to whole grain-rich products. FNS will
continue to ensure that State agencies and SFAs have access to extensive
training and technical assistance materials.

Additional information is provided for the record.

{The information follows:]

There seems to be some misunderstanding regarding the basis of the
sodium targets, with some mistakenly asserting that they are based on lower
thresholds such as Adeguate Intakes (AI)}, which are closer to 1500 mg/day for
adults. They are not. It is important to be clear that the IOM Final Targets,
which are the basis for the school lunch standards, are based on the
Tolerable Upper Limit intakes (UL), which range from 1900-2300 mg/day for
children, depending on age.

The Smart Snacks rule ensures students are offered only more nutritious
snacks and meals during the school day and are educated in an environment
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that reinforces the development of healthy eating habits. The rule sets basic
standards for foods and beverages that apply to all products served on school
campuses during the school day. USDA issued Smart Snacks as an interim final
rule in June 2013, and we are allowing a full year of implementation to
collect feedback from schools before we plan to issue a final rule. The Smart
Snacks rule does provide exceptions from the specific nutrient standards for
foods with clearly high nutrient content such as fruits and vegetables and
provides a specific exemption for school meal entrée items to be sold the day
of and day after they are served as part of the reimbursable meal.

Regarding technical assistance, USDA plans to announce in the coming
weeks an expansion of its technical assistance efforts to schools through the
Team Up for School Nutrition Success (Team Up) initiative as well as through
the Team Nutriticn Training and Schoel Equipment Grants. USDA has been
providing extensive guidance, technical assistance and flexibilities where
appropriate to respond to program operator and food industry concerns since
the release of the meal pattern requirements in School Year (SY) 2012-2013.
While most schools have implemented the meal requirements, there are some
schools that need continued implementation support to run a fully successful
school meals program. USDA is working with the National Food Service
Management Institute (NFSMI) to provide customized training and peer-to-peer
mentorship to assist schools in implementing school meal requirements with
financial stability and strong student meal program participation.

SINGLE FOOD SAFETY AGENCY

Mr. Aderholt: The President’s Budget proposes transitioning to a
single food safety agency by combining the Food Safety and Inspection Service
and food activities within the Food and Drug Administration into one agency
under the Department of Health and Human Services. Support for the
President’s single food safety agency among consumer advocacy groups, and
certainly the regulated industry, appears to be slim to nonexistent,

Could you explain how rearranging boxes on an organizational chart
would produce favorable public health outcomes, and why do you think HHS can
provide better leadership over food safety issues than USDA?

Response: The Budget highlights several opportunities for reorganizing
and reforming government, including the proposal to consolidate USDA's Food
Safety and Inspection Service and the food safety components at FDA into a
single new agency responsible for food safety inspection and enforcement, and
foodborne illness outbreak prevention and response. The Administration
believes that this is an opportunity to drive efficiency and accountability,
prevent duplication, and make government work better and smarter for the
American people.

Mr. Aderholt: Is there any scientific evidence that justifies having
one food safety agency under HHS that would reduce the number of food borne
illnesses and provides a more robust food safety system?

Response: The Administration believes that this is an opportunity to
drive efficiency and accountability, prevent duplication, and make government
work better and smarter for the American people. By combining the new agency
in the Department of Health and Human Services, the proposal reinforces the
fact that food safety and the prevention, response and mitigation of
foodborne illness are public health issues.
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CATFISH INSPECTION

Mr. Aderholt: We have heard repeatedly from you and others that the
final rule for catfish inspection would be issued by December 2014, yet
nothing has been published. The Department sent the final rule to OMB May
30th.

What is the hold up? When can we expect to see this final rule issued?
Are trade negotiations impacting the release of this final rule?

Response: The rule is currently under review. We remain hopeful that
it will be published soon. In the course of review of any rule, multiple
aspects are considered.

USDA MANAGEMENT CHALLENGES

Mr. Aderholt: I am sure you heard that I invited Inspector General
Fong to suggest a few questions for you. She noted that her biggest concerns
are ensuring that agencies have appropriate management controls in place,
USDA’s lack of compliance with the improper payments Act, and the on-going
challenges with the Department’s IT systems. This Subcommittee appreciates
the IG's work. I would like to thank you for working closely with the IG and
setting an example for all of USDA’s agencies to do so as well.

How are you addressing these issues?

Response: USDA has made strides in addressing the eleven management
challenges identified by the Office of Inspector General in theilr August 2014
report. More detailed information on USDA's progress in reducing improper
payments, improving internal control systems and information security is
provided for the record.

{The information follows:}

USDA Needs to Create Strong, Integrated Internal Control Systems Across
Programs {Challenge 2). As stated in the FY 2014 Office of Inspector General
{0IG) Management Challenges report, USDA managers oversee critical elements
of our Nation’s agriculture, nutrition, and natural resources policy. In
order to bring about desired results, USDA agencies must design effective
internal systems for program implementation. Large programs present unique
challenges that require particularly strong internal controls to safeguard
against potential fraud, waste, and abuse. For instance, 0QIG reviewed the
Rural Housing Service’s (RHS) Single Family Housing (SFH) Direct Loan
Program, which allows very low and low income households {that would not
otherwise have sufficient credit) to receive SFH direct loans to purchase
housing. Single Family Housing Direct Loan Servicing and Payment Assistance
Recapture (04601-0001-31, July 2014). RHS reviewed the accounts where under-
billing of the recapture receivables were identified, recalculated the amount
of subsidy recapture due, and sent demand letters were sent for the amount (s)
due. RHS modified existing desk procedures including secondary reviews for
recapture receivable calculations. RHS obtained an Office of the General
Counsel (0OGC) opinion related to occupancy for both granting subsidy and
collecting recapture receivable amounts and will implement procedures in
accordance with OGC guidance. RHS provided training for all employees
involved in the subsidy process, and for the calculating and collecting
recapture receivable to address these 0IG audit findings. The refresher
training incorporated requirements for annual reviews and include standard
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adjustments to accounts for annual cost of living adjustments for social
security and other government payments.

The Department has developed a Concept of Operations designed to assist
USDA in moving towards a more robust internal control framework that is
compliant with the updated GAO Green Book issued in September 2014. This new
framework is geared towards achieving efficiencies through a more integrated
and collaborative assessment process across internal control communities and
addresses internal controls related to operations, reporting, and compliance
with applicable laws and regulations, We will be piloting the new framework
with a small group of component agencies this spring and summer with full
implementation planned for the fall of 2015.

Information Security Needs Continuing Improvement (Challenge 3). As
stated in the FY 2014 OIG Management Challenges report, typically, USDA’s
work is thought of in terms of the benefits and services the Department
provides, which touch almost every aspect of American life. To accomplish its
mission, USDA must manage vast amounts of data associated with its many
programs and operations. This critical information ranges from agricultural
statistics that drive domestic and global markets to data-driven inspection
systems that help ensure our food is safe. Department employees must be able
to access, use, and communicate this information to deliver programs
effectively. Additionally, the general public can apply for many program
benefits and other services via the internet. It is therefore critical that
the Department protect the security, confidentiality, and integrity of its
information technology (IT) infrastructure. Since OIG’s 2013 FISMA review,
the Office of the Chief Information Officer has improved USDA’s Informational
Technology (IT) security posture by releasing three critical Department-wide
policies in the latter part of FY 2013 and the beginning of FY 2014. While
this is a positive step, USDA’s overall compliance with FISMA and other
security guidance is also based upon individual agencies’ performance. OIS
stated that USDA must lay the foundation for an effective and comprehensive
IT Security Plan. OCIO needs to coordinate with USDA agencies to identify
the overall risks, prioritize those risks, and mitigate risks in a timely
manner.

The OCIO coordinates with Agency CIOs and their program staff to ensure
active exchange of program requirements and implementation challenges. This
communication is conducted through the CIO Leadership Council, the CIO
Council Advisory Working Group, annual portfolio reviews and one-on-one
meetings with Agency CIOs and IT staff. OCIO also has an active Threat
Intelligence component which monitors active/real time cyber security threats
and communicates all this information directly to the USDA agencies. Six
cybersecurity policies have been promulgated since 2013. The eBoard has been
established as an enterprise risk function. There was marked improvement in
Plan of Action and Milestones (PCOAM) performance in fiscal year 2014, with
the average POAM age reduced from 636 days to 344.

Identifying, Reporting and Reducing Improper Payments Can Strengthen
USDA Programs {(Challenge 8). USDA will continue to improve the timeliness of
the High Dollar Overpayment quarterly report. USDA will seek ways to maximize
the recovery of improper payments and accurately report the results of
recovery efforts. Also, USDA will implement guidance from the Office of
Management and Budget on evaluating, testing and reducing improper payments.
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) made significant improvements
in testing of improper payments which allowed them to identify more improper
payments in previous years. NRCS conducted training, issued national
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bulletins, updated its policy and conducted a further review to ensure
reduction target for improper payments is met in future years. NRCS also
implemented a second party review and checklist for the quarterly high dollar
improper payment reports.

Farm Service Agency (FSA) has resolved its noncompliance issues with
the Direct and Counter-Cyclical Payment Program, Conservation Reserve
Program, Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Programs, and Miscellaneous
Disaster Programs. They are working to bring the Loan Deficiency Program
into compliance and anticipate achieving this in the FY 2016 AFR report.

Since release of the Access, Participation, Eligibility and
Certification (APEC) study in 2007, Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) has been
working with our state partners on initiatives intended to reduce improper
payments in School Meals Programs, and these efforts will continue during FY
2015 and beyond. Efforts underway include initiatives to support increased
Direct Certification, the Community Eligibility Provision, Technology
Improvements (e.g. ART Grants), and implementation of a new administrative
review process. The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act (HHFKA) of 2010 included a
number of provisions targeted towards improving management and integrity. In
an effort to support and build on these new tools and initiatives, FNS
submitted a number of proposals as part of their FY 2016 Budget request to
strengthen integrity and address improper payments in NSLP and the School
Breakfast Program. These proposals included training and technical
assistance funding for States for implementation of HHFKA, enhanced
verification in School Meal programs, expanding Direct Certification with
Medicaid and exploring other potential sources for Direct Certification
efforts, enhancing State/local reporting to support ongoing error measurement
in school meals, expanding Administrative Review and Training (ART) grants,
and developing a framework to evaluate the new administrative review process
for schools. Error reduction in National School Lunch Program is one of the
Secretary’s Signature Process Improvement Initiatives.

FNS needs to publish an improper payment estimate for the Family Day
Care Home component of Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP). FNS has
explored numerous strategies over the last several years for obtaining such
an estimate. Most recently, the 2010 CACFP Improper Payment Meal Claims
Assessment project concluded that it was not feasible to use parent recall
data on specific meals (breakfast, morning snack, lunch, afternoon snack,
supper and evening snack) to estimate erroneous meal claims. 1In response,
FNS awarded a new study in September 2014 to explore alternative methods of
measuring the rate of erroneous payments to CACFP Family Day Care Homes for
meals claimed for reimbursement. This study is currently ongoing.

Mr, Aderholt: When will the Department be in compliance with the
improper payments Act?

Response: The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) has the Department’s
most challenging high risk programs and is currently listing achievement of
an error rate of 10 percent or less in National School Lunch Program {NSLP)
improper payments by SY 2019-~20 as a strategic goal. The same timeframe
would be applicable to the School Breakfast Program. Within the timeframe,
FNS also plans to publish an improper payment estimate for the meals counting
and claiming component of the Child and Adult Care Food Program. Achieving
this rate and its related compliance will be contingent upon obtaining the
necessary resources from Congress to successfully develop a methodology to
determine a payment error rate for this component.
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The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) plans to be compliant
in the FY 2015 AFR report and the Farm Service Agency (FSA) plans to be
compliant in the FY 2016 AFR report.

Mr. Aderholt: Do you need any additional authority to ensure there are
appropriate controls on USDA’s IT systems and IT development projects?

Response: We do not need any additional authority to ensure
appropriate controls on USDA’s IT systems and IT development projects.
Recent changes made by the Federal Information Technology Acquisition Reform
Act (FITARA} legislation has strengthened the role of the USDA Chief
Information Officer and established effective governance over IT procurement
actions that provide greater visibility into, and control over, agency
activities. These changes ensure adherence to strategic goals, budget
pricerities, agency architecture, and security standards.

ADMINISTRATIVE TRANSFORMATICN

Mr. Aderholt: The Natural Resources Conservation Service has
undertaken a major effort to restructure its business functions. In part,
this was to address deficiencies identified in its financial audits. It alsc
was to ensure NRCS was efficiently and effectively “helping people help the
land” as its motto states. 1 am encouraged by the agencies work.

When will NRCS implement these changes?

Response: USDA will prepare the notification as required by Section
719 of the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriation Act, 2015.
Hopefully, the notification requirements will be completed in the Spring of
2015. The full implementation of the restructuring described in the
notification is intended to be completed in calendar year 2015.

Mr. Aderholt: What other agencies are undergoing similar changes?

Response: Through the Blueprint for Stronger Service, I have made
clear to all USDA agencies my expectation that they operate in an efficient
manner. In meeting this expectation, some USDA agencies may undertake
similar changes to NRCS. For example, Rural Development (RD) has explored
opportunities to share common administrative functions between State offices.
Although in the case of RD, such leveraging of services can be done without
requiring an organizational change to the degree that NRCS is pursuing. As
the agencies have planned their respective improvements and restructuring
activities, they have shared insights with the leadership of other USDA
agencies. FEach USDA agency, therefore, is adopting improvements that work
for their existing organizational structure and authorities under which they
operate.

Mr. Aderholt: What other agencies should use NRCS as a model?

Response: Each USDA agency has an existing organizational structure
and authorities under which it operates. Therefore, the experience of NRCS
may not directly translate to other USDA agencies. Where practicable,
agencies, including NRCS, have been sharing best practices and lessons
learned from their own streamlining activities to assist each other improve
operations and enhance service delivery as part of the Blueprint for Stronger
Service,
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Mr. Aderholt: Has USDA worked with other agencies to explore similar
arrangenents to increase efficiency and save taxpayer dollars?

Response: Through the President’s Management Agenda, USDA has engaged
with other Departments and Agencies to explore opportunities to increase
efficiency. One specific activity in which USDA has been engaged is the
administrative services benchmarking exercise that is being led by the
General Services Administration. Through the benchmarking exercise,
Departments and their subunits are able to rate the efficiency and
effectiveness of administrative and support service activities in terms of
quantitative and qualitative measures. This allows the Department to
identify areas for further improvement. Furthermore, USDA is also exploring
opportunities for shared services with other entities as is demonstrated by
the National Finance Center’s (NFC) recruitment of additional customers for
its financial management and payroll services. By expanding its customer
base, NFC and the rest of the Department benefit from offsetting fixed costs
for these administrative services with other organizations. Overall, the
Department continues to explore for opportunities to streamline its
operations to increase its efficiency and enhance service delivery to its
customers,

USDA AND FOOD AID REFORM

Mr. Aderholt: In the past, you have vocally supported reforming the
Title II Food for Peace food aid program by issuing vouchers or cash instead
of American food or buying food from foreign countries instead of here in the
U.S. Recent farewell remarks by U.S. Administrator Rajiv Shah highlight a
new deal struck this year between American agricultural groups, American
shippers, and non-governmental organizations. Supposedly all parties have
reached a consensus to “reform” this program. As stated in the Subcommittee
report for the current Fiscal Year, “Transforming the Food for Peace program
into a cash program would be duplicative of other programs and counter to the
reforms Congress recently enacted in the 2014 Farm Bill.”

Can you tell me what role you have played in negotiating this deal with
shippers, agricultural groups and NGOs?

Response: The food aid reform the Administration is proposing at this
time is included in the President’s FY 2016 Budget. USDA will keep you
apprised of any new Administration food aid reform proposals.

USDA supports the FY 2016 P.L. 480 Title II request of $1.4 billion,
which includes $270 million to be used for development programs. In
combination with an additional $80 million requested in the Development
Assistance account under USAID's Community Development Fund, the funding for
these types of programs would total to $350 million. Together, these
resources support development of food assistance programs' efforts to address
chronic food insecurity in areas of recurrent crises using a multi-sectorial
approach to reduce poverty and build resilience. The balance of the Title II
request, $1.13 billion, will be used to provide emergency food assistance in
response to natural disasters and complex emergencies,

The request also includes new authority to use up to 25 percent ($350
million) of the P.L. 480 Title II appropriation in emergencies for
interventions such as locsl or regional procurement of agricultural
commodities near crises, food vouchers or cash transfers. The additional
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flexibility makes emergency food aid more timely and cost effective,
improving program efficiencies and performance. USAID estimates the
flexibility will increase the number of people assisted by about two million
annually with the same level of resources.

Mr. Aderholt: There is already a multi~-billion dollar USAID program
that allows for flexibility to provide cash overseas, local and regional
purchases, and development programs called International Disaster Assistance.
To me this appears duplicative of other government programs. It helps to have
different tools in the tool box. It seems to me that you are slowly removing
the American Farmer from a rich 60-year tradition and giving up USDA's role
in this crucial program. In fact, you don’t even mention the Food for Peace
program by name in your written testimony. You have said of the SNAP program
“someone has to stock it, package it, shelve it, process it, and ship it.

All of those are jobs.” Do you not believe in the amount of American jobs
created through a multiplier effect of the Food for Peace Program is similar
to the domestic SNAP program?

Response: American farmers play, and will continue to play, an
important role in the Food for Peace program. The Food for Peace Program
provides substantial quantities of U.S. agricultural commodities to address
famine and food crises abroad, combat malnutrition, promote food security,
and promote economic and community development. The Administration’s
flexibilities proposed in the FY 2016 budget request for operating the Food
for Peace Program will increase the number of people assisted by about two
million annually with the same level of resources.

Mr. Aderholt: Here in the United States, our welfare system relies
largely on providing food to our domestic recipients. Rarely do we hand out
cash to participants and vouchers are being phased out in the WIC program.
Even under this system, there is waste, fraud, and abuse and room for
improvement. How can you possibly ensure that giving cash, vouchers, or
debit cards to those in foreign countries will prevent abuse of taxpayer
dollars? What controls would be in place?

Response: USAID has informed USDA that food voucher and cash transfer
programs are implemented by many of the same trusted partners that have
implemented USAID in-kind food programs for the last 60 years - including
American private voluntary organizations and the UN World Food Program. Many
of USAID's partners have substantial quidance and programming experience of
their own in addition to the guidance and program support provided by Food
for Peace.

In regard to cash, USAID reports that it is their policy to favor
mobile money or electronic transfers over cash distributions wherever
possible. Targeted cash transfers are often distributed at a local bank or
other financial institution where it is held securely until point of
distribution. USAID reports that partners are using improved technology to
confirm beneficiary identification prior to distributions.

USAID reports a number of controls in regard to their programs.
Vouchers, if not electronic, have holograms, watermarks, or serial numbers to
prevent fraud. Monitoring of vendor receipts, which is done prior to
reimbursing the vendor, allows implementing partners and USAID staff to know
what has been purchased. Post distribution monitoring of both vendors and
beneficiary households confirms what food has been purchased and consumed;
and whether families’ food security conditions are improving. USAID and
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implementing partners also offer opportunities for beneficiaries to report if
they have not received the proper allocation, whether they are receiving in
kind food, a voucher, or a targeted cash transfer.

In addition, USAID's updated Annual Program Statement for Emergency
Food Assistance Programs sets tougher standards for partners, raising the
depth of requirements relating to risk analysis and mitigation plans for
fraud and misuse of funds at the application stage.

RURAL CHILD POVERTY PILOT PROGRAM

Mr. Aderholt: Rural Development’s budget request seeks $20 million in
new funding “to support innovative strategies to combat rural child poverty”.
Unfortunately, there are few other details in the budget about this request.

What is this?

Response: The Rural Child Poverty Pilot is a proposed initiative to
support strategies that break the cycle of poverty in rural places.
Specifically, the pilot will incorporate three elements: better
coordinating current Federal programs to help parents obtain employment and
increase income and children access key early learning, healthcare, and other
services; increasing coordination and outreach to rural families in need; and
evaluating those efforts to determine if a broader implementation is
warranted.

Mr. Aderholt: What statutory authority does USDA rely on?

Response: The mission of USDA Rural Development is to increase
economic opportunities and improve the quality of life for all rural
Americans. The Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act, the Rural
Electrification Act and the Rural Housing Act of 1949, among others,
authorize and direct the Rural Development Mission Area to carry out programs
that can support rural economic development; and many of these programs
statutorily focus resources to remote, rural, and high need places. For this
new initiative, the Department is asking for authority through the
appropriations language.

Mr., Aderholt: How do you justify $20 million in new funding when there
are similar programs and/or projects?

Response: While USDA has programs to address certain contributors to
persistent poverty, the demonstration program requested will focus on
coordinating all of these programs to make the greatest positive impact on
rural child poverty. The funds in the pilot will be used by USDA Rural
Development for up to 3-year grants to local governments and nonprofit
organizations offering bundled services that are most critical to help poor
families climb out of poverty. The particular services will depend on the
challenges and opportunities in that community, but will primarily include
education and job training services, financial literacy, health care,
nutrition, and substance abuse services. “Bundled,” or coordinated, services
may be particularly impactful in rural places, given greater distances to
disparate state and federal programs and lack of public transportation. Each
pilot site will engage the entire family concurrently, and might house, for
example, a job training center, a Head Start Early Childhood Education
Center, and a Women, Infants, and Children enrollment center. The pilot will
educate families on resources available, build local capacity for assisting
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families in rural areas through Americorps or VISTA programs, and evaluate
the pilot effort., The resources in this pilot would complement other dollars
in the budget that assist communities and nonprofit organizations to finance
the physical infrastructure needed to deliver services, particularly through
the Community Facilities grant program and the Distance Learning
Telecommunications Program.

Mr. Aderholt: We do have areas of persistent poverty in this country.
Why do we need a new initiative to address them?

Response: Indeed, 85 percent of persistent poverty counties are in
rural areas, and rural childhood poverty rates are at their highest point
since 1986. This initiative would support innovative strategies to combat
rural child poverty through a demonstration program. Funding will be used in
rural areas experiencing severe economic distress such as Strike Force,
Promise Zones and Tribal areas To address the most vexing challenges, new
approaches are needed that rely on evidence and better coordination of
Federal and non-Federal resources designed to assist the family. These grants
will encourage or require collaboration and partnership of key entities at
the local level, For example, the applicant may be a community action agency
that traditionally delivers temporary assistance to needy families (TANF)
resources and Early Head Start, but that in its application includes the
local community college to deliver workforce development programs.

Applicants could include local governments (but no States), educational
institutions (including community college as well as historically black,
tribal and Hispanic institutions) and community action agencies. This is
what the Rural Child Pilot Demonstration Pilot is designed to do. This pilot
will concentrate on stretching Federal dollars even further in these high-
need areas by bundling Federal resources in a coordinated and concentrated
fashion to help lift the entire family out of poverty.

Mr. Aderholt: Can’t USDA do this work with current authorities and
funding?

Response: Without specific resources to increase capacity for
intensive outreach and coordination across Federal programs, we will not
reach those who are most in-need. This is particularly the case in rural and
tribal places, where challenges around remoteness and lack of access limit
the effectiveness of disparate Federal programs and contribute to stubbornly
persistent poverty. Eighty-five percent of all persistent poverty counties
are non-metro counties. Assistance is needed to help families and
communities connect with the appropriate resources, technical support and
financial aid to enhance their quality of life and so that they can break the
cycle of poverty.

UNDER SECRETARY FOR TRADE AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL AFFAIRS

Mr. Aderholt: The recently enacted Farm Bill included a mandate that
USDA create a new Under Secretary for Trade and Foreign Agricultural Affairs.
As part of the FY 2015 Agriculture Appropriations Act, this Subcommittee also
commissioned an independent study similar to the one USDA was supposed to
complete by July of last year. This new Under Secretary would become USDA's
“tip of the spear” for our agricultural trade, export, and import efforts.
This is in addition to higher level efforts led by the U.S. Trade
Representative. Currently, trade and foreign affairs functions are spread
across the Department. They should be consolidated, and I thank my
colleagues on the Ag Committee for including the mandate. We can’t afford to
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lag behind in today’s global economy. In your testimony, you even
highlighted the exponential growth in agricultural exports as one of the few
bright spots in our economy. We need to see this continue.

We have seen two recent exanmples of manufactured crises that cost our
farmers, ranchers, and producers dearly- the West Coast Ports shutdown and
the backlog of Midwest railway shipments.

Mr. Secretary, how can this newly organized function provide direction
to the Department, and U.S. Agriculture in general, by strategically focusing
on trade related issues and avoid these types of situations in the future?

Response: I understand the concern that our farmers, ranchers, and
producers have regarding timely availability of transportation of commodities
and value~added agricultural products destined for export markets. I can
assure you that we closely monitor trade disruptions that affect food and
agricultural products, including the West Coast Ports shutdown and the
availability of rail transportation for moving agricultural commodities. I
fully appreciate the negative consequences that they had on cur agricultural
export trade. In fact, USDA prepared a report examining the implications for
agriculture posed by rail service challenges in the Upper Midwest
(http://www.usda.gov/oce/economics/papers/Rail Service Challenges in the Uppe
r Midwest.pdf). Unfortunately, USDA has limited authorities to resolve these
types of transportation disruptions. USDA can make the economic impacts
known, but it does not have the authorities needed to bring the relevant
parties to the table to address the situation. A new Under Secretary for
Trade and Foreign Agricultural Affairs would face the same limitations with
regard to statutory authorities to address such transportation issues.

Mr. Aderholt: Will you make the creation of this new function a
priority in complying with the mandate? When do you expect to complete the
Departmental study on this issue? Additionally, will you ensure that USDA
cooperates with this Subcommittee’s independent study in a timely manner?

Response: We have placed high priority on completing the Departmental
report assessing the options to be considered for the potential creation of a
new Under Secretary position. Once appropriations were available and
contracting procedures completed, USDA entered into an agreement with the
National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) for completion of the study.
The Office of the Chief Economist has worked with NAPA teo identify the goals
of the study, which are to:

s Evaluate the issues that the reorganization is intended to address;

* Tdentify feasible options for how USDA could structure and organize the
Under Secretary for Trade and Foreign Agricultural Affairs position,
including its underlying offices and responsibilities;

s Identify the challenges of creating such a position under the most
feasible opticns; and

¢ Put forward recommendations for how this organization should be
established within USDA, including an implementation roadmap.

NAPA has formed an Academy Panel and study team to conduct the
assessment, with a kickoff meeting with USDA officials scheduled for April 8,
2015. Subseguent to the initial meeting, the Panel will meet with USDA
Agencies and officials in addition to other key stakeholders. I can assure
you that USDA will cooperate fully with the Panel in answering questions and
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providing any information that it may need. The NAPA report is scheduled to
be submitted to USDA in October 2015, or earlier. Once we receive the
report, we will review its findings and recommendations carefully prior to
proposing a course of action regarding potential reorganization of the
Department. We will work closely with Congress as the process moves forward.

SODIUM

Mr. Aderholt: For years, Americans were told by the Dietary Guidelines
Advisory Committee (DGAC) that cholesterol in foods including eggs were bad,
but as it turns out the Committee recently reversed this recommendation. Many
experts say such recommendations were never based on sound science to begin
with, and that a warning on cholesterol was “weak, at best.” In the case of
sodium, the DGAC has recommended lower sodium intake levels in virtually all
Americans, despite new science that demonstrates adverse health effects at
low levels. How do we ensure that we are not risking the health of Americans
due to insufficient or inaccurate science being used to establish national
nutrition standards?

Response: The Dietary Guidelines for Americans provide food-based
recommendations to promote health and help prevent disease based on the
preponderance of current medical and scientific knowledge. USDA and HHS
appoint an external, independent Advisory Committee to review current science
and prepare an Advisory Report with recommendations to be considered in the
development of the Dietary Guldelines. However, the recommendations in the
Advisory Report are not the Dietary Guidelines or a draft of the Dietary
Guidelines. The Departments will consider the Advisory Committee’s
recommendation and scientific basis, along with public and Federal agency
comments, when developing the final Dietary Guidelines.

Similar to other nutrients such as calcium and fiber, the guantitative
recommendations for sodium are not determined by the Dietary Guidelines
process - they are determined by a separate Dietary Reference Intakes (DRIs)
process conducted by the Institute of Medicine (IOM). The Dietary Guidelines
translate the DRIs for nutrients (i.e., sodium, calcium, and fiber} into
food-based recommendations (i.e., dairy, vegetables, and grains). Similar to
previous Advisory Committees, the 2015 Advisory Committee compared current
intakes in the U.S. to recommendations. This included a comparison of current
intakes of nutrients, including sodium, to the DRIs. The 2015 Advisory
Committee noted that current sodium intakes in the U.$., which average 3,478
mg/d, far exceed the IOM's DRI tolerable upper intake level (UL} of 2,300
mg/d. Because of this, the Advisory Committee recommended that sodium intake
be reduced and combined with a healthful dietary pattern. To clarify, the
2015 Advisory Committee did not recommend a lower sodium standard than the
2010 Dietary Guidelines. In fact, the 2015 Advisory Committee stated that the
recommendation to reduce sodium intake below 2,300 mg/d to 1,500 mg/d was for
those with prehypertension or hypertension, not for the general population.

Mr. Aderholt: Over the past 2 years, four studies including 2
published in the New England Journal of Medicine and one from the Institute
of Medicine (IOM) have found that diets too low in sodium {<2300mg/day)
result in negative health outcomes. However, the Dietary Guidelines Advisory
Committee (DGAC) chose not to consider the most current and relevant science
when making their recommendations. To ensure that governmental policies are
not detrimental to the health of Americans, would the USDA consider charging
a third party panel to evaluate all the science before issuing its final
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Dietary Guidelines for Americans report recommendations? If not, how will
you ensure these studies are considered in development of all future policy?

Response: The 2015 Advisory Committee did consider the two articles
from the New England Journal of Medicine conducted by Mente and O’Donnell and
colleagues, as well as the Institute of Medicine (IOM) report, Sodium Intake
in Populations. The Advisory Committee’s assessment of this evidence is
discussed in its report. '

In summary, the Advisory Committee concurred with the findings from the
I0M report that “evidence from studies on direct health outcomes is
inconsistent and insufficient to conclude that lowering sodium intakes below
2,300 mg/d either increases or decreases risk of cardiovascular disease (CVD)
outcomes {including stroke and CVD mortality) or all-cause mortality in the
general U.S. population.” The Advisory Committee also noted concerns with
methodological flaws and limitations in the evidence on sodium intake and
direct health outcomes. Further, when looking at the totality of the evidence
(see list of citations considered by the Advisory Committee in a previous
response), the Committee stated that “given the well-documented relationship
between sodium intake and high blood pressure, sodium intake should be
reduced and combined with a healthful dietary pattern.”

The Advisory Committee recommended a reduction in sodium intake from
current levels, which average 3,478 mg/d, with a goal of reaching the
tolerable upper intake level {(UL) of 2,300 mg/d {(or age-appropriate DRI},
which is set by the IOM. The Advisory Committee stated that people with
prehypertension or hypertension would benefit from even lower sodium intake
{to 1,500 mg/d), but did not recommend 1,500 mg/d as a goal for the general
population.

The Dietary Guidelines as a whele will undergo an external peer-review
process and Departmental review and clearance before release later this year.

Mr. Aderheclt: Over the past several years there have been 28 published
reports that have found that all-cause mortality increased in people with
sodium consumption levels under 3000 mg/day. Despite this, the recent
Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee (DGAC) recommends that the majority of
Americans reduce sodium intake, despite emerging and relevant science. I
worry that such inaccurate and conflicting messages will only lead to
additional consumer confusion as it relates to proper sodium consumption
levels. How can we ensure that all of the relevant science is considered in
this important policy process?

Response: Based on its review of the current scientific evidence in its
totality, the DGAC concluded that the body of well-conducted studies as a
whole continue to support a reduction in sodium from current intakes of 3,478
mg/d to the tolerable upper intake level of 2,300 mg/d, which is part of the
DRI process set by the Institute of Medicine.

Mr. Aderholt: Since summer 2013 four studies have been published
including a 2013 Institute of Medicine (IOM) report that states low sodium
intake levels (<2300 mg/day) are not beneficial, and may even be detrimental
to health., Despite this, the USDA standards for competitive foods, issued in
2013, lowered sodium intake levels to 1500mg/day. How can we ensure policies
which have already been established, such as the competitive foods standards,
take into account important new research that clearly state harmful effects
at low levels of sodium intake?
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Response: There seems to be some misunderstanding regarding the basis
of the sodium targets, with some mistakenly asserting that they are based on
lower thresholds such as Adequate Intakes (AI), which are closer to 1500
mg/day for adults. They are not. It is important to be clear that the IOM
Final Targets are based on the Tolerable Upper Limit intakes (UL), which
range from 1900-2300 mg/day for children, depending on age. Further, both
current targets and Target 2 remain well above the UL.

The statement that competitive foods standards are based on a 1,500
mg/day limit is also incorrect. The competitive food standards are based on
per~item limits, not a specific daily limit. These per-item limits were based
on recommendations from the IOM, and toock into account factors such as other
foods and beverages consumed at mealtimes, existing voluntary competitive
foods standards, and the Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

There is general consensus in the scientific community that the
Bmerican public’s sodium intake is excessive and that sodium is ubiquitous in
the U.S. food supply. Sodium intake in children and adolescents is high,
comparable to that in adults. A recent Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report
(MMWR) from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) reported
that U.S. school-aged children consume an estimated 3,279 mg/day of sodium -
intake levels that far exceed the DRI UL for sodium of 1,900 to 2,300 ng/day
set by the IOM.

Studies suggest infants’ and children’s preference for sodium is shaped
by dietary exposure - the less sodium they consume, the less they want.
Higher sodium intake in children and adolescents is also associated with
raised blood pressure. Consuming less sodium can lower blood pressure in
children and adolescents, and lowering blood pressure during this critical
stage in life reduces the risk for high blood pressure as an adult.

The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 (HHFKA) seeks to ensure that
the food children receive in school optimizes their health and does not put
them at a higher risk for chronic conditions such as diabetes and heart
disease. USDA relied on the recommendations of experts at the IOM as the
basis for the updated standards. The outcome was updated, science-based
standards, in which the portions of school meals were “right-sized” to
reflect the age and dietary needs of the students served and the appropriate
balance between food groups. These updated standards also brought school
meal requirements up-to-date with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans 2010 -
as required by Section 9, of the Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act
- to provide children an array of vital nutrients and in a feasible way for
schools.

Mr. Aderholt: The Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee (DGAC)} has
recommended new studies be conducted to define the impact of improving
dietary gquality {including lowering sodium intake on hypertension,
cardiovascular disease among cothers while considering medication
interaction), however acknowledged that the current literature is incomplete.
Since further important research is needed, and the recent research concludes
adverse health outcomes at low sodium intake levels, will the department
suspend development of any new policy and halt current policy until
scientific consensus is reached?

Response: An important aspect of the DGAC's work is to acknowledge
areas for future research. The 2015 Advisory Committee stated that more
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research is needed in the area of dietary patterns and consideration of total
dietary gquality, but the Committee also stated that there is a well-
documented relationship between higher levels of sodium intake and high blood
pressure, and as such, recommended that current sodium intake, which averages
3,478 mg/d, should be reduced. For the general population, the 2015 Advisory
Committee recommended that the goal for intake should be the Dietary
Reference Intake (DRI} tolerable upper intake level of 2,300 mg/d {or age-
appropriate DRI), which is set by the Institute of Medicine (IOM).

Several panels, including the 2005, 2010, and 2015 Dietary Guidelines
Advisory Committees, the NHLBI Lifestyle Work Group, the American College of
Cardiology/American Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines, and
the IOM Dietary Reference Intake Panel, have consistently documented the
relationship between higher levels of sodium intake and high blood pressure,
and there has been consensus among panels on the need to reduce high levels
of sodium intake. The World Health Organization (WHO) notes that “The
reduction of sodium intake in the population is a cost-effective public
health intervention for preventing non-communicable disease and is one of the
nine global targets selected by Member States for the prevention and control
of non-communicable diseases.”

Mr. Aderholt: The Dietary Guidelines BAdvisory Committee (DGAC)
recently identified a research need for documenting the relationship between
portion size and sodium intake. Since this suggests sodium intake levels are
correlated with portion size/ calorie intake, and given the recent research
concludes adverse health outcomes at low sodium intake levels, will the
department halt development of any new policy until scilentific consensus is
reached on sodium?

Response: The 2015 Advisory Committee did note that more research is
needed to document the relationship between portion size and sodium intake.
The Advisory Committee also stated that it is known that the absoclute amount
of sodium intake is highly correlated with caloric intake. However, as noted
above, the Advisory Committee also stated that there is a well-documented
relationship between higher levels of sodium intake and high blood pressure,
and as such, recommended that current sodium intake, which averages 3,478 mg
per day, should be reduced. For the general population, the Advisory
Committee recommended that the goal for intake should be the Dietary
Reference Intake (DRI) Tolerable Upper Intake Level of 2,300 mg per day (or
age-appropriate DRI}, which is set by the Institute of Medicine (IOM).
Several panels, including the 2005, 2010, and 2015 Dietary Guidelines
Advisory Committees, the NHLBI Lifestyle Work Group, the American College of
Cardiclogy/American Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines, and
the IOM Dietary Reference Intake Panel, have consistently documented the
relationship between higher levels of sodium intake and high blood pressure,
and there has been consensus among panels on the need to reduce high levels
of sodium intake. The World Health Organization (WHO) notes that “The
reduction of sodium intake in the population is a cost-effective public
health intervention for preventing non-communicable disease and is one of the
nine global targets selected by Member States for the prevention and control
of non-communicable diseases.”

FARM BILL IMPLEMENTATION

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a timeline and a summary of progress to
date for implementing the various parts of the farm bill?
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Response: To date, we've made important progress on every title of the
Farm Bill including updates te risk management tools, modifications to farm
loan programs, announcements regarding available funds for agricultural
research, disaster relief to farmers and ranchers and much more. Information
on progress and accomplishments is available on the Department’s Farm Bill
Inplementation website:
http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usda/usdahome?contentidonly=truescontentid=pro
gress-2014-farm-bill.html

In addition, the table below provides a list of Farm Bill regulations
in date-order of publication. Program regulations that have been published
at the interim or final rule stage of rulemaking are considered fully
implemented although additional changes may be made in future rulemaking to
address any public comments that have been received. Program regulations
published at the proposed stage of rulemaking will require that either an
interim or final rule be published before they can be considered fully
implemented.

[The information follows:]

. Farm Bill Publication Stage of
Regulatory Title Section(s) Date Rulemaking
ExFe§51on of Dairy Forward 1424 3/21/14 Final
Pricing Program
Exemption of Bulk
Containers of Export Apples
to Canada from Inspection 10009 4/4/14 Interim
and Certification
Requirements
Supplemental Agricultural
Disaster Assistance
Programs, Payment 1501, 1601 4/14/14 Final
Ll X 1603, 1605
Limitations, and Payment
Eligibility
Technical Assistance for e .
Specialty Crops 3205 5/6/14 Final
Integrated Resocurce Service
Contract Fire Liability 8205 5/22/14 Interim
Clause
National Sheep Industry X
Improvement Center 12102 (b) 6/3/14 Interim
Implementing Multiple Title 2611, 11007
XI - Crop Insurance 11009, 11014 7/1/714 Interim
Provisiois 11015, 11016 ¢
11018
gommodlty Supplemental Food 4102 7/9/14 Final
rogram
. Farm Bill Publication Stage of
R lat 1
egulatory Title Section{s) Date Rulemaking
Notice, Comment, and Appeal
Procedures for National
Forest System Projects and .
Activities and the Project- 8006 7/31/14 Final
Level Predecisional
Administrative Review
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. Farm Bill Publication Stage of
Regulatory Title Section(s) Date Rulemaking
Changes to Existing
Conservation Program 2503, 2603 8/1/14 Interim
X 2607, 8203
Regulations
Cotton Transition 1119 8/8/14 Final
Assistance Program
Exempf iulieCoztaénirZ of Affirmation
*port Appieés to tanada 10009 8/25/14 of Interim
from Inspection and Rule
Certification Requirements
Margin Protection Program
for Dairy and Dairy Product 1501-1510 8/25/14 Final
Donation Program
B&I Gu?ranteed Loan Program 6010 9/15/14 Proposed
~- Rewrite
, Affirmation
National Sheep Industry 12102 (b) 9/17/14 of Interim
Improvement Center
Rule
Agriculture Risk Coverage 1111-1119 9/26/14 Final
and Price Loss Coverage
- . 5001, 5002
Farm Loan Programs, Eatity 5101, 5106 10/8/14 Interim
g Y g 5201, 5303
Guidelines for Designating
Biobased Products for 9002 10/27/14 Proposed
Federal Procurement
Voluntary Labeling Program
for Bicobased Products o002 10/27/14 Proposed
Conservation Stewardship 2101 11/5/14 Interim
Program
Environmental Quality 2201 12/12/14 Interim
Incentives Program
Noninsured Crop Disaster 12305 12/15/14 Interim
Assistance Program
Rura} Area Definition for 5208 12/15/14 Final
Housing
Exemption of Producers and
Handlers of Organic
Products from Assessment 10004 12/16/14 Proposed
Under a Commodity Promotion
Law
Rural Energy for America
Program . 9007 12/29/14 Final
5002-5005,
5102, 5103, :
Farm Loan Programs Changes 5106, 5107, 12/31/14 Final
5303
: Farm Bill Publication Stage of
e T
Regulatory Title Section (s} Date Rulemaking
Marketing Assistance Loans, .
7. 1201-1210,
Loan Deficiency Payments, 1301 1/2/15 Final

and Sugar Loans
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. Farm Bill Publication Stage of
Requlatory Title Sectionis) Date Rulemaking

Repeal of the Forest Land 8001 1/6/15 Final
Enhancement Program
Repeal'of the Dairy Export 1423 1/14/15 Final
Incentive Program
Minor Changes to RMA’'s
Existing General 11010, 11011,
Administrative Regulations 11026 2/25/15 Proposed
- Subpart V

Aderholt: What are the priority programs that still need to be
implemented?

Response: USDA considers all programs in the Farm Bill to be a

priority.

The following table provides a list of Farm Bill regulations,

ordered by section number, that have not yet been published. There are a
number of factors why these rules have not yet been published or that may
make the program a lower pricrity in terms timing for implementation,
including:

USDA is still analyzing and addressing comments received on a
proposed or interim rule which had been published previously.

The program is operating under existing regulations and the Farm
Bill changes were minor or could be implemented administratively
with regulations to fecllow,

The program is subject to appropriations and we do not anticipate
receiving funding in an annual appropriations act.

The Farm Bill required the completion of a study or third-party
analysis prior to implementation.

The Farm Bill provided USDA discretion to determine whether or not
implementation was warranted under current conditions,.

[The information follows:}
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Farm Bill

Stage of

Section (s} Regulatory Title Rulemaking Notes
Payment Limitation and Payment Proposed rule
1604 Eligibility ~ Actively Engaged Final published
in Farming 3/26/2015.
Pending
conpletion of
Environmental
Conservation Reserve Program : Impact Statement
2001-2008 (CRP) Interinm required under
the National
Environmental
Policy Act.
3207 Local and Regional Food Aid Final
Procurement
Implemented via
Nondiscretionary SNAP memorandum to the
4001, 4005 . R
Provisions: Container Deposits, States.
4017, 4018 X < cen
Medical Marijuana, Small Errors, Final Regulatory
4020, 4020 : . :
Quality Control, Evaluation, and changes will
4023 R
Performance Bonus codify
provisions,
SNAP: Modernizing SNAP benefit
4002 Redemption Systems Proposed
Electronic Benefits Transfer
4002 Reguirements for Scanning and Proposed
Product-Lookup Technology
SNAP: Enhancing Retailer
4002 Standards in SNAP Proposed
Farm Bill . Stage of
1
Section(s) Regulatory Title Rulemaking Notes
4003 SNAP: Delivery Service Proposed
SNAP: Low-Income Home Energy
4006 Assistance Program {LIHEAP} Proposed
SNAP: Student Eligibility,
4007, 4008 Convicted Felons, Lottery and Proposed
4009, 4015 Gambling, and State Immigration P
Verification Provisions
SNAP: Restaurant Meals, Use of
Benefits to Purchase Community
4012, 4014 Supported Agriculture, and the Proposed
4016 Public Disclosure of Retailer [
Redemption Data
SNAP: Requirement for National
4013 Directory of New Hires Wage Interim
Verification
4018 SNAP:'hGovernment Sponsored Proposed
Recruitment
4022 SNAP: Employment and Training Taterim
Outcome Measures
4027 TEFAP: Emergency Food Final

Assistance
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Farm Bill . . Stage of
Section(s) Regulatory Title Rulemaking Notes
4028 SNAP: DNutrition Education Final
4032 Annual State Verification Report Proposed
4104 Processing of Commodities Proposed
4206 Hegl?hy'Food Financing Final
Initiative
1208 Food Igsecurlty Nutrition Final
Incentive
4209 Food énd Agriculture Service Final
Learning Progranm
5402 Highly Fractionated Land Final
5006 Com@unlty Fac1llt1§s'Technlcal Final
Assistance and Training
Proposed rule
T -
6010 g&; Qiaranteed Loan Program Final published
ewrite 9/14/2014
5019 Water and Waste Disposal proposed
Infrastructure
6020 Simplified Application Proposed
6025 Strategic Economic and Community proposed
Development
6101 Fee for Loan Guarantee Interim
6104 Broadband Final
Farm Bill . Stage of
Section (s} Regulatory Title Rulemaking Notes
Value-Added Product Grants .
6203 (VAPG) Final
6205 Rural Energy Savings Proposed
6209 Program Metrics Final
7101, 7123 Omnibus NIFA FB Rule ~ Specialty
7128, 7211 Crop, Matching Reguirements,
7301, 730¢ Beginning Farmers and Ranchers, Final
7409, 7516 OREI, Sun Grant, Capacity
2008 Building, etc..
Implemented via
funding
announcenent .
7214 Centers of Excellence Final Future regulatory
changes will
codify
provisions.
Competitive, Special, and
7404 Facilities Research Grant Act Final
{AFRI Commodity Board)
8205 Stewardsblp End Result Final
Contracting
Guidelines for Designating Proposed rule
9002 Biobased Products for Federal Final published
Procurement 10/27/2014
X Proposed rule
9002 Voluntary Labeling Program for Final published

Biobased Products

10/27/2014
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Farm Bill . Stage of
Section{s) Regulatory Title Rulemaking Notes
Biorefinery Assistance Program -
8003 -~ Biobased Product Manufacturing Interim
Facilities
10003
10004 (o) AMS Grant Authority Proposed
10010 12102
Exemption of Producers and
Handiers of Organic Products s Prop?sed rule
10004 Final published
from Assessment Under a 12/16/2014
Commodity Promotion Law
Investigation and Enforcement of
10005 the Organic Food Production Act TBD
of 1990
11010 11011 Minor Changgs.to RMA’S Existing ) Propgsed rule
11026 General Administrative Final published
Regulations -~ Subpart V 2/25/2015
12101 Trichinae Certification Program Proposed
12104 Country of Origin Labeling Final
121086 Mandatory Inspection of Catfish Final
12308 Animal Welfare De Minimis Proposed

Aderholt: Does the President’s budget propose new funding to implement
the law?

Response: The President’s budget proposes funding for a Military
Veterans Agricultural Liaison. The new position, authorized by the 2014 Farm
Bill, will provide information to returning veterans and connect veterans
with beginning farmer training and agricultural vocational and rehabilitation
programs appropriate to the needs and interests of returning veterans,
including assisting veterans in using Federal veterans educational benefits
for purposes relating to a beginning farming or ranching career. The position
will also provide information to veterans concerning the availability and
eligibility requirements for participation in agricultural programs, with
particular emphasis on beginning farmer and rancher programs.

Mr. Aderholt: The farm bill provided $175 million in mandatory funding
to implement the farm program and crop insurance parts of the law. How does
the Department plan to utilize these resources?

Response: The 2014 Farm bill provides a total of $235 million in
mandatory funding to be used by the Farm Service Agency {(FSA) and Risk
Management Agency (RMA) as follows:

¢ 5100 million will be used by FSA to implement Title I of the 2014
Farm Bill to hire temporary employees; develop educational and
information technology tools for the implementation of Agriculture
Risk Coverage (ARC), Price Loss Coverage (PLC), and the Noninsured
Disaster Assistance Program (NAP); support operational costs, i.e.
travel and training, for temporary staff implementing these
programs; and conduct outreach, through cooperative agreements, with
universities and state extension services;
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e 590 million will be used between RMA ($70 million) and FSA ({520
million} to implement the Acreage and Crop Reporting Streamlining
Initiative (ACRSI}).

e $45 million will be used by RMA to improve program integrity, to aid
in program maintenance, and to implement provisions of the 2014 Farm
Bill.

Mr. Aderholt: Will it be for temporary staff, computer systems or
outreach?

Response: FSA and RMA will use these funds for a combination of staff
(FSA, additional temporary personnel to implement Title 1 of the 2014 Farm
Bill), computer systems (RMA, maintaining, updating and enhancing IT security
and FSA (IT development for ARC, PLC and NAP), and outreach (FSA, cooperative
agreements with universities and state extension services).

RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Mr. Aderholt: Will you explain how the proposed cuts to the rural water
and waste disposal program, which had about a $3.5 billion backlog, and
certain housing and business programs helps to build a foundation for future
economic growth in rural America?

Response: Rural Development mission area is committed to continuing to
serve small and economically challenged rural communities. Given the
tight fiscal constraints that the Federal government is operating under,
Rural Development is committed to working smarter on behalf of rural
America.

The Department continues to recognize the responsibility we share to help
shoulder the burden of deficit reduction and, as such, have pursued
continual process improvements to ensure that our agency operates as a
responsible steward of taxpayer dollars. Over the past ten years, Rural
Development’s loan portfolio has more than doubled and now stands at
$210.5 billion,

In terms of service, Rural Development is focusing on Community Economic
Development initiatives that assist communities and regions realize their
long-term goals. The Rural Development is doing so though technical
assistance that supports strategic planning for self-sustaining rural
development. This coordinated, regional work helps rural areas make the
most of Federal assistance. Working regionally gives smaller and poorer
communities an opportunity to pool limited resources with neighboring
communities and successfully compete for Federal funding.

The 2014 Farm Bill also provides tcols needed for the Rural Development to
be more creative in addressing rural needs. For example, Section 6025
allows a 10 percent set-aside for program funds that support strategic
economic and community development plans. This provision encourages
cooperation and focus on planned development. Another provision will
enable community facilities funds to be used for technical assistance,
which will ensure the projects RD finances are well designed and also that
these funds reach limited resource communities.
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The tools provided in the Farm Bill, coupled with USDA initiatives focused
on community economic development, bulld a foundation for future economic
growth in rural America.

Mr. Aderholt: Why does the Department insist on proposing cuts to the
direct housing loan program?

Response: Single Family Housing Direct loan program plays an important
role in meeting USDA’s commitment to improving the economic vitality and
quality of life in rural America. It is anticipated that at the FY 2016
proposed funding level of $900 million for Section 502 approximately 6,800
low and very low-income families will achieve homeownership. The Department
acknowledges the importance of the Section 502 Direct Loan program in
providing low and very low-income families an opportunity to attain
homeownership in rural America. Our budget authority request for FY 2016
actually decreased from $66 million provided in FY 2015 to $61 million. With
continued low interest rates and the increased use of our guaranteed progranm,
we project at that about 30,300 of low- and very low-income rural families
will be served with guarantees of loans from participating lenders. Direct
loan program request will still assure families participating in Self-Help
housing and those with greater needs will have access to credit to own their
own homes.

USDA also intends to continue developing partnerships with gqualified
nonprofit organizations in rural areas to deliver program funds where they
are needed most. These partnerships occur with our field offices and local
non-profits. We are also establishing a certified loan packager program
where trained non-profit staff would assure program funds go to those who
lack other housing opportunities. We recognize that families living in more
rural, poorer communities have difficulties accessing programs and services
that promote long-term wealth. The Department anticipates that the
assistance from nonprofit groups will provide targeted delivery of program
funds to the most economically distressed and lower income communities.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SECURITY

Mr. Aderholt: This Subcommittee takes very sericusly USDA's long-
standing problems with the security over its information technology systems
and the personal, financial, and secret data held by these IT systems. For
more than 10 years and as recently as a few months ago, USDA’s Inspector
General has issued numerous reports critical of the security operations at
the Office of the Chief Information Officer and the agencies. Is information
technology security one of your top priorities? Please tell us about your
efforts on this issue.

Response: The security of USDA’s IT systems and data has been a
priority for the Department., I am briefed monthly by USDA's Chief
Information Officer (CIO) on USDA's IT portfolio, and she meets with
component agency administrators semi-annually to discuss outstanding IT
security issues related to thelr respective IT portfolios. At the same time,
USDA’s AS0OC {(Agriculture Security Operations Center) continues its diligent
work on both current and breaking issues, including outstanding audit issues.
The following are some of the actions taken to strengthen information
technology security.
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{The information follows:]

e In 2015, the ASOC published six Department regulations addressing the Risk
Management Framework, Continuous Assessment and Authorization,
Configuration Management, Security Awareness and Role-Based Training, and
Security Incident Management.

e The ASOC has reported 100% of applicable IT security incidents to the DHS
{Department of Homeland Security) US-CERT (Cyber Emergency Response Team).
Using DHS’s new guidance, the Department will continue to expand and
leverage the incident forensics activities to enhance the security posture
of the Department.

® From 2010 to the present, the ASOC has conducted 21 in-depth assessments
of the agencies’ Operational Security Program effectiveness, with five
additional assessments scheduled to be completed this fiscal year.

e USDA/OCIO offers FedRAMP compliant cloud IT shared services to Federal
departments and agencies in support of the Federal CIO’'s 25 Point
Implementation Plan to Reform Information Technology Management, including
the Cloud First Policy, Federal IT shared Services Strategy, and the
Pederal Data Center Consclidation Initiative.

e USDA’s Cloud computing technology supports the President’s International
Strategy for Cyberspace by providing on-demand provisioning, resource
pooling, elasticity, network access, and measured services. USDA has
achieved our target of over 80% voluntary compliance with the use of
Homeland Security Presidential Directive 12 (HSPD-12) compliant Personal
ITdentity Verification {(PIV) credential for logical network access and is
currently at 15% toward achleving a technical solution for PIV
enforcement., Finally, USDA has achieved 89% TIC 2.0 capability
implementation and 100% consolidation of USDA’s network traffic through a
Trusted Internet Connection {TIC)/Managed Trusted Internet Protocol
Service (MTIPS) solution.

Mr. Aderholt: The Inspector General has called out several cases of
inefficient management of IT resources in the past. What is USDA doing to
ensure that appropriated resources are managed more efficiently?

Response: In response to the IG reports on the management of IT
resources, OCIO has closed 17 of the 21 OIG recommendations. The following
table identifies the four open recommendations with corrective actions and
the current status of implementing those recommendations by January 2017.
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. N A Estimated
Recommendation Corrective Action Status .
Completion
Develop and 1. Establish 1. Technical August 31,
implement procedures | security policy solution has been 2015
to synchronize procedures to installed and tested.
firewall rule sets address
at network Trusted recommendation.
Internet Connection . N
(TIC) locations. 2. Recertify all 2. Pollcyvexceptlons
agency policy under review.
exceptions.
Develop and 1. Establish 1. Procedures have September
implement controls procedures to been drafted and are 30, 2015
to ensure network address under review.
devices are scanned recommendation.
monthly.
2. Modify GSA
Networx Task Order 2. Task Order
with AT&T to modification has been
incorporate new drafted and is under
procedures as part review by USDA
of Task Order Contracting Officer.
performance.
Develop and Complete transition 1. USDA is exploring January
implement physical to final technical options, including 30, 2017
and environmental solution. acquisition of a
controls reguired technical solution to
for each network close the
site. recommendation.
2. Compensating
controls are in place
to ensure current
technical solution
meets physical and
environmental control
requirements.
Develop and 1. BEstablish a 1. Procedure August 31,
implement procedures | Contractor completed. 2015
to ensure all Investigation

personnel working on
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Estimated

Recommendation Corrective Action Status R
Completion

the Networx Task Procedure.
Order have the

required background 2. Complete the 2. Coordinating with
investigation. identification and GSA on the process to
investigation of all | adjudicate
contractor staff contractors on the
working under the USDA Networx Task
USDA, GSA Networx Order.
Task Order.

Mr. Aderholt: Does USDA need additional legislative authority to address
its IT security problems? Have you considered providing the Chief
Information Officer with more authority or support to allow it to reguire
agencies to implement critical IT security measures?

Response: We do not need any additional authority to address USDA’s IT
security problems. Recent changes made by the Federal Information
Technology Acquisition Reform Act (FITARA) legislation has strengthened the
role of USDA’s Chief Information Officer (CIO) by establishing effective
governance over IT procurement actions and by providing greater visibility
into, and control over, agency activities. These changes ensure adherence to
strategic goals, budget priorities, agency architecture, and security
standards.

IMPROPER PAYMENTS

Mr. Aderholt: In March 2014, the Inspector General released a report
on USDA’s compliance with the Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act.
While the department’s overall error rate fell from 5.37 percent in 2011 to
5.11 percent in 2012, there are still significant problems. For example,
USDA has some high-risk programs that did not comply with the Act for a
second year in a row. Under the Act, when a program does not comply for more
than three years in a row, the agency is reguired to propose statutory
changes to bring the programs into compliance. What is USDA doing to bring
these programs into compliance? What is USDA doing to reduce improper
payments?

Response: USDA believes program integrity is critical to the overall
success of the programs we administer and that funds must be used properly to
earn Bmerica’s trust that these programs deliver results while protecting
taxpayer dollars. Two USDA agencies had programs that were non-compliant
more than three years in a row, the Farm Service Agency (FSA) and the Food
and Nutrition Service (FNS}. During this period, the Agricultural Act of
2014 was submitted to Congress. The Direct and Counter-Cyclical Payment
Program was repealed and the Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Programs
were reauthorized meeting the reqguirements for programs that did not comply
for three years in a row. We anticipate that the Inspector General will
accept these actions in the upcoming report and will also find that,
Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Programs is not fully compliant.
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To address compliance issues in our food and nutrition programs, FNS
submitted budgetary proposals for National School Lunch Program and School
Breakfast Program. We believe this meets the intent of the reguirement and
are discussing whether additional actions must be taken with the Inspector
General. FNS is also planning to submit legislaticn for the Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children and Child and
Adult Care Food Program.

In addition, USDA’s FY 2016 budget provides for strategic funding
increases to help us reduce improper payments bring our programs into
compliance with the Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act. Included
in the FY 2016 budget request is $14.5 million to automate and streamline
reporting, increase operational efficiency, reduce improper payments, and
otherwise enhance program integrity for Child Nutrition Programs; an
additional $4 million to ensure that States are meeting the highest standards
of program integrity in administering SNAP; and $2.1 million for the Risk
Management Agency to enhance regulatory compliance, with a focus on improving
error rate sampling for improper payments., More detailed information has been
submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]

To address the high improper-payment rates in the school-neals
programs, among other actions, USDA worked with Congress to develop the Child
Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004 (CNR). CNR reguired school
districts to directly certify students that receive SNAP benefits for free
meals in all school districts by the 2008-2009 school year. USDA officials
are emphasizing the use of direct certification, because it helps prevent
certification errors without compromising access. School-meals programs and
SNAP have similar income-eligibility limits.

Direct certification has reduced the administrative burden on SNAP
households, as they do not need to submit a separate school-meals
application. It also reduces the number of applications school districts must
review. Since passage of the CNR, the number of school districts directly
certifying SNAP-participant children has continued to increase. For example,
during the 2008-2009 school year, 78 percent of school districts directly
certified students, and by the 2012-2013 school year, this percentage had
grown to 91 percent of school districts, bringing the estimated percentage of
SNAP-participant children directly certified for free school meals to 83
percent. USDA is also conducting demonstration projects in selected states
and school districts to explore the feasibility of directly certifying
children that participate in the Medicaid program.

During the demonstration projects, eligible children will be directly
certified for free school meals based on a review of income and participation
information received from Medicaid agencies through automated data-matching
processes, with no household-application requirement. Five states
participated in the studies during the 2012-~2013 school years, six
participated during the 2013-2014 school year, and more are expected to
participate during the 2014-2015 school year.

USDA requires administering state agencies to conduct regular, on-site
reviews—referred to as administrative reviews—to evaluate school districts
that participate in the school-meals programs. The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids
Act of 2010 increased the frequency of these reviews from every 5 years to
every 3 years. Starting with the 2013-2014 school year, state agencies are
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required to conduct administrative reviews at least once during a 3-year
review cycle, with no more than 4 years between the reviews. During this
process, state agencies are to determine whether free, reduced-price, and
paid lunches were properly provided to eligible students; and that meals are
counted, recorded, consolidated, and reported through a system that
consistently ylelds correct claims.

As part of this process, state agencies are to conduct on-site revigws
of school districts to help ensure that applications are complete and that
the correct eligibility determinations were made based on applicant
information. In reviewing eligibility determinations, the state agency may
elect to review documentation for all students certified for free or reduced-
price or a statistically valid sample. Once the names of students subject to
review have been identified, the state agency reviews the household
application or direct certification to determine whether or not the
certification decision was correct; supporting documents—such as payroll
records or benefit award letters—are not obtained during the administrative
review process. In addition, during the on-site review, state agency
officials are to observe the meal service—to determine whether the meals
claimed meet the federal requirements for a reimbursable lunch, including
nutrition and portion requirements—as well as the process of counting and
recording meals. School districts that have administrative review findings
are to submit a corrective-action plan to the state agency, and the state
agency is to follow up to determine whether the issue has been resolved. USDA
regulations require all state agencies to report the results of
administrative reviews to FNS by March 1 of each school year. FNS confirms
that agencies have completed the administrative reviews as a part of their
oversight cof state agencies.

In February 2012, USDA distributed guidance to state administrators to
clarify that school districts have the authority to review approved
applications for free or reduced-price meals for school-district employees
when known or available information indicates school~district employees may
have misrepresented their incomes on their applications. However, this for-
cause verification should be used selectively and not to verify the household
income of all school district employees whose children are certified for free
or reduced-price meals. Under the guidance, school districts can identify
children of school-district employees and use salary information available to
them to identify questionable applications and then conduct for-cause
verification on the guestionable applications, if necessary. In August 2012,
USDA also updated its school-meals eligibility manual-used by school
districts to determine and verify eligibility-with this guidance.

MODERNIZE AND INNOVATE THE DELIVERY OF AGRICULTURAL SYSTEMS (MIDAS)

Mr. Aderholt: The House Report accompanying the FY 2013 House
Appropriation Bill {(H.Rept. 112-542) clearly stated that the Committee viewed
the MIDAS initiative as the top administrative priority for USDA and this
position remained unchanged going into FY 2014. In delivering vital nmission-
based services directly to farmers and ranchers, this program was supposed to
represent the greatest efficiency improvement amongst any other streamlining
effort at USDA. After inclusion of the FY 2014 appropriation, Congress will
have invested close to $400 million in the timely and successful
implementation of MIDAS at the Farm Service Agency. Please provide a full
status of what modules or components of MIDAS were promised to Congress at
the beginning of the project and provide a status of each of the originally
planned deliverables?



101

Response: When MIDAS was approved in 2007, the project scope was based
on developing a single platform to manage all of the farm programs managed by
FSA. Between program inception in 2007 and today, two Farm Bills have
passed, each modifying the suite of farm programs to be managed. In 2012, the
decision was made to undertake a common process and data-centric apprcach
focusing on land {data & imagery), farm record, acreage, and business partner
data. The processes and data included in this approach supported the full
suite of farm programs.

In June 2014, the Executive Information Technology Resources Investment
Board (E-Board) recommended to the Secretary that any new Development,
Modernization, and Enhancement (DME) activities on MIDAS cease following the
release of the “Business Partner” functionality{released December 2014}.
Further, the E-Board recommended that additional functionality, such as the
ability of agricultural producers to interact with FSA online, be developed
separately in smaller, more modular, investments that reflect the current
vision for FSA’s role and opportunities to improve service, including
provisions of the 2014 Farm Bill.

Further, based on the recent audit of the MIDAS program conducted by
USDA’s Office of Inspector General and the arrival of FSA’s new Chief
Information Officer, the Agency will be evaluating prior published technical
roadmaps to determine how well they align with current plans.

T B 8cope . L - olee o Functicnality Delivered

*  Common Data for Farm Records with Delivered April 2013
Geographic Information systems
(GIS) Integration

* Product Master (Crop Table) Delivered April 2013

. Common Data for Business Partner | Delivered December 2014
to be used in program eligibility
and payment calculations

. FSA Acreage Reporting and Halted per management guidance. FSA is
Inventory Reporting with GIS leveraging Acreage and Crop Reporting
integration Streamlining Initiative (ACRSI} to

establish a USDA~wide acreage
reporting business process.

. Customer Self Service Halted per management guidance. FSA
Roadmap for Customer Self Service to
be delivered in 2015.

. Analytics Halted per management guidance. FSA
Roadmap for Reporting and Analytics to
be delivered in 2015.

M Common Business Processes Halted per Management guidance.

* Farm Programs Halted per Management guidance.

. Technical Infrastructure System Migration of all programs except
Platform Marketing Assistance Loans {(MAL)

complete. Migration of MAL scheduled
for completion in 2015,

Mr. Aderholt: Of the 14 contractors or more who have received funding
for MIDAS, please provide a list of the contractor, the dates of the
contracts and the funds made available to each.
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provided for the record.

[The information follows:]

2015 is

D dion of-Sérviee
Advantage Integration of SAP ERP ahd ESRI
Solution, GIS Commercial-off-the-Shelf $8.03 6/28/10 -
Inc. (COTS) software 6/28/15
BearingPoint SAP Gap Analysis, Acquisition 1/8/08 -
Sizing Support, and Business $0.16 2/29/08
Process Operating Model
Booz Allen SAP-Web Farm interface development $23.57 12/10/10 -
Hamilton and MIDAS application maintenance ) 11/30/15
Capgemini Independent Verification and
Validation
516.36 4/23/10 -
' 8/26/15
Software licenses and maintenance
for SAP users and implementation
tools, SAP training, SAP 3/14/14 -
CarahSoft MaxAttention/MaxSecure services, $41.60 3/13/16
integration of SAP ERP and ESRI
GIs COTS software
. Program management support and 10/13/13 -
Deloitte organizational change management $36.45 1/14/15
DRT 1/5/15 -
Strategies Program management support $2.16 7/31/15
Global 1/5/12 ~
Knowledge Global Knowledge Course Code 2975 $0.02 12/1/12
Database administration and
. . R 9/18/14 -
Harmonia managenment during operations and $0.30 6/7/15
maintenance
Database administration and
Hewlett- ) . 6/21/08 -
Packard magagement during operations and $0.21 10/2/14
maintenance
Milvets Independent testing of major
Systens R : 11/9/14 -
releases and during operations and $4.09
Technology, . 11/8/15
maintenance
Inc.
SATC Architecture and d§51gn for. o 50.66 9/24/10 -
Customer Self-Service capabilities 9/23/14
System integration, service
SRA operations and technical support 5/19/10 -
. during development, modernization, $213.11
international enhancement (DME) and operations 9/25/15
and maintenance
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Top Office et ot 0.11 10/1/08 ~

Porsonnel Acquisition support $ 9/1/09
Lean Six Sigma re-engineering, 10.09 9/24/07 =

Torres program management’ support 510.09. 5/31/11
9/30/08 -

Waterman Program management- support $2.71 $/36,10

Mr. Aderholt: The Administration informed the House and Senate
Agriculture Subcommittees that USDA made avallable more funding to the MIDAS
project in FY 2014 than what was previously stated in budget documents {i.e.,
more than $65 million). What is the total amount made available in FY 2014
and what was the source of the funding? What was the impact on those areas
that served as a source of funding for additional MIDAS spending?

Response: The total for MIDAS in FY 2014 was $99.47 million. The FY
2014 President’s Budget included $65 million, with additional funds from
savings due to a hiring freeze in 2013 and another $3 million from in
carryover from information technology (IT) funding. Due to the FY 2013
sequester and rescission, FSA took several steps to operate within funding
availability, including implementing a hiring freeze. As a result of the
hiring freeze, FSA ended FY 2013 with a non~federal employment level below
the ceiling. FY 2014 started with a multi-day shutdown and then a continuing
resolution into January 2014; vacant positions were not filled during this
period, and non-federal employment levels dropped further by the end of
January, resulting in a half-year salary savings of approximately $26
million. Based on the assumption that FSA would need to achieve the lower
staffing levels as presented in the FY 2015 budget, FSA provided $29 million
to make progress on the MIDAS project. In August 2014, OMB approved $5
million additional MIDAS funding from FY 2014 salaries and expenses (S&E).

Mr. Aderholt: Locking at the current timeline for MIDAS or future
projects tied to MIDAS, when does USDA expect to have everything in place so
that farmers and ranchers will be able to provide input and gain information
from their homes and offices on the status of their particular farming
operations? On a related note, when might we start to see measurable savings
from the implementation of this system?

Response: With the combined functionality implemented through Farm
Records and Business Partner, MIDAS has begun the process to support online
access by farmers, and customers will be able to conduct business with any
service center nationwide due to the integrated data model. Self-service
capabilities will be extended to farmers and ranchers through the USDA
service center client gateway initiative. The Department will grow the online
functionality offered to farmers over time. Cost savings are based upon the
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timeline for adopting customer self-service capabilities and the online
tools.

In response to a recent OIG Audit on MIDAS, FSA will obtain a non-USDA,
third-party independent analysis to determine if the current enterprise
sclution provides the necessary functionality and is the most cost effective
modernization solution.

BIOTECH REVIEW IN APHIS

Mr. Aderholt: In FY 2013, USDAR announced process improvements to the
biotech petition regulatory review program intended to significantly reduce
the time for review and approval of new traits in seed products. Despite
fiscal challenges, Congress recognized the importance of supporting APHIS and
the corresponding potential for biotech crops by providing the Agency with a
$5 million increase in FY 2012 and has maintained those levels in FY 2013 and
FY 2014. USDA has made few announcements on moving anything through the
regulatory process or showing any concrete improvement in reducing timelines.
When will we expect to see more results from this revised process and the
increased investment?

Response: Results of the 2012 process improvement are substantial.
Prior to process improvement implementation, USDA had a backlog of 23
petitions. Today, USDA only has two backlogged petitions and we expect to
complete them in FY 2016. In addition, we have made significant progress in
decreasing timelines. For example, published petitions are currently taking
on average 1.8 years, a time savings of approximately 1.2 years.

Mr. Aderholt: Does USDA expect that this new process will help U.S.
producers maintain a competitive advantage over U.S. competitors in overseas
markets?

Response: Since 2012, USDA identified and implemented innovative ways
to improve the biotechnology petition review process. USDA’s targeted
timeframes can compete with the average time it takes for product
deregulation in other countries around the world. These efforts will help
U.S. producers by significantly reducing the length and variability of the
review process without compromising the quality of the analyses that support
our decisions. Since FY 2012, USDA completed 28 petitions, 16 of which
partially or fully followed the new process. ’

Mr. Aderholt: You have demonstrated an appreciation for the great
potential of biotechnology and have focused on the issues of coexistence and
science in order to lessen the fear and confusion expressed by the opponents
of this technology. However, many in Congress are concerned that the politics
of biotechnology may be interfering with the scientific review process.

Last year, you told us that the goal was to get approvals done in about
one year. However, USDA’s own data shows that it took on average almost 900
days for the eight products approved in 2013. USDA also committed to
eliminating the backlog of 22 petitions in “about a year”. In two years, USDA
was able to decrease the backlog by only six petitions.

Can you explain what improvements or resources are needed to ensure
future products are reviewed and regulatory decisions are made in a more
timely and predictable manner?
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Response: USDA appreciates the efforts of Congress to provide the
necessary resources to USDA’s biotechnology program and its continuing
efforts to oversee certain genetically engineered organisms that might pose a
risk to plant health. To date, USDA reduced the number of petitions in the
backlog to two. This is an indication that the process improvements begun in
2012 are effective, and continual efforts have been made to improve
timeliness. The level requested in the President’s FY 2016 budget proposal
for Biotechnology Regulatory Services will provide sufficient funding to meet
the new process timelines.

Mr. Aderholt: If the delays in the review process are not the fault of
USDA what should Congress do to ensure that other agencies base their
decisions on science?

Response: With the funding level requested in the FY 2016 President's
budget, USDA will have sufficient resources to make timely regulatory
decisions based on sound science, continue to eliminate the backleg, and
comply with environmental regulations. We will continue to work closely with
the Department of Health and Human Services’ Food and Drug Administration and
the United States Environmental Protection Agency to share scientific
information related to the products under review.

Mr. Aderholt: What can you do to clear the backlog in biotech reviews
by the end of 20157

Response: USDA has made significant progress in improving the
timeliness of reviews and has reduced its 2012 backlog from 23 petitions to
two. The two remaining petitions, which are creeping bentgrass and freeze
tolerant eucalyptus, require extensive review and environmental analyses.
USDA is currently preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for these
two petitions. Products that reguire a full EIS involve a longer period of
time to complete and thus are not held to the established timeframes of our
new process. Nevertheless, the Agency has dedicated resources to conduct the
more rigorous analysis for these genetically engineered products. At this
time, USDA expects to complete the remaining two petitions in FY 2016.

Mr. Aderholt: One reason for the long review times in this process
goes back to the environmental impact assessment, I understand last year you
made a commitment along with then-EPA Administrator Jackson to improve
coordination between the two agencies. {a)Has USDA made any improvements in
this part of the process with EPA so that thorough reviews are performed in a
guicker manner? (b)Are the two agencies working better than they had before?

Response: Yes, USDA and EPA have improved and enhance coordination of
regulatory reviews. In December 2012, APHIS and EPA held the first of
regular discussions to lay out a strategy to improve collaborations and
coordination between the two agencies for the review of new uses of existing
herbicides (under EPA’s authorities} and genetically engineered crops
resistant to those herbicides {under APHIS’ authorities). Both APHIS’
improvements in the petition process to reduce the time it takes to complete
the review process and the new timelines for products requiring an
Environmental Assessment are very similar to EPA’'s registration timelines
under the Pesticide Registration Improvement Act. As a result, the two
agencies have joint timelines for reviews that highlight critical information
sharing points and public engagement that increase the likelihood of
synchronous approvals. Currently, APHIS and EPA are coordinating on a review
of a corn crop resistant to corn rootworm and an herbicide.
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FARM SERVICE AGENCY OFFICE CLOSINGS AND COUNTY QFFICE STAFF REDUCTIONS

Mr. Aderholt: As I indicated in my remarks, one of my goals is to
eliminate the unnecessary spending of taxpayer dollars. I have concerns
about the Department’s proposal to close 250 FSA county offices and also
eliminate 815 non-federal staff, County employees connect farmers, ranchers
and producers with vital agriculture programs.

Please explain how the Department determines which offices should
close?

Response: Public Law 113-235, the Consolidated and Further Continuing
Appropriations Act for FY 2015, prohibits the closure of FSA county offices
in FY 2015, A temporary moratorium on office closures is also in effect until
a comprehensive assessment of workload is conducted by FSA. The FY 2016
budget does not propose office closures for FSA, and there are no plans in FY
2015 for office closures.

Mr. Aderholt: Are you conducting some type worklcoad assessment or
simply selecting offices by physical location?

Response: As required by Public Law 113-235, FSA has contracted with
Deloitte Consulting, LLP, to evaluate worklocad analysis models used by the
Agency. The contract will assess existing approaches, systems and tools and
provide recommendations on the most viable approach to workload meodeling.
Three tasks are outlined in the contract with Deloitte: (1) Evaluate the two
models that FSA uses to analyze workload; (2) Provide a recommendation of the
best model; and (3) Assess the impact of new farm bill programs on current
and future activities in county offices nationwide after implementing the
recommended process from task two. Contract deliverables, to include current
model analysis and recommendation report, are due to FSA by July 19, 2015,
Also required by Public Law 113-235, FSA will enter into a contract with
National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA} to conduct an independent
review of the workload analysis within 30 days after completion of the
workload analysis by Deloitte,

Mr, Aderholt: If I understand your plan correctly, the savings
associated with the closure of offices and the elimination of personnel is
fully dependent upon the success of the MIDAS computer system in the field.
USDA has spent approximately $400 million or more on this system and your CIO
gave this project a 1 out of 5 score. 1 being the worst and 5 being the
best. You have now decided to end the project after the completion of
Business Partner. How can you achieve these savings if your plan is based
upen an IT system that is overdue, over budget, and fails to complete many of
the functionality originally promised?

Response: The FY 2016 budget does not propose office closures for FSA,
and there are no plans in FY 2015 for reductions or office closures.

In June 2014, the Executive Information Technology Resources Investment Board
(E~Board) recommended to the Secretary that any new Development,
Modernization, and Enhancement (DME) activities on MIDAS cease following the
release of the “Business Partner” functionality. The MIDAS program has not
ended but moved into the Sustainment phase to maintain, stabilize, and
improve the existing functicnality. As of October 2014, the USDA CIO
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evaluated the MIDAS investment as 3 out of 5 on the IT dashboard. This
rating reflected improvements made to the program for Business Partner,
subsequently delivered in December 2014.

While FSA has no plans to close offices or reduce staff, MIDAS has achieved
efficiencies that allow employees to provide improved service for farmers and
ranchers. FSA employees can now access information about a customer such as
address, eligibility, and financial profile information in a single view for
quick response to producer inguiries. Documents can be securely shared
electronically between offices for producers with farming interests in
multiple counties,.

Based on lessons learned from the MIDAS program, concurrent with ongoing
MIDAS program audit activities conducted by USDA’s Office of the Inspector
General and the Government Accountability 0ffice, and pending the appointment
of FSA’s new Chief Information Officer, the Agency will be evaluating prior
published technical roadmaps to determine how well they align with current
and future plans.

Mr. Aderholt: Why weren’t these offices part of your consolidation plan
two years ago?

Response: In the initial consolidation plan put forth two years ago,
USDA followed the guidelines set forth by Congress in the 2008 Farm Bill, to
propose first for consolidation, to the maximum extent practicable, all FSA
offices located less than 20 miles from another office and with two or fewer
permanent, full-time employees, and all FSA offices with zero permanent
employees~regardless of location. The offices proposed for consolidation in
the FY 2015 President’s budget were not included in the initial consolidation
plan two years earlier because, at the time, they did not meet the
specifications outlined in the 2008 Farm Bill.

Mr. Aderholt: The Farm Bill includes some new, complex programs that
must be implemented by the Farm Service Agency. At the same time, your
budget proposes savings of $61.6 million and the elimination of 815 non-
federal staff. Why would you propose these drastic changes now when most
county offices are the ones interacting with the farmers and ranchers?

Response: The FY 2016 President’s budget does not propose cffice
closures or staffing reductions for permanent full-time employees for FSA.
The budget does reflect a reduction in non-federal temporary staff years in
FY 2016 which is typical in the year follewing a Farm Bill implementation.
At this time, there are no plans to continue with the staff reductions or
office closures included in the FY 2015 President’s budget. The office
closures and staffing reductions included in the 2015 President’s budget
were developed based on early draft language for the new Farm Bill. The
plan included estimates of the anticipated Farm Bill workload and was
tempered by the expectation that recent budgetary restrictions would be
continued. Since 2011, the Farm Service Agency had lost over 1,200
employees through attrition, normal retirements, and voluntary early
separation. In addition, the agency reduced discretionary administrative
expenses for travel, postage, and office supplies by more than 30 percent.

AVIAN HEALTH

Mr. Aderhelt: What is USDA doing internationally to bolster the
overall effectiveness of U.S5. avian health programs overseas? What is USDA
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doing to fight non~tariff trade barriers overseas and open up more foreign
markets for U.S. poultry?

Response: USDA officials overseas facilitate agricultural trade,
maintain contact with agricultural officlals where they are posted, monitor
agricultural health, and lead efforts in sanitary and phytosanitary standard
setting. USDA works closely with the U.S. Trade Representative’s Office to
maintain a coordinated, strategic approach to resolving plant and animal
health issues that affect U.S. exports.

APHIS maintains seven offices in Asia to provide points of contact for
U.S. agricultural interests and help collect relevant real-time information
such as updates on avian health. For example, APHIS' office located in
Bangkok, Thailand, focuses on avian health in Southeast Asia’s lesser-
developed economies. APHIS conducts surveillance, capacity building, and
training and oversees monitoring, epidemiology, and diagnostic testing
throughout the region. USDA also works closely with the World Organization
for Animal Health and other international organizations to assist with
disease prevention, management, and eradication activities in regions
affected with highly pathogenic avian influenza. Assisting other countries
reduces the risk of the disease spreading from overseas to the United States.

Over the last five years, U.S. poultry exports have increased from $4.8
billion in FY 2010 to $6.4 billion in FY 2014. To open markets for U.S.
poultry, APHIS negotiates protocols for trade of poultry and related
products. When markets close in certain States or regions in response to
avian influenza detections in poultry, APHIS provides science-~based
rationales to reopen markets, and coordinates informational visits and
exchanges. Additionally, when markets close to certain States or regions in
response to avian influenza detections in poultry, APHIS works with U.S.
industry to arrange meetings with regulatory decision makers in both the
United States and foreign governments and participates in negotiations. For
example, we negotiated a new agreement with Japan that reduced the area of
low pathogenic avian influenza-related trade restrictions from an entire U.S.
State to a 10-kilometer radius around the affected premises. 1In FY 2014,
APRIS was successful in retaining export markets for U.S5. poultry and poultry
products to Japan, China, and Taiwan, among other countries.

APHIS' ongoing efforts to maintain and enhance avian health programs in
the United States are an important foundation for ensuring continued growth
in U.S. poultry and poultry product exports. In FY 2015, APHIS will continue
to support U.S. poultry and poultry product exports.

FOOD, NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES

Mr. Aderholt: The Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations
Act of 2015 include the requested funds to expand nutrition program integrity
efforts to further reduce payment error, trafficking and other recipient and
retailer concerns. Specifically how are these funds being used across the
nutrition programs? What additional funds are being requested in the fiscal
year 2016 budget and how will this money be used?

Response: Rooting out any waste, fraud, and abuse is a top priority for
this Administration. Over the past decade, FNS and our State partners have
worked vigilantly to ensure SNAP eligibility and benefit determinations
achieve high rates of accuracy, and we have achieved a dramatic reduction in
improper payments, now among the lowest rates in the federal government. In
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fiscal year (FY) 2015, FNS requested strategic increases to reduce payment
error, trafficking and other recipient and retailer concerns in SNAP. As
requested, Congress provided $9 million for Benefit and Retailer Redemption
and Monitoring, as well as $3 million to increase the depth and freguency of
SNAP Federal Management Evaluation reviews and ensure compliance with SNAP
laws and regulations.

Several years ago, USDA centralized the process by which retailer
participation in SNAP is authorized and overseen into a national, integrated
structure. This has enabled USDA to maximize resources, gain efficiencies,
and improve efforts to fight fraud and ensure integrity. Improving efficiency
and oversight 1s critical, particularly since the number of authorized
retailers has grown dramatically in recent years. At the end of FY 2014,
there were 261,150 authorized stores and meal services, an increase of over
20 percent in just five years.

To further strengthen integrity efforts within SNAP, USDA is using the
additional $9 million to invest in additional investigators and compliance
analysts responsible for monitoring the growing number of SNAP retailers and
prevent fraud. BRach additional investigator conducts approximately 100
undercover cases each year. This funding has also allowed USDA to maximize
its investments in technclogy used to monitor transactions for suspicious
activity and conduct oversight of participating stores and fully leverage
enhanced policies assoclated with retailer integrity, while providing for
quality assurance. USDA has strengthened its procedures to prevent the
authorization of retail stores that attempt to circumvent program rules
related to the business integrity of store ownership.

FNS is using the $3 million to increase the depth and frequency of SNAP
Federal Management Evaluation (ME) reviews and ensure compliance with SNAP
laws and regulations. These reviews of States help FNS identify and address
issues that may be of concern in multiple States and monitor implementation
of technology and system upgrades that can have important impacts on program
administration. Finally, ME reviews enable FNS to identify issues before
they become widespread and take proactive steps to address issues quickly and
prevent negative impacts on program participants. FNS is using the
additional funding to increase the number, scope, and guality of reviews,
providing targeted training and technical assistance to reviewers and
implementing technology teo support the review process.

For FY 2016, USDA is requesting an additional $4 million dellars to
strengthen Federal training, oversight and monitoring of State quality
control processes and data, to ensure that States are meeting the highest
standards of program integrity in administering SNAP. The Food and Nutrition
Act requires FNS to measure payment error through the SNAP gquality control
process. States are required to randomly sample cases and verify that
individuals who received benefits were eligible and received the correct
amount. Federal staff then re-review a sample of the cases reported by
States to ensure rigorous review. With the proposed investment in training,
monitoring and oversight of Quality control at the State level, USDA expects
to achieve the following:

* (Creater consistency and accuracy in Federal and State reviews as a
results of more robust training on quality control processes for State
and Federal reviewers;
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e More thorough reviews of State quality control operations to ensure
they are designed to prevent the introduction of bias into State
procedures and are conducted in accordance with regulations and policy;

s Reduced improper payments in SNAP by providing more comprehensive
technical assistance to States;

e Improved utilization of quality control data to quickly identify
inefficiencies or errors in program administration before they develop
into systemic problems; and

e Enhanced oversight of financial reporting to support changes made by
the Agricultural Act of 2014 requiring States invest performance
bonuses into improving SNAP administration.

In addition, in the Child Nutrition account, FNS is requesting $12
million to support and improve the Administrative Review process which is
designed to ensure that the reguirements of the school meals programs are
properly implemented. Of the $12 million requested, $10 million will
provide discretionary grants to States for purposes of developing or
improving current automated information systems used to operate and manage
the school meals programs. Funds would be used for projects that will
improve program accountability, data accuracy, program performance
measurement, and the capacity to identify and target error prone areas
across the Child Nutrition Programs. The other $2 million requested would
allow for an evaluation of the new Administrative Review process itself to
identify gaps or to improve effectiveness.

Mr. Aderholt: Provide specific examples of the initiatives that have
been launched to educate those who are eligible for SNAP about the program.
How much did USDA spend on these initiatives in fiscal year 2013, 2014 and
the projected expenditure for 20157

Response: USDA takes seriously its mission and responsibility to
provide access to nutrition assistance program benefits to every eligible
person who needs and seeks assistance. USDA promotes program access through
appropriate outreach to program partners and potential recipients to ensure
that eligible people can make an informed choice for themselves and their
families. Outreach efforts help ensure that working families who struggle to
make ends meet know that SNAP may be available to them if they qualify.

The majority of activities related to education and outreach occur at
the State and local level. Under the Food and Nutrition Act, States may
conduct outreach as part of thelr program operations, and allowable
administrative costs for these activities are reimbursed at up to 50 percent.

As you may know, the 2014 Farm Bill (Section 4018) limited the types of
outreach activities eligible for Federal matching funds. The USDA issued a
memorandum on March 21, 2014, banning the use of appropriated funds to pay
for television, radio, or billboard advertisements that promote SNAP or to
pay for any agreements with foreign governments designed to promote SNAP
benefits and enrollment, and is currently developing regulations to implement
this provision.
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At the end of FY 2014, 45 States received Federal matching funds for
outreach activities, and because states have flexibility to choose the
specific activities they undertake, they vary from State to State. Examples
of outreach activities include partnering with local food banks or senior
service centers to offer application assistance to potentially eligible
households wishing to apply.

The Food and Nutrition Service also provides general tools and
materials at the national level. Examples include:

e Toll Free Information Line: FNS supports a toll free information line
in English and Spanish for low-income people to learn about SNAP
requirements.

¢ The USDA National Hunger Clearinghouse: The USDA National Hunger
Clearinghouse collects and maintains contact and program information
about Federal, State and local non-profit organizations and government
agencies that provide food assistance programs and other social
services, including information related to SNAP. Individuals can
search the online database or call a toll~free hotline to find
assistance in their communities.

® Pre-screening Tocl: English and Spanish versions of the online pre-
screening tool help users determine if they might be eligible for
benefits and estimates the amount of benefits they might receive.
Where available, the site also links users to State pre-screening
tools, which incorporate State-specific policies.

e Qutreach Materials: FNS makes basic educational materials, such as
brochures, posters and flyers, available at no cost to State and local
SNAP agencies and other organizations., For example, “How to Get Food
Help” provides contact information for those seeking immediate help as
well as clear and concise information that helps newly eligible
individuals understand eligibility criteria for USDA nutrition
assistance programs, including SNAP.

[The information follows:]

Federal Spending on SNAP Outreach Activities

SNAP OQutreach Activities FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 Est.
Federal Share of State Spending $39,258,044 | $41,492,932 $50,193,198
Federally Administered Spending 19,117,000 19,386,000 17,440,000
Total 58,375,044 60,878,932 67,633,198

Source: National Data Bank (NDB) and FY 2016 President’s Budget.

Mr. Aderholt: For the past five years, please provide a table showing
the estimated dollars and participants for SNAP and WIC in the President’s
Budget request and then the actual cost and participants for that year.

Response: The following are two tables showing the estimated dollars
and participants for SNAP and WIC in the President’s Budget reqguest and then
the actual cost and participants for years 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015.
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Please note that the FY 2015 actual Program level is not yet available. Data
for 2015 participation are through January.

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Request | Actual | Request | Actual | Request | Actual | Request | Actual | Request | Actua
WIC Program Level {(millions) $8,057,61 §7,299.7] $7,571.2] §7,168.0{ §7,264.5] $6,951.8] §7,248.8 $7,144.8 $7,154.0 N/A
Avg Monthly Participation
{millions) 10.1 9.0 9. 6] 8.9 9.1 8.7 8.9 8.3 8.6 £
sNAD Program Level (millions}* |§72,814.81§75,728.71§77,771,71§78,682.3| §80,026.3{$80,078.9]§71,614,7{§74,596.5{876,727. 6] N/A

Avg Monthly Participation
(millions) 43.3 44.7 45.9 46.6 46.9 47.8 44.7) 46.5 46.3

* Request and Actual figures include ARRA Funds and the Contingency Reserve
Program level requested amounts are from the relevant obligations tables in the President's Budget.
Actual program lavel is not yet available for FY 2015. Program participation data for FY 2015 is through January.
DEPARTMENT-WIDE/CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES
PUBLIC AFFAIRS
Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table that shows the number of
professional and clerical staff from each agency and USDA staff office
assigned to public affairs activities and the cost by each respective

organization, to include projections for fiscal year 2015 and 2016.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

{The information follows:]



FSA:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
RMA:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
FAS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
washington
Field
ARS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
NIFA:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
NASS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
ERS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
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United States Department of Agriculture
Public Affairs Activities
{Dollars in Thousands)

2015

2016

Employment Staff Years

10 10.0

1 1.0
$1,436

9 9.0

2 2.0

7 7.0

1 1.0
$1,036

7 7.0

1 1.0

10 10.0

2 0
$1,600

12 12.0

o 0.0

25 25.0

1 1.0
$3,283

26 26.0

0 0.0

10 10.0

1 1.0
$745

11 11.0

0 0.0

3 3.0

[ 0.0
$380

3 3.0

o 0.0

4 3.0

1 0.1
5465

5 3.1

0 0.0

Employment 3taff Years

9 2.0

0 0.0
$1,274

7 7.0

2 2.0

7 7.0

1 1.0
$1,046

7 7.0

1 1.0

10 10.0

2 2.0
$1,600

12 12.0

0 ¢.0

25 25.0

1 1.0
$3,283

26 26.0

0 0.0

10 10.0

1 1.0
$754

11 11.0

0 0

3 3

o 0.0
$384

3 3

o 0.0

4 3.0

i .1
$471

5 3.1

0 0.0



RD:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Buthority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
NRCS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
APHIS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of staff:
Washington
Field
AMS:
Professional
Clexical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
GIPSA:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
FSIS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field
FNS:
Professional
Clerical
Budget Authority
Location of Staff:
Washington
Field

Office of Communications:

Professional

Clerical

Budget Authority

Location of Staff:
Washington
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7
1
$1,108

103
2
$8,836

20
85

12
0
51,458

9
3

35
1
$963

14
22

46
6
$7,750

52

103,

20.
85.

53.

5
1
51,118

103
2
$8, 9802

20
85

13
0
$1,538

9
4

12
2
$1,116

12
2

35
1
$974

14
22

51
6
$8,228

57

)
oo

O ot
N oo
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> o
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Office of the Chief Economist:

Professional 1 1.0 1 1.
Clerical o 0.0 [+ 0.
Budget Authority $172 5174
Location of Staff:
Washington 1 1.0 1 1.
Field Y 0.0 0 Q.

TOTAL, Public Affairs Activities:

Professional 292 258.7 0 299 268.
Clerical 23 1.1 20 18.
Budget Authority $31,180 $32,107
Location of Staff:
Washington 197 180.6 202 187.
Field 116 98.2 117 25,

CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the total amount spent on
congressional relations and a breakout by Agency, to include projections for
fiscal year 2015 and 2016,

Regponse: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]

w

-



AGENCY

QSEC:
Professional
Clerical

Total
Schedule C Positions
Average Cost:

Professional ..

Clerical ......

Budget Authority .......

ARS:
Professional
Clerical

Total
Schedule C Positions
Average Cost:

erofessional

Clerical ......
Budget Authority

WIFA:
Professional
Clerical .....

Total vi.oiee.n
Schedule C Positions
Average Cost:

Professional ..

Clerical ...
Budget Authority

FAS:
Professional .......
Clerical
Total .

Schedule C Positions

Average Cost:
Professional
Clerical .

Budget Authority

FSA:
Professional
Clerical

Total ..., e
Schedule C Positions
Average Cost:

Frofessional .....c.....

Clerical
Budget Authority ...

BB
Professional ........

Clerieal ..ol
Total ooaniiiiinononn

Schedule C Positions
Average Cost:

Professional ..........

Clerical
Budget Authority
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS ACTIVITIES
(Dollars in Thousands}

2018 Estimate

2016 Estimate

staff
Employment
13 13.00
1 1.00
14 14.00
10.0
5116
5119
1,462
1 1.0
2 5.0
1 1
stoz
$0
5102
1 0.6
: 1 0.1
2 9.7
598
54
$102
3 3.0
I 8.0
3 3.0
o
§112
$0
$500
0 0.0
1 1.0
1 1.0
5163
$0
5163
3 3.2
o 0.0
3 3.2
o 5.0
$453
$0
5453

Total
staff
feazs

64

T, 450

5,026

% of
Staff sStaff
Xeazs Employment
13 13.00
1 bid
21.88% 14 i4.00
0.0
$116
$120
$1,462
1 1.0
g 2.2
0.01% 1 1
$102
§0
$102
3 0.%
3 0.1
09.17% 2 0.7
598
$4
$102
3 3.0
) 8.0
0.28% 3 3.0
i
8112
50
§500
& 0.0
i 1.8
0.01% 1 1.0
3164
$0
$164
3 3.2
g 0.0
0.06% 3 3.2
2 4.0
$457
30
5457

Total
Staff

1,070

11,381

5,046

% of
Staff

21.88%

0.01%

0.17%

0.28%

0.01%

d.06%
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NRCS:
Professional ............. 1 1.0 1 .
Clerical ——— O 0.0 ——— B’ 8.0
Total e 1 1.0 11,326 0.01% 1 1.0 1.672 0.01%
Schedule € Positions
Average Cost:
Professionail $144 5144
Clerical $C 50
Budget Authority ...... e 5144 $144
APRIS:
Professional 3 0.65 3 0.64
Clerical 2 0.0
Total 0.013% 3 0.64 7,563 G.0i%
Schedule C Positions
Average Cost:
Professional ...... §160 5164
Clezical «.....vinnvaann o 30
Budget Author e 5160 5164
AMS :
Professional . 2 1.0 1 2 1.0 1
Clerical 0 2.0 9 0.8
Total 2 1.0 2,482 0.04% 2 1.0 2,482 0.04%
Schedule C Positions
Average Cost:
Professional $83 $83
Clerical ... 30 $0
Budget Authority ......... 583 583
FSIS:
Professional 4 3.3 5 3.8
Clerical 2 9.2 2 0.2
Total 6 3.5 9,194 0.04% 7 4.0 8,930 0.04%
Schedule C Positions
Average Cost:
Professional «........ . $472 $590
Clerical . 80 $6
Budget Authority ......... §472 3590
FNS:
Professional 8 1.5 6 1.3
Clerical 2 0.4 2 0.4
Total . 8 1.9 1,664 0.11% 8 1% 1,704 0.11%
Schedule C Positions 1 1
Average Cost:
Professional $187 $187
Clerical . $25 $25
Budget Authority §212 §212
TOTAL, Congressional Relations Activities:
Professional ............. 37 28.3 38 28.7
Clerigal 7 2.1 7 2.7
Total N a4 31.0 38,359 0.05% a5 31.4 59,023 0.05%
Schedule C Positions 1 10.0 1 0.0
Budget Authority ......... S$3,853 $3,980

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table that shows the transfers, by agency,
from the Office of Congressional Relations, and the amount retained for the
immediate Assistant Secretary for fiscal years 2011 through 2015.

Response: The information is provided for the record.

{The information follows:]
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
{Dollars in Thousands)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Farm Service Agency $172 $146 3135 $135 $135
Foreign Agricultural Service ... 128 109 101 01 101
Risk Management Agency 48 41 38 38 38
Total, Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services... 348 296 274 274 274
Rural Development ..........ooovriii i 271 230 212 212 212
Food and Nutrition Service ..o 27 230 212 212 212
Natural Resources Conservation Service ..........oooveeeiiiiiiiins 183 156 144 144 144
Food Safety and Inspection Service ... 271 230 212 212 212
Agricultural Research Service ... 131 i 102 102 102
National Institute of Food and Agriculture 130 111 102 102 102
Total, Research, Education and Economics... 261 222 204 204 204
Agricultural Marketing Service 131 111 102 102 102
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service .... 130 111 102 102 102
Total, Marketing and Regulatory Programs................cocociviin s 261 222 204 204 204
Total Transferred to AZencies ..ooooviereniemininrineiicnnn. 1,866 1,586 1,462 1,462 1,462

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations

Congressional Relations, 1,587 1,574 1,680 1,957 1,957

Intergovernmental Affairs. o 416 416 450 450 450
Total, Office of the Assistant Sccretary for Congressional Relations.... 2,003 1,990 2,130 2,407 2,407
Total Appropriated......oriveviiniiiiniriiineie 3,869 3,576 3,592 3,869 3,869

INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS
Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a comprehensive listing of all
interagency agreements between each Under Secretary Office and the respective
agency. For each, include a dollar amount and the supported provided to each
office.

Response: The information is provided for the record.

{The information follows:]
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U.S. DEPARTMEST OF AGRICULTURE
2015 Interagency Agresments betwasn each Under Secretary Office

stred on behaif of Agen

535, 000|P£09TaR suppoTt €Gsts in

EFRS

$35,00C|F0gEAN SuppoTt costs incurred on bebalf of Agency

FAs

<66, 000| TR Support costs incursed on behalf of hgency

lpssistant Segretary for Civil Rights

335, 000j0UCTEach SupporTt for eneigy programs

51,159, 0001PEO9ran 5Upport costs incurred on bebalf of Agency

Fg
REE.

5657, 00y|PTG9TAR SUpPOFL costs incuried on behslf of Agency

Hiad

0ffice of Tribal Relations ant_Secretar

for vivil Rights

Council for Native American Farming and Ranching

5513,0%pwgram suppert costs incurted on behalf of Agemcy

310,080,

office of Triba} Relationg irsn

525, qpo|CoUNCil for Native American Farming and Ranching

s5,000]Council for Nalive American ferming and Ranciing

Gffice of Tribal Relations 1@”3

sistant Secretary for Administration JOCED

4316, 0090 PPOTE Provided Lo the Working Capital Fund

[sssistant Secretary Yot Administration |OSBC Pre-Asthorized Funding

5337, op|S8pPPOTL provided to the Aduinistrative Selutioms Froject

Assistant Secretsry for Administration ¢ _fre-Authorized Funding

5414, qop|SUPROTE provided to the Cullural Transformation Initiative

Assistant Secratar

Administration IONSRC

3100, 00010 progiam support.

ProgrAm SUPROTC OSts inCurred on behalf Of Agency

e $288, 619
e eis 10,136 Frogram Supporf costs iucwrred on behalf of Agency
re b Forest Services, Fueiness Ooerat 194, g P 29T SHPPOI coste ncurved on bahal of Agency
Program support costs incurred on behalf of Agency
HRE §252, 090]
FARM AND HOUSING LOANS

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the amount of direct farm

loans, direct housing loans, and direct rural community advancement program

loans that have been written off the books from fiscal year 2001 to the

present.

Regponse:
submitted for the record.

[The information follows:}

The data is as of March 31,

2015. The information is
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Farm Service Agency
Write-Off FY 2001-2015
Direct Farm Loans
{(Dollars in Thousands)
Fiscal Year Financing FL
FY 2001 $332,704
FY 2002 700,311
FY 2003 420,835
FY 2004 314,519
FY 2005 246,297
FY 2006 238,534
FY 2007 187,873
FY 2008 122,209
FY 2009 85,295
FY 2010 92,514
FY 2011 167,183
FY 2012 72,010
FY 2013 172,894
FY 2014 51,310
FY 2015 21,537
Total $3,226,125

Single Family Housing (SFH) Direct
Write-offs FY 2001-2015
{dollars in thousands)

Fiscal Year Financing SFH
FY 2001 $206, 343
FY 2002 224,549
FY 2003 150,870
FY 2004 134,891
FY 2005 93,561
FY 2006 71,846
FY 2007 247,626
FY 2008 43,758
FY 2009 88,258
FY 2010 142,412
FY 2011 181,030
FY 2012 239,686
FY 2013 265,882
FY 2014 212,878
FY 2015 109,120

Total $2,412,710
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Direct Community Facilities (CF)
Write-offs FY 2001-2015
(dollars in thousands)

Fiscal Year

Financing CF

FY 2001 $1,385
FYy 2002 6
FY 2003 1,398
FY 2004 8,081
FY 2005 3,650
FY 2006 6,867
FY 2007 8,869
FY 2008 14,514
FY 2009 4,306
FY 2010 10,228
Fy 2011 15,159
FY 2012 15,316
FYy 2013 27,896
FY 2014 21,186
FY 2015 959
Total $139,820
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Business and Industry Loans

Direct Write-offs

(B&I}
FY 2001-2015

{dollars in thousands)

Fiscal Year Financing B&I
FY 2001 $1,016
FY 2002 2,244
FY 2003 3,256
FY 2004 9,665
FY 2005 3,678
FY 2006 4,939
FY 2007 21,566
FY 2008 15,334
FY 2009 4,329
FY 2010 1,118
FY 2011 2,047
FY 2012 2,824
FY 2013 929
FY 2014 1,768
FY 2015 1,281

Total $75,994
Water and Waste (WW)} Programs

Direct Write-offs FY 2001-2015
{(dollars in thousands)

Fiscal Year Financing WW

FY 2001 o]
FY 2002 $241

FY 2003 1,222
FY 2004 1,156
FY 2005 169
FY 2006 ]
FY 2007 1,940
FY 2008 2,245
FY 2008 98
FY 2010 0
FY 2011 1,465
FY 2012 o]
FY 2013 1,017
FY 2014 2,206
FY 2015 537
Total $12,296
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OSEC STAFFING

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a table that lists current staff in each of the
OSEC offices, the position title, the grade level, the pay costs associated
with each position, the identity of appointment, and how they are funded for
fiscal years 2011 through 2015.

Response: The following table lists current staff on board in each of
the OSEC offices, the position title, the grade level, and the pay costs
associated with each position. The table also identifies Presidential
Appointments with Senate Confirmation-PAS, Schedule C, Non-career, Career
positions, and how they are funded. The table reflects staff on board as of
September 30, 2011 for fiscal year 2011; September 30, 2012 for fiscal year
2012; September 30, 2013, for fiscal year 2013, September 30, 2014, for
fiscal year 2014 and April 22, 2015 for fiscal year 2015.

{The information follows:]

IMMEDIATE OFFICE
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Secretary of EX-T $199,700 | 549,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Deputy Secretary of EX~T1 179,700 44,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Chief of Staff ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor to the ES 152,250 38,062 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Policy Advisor ES 152,250 38,063 | FS Non~Career
Chief of Staff to the ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 142,560 35,640 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non~Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non~-Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | RD Non-Career
Advisor Special GS~15/03 132,009 33,002 | OSEC Schedule C
Projects
White House Liaison GS-15/03 132,009 33,002 | OSEC Schedule C
Senior Program Manager GS~15/03 132,009 33,002 | FAS Schedule C
for Global Food
Securities
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Director of Faith G5-15/03 132,009 33,002 | Reimb. Schedule C
Based Faith
Based
Special Assistant GS5-14/08 129,758 32,440 | OSEC Career
Comnittee Management G5-14/08 129,758 32,440 | Reimb. Career
Officer Advisory
Executive Assistant GS-12/10 97,333 24,333 | OSEC Career
Deputy Director GS-12/02 77,368 19,342 | Reimb. Career
Faith Conditional
Based
Deputy White House GS-12/02 17,368 19,342 | Reimb. Schedule C
Liaison Advisory
Secretary GS-10/10 73,917 18,479 | OSEC Career
Secretary GS-10/09 72,022 18,006 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GS-09/02 53,350 13,338 | OSEC Career
Program Assistant GS~08/01 51,630 12,908 | Reimb. Career
Faith
Based
Secretary G5-08/01 51,630 14,198 | OSEC Career
Special Assistant G8-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C
Program Assistant G8-07/01 42,209 10,552 | Reimb. Career
Faith
Based

IMMEDIATE OFFICE
Fiscal Year 2012

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Secretary of EX-I $199,700 | $49,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Deputy Secretary of EX-I1 179,700 44,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Chief of Staff ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Policy Advisor ES 152,250 38,063 | Forest Non-Career

Service
Senior Advisor ES 142,560 35, 640 | OSEC Non~Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Non-Career
Advisor to the GS 15/4 136,134 34,034 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary
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White House Liaison G3-15/04 136,134 34,034 | Reimb Schedule C
Adv Comm
Senior Program Manager | GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | FAS Schedule C
for Global Food
Securities
Director of Faith GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | Reimb. Schedule C
Based Faith
Based
Advisor to the G3-15/01 123,758 30,940 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary
Special Assistant GS-14/08 129,758 32,440 | OSEC Career
Committee Management GS-14/08 129,758 32,440 | Reimb. Career
Officer Advisory
Deputy White House GS-13/02 92,001 23,000 | OSEC Schedule C
Liaison
Exec Asst to the Secy GS-13/01 89,033 22,258 | OSEC Schedule C
Executive Assistant GS-12/10 97,333 24,333 | OSEC Career
Deputy Director GS~12/03 79,864 19,966 | Reimb. Career
Faith Conditional
Based
Staff Assistant GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-10/10 73,917 18,479 | OSEC Career
Secretary GS-10/09 72,022 18,006 | Reimb Career
Adv Comm
Secretary G5-10/03 60,648 15,162 | OSEC Career
Special Assistant GS-09/02 53,350 13,338 | OSEC Schedule C
Program Assistant GS5-08/02 53,350 13,338 | Reimb. Career
Faith
Based
Program Support G5-09/02 53,350 13,338 | Reimb. Schedule C
Specialist Faith
Based
Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C
Program Analyst GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | Forest Schedule C
Service
Program Analyst G8-09/01 51,630 12,908 | Forest Schedule C
Service
Staff Assistant GS-05/01 34,075 8,519 | Forest Schedule C
Service
Program Clerk GS-04/01 30,456 7,614 | Forest Schedule C

Service
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Staff Assistant G5-02/01 24,865 6,216 | Forest Schedule C

Service

IMMEDIATE OFFICE
Fiscal Year 2013
FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Secretary of EX-I $199,700 | $49,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Chief of Staff EX-I1 179,700 44,925 ] OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 162,500 40,625 | OSEC Non-Career
for Operations
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 162,500 40,625 | OSEC Non-Career
for Policy
Chief of Staff to the ES 145, 000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Secretary
Senior Policy Advisor EX-ITI 165,300 41,3251 FS Non~-Career
Senior Advisor ES 142,560 35,640 | OSEC Non-Career
Advisor to the ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary
Special Assistant GS-14/10 136,771 34,193 | OSEC Career
Deputy White House GS-12/04 82,359 20,590 | OSEC Schedule C
Liaison
White House Liaison GS-15/02 127,883 31,908 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-10/10 73,917 18,479 | OSEC Career
Secretary GS-10/10 73,917 18,479 | Reimb Career

Adv Comm
Secretary GS-10/04 62,544 15,636 | OSEC Career
Program Analyst GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | Forest Schedule C

Service
Staff Assistant GS-09/02 53,350 13,338 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-09/02 53,350 13,338 | Forest Schedule C

Service
Staff Assistant G5-04/01 30,456 7,614 | Forest Schedule C

Service
Staff Assistant GS-03/02 28,034 7,009 | Forest Schedule C

Service
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IMMEDIATE OFFICE
Fiscal Year 2014

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Secretary of EX-T $199,700 | $49,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Deputy Secretary of EX-1T 179,700 44,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Chief of Staff ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 162,500 40,625 | OSEC Non-Career
for Operations
Chief of Staff to the ES 160,000 40,000 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Secretary
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 162,500 40,625 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor ES 142,560 35,640 | OSEC Non-Career
White House Liaison GS5-15/03 133,328 33,332 | OSEC/ Schedule C

Reimb

Adv Comm
Special Assistant G8-15/03 133,328 33,332 | FAS Schedule C
Director of Faith GS~15/03 133,328 33,332 | Reimb. Schedule C
Based Faith

Based
Special Assistant GS~15/08 154,160 38,540 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant GS~15/06 145,827 36,457 | OSEC Career
Committee Management GS~13/03 95,919 23,980 | Reimb. Schedule C
Officer Adv Comm
Deputy White House GS-12/04 83,183 20,795 | Reimb. Schedule C
Liaison Adv Comm
Executive Assistant G5~13/02 92,922 23,251 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-11/09 79,916 19,979 | OSEC Career
Secretary GS-10/10 74,654 18,663 | OSEC Carger
Secretary G5-11/03 67,297 16,824 | OSEC Career
Management Analyst G8-09/02 53,884 13,471 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Assistant GS-09/01 52,14¢ 13,037 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant G5-03/02 28,313 7,078 | Reimb. Schedule C

Adv Comm
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IMMEDIATE OFFICE
Fiscal Year 2015

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Secretary of EX-T $199,700 | $49,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Deputy Secretary of EX-II 179,700 44,925 | OSEC PAS
Agriculture
Chief of Staff ES 179,700 44,925 | O8EC Non-Career
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 162,500 40,625 { OSEC Non-Career
Chief of Staff to the ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Secretary
Deputy Chief of Staff ES 162,500 40,625 | OSEC Non-Career
Directer of Faith GS-15/03 134,662 33,665 | Reimb. Schedule C
Based Faith

Based
Special Assistant GS-15/08 155,705 38,926 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant GS-15/06 147,288 36,822 | OSEC Career
Committee Management GS~13/04 39,905 24,976 | Reimb. Schedule C
Officer Adv Comm
Deputy White House GS~13/01 90,823 22,706 | Reimb. Schedule C
Liaison Adv Comm
Human Resources GS~-13/01 90,823 22,706 | OSEC Schedule C
Specialist
Executive Assistant GS5-13/01 30,823 22,706 | OSEC Schedule C
Executive Assistant GS~13/02 93,851 23,463 | OSEC Schedule C
Administrative GS~11/09 80,716 20,179 { OSEC Career
Specialist
Secretary GS-10/10 75,38% 18,849 | OSEC Career
Administrative GS-11/03 67,971 16,993 | OSEC Career
Specialist
Confidential Assistant GS-07/01 43,057 110,764 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential Assistant GS-07/01 43,057 10,764 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS~07/01 43,057 10,764 | Reimb. Schedule C

Adv Comm
Staff Assistant GS-03/03 29,521 7,380 | Reimb. Schedule C

Adv Comm
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Acting Under ES $150,800 $37,700 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 147,000 36,750 § OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 140,000 35,000 | FSa Non-Career
Secretary
Special GS-14/06 122,744 30,686 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Special GS-13/04 97,936 24,484 | FSA Schedule C
Assistant

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2012

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Acting Under ES $165,300 541,325 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary

Deputy Under ES 152,250 38,062 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary

Deputy Under ES 147,000 36,750 | OSEC Non~Career
Secretary

Special GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | FSA/FAS/ Schedule C
Assistant RMA

Special GS-13/02 92,001 23,000 | FSA/FAS/ Schedule C
Assistant RMA
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

Fiscal Year 2013

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-ITI $165, 300 $41,325 {1 OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under ES 152,250 38,062 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 147,000 36,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC/FSA/

FAS/RMA
Senior Program G8-15/04 136,134 34,034 | FSA/FAS/ Schedule C
Manager RMA

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

Fiscal Year 2014

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary ES-IIT $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC Non~Career
Deputy Under ES 152,250 38,062 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary

Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC/FSA/ | Non~Career

FAS/RMA

Confidential 65-09/01 52,146 13,036 | FSA/FAS/ Schedule C
Assistant RMA

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

Fiscal Year 2015

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary ES~TIIT $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under ES 158,671 39,668 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary

Deputy Under ES 153,773 38,443 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary

Chief of Staff GS~15/01 126,245 31,561 | OSEC Non-Career
Confidential G8-11/01 63,722 15,931 | FSA/FAS/ Schedule C
Assistant RMA




UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD,
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Fiscal Year 2011

NUTRITICN AND CONSUMER SERVICES

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Nen-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Non-Career
White House GS-14/03 112,224 28,056 | FNS Schedule C
Fellow
Executive GsS-12/06 87,350 21,838 | OSEC Career
Assistant
Staff Assistant GS-11/04 68,712 17,178 | OSEC Career

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES
Fiscal Year 2012

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-I11IT $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Executive GS-12/06 87,350 21,838 | FNS Career
Assistant
Staff Assistant GS~11/05 70,7924 17,699 | FNS Career
Legislative GS-07/02 43,616 10,904 | FNS Schedule C

Assistant




UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD,
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Fiscal Year 2013

NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Undexr Secretary EX-II1 $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor GS-15/10 155,500 38,875 | OSEC Non-Career
Senior Advisor ES 140,000 35,000 | FNS Non-Career
Executive GS-12/07 89,846 22,462 | OSEC/FNS Career
Assistant
Staff Assistant GS-11/0% 70,794 17,699 | OSEC/FNS Career

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD,

Fiscal Year 2014

NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 157,100 39,275 | FNS Non-Career
Executive GS-12/07 90,744 22,686 | OSEC/ENS Career
Assistant
Staff Assistant GS-11/06 73,607 18,402 | OSEC/FNS Career

UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD,

Fiscal Year 2015

NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX~III $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC/FNS Non-Careerxr
Senior Advisor ES 158,700 39,675 { FNS Non-Career
Executive GS-12/07 91,657 22,914 | OSEC/FNS Career
Assistant
Staff Assistant GS-11/06 73,343 18,586 | OSEC/FNS Careerx
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-I11 $165, 300 541,250 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Manager for
CODEX ES 177,833 44,458 | FSIS Career
Alimentarius
Executive GS-15/03 132,009 33,002 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Secretary GS~11/09 79,122 19,781 | OSEC Career
Secretary GS-11/09 79,122 19,781 | FSIS Career
UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY
Fiscal Year 2012
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX~-IIT $165, 300 $41,250 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Manager for
CODEX ES 177,833 44,458 | FSIS Career
Alimentarius
Chief of Staff GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | OSEC Schedule C
Food Safety GS~14/03 122,099 30,525 | OSEC Schedule C
Ombudsman
Secretary GS-11/09 79,122 19,781 | FSIS Career
Secretary G5-11/09 79,122 19,781 | FSIS Career
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY
Fiscal Year 2013

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOQINTMENT
Under Secretary EX~TII $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary GS-11/09 79,122 19,781 | FSIS Career
Secretary GS~11/10 81,204 20,301 | F81s Career
UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY
Fiscal Year 2014
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Acting Under ES $145,000 $36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Secretary GS-11/10 82,019 20,505 | FSIS Career
Secretary GS-11/10 82,019 20,505 | FSIS Career
UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY
Fiscal Year 2015
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Deputy Under ES $181,195 $45,299 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES $146,450 36,612 | OSEC Non~Career
Secretary
Secretary G5-11/10 82,840 20,710 | OSEC Career
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Fiscal Year 2011
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-ITT $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff GS-15/03 132,009 33,002 | OSEC Schedule C
Special
Assistant G35~14/04 115,731 28,933 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Fiscal Year 2012
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III 5165, 300 $41,325 ! OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | FS/NRCS Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | OSEC Schedule C
Special G8-14/04 115,731 28,933 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Assistant
Special G5~13/01 89,033 22,258 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Assistant
Staff Assistant GS~-07/01 42,209 10,552 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Fiscal Year 2013

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Deputy Under ES $145,000 $36,250 | FS/NRCS Non-Career
Secretary

Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non~-Career
Secretary

Chief of Staff G5-15/05 140,259 35,085 | OSEC Schedule C
Senior Advisor GS-15/06 144,385 36,096 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Leslie

Special ES 140,000 35,000 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Assistant

Special GS-13/02 92,001 23,000 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Assistant

Staff Assistant GS-07/02 43,616 10,904 | FS/NRCS Schedule C

UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Fiscal Year 2014
FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-~III $165,300 541,325 OSEC PAS

Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non~Career
Secretary

Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary

Chief of Staff ES 140,000 34,034 | OSEC/FS/ Non-Career

NRCS

Senior Advisor GS~15/06 145,827 36,457 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Special G8-13/03 95,919 23,980 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Assistant

Special GS-11/01 63,091 15,773 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Assistant




137

UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESQURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
Fiscal Year 2015
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 146,450 36,612 | OSEC Non~Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 146,450 36,612 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff £S 140,000 34,034 | OSEC/FS/ Non~-Career
NRCS
Senior Advisor GS-15/06 147,288 36,822 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Special GS-13/04 99, 905 24,976 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
Assistant
Policy Advisor GS-12/01 76,378 19,095 | FS/NRCS Schedule C
UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS
Fiscal Year 2011
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary | EX-III $165,300 | $41,625 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Career
Secretary
Director, ES 160, 336 40,084 ARS/NIFA/
Office of the ERS/NASS Career
Chief Scientist
Chief of Staff GS~-15/04 136,134 34,752 | ARS/NIFA/ Schedule C
ERS/NASS
Special G5-12/01 74,872 18,718 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS
Fiscal Year 2012

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary | EX-III $165, 300 541,625 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 165,300 41,325 | ARS/NIFA/ Non~Career
ERS/NASS
Chief of Staff GS-15/01 123,758 30,940 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential GS-12/01 74,872 18,718 | ARS/NIFA/ Schedule C
Assistant ERS/NASS
UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONCOMICS
Fiscal Year 2013
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary | BX-III $165, 300 $41,625 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 173,700 44,925 | OSEC Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 165,300 41,325 | ARS/NIFA/ Non-Career
ERS/NASS
Supervisory ES 165, 300 41,325 | OSEC Non~Career
Specialist
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential G5-12/02 77,368 19,342 | ARS/NIFA/ Schedule C
Assistant ERS/NASS
Office GS-05/01 34,075 8,519 | OSEC Schedule C
Automation
Clerk
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS
Fiscal Year 2014

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary | EX-III $165,300 1 $41,625 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 181,500 45,375 § OSEC Career
Secretary
Supervisor ES 165,300 41,325 | ARS/NIFA/ Non-Career
Natural ERS/NASS
Resources
Specialist
Chief of Staff ES 14C,000 35,000 | OSEC/ARS/ Schedule C
NIFA/ERS/
NASS
Confidential GS-07/01 42,631 10,658 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Confidential GS-05/02 35,563 8,891 | ARS/NIFA/ Schedule C
Assistant ERS/NASS
UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS
Fiscal Year 2015
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary | EX-III $165,300 ¢ $41,625 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 183,300 45,825 | OSEC Career
Secretary
Supervisor ES 167,000 41,750 | ARS/NIFA/ Non~Career
Natural ERS/NASS
Resources
Specialist
Chief of Staff ES 141,400 35,350 | OSEC/ARS/ Schedule C
NIFA/ERS/
NASS
Confidential GS-07/01 43,057 10,764 | OSEC/ARS/ Schedule C
Assistant NIFA/ERS/
NASS
Confidential G8-06/01 38,747 9,687 | ARS/NIFA/ Schedule C
Assistant ERS/NASS
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-II1 $165, 300 $41,625 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 150,800 37,700 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Director, GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | RD Schedule C
Economic and
Community
Development
Chief of Staff GS-15/03 132,009 33,002 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential GS-12/01 74,874 18,719 { RD Schedule C
Assistant
Consultant EF-0/0 45,374 11,344 | RD Schedule B
UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Year 2012
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-IIT 3165, 300 541,625 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 152,230 38,063 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 150,800 37,700 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor GS-15/10 155,500 38,875 RD Schedule C
Director, GS-15/06 144,385 36,096 | RD Schedule C
Legislative and
Public Affairs
Chief of Staff GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | RD Schedule C
Special GS-13/03 94,969 23,742 | RD Schedule C
Assistant for
Energy Program
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Year 2013

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Administrator EX~IV $155, 500 $38,875 | RD Non-Career
Deputy Under ES 152,250 38,063 | OSEC Non~Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC/RD Non~Career
Senior Advisor GS-15/10 155,500 38,875 | RD Schedule C
Director G8~15/06 144,385 36,096 | RD Schedule C
National GS~14/02 108,717 27,179 | RD Schedule C
Coordinator
Special GS-13/04 97,936 24,484 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant for
Energy Program
Special G5-11/01 62,467 15,617 { RD Schedule C
Assistant
Special G8-11/01 62,467 15,617 | CSEC Schedule C
Assistant
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UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Year 2014

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Deputy Under ES 5152,250 538,063 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 155, 000 38,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor GS-15/10 157,100 39,275 | RD Schedule C
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC/RD Schedule C
Director, G5-15/06 145,827 36,457 | RD Schedule C
Legislative and
Public Affairs
National GS-14/02 109,804 27,451 1 RD Schedule C
Caordinator
Special GS-13/04 98,916 24,729 | RD Schedule C
Assistant for
Energy Program
Special GS-11/02 65,194 16,299 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Special GS-11/01 63,091 15,773 | RD Schedule C
Assistant




143

UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Year 2015

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary ES $165,350 $41,338 | OSEC Non~Career
Deputy Under ES 158,500 39,625 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 158,700 39,675 | OSEC Schedule C
Chief of Staff ES 141,400 35,350 | RD Schedule C
Senior Advisor GS-15/10 158,700 38,675 | RD Schedule C
Director, GS-15/06 147,288 37,072 { RD Schedule C
Legislative and
Public Affairs
National GS-14/03 114,480 28,620 | RD Schedule C
Coordinator
Special GS-13/05 102,932 25,733 | RD Schedule C
Assistant for
Energy Program
Special GsS-12/01 76,378 19,095 | RD Schedule C

Assistant




UNDER SECRETARY
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FOR MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS

Fiscal Year 2011
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX~II1 $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Staff GS-15/01 113,735 28,434 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Assistant GIPSA
Program GS-14/04 115,731 28,933 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Specialist GIPSA
Program GS-13/03 94,969 23,742 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Specialist GIPSA
Staff GS-11/01 62,467 15,617 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Assistant GIPSA
Program G5-11/01 62,467 15,617 | AMS/APHIS/ | Schedule C
Specialist GIPSA
UNDER SECRETARY FOR MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS
Fiscal Year 2012
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 { OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Program GS-14/05 119,238 29,810 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Specialist GIPSA
Senior Advisor GS-14/01 105,211 26,303 | OSEC Schedule C
Program GS-13/03 94,969 23,742 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Specialist GIPSA
Confidential GS-13/02 92,001 23,000 { AMS/APHIS/ | Schedule C
Assistant GIPSA
Program GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | AMS/APHIS/ | Schedule C
Specialist GIPSA
Staff GS-11/01 62,467 15,617 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Assistant GIPSA
Program 65-4/1 30,458 7,614 | AMS/APHIg/ | C3TSeT
Assistant GIPSA
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Fiscal Year 2013

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-IIL $165,300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC/AMS/ Schedule C

APHIS/

GIPSA
Program GS-14/05 119,238 29,810 | AMS Career
Specialist
Program G5-13/04 97,936 24,484 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Specialist GIPSA
Staff GS-11/02 64,548 16,137 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Assistant GIPSA

UNDER SECRETARY FOR MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS
Fiscal Year 2014
FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX-III $1€5, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Secretary ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Non-Career
Deputy Under ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC/AMS/ Non-Career
Secretary APHIS/

GIPSA
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC Schedule C
Senicor Advisor GS~14/04 116,887 29,222 | AMS/APHIS/ | Schedule C

GIPSA
Program GS-14/06 134,878 33,720 | AMS/APHIS/ | Schedule C
Specialist GIPSA
Program GS~13/04 98,916 24,729 | OSEC Career
Specialist AMS/APHIS/

GIPSA
Staff GS-11/02 65,194 16,299 | AMS/APHIS/ | Schedule C
Assistant GIPSA
Confidential GS-09/02 53,884 13,471 | AMS/APRIS/ | Schedule C
Assistant GIPSA
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Fiscal Year 2015

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Under Secretary EX~III $165, 300 $41,325 | OSEC PAS
Deputy Secretary ES 146,450 36,613 | OSEC Non~Career
Deputy Under ES 146,450 36,613 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Program GS-13/05 102,932 25,733 | AMS/APHIS/ | Career
Specialist GIPsA
Staff Gs-11/02 65,847 16,462 | AMS/APRIS/ | Schedule C
Assistant GIPSA
Confidential GS-11/01 63,722 15,931 | AMS/APHIS/ | Schedule C
Assistant GIPSA
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT

Assistant EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS

Secretary

Deputy Assistant ES 179,700 44,9251 OSEC Career

Secretary

Assoclate ES 178,700 44,925 | Greenbook | Career

Assistant Reimb.

Secretary

Deputy Assistant ES 155,000 38,750 | OBEC Non-Career

Secretary

Deputy Director ES 133,900 33,475 | Greenbook | Non-Career

Cultural Reimb.

Transformation

Special Assistant GS-15/10 155,500 38,875 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.

EEC Special GS-14/09 133,264 33,316 | Forest Career
Service

Horticulturist GS-14/09 133,264 33,316 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.

Management Analyst | GS-12/01 74,872 18,718 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.

Secretary GS-12/01 74,872 18,718 | DM Staff Career
Offices

Executive GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | DM Staff Career

Assistant Offices

Secretary GS-08/08 57,649 14,412 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION
Fiscal Year 2012

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT

Acting Assistant ES $179,700 $26,277 | OSEC Career

Secretary

Deputy Assistant ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC Career

Secretary

Assocliate ES 179,700 44,925 | Greenbook | Career

Assistant Reimb.

Secretary

Deputy Assistant ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Non~Career

Secretary

Special Assistant ES 133,800 33,475 | Greenbook | Non-~Career
Reimb.

Special Assistant G8-15/07 136,483 34,121 | Forest Schedule C
Service

Chief of Staff GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | DM Staff Schedule C
Offices

Horticulturist GS-14/09 133,264 33,316 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.

Program Analyst GS-14/01 105,211 26,303 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb.

Special Asst. GS~13/01 89,033 22,258 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb

Management Analyst | GS$-12/01 74,872 18,718 | Grenbook Career
Reimb.

Secretary G8-11/08 77,040 19,260 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.

Egual Employment Gs-11/01 59,987 14,997 | Forest Schedule C

Specialist Service

Management Analyst | GS-11/01 62,467 15,617 | DM Staff Schedule C
Offices

Confidential Asst. | GS-11/01 62,467 15,617 | DM Staff Schedule C
Offices

Equal Employment G8~-08/10 64,450 16,113 | Forest Schedule C

Specialist Service

Executive GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | Admin. Career

Assistant

Management Analyst | GS-09/01 51,630 12,907 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb.
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Staff Assistant GS-05/01 34,075 8,519 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb
Staff Assistant GS-05/01 34,075 8,519 | Forest Schedule C
Service
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION
Fiscal Year 2013
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Acting Assistant ES $179,700 $26,277 | OSEC/WCF/ | Career
Secretary Greenbook
Reimb.
Deputy Assistant ES 179,700 44,925 | OSEC/WCF/ | Career
Secretary Greenbook
Reinb.
Deputy Assistant ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Deputy Chief of ES 140,000 35,000 | OSEC/WCE/ | Non-Career
Staff Greenbook
Reimb.
Special Assistant GS-15/07 136,483 34,121 | Forest Schedule C
Service
Senior Advisor GS-15/05 $140,259 35,065 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb.
Senior Advisor GS-15/04 136,134 34,034 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb.
Management Analyst | G5-12/02 77,368 19,342 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.
Executive GS-11/01 62,467 15,617 | OSEC/WCF/ | Career
Assistant Greenbook
Reimb.
Secretary GS~-11/08 77,040 19,260 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb,
Confidential Asst. GS-13/01 89,033 22,258 | OSEC/WCF/ | Schedule C
Greenbook
Reimb.
Staff Assistant GS-05/01 34,075 8,519 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb.
Staff Assistant G5-05/01 34,075 8,519 | OSEC/WCF/ | Schedule C
Greenbook
Reimb.
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION
Fiscal Year 2014

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant ES $181,500 $45,375 | OSEC/WCF/ | Career
Secretary Greenbook
’ Reimb.
Deputy Assistant ES 181,500 45,375 | OSEC/WCE/ | Career
Secretary Greenbook
Reimb.
Deputy Assistant ES 155,000 44,925 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Chief of Staff ES 140,000 40,625 | OSEC/WCF/ | Non-Career
Greenbook
Reimb.
Senior Advisor GS-15/05 141,660 35,415 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb.
Senior Advisor GS~15/05 141,660 35,415 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb
Management Analyst | GS-12/03 80, 662 20,166 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.
Special Assistant G35-13/02 92,922 23,231 | OSEC Schedule C
Executive Gs-11/02 65,194 16,299 | OHSEC Career
Assistant
Management Analyst | GS-13/03 95,919 23,980 | OSEC/WCF/ | Schedule C
Greenbook
Reimb.
Secretary GS-11/09 79,916 19,979 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.
Secretary GS-11/04 69,400 17,350 | OSEC Career
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Fiscal Year 2015

FOR ADMINISTRATION

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant ES $183, 300 $45,825 | OSEC/WCF/ | Career
Secretary Greenbook
Reimb.
Deputy Assistant ES 183,300 45,825 | OSEC/WCF/ | Career
Secretary Greenbook
Reimb.
Deputy Assistant ES 156,550 39,138 | OSEC/WCF/ | Non-Career
Secretary Greenbhook
Chief of Staff ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Schedule C
Senior Advisor GS-15/05 143,079 35,770 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb.
Senior Advisor GS-15/05 143,079 35,770 | Greenbook | Schedule C
Reimb
Management Analyst | GS-12/04 84,017 21,004 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.
Management Analyst | GS-13/03 96,878 24,219 | OSEC/WCF/ | Schedule C
Greenbook
Reimb.
Secretary GS-11/09 80,716 20,179 | Greenbook | Career
Reimb.
Administrative GS-11/04 70,095 17,524 | OSEC/WCF/ | Career
Specialist Greenbook
Office Automation GS-03/01 27,675 6,919 | OSEC/WCF/ | Career
Clerk Greenbook
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX-1V $155, 500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 155,000 38,750 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Special Assistant (35-13/04 97,936 24,484 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant GS~-13/02 92,001 23,000 Civil Schedule C

Rights
Administrative GS-12/10 98,333 24,8331 Civil Career
Specialist Rights
Executive GS-12/08 92,341 23,085 | Civil Career
Assistant Rights
Compliance Analyst | GS-09/02 53,350 13,338 | Civil Schedule C
Specialist Rights

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
Fiscal Year 2012
FUNDED

TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX-1IV $155, 500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Secretary
Senior Advisor GS-14/01 105,211 26,303 | OSEC Schedule C
Administrative GS-12/10 97,333 24,333 | Civil Career
Specialist Rights
Executive GS-12/08 92,341 23,085 | Civil Career
Assistant Rights
Compliance GS~08/02 53,350 13,338 | Civil Schedule C
Analysis Rights
Specialist
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
Fiscal Year 2013

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX~IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 145,000 36,250 | OSEC Schedule C
Secretary
Adninistrative 8-12/10 97,333 24,333 | OSEC Career
Specialist
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
Fiscal Year 2014
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 160,000 40,000 [ OSEC Schedule C
Secretary
Special Assistant G§-12/03 80,662 20,166 | OSEC Schedule C
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
Fiscal Year 2015
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 160,000 40,000 | O8EC Schedule C
Secretary
Senior Advisor GS-14/01 107,325 26,831 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant GS-13/01 90,823 22,706 | OSEC Schedule C
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Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Deputy Assistant ES $149,350 $46,508 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 148,510 37,128 | RD Career
Director, GS-15/06 144,385 40,125 | OSEC Schedule C
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Senior Advisor GS~-15/04 136,134 34,034 | RD Schedule C
for Labor Affairs
Special Assistant | GS-15/01 123,758 30,093 ] OSEC Schedule C
Deputy Director, GS~-14/01 105,211 32,279 | OSEC Schedule C
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Special Assistant |GS-12/05 84,855 21,214 | OSEC Career
Secretary GS-12/03 79,864 19,966 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GS-12/01 74,872 18,718 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant GS-11/07 74,958 18,740 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant | GS-11/07 74,958 18,740 | OSEC Career
Legal Analyst GS~-11/02 64,548 16,137 | OSEC Schedule C
Transportation WG-08/09% 52,976 13,244 | OSEC Career
Assistant
Legislative G8-07/02 43,616 10,904 | OSEC Career
Analyst
Staff Assistant GS-07/01 42,2009 10,552 | OSEC Schedule C
Legislative GS-07/01 42,209 10,552 { OSEC Schedule C
Analyst
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
Fiscal Year 2012

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX-IV $155, 500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 149, 350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 165,300 41,3251 RD Career
Director, GS-15/06 144,385 36,096 | OSEC Schedule C
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Confidential GS-13/05 100,904 25,226 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Special Assistant GS-13/01 89,033 22,258 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential GS-~13/01 89,033 22,258 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Special Assistant | GS-12/06 87,350 21,838 | OSEC Career
Secretary G35-12/04 82,359 20,590 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GS-11/07 74,958 18,740 | OSEC Schedule C
Special Assistant | GS5-11/07 74,958 18,740 § OSEC Career
Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS§~09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C
Transportation WG~08/05 52,976 13,244 | OSEC Career
Assistant
Student Training GS-01/01 22,115 5,529 | OSEC Schedule C
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
Fiscal Year 2013

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX-IV $179,700 $44,925 § OSEC PAS
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Senior Advisor ES 165,300 41,325 [ RD Career
Director, GS-15/07 148,510 37,128 | OSEC Schedule C
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Deputy Director GS-15/5 $140,259 35,065 | OSEC Schedule C
Confidential GS-14/01 105,211 26,303 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Special Assistant | GS-12/06 87,350 21,838 | OSEC Career
Secretary G5-12/04 82,359 20,590 | OSEC Career
Special Assistant | GS-11/07 74,958 18,740 | OSEC Career
Staff Assistant G8-11/01 62,467 15,617 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OSEC Schedule C
Staff Assistant GS-09/01 51,630 12,208 | OSEC Schedule C
Transportation WG-08/06 53,534 13,384 | OSEC Career
Assistant
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Fiscal Year 2014

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 149,350 37,338 | OSEC Non-Career
Secretary
Director, GS-15/07 144,385 37,498 | OSEC Schedule C
Intergovernmental
Affairs
Deputy Director GS-15/05 141,660 35,415 | OSEC Schedule C
Administrative G5-12/01 75,621 18,905 | OSEC Schedule C
Specialist
Confidential GS-12/01 75,621 18,906 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Confidential GS-11/02 65,194 16,299 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Secretary GS~-12/05 85,703 21,426 { OSEC Career
Legislative GS-098/01 52,146 13,037 | OSEC Schedule C
Analyst
Staff Assistant GS-09/02 53,884 13,471 OSEC Schedule C
Transportation GS-08/06 55,082 13,771 | OSEC Career
Assistant
Confidential GS-07/03 45,473 11,368 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
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Fiscal Year 2015

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Assistant EX-IV $155,500 $38,875 | OSEC PAS
Secretary
Deputy Assistant ES 135,000 33,750 | OSEC Non-~Career
Secretary
Deputy Director GS-15/05 143,079 35,770 | CSEC Schedule C
Legislative GS-14/01 107,325 26,831 | OSEC Schedule C
Director
Administrative GS~12/02 78,924 18,731 | OSEC Schedule C
Specialist
Confidential GS-13/01 90,823 22,706 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Confidential GS-11/03 67,971 16,993 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
Special Assistant | GS-12/05 86,564 21,641 | OSEC Career
Legislative GS-08/02 54,423 13,606 | OSEC Schedule C
Analyst
Legislative GS-08/01 52,668 13,167 | OSEC Schedule C
Analyst
Staff Assistant GS=-11/01 63,722 15,931 | OSEC Schedule C
Transportation GS-08/06 55,634 13,909 | OSEC Career
Assistant
Confidential GS-07/03 45,927 11,482 | OSEC Schedule C
Assistant
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OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS
Fiscal Year 2011

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Senior Advisor ES $145,000 $36,250 | OTR Non-Career
for Tribal
Issues
Program GS-13/05 100,904 25,226 | Greenbook Career
Specialist Reimb.
Program G5-13/03 87,278 21,820 | OTR Career
Specialist
Management GS-09/01 51,630 12,908 | OTR Career
Analyst
OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS
Fiscal Year 2012
FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Senior Advisor ES $145, 000 $36,250 | OTR Non-Career
for Tribal
Issues
Director, GS~15/04 136,134 34,034 | OTR Schedule C
Tribal
Relations
Program GS~13/04 90, 005 21,820 | OTR/FS Careex
Specialist
Management GS~11/01 62,467 15,617 | OTR Career
Analyst
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OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS

Fiscal Year 2013

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Director, ES $155,000 $38,750 { OTR Non~Career
Tribal
Relations
Program GS-13/04 30, 005 21,820 | OTR/FS Career
Specialist
Management Gs-11/02 64,548 16,137 { OTR Career
Analyst

OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS
Fiscal Year 2014

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Director, ES $155,000 1 $38,750{ OTR Non-Career
Tribal
Relations
Management Gs-12/01 75,621 18,905 | OTR Career
Analyst
Staff Assistant | GS-05/1 34,415 8,604 { OTR Career

OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS
Fiscal Year 2015

FUNDED
TITLE GRADE SALARY BENEFITS BY APPOINTMENT
Director, ES $156,550 | $39,138 | OTR Non-~Career
Tribal
Relations
Management GS-12/01 76,378 19,0985 ] OTR Career
Analyst
Staff Assistant | GS-7/5 48,796 12,199 | OTR Career
Staff Assistant | GS-05/2 35,918 8, 980 { Greenbook Careexr

Mr. Aderholt:
committees, panels,

task forces,

ADVISORY COMMITTEES

For the record, please provide a list of all advisory
and commissions that are funded in FY 2011

through 2015. Indicate those that are mandated by law and those that are
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discretionary as well as the funding level of each. Also list each advisory
committee, panel, task force and commission that you propose to operate in FY
2016 and the proposed budget for each.

Response: Information on all advisory committees, panels, task forces,
and commissions that were funded in fiscal years 2011 through 2015 follow.
Operations for fiscal year 2016 will be considered after final Congressional
action.

[The information follows:]

ALLOCATION OF THE USDA ADVISORY COMMITTSE LIMITATION

Avehority
Seatutory (51 oz

valicy Ares and Advisory Conmittes w1 e enols  mnaenn pvaone rvams
Fa0D, WUTRITION AND CONSUMER SEAVICES:

Natiound AdvizoRy Cawncil on Matornets Tnfant. and Fetal MECEEEIOR...sccresoons 552 vac 1w 50,000 75,000 $75,000 75,000 380,000
voon sarary:

Fational Advisory Comsistss on Meat and Fowltry Inepectism,.... . wsE 5e @ (0 se.000  so,000 50,000 50,000 60,000
National AGVivOry Cameities on Microbialogisel Critaria for Fowds, b bspasceantal Regulation 194328 ieo.gon 700000 120,000 120,000 150,000
RRSEARCH, UDUCATION AWD BCOROWIGS:

NPA/Foreatey Researsh Advisary Council... 5 16 Usc Se2met 55,000 s o s o
A /Adviaary Commiktes on Sictechnalogy and 21et Gentury AFREIRGTE. oo 1o11. D Dephrtmamiel Regulation 10E1-08 206,000 274,000 276,000 75,606 774,000

Committae o b beparimental Reguletion 1013-133 35,00 70,000 10,000 79,000 70,000

FARKETTNG 360 -REGULATORY FROGRANS

APHIS/Mational WARIALe Sarvices Advisory Cammittss..... ® bepactmencal Reyalacion 104327 24,000 42600 43,600 yig0 50,000
APHIS/Generl Confozence Comn. an the Natiohal Poultry isprevament Fiik b Dopartmentat Rugutation 1043-8 50 95,00 0,000 5,000 30,000
APHIS/Advisery Conmittss on Animal Hewlth snd FOUILEY Disves.. r..-..... . b Depactmental Regulation 1043-31 35,000 45,000 60,000 50,000 72,000
AMS/UATional BEgARLG SEARGREDS BORER. 1+ 1e st errr et sienereene st resiereieeecns s 7 ws.c 230 50,000 150,000 10,600 190,000 300,900
Ao /Feuiv and Vegokable Industry Advisery Commiceee. ..t © bepartmental Regeistion 1042-139 70,800 95,000 95,000 36,000 160,003
Aot Omivnssad Cotson Standerds Advisory CommTed.... LU o oapaceeensay meguiation 1062032 ° o ssene o o
STesn/eadesal Grain Tnspection Advisory Comeities. 7w no o w000 seoe  so,008 75,000
EARI AND FOREXGH AGKICULTURRD SERVECES:

FAS/Agricultuzal Policy Advisory Committas £or Teade........... $ 1% U.5.C 2103 19,320 50,550 24,992 78,882 42,000
FAS/Agricultural Technical Advisory Commwittess £or Prads..... s 19 t.5.c2101 33,130 324,300 149,268 249,060 150,000
FRS/Advia0ry Committas b BResging MATKETS. .. rr. o errsincs s 7 w8 25,000 20.000 20000 16,000 10,080
FPAS/Consuitative Group on Child Laber and Forced Laboz. . § 27 ¥.5,0 710% 14,000 © o o o
¥SA/Dairy Industry Advisory Committse.. $ 7 WS008 100,200 o ° o °
FSA/Bdward R. Madigan Agricuitural Expext }:xcnlhnc: Award BOAXG ..\ riannanisas 57 U.5.C 5678 o 0,900 20,998 19,000 18,000
SATURAL RESOURSES AND ENVIROMENT

Task forve on Agsicultural ALr QuEIALY ReseRESh...... e s 7ws.c. 5405 0,000 150,000 189,000 350,000 170,000
CSET/DERARTIERTA MAAGENENT:

uispanie Assacistian of Collagan and Universities. Aqency- Discresionacy 000 0% 000 0,00 30,000
Mative Anerican Advirory Committes s 7 us.c 2208 o seo0 s asoe0 50,000
Hinoxity Fammes AGVISORY COBBITES®. . .vnrrreerrirnreririos s 7us.c 1mn S0 w1000 161,000 104000 101,090

Advigary Comxittes on Seginning Farmers and Ranchecs. © Memorandus of Agresmen: duted 10/$6 30,000 112,000 132,000 112,000 112,000

Subtatal, Rdvisary Commivtess 1,575,346 1,795,353 1,765, 180 1,718,450 3,842,008
223,360 #09  14,380

Contingenzy Reserve.... 84,550
37,405,600 $1,800, 600 31,800,460 31,600,000 §1,662,000

TOTAL, ADVISORY COMMITTERS UNDER THE STATUTORY CAP...

ADVISORY COMMITTEE SXEMET PROM THE STATUTORY CAP:
RESEARCH, BOUCATION, AND BCONGMITS:
Hational Agricultural Rasearch, Sxtension, Bdvcation and Tconemics Advisary Ssard. 497,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 300,000

TOTAL, AOVISORY COMMITTZES... §3.267, 090 32,300,000 12,300,000 33,300,060 $2, 162,000
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STAFF YEAR REDUCTIONS

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table that shows, by fiscal year and
agency, the staff year reductions that occurred in fiscal years 2014 and
2015,

Response: The information is provided for the record. Note that in
total, staff years are estimated to increase in FY 2015 above the FY 2014
level. This is partly due to Farm Bill implementation efforts. Some of the
increase reflects financial management services provided by USDA to other
Federal agencies on a cost-reimbursable basis. Even with the estimated
increase in overall USDA staffing between 2014 and 2015, total Department
staffing would remain about 6 percent below 2010 levels, while the Department
has delivered record levels of service. This includes successful
implementation of new and expanded programs to address key priorities
authorized in the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act, the 2014 Farm Bill and other
legislation.
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CODEX ALIMENTARIUS
Mr. Aderholt: Please provide total expenditures on Codex Alimentarius
activities for fiscal years 2009 through the amount requested in the
President’s fiscal year 2016 request. Please provide a breakout by Agency
and a grand total for each year.

Response: The information is provided for the record.

[The information follows:}

USDA Funding for Codex Alimentarius
{Dollars in Thousands)

FY 2009 | FY 2010 | FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2015 FY 2016

President’s

Agency Actual Actual Actuval | Actual Actual | Actual | Enacted Budget

FSIs $ 3,812 $3,7521 § 3,783 $ 3,719} § 3,517 § 3,722 $ 3,759 $ 3,716
FAS 462 457 454 364 657 660 682 703
AMS 299 267 210 122 121 130 122 122
GIPSA 5 11 18 15 8 10 7 1e

Total, CODEX Activities $ 4,578 § 4,487) § 4,465 $ 4,220] $ 4,303] $ 4,522/ § 4,570 § 4,611

CCC SECTION 11
Please provide for the record a detailed listing of the CCC Section 11
{Cooperation with Other Federal Government Agencies) transfers and
reimbursements reflected for fiscal years 2011 through 2014.

Response: The information is provided for the record.

SECTION 11 CCC REIMBURSABLE AGREEMENTS AND ACTIVITIES
FY i FY FY FY
AGENCY DESCRIPTION OF AGREEMENT 2011 2012 2013 2014
$(000)

Salaries and benefits of

positions supporting CCC
FAS programs 34,400 0 0 Q
FAS To provide information resource

management services required to

support CCC programs. 18,000 | $18,400 1} $17,462 | 517,075
FAS To support Non-CCC related

information technology

activities 4,000 5,000 4,745 4,640
FAS Provide FFAS with FAS-contracted

remote sensing imagery 1,500 1,500 1,424 1,392
FAS Quality Samples Program 0 0 220 219
0OGC To provide legal services to CCC

in the operation of its programs

and activities. 250 350 285 325
FSA Biomass Crop Assistance Progranm 2,000 0 0 510
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SECTION 11 CCC REIMBURSABLE AGREEMENTS AND ACTIVITIES

FY FY FY FY

AGENCY DESCRIPTION COF AGREEMENT 2011 2012 2013 2014
NASS Price data for progranms

authorized in 2008 and 2014 Farm

Bills 2,500 2,500 2,373 2,320
NASS To provide FSA with county

estimates on selected row crops,

small grains, oilseeds, and

processed vegetables. 100 100 95 93
NASS To conduct a weekly survey of

farmer stock peanut prices by

variety. 200 200 190 186
DOI To provide contractor support to

maintain the General Sales

Manager Export Credit Guarantee

system and Data Mart. 923 1,050 996 925
DOE To provide technical support in

the areas of hazardous waste

assessments in former CCC/USDA

sites for operations and

maintenance. 3,960 4,350 3,995 4,120
FSA To provide technical support in

the areas of hazardous waste

assessments in former CCC/USDA

sites for operations and

maintenance. 100 300 0 0
MO Dept Technical support in the areas
of of hazardous waste assessments
Natural in former CCC/USDA sites for
Res. operations and maintenance, 20 20 19 19
KS Dept Technical support in the areas
of Health | of hazardous waste assessments

in former CCC/USDA sites for

operations and maintenance 60 0 0 60
NE Dept. Technical support in the areas
of ) of hazardous waste assessments
Environ. in former CCC/USDA sites for
Quality operations and maintenance. 20 20 19 19
AMS/GIPSA | Perform inspections (production

site, port, or vessel) and

commodity testing 0 250 47 0
AMS To provide CCC all cotton

classification information from

the AMS regional classification

offices. 400 400 380 371
AMS To perform re-inspection on CCC

inventory of non-fat dry milk

and salmonella testing 5 5 0 0
AMS Peanut Compliance Program 750 750 655 640
Total Reimbursable Agreements 39,188 35,205 32,904 32,913
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SECTION 11 CCC REYMBURSABLE AGREEMENTS AND ACTIVITIES

FY FY Y FY
AGENCY DESCRIPTION OF AGREEMENT 2011 2012 2013 2014
FSA Loan Service Charges and other
Administrative Reimbursements 4,715 6,083 4,081 2,784
INTERNATIONAL FOOD ASSSISTANCE OPERATIONS
GIPSA To provide sampling and testing
funds paid to the GIPSA for
costs asscoclated with sampling
and testing Corn-Soy Blend
{CSB) . 2,500 2,500 1,424 1,392
0GC To conduct activities in support
of International Food Assistance
Programs. 100 100 114 111
FAS To conduct activities in support
of International Food Assistance
Programs. 120 120 95 93
FSA To conduct activities in support
of International Food Assistance
Programs. 6,456 9,559 9,263 8,613
Total , International Food Assistance
Operations 9,216 12,279 10,896 10,209
GRAND TOTAL 53,120 | 53,567 | 47,880 | 45,906

Provide an estimate for fiscal years 2015 and 2016,

Response: The information is provided for the record. FY 2015 data
reflects funding apportioned as of February 25,

2015, Because Section 11

funding decisions involve a lengthy collaborative process including approval by

the Office of Management and Budget,

estimates for fiscal year 2016.

it is teoo early to provide reliable

AGENCY DESCRIPTION FY 2015 Est
FAS CCC Data Services contracts
18,650,000
FAS Non-CCC IRM
4,750,000
FAS Remote Sensing Imagery
5,250,000
FAS\FSA Quality Samples Program
235,729
NASS 2002 Farm Bill-program price data
2,500,000
NASS County Loan rate differentials
100, 000
NASS Weekly Peanut Prices by variety
200,000
DOE Hazardous Waste Remediation
4,400,000
MODNR Hazardous Waste Remediation
20,000
NDEQ Hazardous Waste Remediation
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20,000
KSDH Hazardous Waste Remediation
60,000
DOI GSM Contractor Support
996,540
AMS Cotton electronic class card data
400,000
AMS Peanut Compliance Program
728,375
OGC CCC Legal Assistance
350,000
Total Reimbursable Agreements 38,660,644
Transfers
FSA Loan Service Charges and other
Administrative Reimbursements 3,000,000
Title II Operations
GIPSA Sampling and Testing
700,000
FAS Support of Title II
120,000
oGC Support of Title II
100,000
AGENCY DESCRIPTION FY 2015 Est
FSA Support of Title II ({WDC, KCCO
Staff, and IT Support) 7,099,354
Total Title II Operations 8,019,354
Total Reimbursable Agreements/Section 11
Activities 49,679,998

Mr. Aderholt: What activities are not being funded through CCC Section
11 that, under current law, would fall within that funding authority? How
are these activities being funded?

Response: Section 11 of the CCC Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 7141y,
authorizes CCC to pay the costs of personnel, services, facilities, and
information of any Federal Government, State, Territory, District of
Columbia, or any political subdivision agency which assists the CCC in
conducting its business. As with other programs, CCC must budget for
activities that must be carried out under Section 11 authority. This
requires balancing multiple requests and ensuring activities carried out are
done efficiently. The statutory cap on Section 11 funding established by the
Agricultural Market Transition Act, P. L. 104-127, on BApril 4, 1996, has
limited annual funding to the FY 1995 level of $56,102,727.

COMMON COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT
Mr. Aderholt: Describe your 2014 and 2015 activities and costs for

Common Computing Environment in each of the respective agencies and in OCIO
if applicable.
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Response: In 2012, OCIO initiated an Optimized Computing Environment

(OCE) investment to create a modern,

centralized Common Computing Environment

to optimize operations at the three Service Center Agencies: the Farm Service

Agency {FSA),

Development

(RD) .

Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), and Rural

OCE program investments are managed by USDA’'s Office of the Chief
Information Officer/Client Technology Services {OCIO/CTS), with funding
coming from the Service Centexr Agencles, In FY 2014 and FY 2015 the OCE
investment budget was approved for $29 million for each fiscal year.

This investment provides the following benefits to the Service Center

Agencies:

Improved Network Performance;
Improved VoIP Availability and Performance;

Modernized Technology;

Right-Sized Systems to Meet Individual Business Needs:
Minimized Business Service Outages; and
Enhanced File Storage Capabilities.

Below is a listing of the OCE activities, and their respective costs:

FY 2014

Contributions:

Farm Services Agency
Rural Development
Natural Resources Conservation Service $11,537,000

OCE Projects:

$13,000,000
$ 4,501,000

Physical Server Replacement $ 450,000

Continued Phone System Replacement $ 6,000,000

FSA WAN Optimization Expansion $ 5,300,000

Field Virtualization Monitoring $ 1,300,000

Enterprise Proxy Solution $ 1,700,000

End User Storage $10,850,000

Backup Solution $ 3,438,000

Total ¥FY 2014 $29,038,000
FY 2015

Contributions:

Farm Services Agency $13,050,000

Rural Development $ 4,350,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service $11,537,000

OCE Projects:

End User Devices - Continuation of Field 3 1,000,000

Service Center Server replacement

Office Environment = Continued Voice over $ 6,000,000

IP (VoIP) Phone System Installations

End User Devices - Mobility $ 1,000,000

Infrastructure

End User Devices -~ Centralized Backup $ 5,937,000

Expansion

End User Devices - End User Storage $ 8,000,000
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Continued

Office Environment -Field Office $ 7,000,000
Virtualization

Total FY 2015 $28,937,000

UNAUTHORIZED APPROPRIATIONS
Mr. Aderholt: Provide for the record a list of any unauthorized
appropriations included in the fiscal year 2016 budget request. How many
requests are there in the budget that exceeds the authorized amount for the
program? Which programs?
Regponse: The information is provided for the record.

[The information follows:]

Appropriations Not Authorized by Law and Expiring Autherizations
{Dollars in Thousands)

Appropriations in 2016
Last Yearof  Authorization last year of  Appropriations
Agency/Program Authorization fevel _ authorization request
Programs not currently authorized by law or expiring on or before September 30, 2015.
Agricultursl Marketing Service;
The A y Price Reporting Act of 2010. 9/30/2013 Such sums $6.553 $6,614
Food and Nutrition Service:
WIC Farmers Market Nutrition Program.. 9/30/2015 Such sums 16,548 16,548
State A istratr p 9/30/2015 Such sums 263,686 269652
Summer Food Service PIOGIAM. ... H30/2015 Such sums 495,521 535,633
Access to Local Food: Farm to School PIogram............cocnninnenn. 973072015 Such sums 2,261 3297
National School Lunch Act - jot CleatiighouSe........oovvv e 9/30/2015 $250 250 250
Schoot Meals Program - Compii and A BIY o 9/30/2015 10,000 10000 10,000
WIC - Infrastructure, Management Information Systems, Special Nutrition Education.... 9302015 139000 9,000 69,000
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children...........cc. 530/2015 Such sums 6,623,000 6623.000
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration:
Grain Standards and Warehouse Imp Act of 2000, . 5302015 Such sums 20001 20,450
Rurat Housing Service;
Multi-Family Housing Revitalization Program. ... 9/30/2015 32,575 2575 36,000
Ruraf Utilities Service:
Broadband Tek ications Grants 9/30/2015 10372 10372 20372

Note: List does not include expiring programs for which no funding is requested in the 2016 President's Budget.
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NUTRITION EDUCATION

Mr. Aderholt., Please provide a table listing the discreticnary and
mandatory resources spent for nutrition education by the Department for
fiscal years 2010 through 2015 estimated as well as the reguested amount for
2016. List each agency amount separately, and include a Department-wide
total for each year.

Response. The information is provided for the record.

[The information follows:]

USOA Mutrition Bucation
Discretionary and Yandatory Rands
Piscal Years 2010 - 2016
{Doltars in Thousands)

Agency
DO MAND D DISC - MAND DISC- MWD DISC. MAND { DISC A
Hgricuttural Research Semvice,..oooruvini 3564 oo B8 [ N8 4 e 4 [ [j

Food and Butrition Semvict. coovvriacninis BORATE 30,2080 35,614 $356, 4600 65D, 206 ST, TR 674,660 $338,301) 9,061 ST 00 698,600 444,004 608,600 S444,004
Hatiom! Institute of Food and Bgricaltwre.| 06,30 11 [ oW b 40 0] 3,080 L
Total, TSR Wutzition Bueation,,......., 805,414 33,2060 860,488 30 600 A, S8 B TSIL 6T 400 08 STOL 410 B DAS) 103,544 00 04,180 404 00

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT MODERNIZATION INITIATIVE

Mr. Aderholt: USDA began implementing the Financial Management
Modernization Initiative (FMMI} in October 2009. Provide the Committee with
the total amount spent on FMMI by year from its fiscal year 2010 to fiscal
year 2013. 1In addition, please provide a cost estimate to transition the
remaining agencies to FMMI by fiscal year starting in fiscal year 2012.
Lastly, provide a breakout of operations and maintenance costs for FMMI from
FY 2013 to FY 2015.

Response: Total spending on FMMI from fiscal year 2010 to fiscal year
2015 is as follows (amounts in thousands):

Fiscal Year Operating Costs Capital
Investments

2010 $61,791 $29,931
2011 64,755 23,078
2012 63,303 29,950
2013 64,991 6,681
2014 62, 608 5,950
2015 (est.) 61,684 9,500

The costs of transitioning remaining agencies to FMMI were $7,470,000 in FY
2012 and $3,340,000 in FY 2013. Transition was completed in FY 2013.
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Operations and maintenance costs will drop by an estimated $924,000 from FY
2014 ($62,608,000) to FY 2015 ($61,684,000). Please note that the FY 2015
amount is still an estimate, pending final results from FY 2015 activity.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE DEFENSE

Mr. Aderholt: What types of activities is the Department engaged in to
prevent or minimize the chances of an attack on the food supply? Please
provide a detailed breakout of costs per Agency for food defense activities
from FY 2009 to estimated FY 2015 and planned amounts in the FY 2016
President’s Budget.

Response: The information is provided for the record.
{The information follows:]

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FY 2016 Food Defense Initiative
{Dollars in Millions)

2016
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 President's
Agency  Actual Actual Actusl Actual Actual Actual Estimate Budget

Food Defense:
Surveiance and Menitoring,
Food Emergency Response Network (FERN).
Implement the Electronic Laboratory Exchange Network
{LEXNET) in Laboratories... ..o oo vrviivirin o
FS18 Enhanced Inspections (hired an additional 20 ispectors).
Physical Security.
Technical Assistance 1o States/Local.
Office of Food Security and Emergency Preparedne:

.. FSIS $3215 $3.215 $3215 $0.753 $0.753 $0.840  30.840 $0.840
7254 11350 7254 3900 3900 3500 3900 3.900

1587 1587 1.587 0400 0400 0400  0.400 0.400
FSI8 2421 2469 2484 2519 2543 1541 2.107 2.145
. FSIS 0248 0248 0248 0060 0.048 0004  0.050 0.050
2,198 2198 2,198 1,961 1961 1354 1.996 2032
2224 2269 2292 2315 1764 1555 2444 2488

0.000  0.000 0.000 4783 4415 5633 5633 5.640
0.000  0.000 0000 8235 14362 14300 13.000 13.014
£.806  0.000 0.000 27.500 25158 27446 27446 27.504
0000 0.000 0.000 6742 6223 6704 6704 6.714

Scket Agents and Toxins........
Animal Disease Traceability.. ...

Plant Health Safeguarding/Pest Detectior
Nationat Animal Health Laboratory Network

Research... ..., ARS 9.133 10439 10.019 10,020 5391 9989 9989 9.989
Total, Food Defense. 36,972 42467 32,430 69.188 70915 73.666 74,509 74.716

HEADQUARTERS EMPLOYEES
Mr. Aderholt: For the record, provide a table, by agency/office,
showing Washington, D.C. headquarters personnel broken out between GS and SES

for FY 2011 to FY 2015.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[{The information follows:]
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Washington, DC
Headguarters Employees
By Agency

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

A
gency Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate

Farm Service Agency

SES ..... [ e e 8 11 13 12 10
GS ...... s vt e ey 1,111 1,147 1,159 1,129 1,116
. P . . 4 3 3
GS e 71 62 86 64 70
Foreign Agricultural Service
SES ... 2 2 16 14 14
580 496 406 403 403
18 20 15 14 14
1,718 1,565 1,612 1,385 1,634
8 9 9 7 7
521 516 501 517 640
SES vuvvereneanan e 18 18 20 20 18
GS ... e sasarsnvesnsoennaraoennsonsnnnnn 683 683 646 621 609
Natural Resources Conservation Service
SES vt e e e e ve. 20 20 18 20 22
GS ... e e eeceeraaa PPN 391 376 342 348 369
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
SES ...aiaaienn e tni e Cenaneas 24 25 27 29 29
GS it Ceeeee e Maee st « 1,239 1,153 1,078 1,107 1,147
Agricultural Marketing Service
LS 11 11 9 11 11
GS ..., e et et e s 485 478 463 481 509
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards
Administration
SES .t Ve aaa e, Crr e 2 2 3 3
L TR o 88 76 76 65 64
Agricultural Research Service
SES t.iaiiiaan SN R 16 14 14 11 11
GS ... picsaanaae Crases e PP 484 476 8513 508 555
National Institute of Pood and Agriculture
SES it T T IR SN . 8 8 8 10 11
GS i i e Cever e P - 386 385 367 370 399
Economic Research Service
B Cerar e 8 6 [ 6 6
B8 i i e e e i ey 365 368 342 334 358
Departmental Administration

SES . . .-
L 313 247 237 233 237




Homeland Security Staff

SES ..ieev-ns A 1
GS tivinen e 48 53 55 72 72
National
SES .. 1
GS ..., 24 24 2 23 24
Naticnal
SES .vien v e . PR [ 10 10 10 10 11
L3S T T R T 421 413 402 376 399
Office of Budget and Program Analysis
. 5 5
40 42 42 40 47
Office of the General Counsel
SES vty e 11 11 13 13 14
L 134 132 120 124 142
Office of the Ethics
SES sviiiiiriiinaanaaranas IR PP 1
GBS i e 24 25 22
Office of the Inspector General
SES viitiiiivaa e e 10 10 8
GS . et P 119 3% 83 83 83
Office of Civil Rights
SES ....vene [ Crscetasraeaans R . 2 2 2 2 2
GS viannin. P T 126 121 103 134 132
Office of Advocacy and Qutreach
SES 1 1 1 1
GS . 40 27 25 25 26
Office
SES 2 2 2 2
GS .. 63 57 51 53 51
Office
8ES . 5 6
GBS it 44 43 43 44 47
Cffice
SES . . 2 3
G8 ... 37 41 38 40 42
Office of the Chief Information Officer
7 7
77 76 88 102 102
42 33 40 38 G
76 15 56 57 €2
- 251 253 287 261 268
[ R e 9,682 8,231 8,968 8,763 9,361

WCF AND GREENBOOK CHARGES

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Committee with a full breakdown of
charges and expenses in the Department’s Working Capital Fund and Greenbook
charges by Agency for fiscal years 2009 through 2015.

Response: Revenue by agency for Working Capital Fund and Greenbook
activities for fiscal years 2009 through 2015 are provided for the record.
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FY FY FY FY FY FY 2gi5

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Agency . {est)
Agricultural Marketing
Service 8.6 10.3 10.7 11.1 11.8 12.9 12.2
Agricultural Research
Service 13.3 13.5 14.9 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.7
Animal & Plant Health
Insp. Svc 17.4 18.3 18.5 20.4 19.2 17.9 19.7
Departmental
Administration 6.6 14.3 22.7 11.8 13.9 15.9 8.6
Economic Research
Service 0.8 0.7 0.8 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.1
Farm Service Agency 146.5) 167.6 | 122.2 | 136.9 170.0 150.7 | 159.1
Food and Nutrition
Service 3.8 4.0 4.3 5.6 7.2 13.9 7.8
Food Safety & Insp.
Sve. 18.8 20.8 19.7 17.8 18.4 20.0 21.4
Foreign Agricultural
Service 7.2 10.1 9.4 22.4 14.1 11.7 7.9
Forest Service 95.0 88.1 95.2 97.3 99,2 95.8 73.1
Grain Insp., Packers &
Stockyards Admin. 1.7 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.3 2.1
National Appeals Div, 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.7 .05 0.6
Natl. Agri.
Statistical Service 3.5 3.4 3.7 3.7 3.3 3.1 3.8
Natl. Institute of
Food & Agriculture 2.0 2.1 2.2 1.4 2.2 2.3 2.7
Natural Resources
Conservation Svc. 118.9 124.2 117.8 127.4 145.2 137.6 154.1
Office of Budget &
Prog. Analysis 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3
Office of Advocacy &
Outreach - - 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.7
Office of Chief
Economist 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5
Office of Chief Fin.
Officer 37.4 34.0 42.5 42.95 44.0 36.4 25.6
Office of Chief
Information Officer 35.0 8.3 65.5 49.4 56.8 62.0 38.2
Office of Civil Rights 1.5 1.2 1.6 0.9 1.3 1.3 0.8
Office of
Communications 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.5 1.3 1.3 1.0
Office of Executive
Secretariat 0.2 0.2 C.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3
Office of General
Council 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.0 0.9
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Office of Homeland _ - _

Security 4. 2.5 2. 1.1

Office of Inspector

General 1.5 1.4 1.8 1 1.6 1. 1.5

Office of the

Secretary 0.9 1.0 1.2 0. 1.2 1. 1.9

Risk Management Agency 1.1 1.7 1.3 1.3 1.2 1. 0.9

Rural Development 72.1 76,4 76.6 65, €7.0 72. 61.2

USDA Total 586.6 | 617.1 638,21 643. 701.5( 681. 621.9

DEPARTMENTAL SHARED COST PROGRAMS ~ USDA AGENCY SHARES
FY 2008 -~ 2015 (amounts in thousands)
¥FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
Agency 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual Est.

Agricultural Marketing 51,047 $886| $882] $903| $865| $858| $929
Service
Agricultural Research Service 3,868 3,128 2,349 2,505 2,194 2,114 2,231
Animal and Plant Health Insp- | 5 9| 5 66| 2,641] 2,677 2,278 2,331 2,303
Service
Departmental Administration 173 150 19C 210 216 164 165
Economic Research Service 171 114 159 158 159 146 150
Farm Service Agency 5,948 4,117 4,036 4,016 3,881 3,815 4,074
Food and Nutrition Service 749 390 510 513 459 443 442
Food Safety and Inspection 3,569 | 2,815 2,795 2,860| 2,695 2,658 2,845
Service
Foreign Agricultural Service 728 501 613 616 558 483 502
Forest Service 15,169 9,641 110,306 10,187 | 10,208 | 10,650 | 10, 936
Grain Insp., Packers &
Stockyard Adm. 296 204 270 280 210 196 203
National Agricultural 482 327 378 371 389 376 352
Statistics Service
National Appeals Division 38 28 30 31 27 27 27
Natf. Institute of Food and 219 133 184 170 183 161 173
Agriculture
Natural Resources 4,333 3,462 3,847 3,663 3,366 3,395| 3,475
Conservation Service
Office of Advocacy and 0 0 0 6 9 6 s
Outreach
Office of Budget and Program
Analysis 24 i8 24 23 20 19 21
Office of Chief Economist 55 16 25 23 22 20 22
Office of Civil Rights 67 35 57 52 53 48 51
Office of Communications 34 28 41 39 37 31 38
Office of the General Counsel 125 92 106 104 106 96 101
Office of Homeland
Security/Emer. Coord. o v 0 10 24 15 15
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Office of the Inspector 400 339 279 283 200 207 201
General
Off+ce of the Chief Financial 7% 517 152 169 444 364 464
Officer
Office of the Chief 5
3 4 27 1

Information Qfficer 1,546 337 318 322 31 3 38
Office o? the Executive s o 3 10 5 3 9
Secretariat
Office of the Secretary 31 13 12 12 53 50 47
Risk Management Agency 206 154 167 166 146 130 1398
Rural Development 2,581 1,811 1,893 1,856 1,706 1,543 1,577

DSCP Totals 46,406 | 31,942 | 32,567 | 32,533 { 31,049 | 30,681 | 31,881

PAY INCREASE

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a breakout of which agencies absorb the
proposed pay increase and which ones are asking for additional
appropriations.

Response: All USDA agencies requested additional appropriations for the
requested pay increase.

AWARDS AND PROMOTIONS

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the record a summary of total bonus
and award resources (total number of awards/ponuses and dollar amount) for
every position type (i.e., SES, SL/ST, GS, etc.) in each appropriation
account for USDA for fiscal years 2013 through 2015, Provide a separate
breakout for excepted positions. Do not exclude any type of bonus or award
payment {e.g., include all types of meonetary payments, including incentives,
individual and group awards, bonuses, performance awards, Presidential Rank
Awards, etc.).

In addition to the summary level data, provide the Subcommittee with an
electronic file {excel format) containing the data requested above on an
individual basis without personally identifiable information. Lastly, for
each appropriation account, provide the Subcommittee with the total number of
promotions, within-grade increases or promotion equivalents under FSIS's
Public Health Human Resources System (PHHRS) for fiscal years 2009 through
2015.

Response: The information is provided for the record.

{The information follows:]
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Bonuses and Awards Summary
tbollars in Thousands)

axs other Fozits Zasal
Numbar Hunber Runber Number
of Amount ot Amount o Amount of Amount.
Agene: iation Aseount X Awards  Awsrded Axazds Avagdad Avards _ Avarded Awards | Awsrded
Farm Services Agency - Federal
Salaries & Expenses 2013 6 $57.8 19 $13.6 o 30.0 16 $71.1
salaries 4 Expenses 2014 B $34.9 4 §7.4 o 50.0 10 $62.3
salaries 5 Expenses 2013 B s49.2 1,407 $2,130.0 ¢ 50.0 1,412 $2,179.2
Farm Services Agency - County
salaries & Expenses 2013 o 50,0 o 50,0 o 56,0 ° s0.0
salaries & Expenses 2014 o $0.0 ° 50.0 o $0.0 ° $0.9
Salastes & Bxpenses 2015 e 36.0 1,829 51,008.0 o s0.0 1,628 $1,808.0
Foreign mgricultural Service
Salaries & Expenses 2013 2 518.7 583 5686, 4 ° R &85 §705
salaries & Expenses 2014 H s23.4 707 $799.1 [ 50.0 709 s823
Salaries & Expenses 2015 z 525.0 731 3800.0 o $0.0 733 $823
Risk Management Agency
Sajaries 5 Expenses 2013 2 $28.2 2 $5.0 o so.0 s $33.2
saiaries & Expanses 2014 3 533.0 383 $501.0 B 50.9 387 $534.0
salaries ¢ Sxpenses 2015 5 $20.0 283 $504.0 o s0.0 288 §534,0
Agricultural Research Service
Salaries & Expenses 2013 22 5273.7 4,579 54,833.8 19 540.9 4,631 55,1484
Salaries ¢ Expenses 2014 32 5294.2 4,848 $4,947.3 19 $52.3 4,897 $5,283.8
salaries & Expenses 2015 @ 56.0 o $0.0 o $0.0 ° $5,204.0
National Institute of Food and Agriculture
Discretionary Accounts 2013 2 s64.1 204 $259.6 3 53,6 214 $327.3
ALl Discretionary Accounts 2014 s $62.1 a2 5325.5 13 $59.3 434
AIL Discretionary Acousts 2013 al al al al ar al 500 $572.6
wWational Rgricultuaral Statistics Service
Salaries & Expenses 2013 0 se3.8 974 5644.4 ° 50.0 984 §728.1
Salaries & Expenses 2014 ) $83.0 1,250 5742.4 o 5.0 1,261 $625.4
salaries & Expenses 2018 B 583.0 1,252 37924 5 s0.0 1,261 $825.4
Bconomic Research Service
Salaries & Bxpenses 20i3 1 59.0 216 $287.5 4 52.5 221 $299.0
salaries & Expenses 2014 s 5453 503 $440.3 > 34,2 515 $490.5
salaries ¢ Dpenses 2018 4 s40.3 12 52677 4 $4.5 200 53125
RAgricultural Marketing Service
Mktg Sve, Sec 32, User Fee, PACA, Trus 2013 1 5102.4 a4 5250.3 aze 483 $401.7
Mkrg Sve, Sec 32, User Fee, PACA, Trus 2014 10 84,7 1170 $1,230.0 161 3,381 51,368.7
Mktq Sve, Sec 32, User Fee, PACA, Trus  201% 1 374.9 100 $726.,0 25 732 §874.9
Graia Inspection, Packers and Stockyards
Administration
Solaries & Gxpenses 2013 3 525.3 ° 50.0 o s0.0 3 $25.9
salaries & Expenses 2014 2 $15.3 156 $84.3 o 50.0 156 599.7
Salaries ¢ Expenses 2615 o 00 292 5255.6 3 20.0 293 5295.6
Animsl and Plant Heolth Inspection Service
Salaries 5 Expenses 2013 35 $326.2 2,799 52,702.9 13 0.0 2,834 83,0281
Salaties & Sxpenses 2014 38 $346.6 8,028 $5,102.7 o 50.0 5,068 $5,449.2
salartes & Expenses 2018 E 53509 5,085 $5,776.8 0 50.0 6.123 $6,125.3
Food Safety and Inspection Service
Salaries & Expenses 2013 [ 50.0 3,788 53,249, 196 $228.8 3,985 $4,476.6
Salaries & Expenses 2014 18 5134.2 5,948 34,9001 28 s14.2 5,487 55,0486
Salaries & Expanses 2015 3 $550.0 2,170 $3,615.1 23 $22.6 2,194 $4,288.7
Rural bevelopment
salaries & Expenses 2013 a $0.0 2,801 52,085.7 53 s17.0 7,898 52,082.67
salaries & Sxpenses 2014 s §83.2 EXITY 53,305.3 o 50.0 3,280 $3,388.52
Satacies & Sxpenses 2018 s 572.7 5,2m 52,890.8 o 50.9 3,280 52,953.48
Food and Nutrition service
salaries & Expensas 2013 12 $106.2 1,981 $1,501.8 ° 50.0 2,483 $1,608.1
salaries & Expenses 2014 B $08.2 1,843 51,502.9 o 50,0 3,452 $1,599.1
salaries & Bxpenses 2018 i $107.5 1,079 $1,116.8 ° $0.0 1,089 $1,224.3
Natural Resources Conservation Service
12-1000, 12-1094, 12-1010, 12-1002,12-
1072, 12-1073, 12-1080 2013 15 $117.8 6,580 $5,932,3 [ 50.0 5,695 $6,056.1
121000, 12-3002, 12-1004, 32-1072 2014 13 $99.1 875 $4,115.8 o 50.0 4,888 54,215.0

12-1000, 12-1002, 12-100¢, 12-1072 2018 13 599.1 4,875 $4.115.8 o 50.0 4,898 s4,m5.0
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other Positions Toral
Wumber Number Fumber
o Amount o Amount of Ancunt
tion Ascount X Awasds _ Awsrded Awsrds _ Awacded Awards _ Awarded
Departmental Rdmin:stration 2013 B 544,90 180 $316.9 ° so.0 186 $360.0
Departoental Admaistration 2034 4 336.0 125 $202.0 o 50.0 129 5238.0
Departmental Administration 2018 5 350.0 21 $151.0 o 50.0 95 $201.0
oftice of Communications 2013 1 510.0 2 52.0 o 50,0 3 $12.9
office of Communications 2014 1 $10.0 a s2.0 o 50,0 4 $12.0
office of Communications 2015 H 39,2 1 51,0 B 50.9 2 510,90
Wational Appeals Pivision 2013 ° 50.0 66 $86.0 ° 50,0 3 566.0
National Appeals Division 2018 1 52.0 74 5710 ° 30.0 75 $73.0
Natiopal Appeals Pavision 2015 @ 50.¢ 73 $55.0 o s0.¢ 73 §55.0
otfice of Advocacy and Outreash 2013 1 .0 25 $33.0 o 50.0 21 sqz2.0
Office of Advocacy and Outreach 2012 1 59,9 o 9.0 ¢ 50,9 1 59,0
office of Advocacy and Outreach 2015 1 0 25 533.0 o $0.9 26 $42.0
office of Civil Rights 2013 1 510,80 58 2.0 ° sa.0 69 392.0
office of Civil Rights 2014 2 s11.9 73 379.0 ° 50.9 75 $90.0
office of Cival Rights 2015 3 $8.0 3¢ 59.0 o 50.0 58 3673
office of the Chief Economist 2033 s 549.0 ° 50,0 o 50.0 4 s40.0
office of the Chief Economist 2014 5 s53.0 a2 396.0 o $0.0 47 $143,0
office of the Chief Economist 2015 5 $53.0 a2 $30.0 o s0.0 a1 $143.0
Homeland Security and Bmergency Coordinatic 2013 3 $40.0 o 50.0 o 560 2 540.0
Homelana Security and Emergency Courdi 2014 1 sa.p 51 $53.0 ° 50.0 52 §62.0
Womeland Security and Emergency Coordi  201% ° sa.0 1 $52.0 o 58,9 51 $52.0
office af the Secretary 2013 4 $s0.9 L 0.0 @ 50.9 1 $50.0
offize of the Sectetary 2014 s 539.0 37 $80.0 o 200 a3 $115.0
oftice of the Secretary 2615 2 $20.0 [ s12.0 o 50.0 w0 s4z.0
©office af the hief Information Officer z013 s 7 512.0 o 50.0 15 $132.0
offize of the Chief Information 0ffice 2019 H 79 $137.0 o 300 1 $160.0
office of the Chiel Information offise 2015 2 83 5137.0 o s0.0 1 s3160.0
Office of the Chief Financial officer 2013 s 538.0 z $2.0 o 0.9 s 540.0
Office nf the Chief Financial officer 2014 1 $15.0 19 526.0 o $0.0 20 $41.0
offize of the Chief Fanancial Ofticer 2015 i s15.0 19 $26.0 o $0.0 z0 3410
Gffice of Budget and Program Analysis 2013 3 $80.0 o 50.0 2 50.0 4 $80,0
Office of Budget and Prograw Analysis 2014 o 50.0 21 $33.0 ° $0.0 21 $33.0
office of Budget and Program Analysis 2015 4 543.0 22 $43.0 o s0.0 26 586.0
Office of the General Counsel
salaries & Gxpenses 2013 18 $145.0 225 §293.2 o 50,0 241 §444.2
salaries & Eapenses 2014 15 5161.0 299 53578 o 50.0 314 §518.6
salaries ¢ Expenses 2013 15 $181.0 295 53527 @ 0.0 316 $513.7
office of Inspector General
salaries § Expenses 2013 1 57.9 19 $9.3 3 50.0 20 $17.2
Salaries & Expenses 2014 s 588.3 86 5444.0 o 50,0 394 §512.3
salaries & Expanses 2015 K 5717 390 s438.8 9 50.0 397 §510.3
USDA, Total 2013 157 $1.503.3 ¢ 20,412  5i9,138.1 0 380 296 0 20,939 $20,%38.6
2014 187 $3,503.1 0 26,327 $24,131.4 0 202 119 0 26,696 925,733.0
035 343, $2,018.2 §_ 25.239 _ $25,981.% O 48 38 9. 28,338 828.933.7

a/ hward decisions have not baen finalized for FY 2018,

therafore sstimated toals are provided.
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Total Wumber of Promotions and Within-Grade Increases

Agency riscal Years
EY.2009  EY.z0l0  EX 2012

Farn Service Agency - FESERAL:

Fromotions 452 284 530

Within-Grade increases.. . 1,962 1,956 1,871
Farn Service Agaucy - COUNT

otions. 3,083 1,148 5,072

WAhinGtade Tneesset. oo eie e T 3,538 3,563
Foreign Agriowltural Servis

PEOMOELONS + o1 v e avasseirsenonsssrensonsssrnrnnin 51 63 53

Within-Grade Increases.. N 261 338 358
Risk Management Agency:

Promations. . 74 59 80

Within-Goade Tncresses. ... 185 208 221
Natural Ressurces Conservatien Service:

BEOMORADNS v v v ernerisronsnss 1,158 1,463 1,456

Within-Grade lrrrea:es 4401 4,485 4,203
Rural Development:

BEOMOLIONS « . sscuncorssrsnenns 571 831 594

within-Grade Increases....... 2,202 2,608 2,357
Foad and Nutrition Service:

BEOMOELONS 1+ v e raransennssensansrsannertsnanessianiisronis 58 100 103

Ricnin-Grade Increases.. ... ... . s10 519 802
Food Sfety and Inrpestion Sarvic

Promotions. 1,203 959 549

Hithin-Grade increases . 3,942 2,986 2,748

Promo.Equivalents Under PHNRS........ 23 a5
Animsl and Plan Heaith Inspsotion Service:

BEOMOLLONS . 1 v 2 evseaansars 16 746 862

Within-Grade Inereases.. 2,356 3,443 3,395
Agrigultural Marxeting Service:

Fromotions. 254 237 242

Within-Grade Tncrasses ... 306 1632 318
Grain Inspestion, Packers and Stoskyarda Administrstion:

PEOMOTIONS 1+ v rrens R . 124 126 119

Within-Grade Inceeasss. ... .. 256 303 351
Agrisultural Ressarah Service:

EOMATLORS 1 vt vcanernsverriraens 25 22 568

WEthin-Grade InCreasss........... 2,889 2,834 3,490
Hasienal Institute of Feod and Agricultnuse:

Promotions . JE R P PN 30 34 2

Within-Srade Increases 147 171 i
Economic Research Service

e 23 22 28

L 125 28 110
National Agricultural Statistics Zervice:

L2 T P 120 207 130

HIthin-Grade TnGreases. .. oo veoviiirens PPN 439 478 452
Office of the Jecretary:

PEomotions. ... .. . ] 16 18

Within-Grade Increasss . & B e
Departmental Adminiatration:

BEOMOTAONS 1+ vvvscveoanaersseons 23 77 59

Within-Grade Increases..c..o... .. 113 108 135
©ffise of Communications:

PLOBOEIONS s cverrrnconnnns o 1 5

§3thin-Grade INCEEaRes.vsversciruers 8 18 21
office of Civil Righta:

Promations.. .. P PP 5 14 35

ERAN-Grads InCTRASes . «eervrit e iits et 10 17 43
Office of Budget & Program Analywis:

L T RN 5 B B

Within-Grade Increases... . i 1 18
office of the Chief Bconomist:

romotions. . PN 3 2

WiEhin- Geade TRSraases oooeroriioiii it 1 18 u
National Appeals Divisien:

Fromotions e 1 2 2

Within-Grade Tncreases

539
1,728

1,018
3,235

45
293

68

218
3,091
5,216

359
2,233

116
598

302
2,662
&

443
3,070

225
857

109
337

517
3,298

61
14z

38
117

146
442

18
20

20
57

338
1,647

7586
2,877

27
160
48
208
as7
5,144

245
2,081

205
564

723
2,707

38
3,012

178
942

68
330

56
2,943

82
195

91

18

20
35

22
161

262
1,562

614
2,623

24
157

186

1,870
303258

477
1,757

387
se6

190
2,193

372
2,856

14>
850

59
286

431
2,108

16
107

1
a4

350
224

12
3s

16
16

149
1,472

300
2,421

30
180

33

137
1,070
4,329

50
2,899

354
1,323

422
2,442

184
794

I’
161

as
al

17
»

150
424

S
100

23
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Agenay

Fiscal Years

Office uf the Chief Financial Office.
T O PN
Within-Grade INCIeases....vrvsrrovness . .

Office of the Chief Information Offiser:
BROMOLIORE . ¢y o s e e vm e aasceenpeninnrcinenirsissneiesanniannees
Rithin-Grade TACIEases. ... rers

Cffice of Homeland Security:
Promotions... .
Within-Grade Increases..

office of Advooacy and Outrsach:
PIOMOTIONS -« ve e cnnennnn
Within-Grade Increases....

office of the General Counsel:
PEOMOLLONS v -2 a s rarrrrnss
Within-Grade Insreases..

offics of Ethica:
3

OMOTLONS + ey e e v e ee s cmee et it ie e

within-Grade Tncreases..

Office of Inspector General:
PLOROLLONS 1t rosavnnrens
Hithin-Grade TRCreases.........

vspa:
PIOMOLAORS L 2 v v rrserrasisesnaesarsrs
within-Srade Tncreases........
fromo.Squivalents Under PHARS..
Totaliii.....n. .

3 4 4 3 4 5 2

12 s 4 s 13 7 5

8 28 10 11 12 4

23 2z 28 a0 ] 24

! ° 2 2 ” 2

0 El 2 22 3z 34 10

[ o 1 14 2 1 o

a o 13 2% 21 1 )

33 27 25 15 iz 20 22
111 115 199 127 91 k3 n

o ° ° 3 3 1

o ¢ 0 o 9 4

82 2 106 118 52 40 26
277 2 233 294 276 239 17
§,805 7,059 6,931 $,835 4,760 4,72¢ 3,384
22,131 23,401 26,153 25,275 24,123 20,653 16,453
23 4 12 3 3 4 (]
28,961 32,435 33,096 31,216 28,889 25,377 19,837




182

FOOD SAFETY

Mr. Aderholt: How many meat and poultry slaughter and processing
inspectors were funded in FY 2014 and FY 20157 How many will be funded under
the President’s budget request? Please specify figures by number of
inspectors and FTE, including a breakout by permanent and non-permanent
positions.

Response: FSIS inspection program personnel provide inspection at more
than 6,400 meat, poultry, and egg processing establishments around the
country. FSIS funded 7,311 permanent meat and poultry inspectors (7,227
permanent FTEs) and 420 other than permanent (OTP) FTEs in FY 2014, and
approximately 7,432 permanent positions (about 7,384 permanent FTEs) and 400
OTP FTEs in FY 201%. FSIS anticipates funding approximately 7,468 permanent
positions (about 7,300 permanent FTEs) and approximately 400 OTP FTEs in
FY 2016 based on Poultry Slaughter Rule implementation.

Mr., Aderholt: Please provide the number of frontline and non-frontline
FTE in FY 2014 and estimated for FY 2015,
Response: The information is provided for the record.

{The information follows:]

Frontline FTEs Non Frontline FTEs
FY 2014 7,598 1,019
FY 2015 7,898 1,020

Mr. Aderholt: What is the retention rate for the meat and poultry
inspection workforce and how does it compare to historic trends? What is
USDA doing to ensure that there is a qualified inspection workforce for the
future?

Response: The retention rate of in-plant inspection personnel in 2014
was 79 percent. This compares to retention rates of 80 percent per year
during the past decade. Attrition rates are monitored so that trends can be
incorporated into recruitment plans. USDA is taking the following measures to
ensure that there is a qualified inspection workforce for the future:

* Offering relocation incentives to new hires in hard-to-fill or
shortage locations.

e Offering recruitment incentives to qualified personnel.

® Using Superior Qualifications, GS positions, to set the rate of
basic pay above the minimum level.

* Offering performance awards for front-line inspectors.

* Offering a retention incentive for select employees who would be
likely to leave Federal service in lieu of the incentive.

s Offering dual waiver compensation for reemployed annuitants.

® Targeting more colleges and diverse groups for potential
qualified employees.

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Committee with the total costs for
the Public Health Information System in each year from FY 2009 to FY 2015 and
estimated for FY 2016.
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Response: The table below shows full cost associated with PHIS since
FY 2007.

{The information follows:]

FY 2007 - FY 2011% $ 45,
FY 2012 $ 7.
FY 2013 s 7.
FY 2014 $ 8.
FY 2015 est. $ 8.

$ 8

* FY2007-2011 expenditures were summed during re-
baselining.

CCC FUNDED EMERGENCY TRANSFERS

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the Committee a complete list of all
fiscal years 2009 through 2015 transfers from the CCC for the arrest and
eradication of plant and animal pests and diseases, and those that have been
requested, but not yet approved. For all transfers, note the amounts spent
to date.

Regponse: The information is provided for the record.

[The information follows:]
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Program CCCE?;;§Z§2rs/ Obgﬁgigiins Oblzgziions
Redirections 200% - 2015
gzii2eLonghorned 0 0 582,722
Avian Influenza 0 0 402
Bovine Tuberculosis o] $875 15,287
Cattle Fever Tick Q 18 5,658
Citrus Canker 0 0 29
Emerald Ash Borer 0 0 3,435
European Grapevine 0 0 27,301
Moth !
g;:zizeNew Castle 0 o 25
Fruit Fly Y] 0 574
Sharpahooter 0 0 252
Grasshopper 0 0 4,909
igiiisious Salmon 0 o 30
Light Brown Apple Moth 0 0 55,902
Mormon Cricket 0 0 1,722
National Animal ID 0 0 783
Potato Cyst Nematode 0 o 2,450
gZigias?Eiiigisease 0 3,508 13,319
TOTAL $0 $4,401 $214,800

* Note: Balances were available from CCC transfers in prior years.
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the litigation at USDA for fiscal years
2013 through 2015. Include a summary of the cases, estimated costs and
number of staff assigned to each case.

Response: Overall, our records reflect that 0GC handled over 20,000
matters between 2013-2015, including over 557 cases we consider significant
because of the associated monetary value or potential to impact USDA’s
program operations. We do not currently have the ability to provide
estimates of our litigation costs. For the vast majority of cases, one
attorney has primary responsibility for the individual case. However, more
than one attorney may be assigned to complex cases, such as class action
litigation. All attorneys manage significant litigation and/or counseling
workloads.

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a full status of civil rights cases by
USDA agency for fiscal years 2011 to 2015. Provide the number of cases filed,
the aggregate data showing the resolution of cases to include the number of
cases won by the plaintiff and the number of cases settled by USDA or the
federal government, and the amount of funds paid by the U.S. government to
settle the cases. Also, please provide the latest data on unsettled cases
filed against USDA, its respective agencies or individuals in their official
capacity.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[{The information follows:]

AIg‘uard,‘ Wendy Washington: ‘ Agricu!mra{ ‘ No/Pending
ED Marketing
: : Service

Banks, Denise District of Departmental - |-$100,000 {pending additional
Columbia Management motions'by Government to
(OASCR) vacate award)

Cantu, David et al. District of Farm Service No/Remanded
: Columbia Agency
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Rural No/Pending

Development
Under Secretary

No/Pending

No/Dismissed

| Virgin lslandys :

U.S. Court of
Federal Claims

Farm Seyvice
Agency

Davis, Dexter

Foodand
Nutrition
Seérvice

Deron Schoot NewJersey

Food Safety and. | No/Pending
Inspection
Service

District of
Columbia

U:8. Court of
Federal Claims

Jones, Annette ‘
Jones, Michael R
Keepseagle, Marilyn,

District of
Columbia

USDA-wide (all
agencies

District of
Columbia

Martin, George, et al.

Nolan; Patrick California -C.D. Forest Service No/Pending =~
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Opliger, Kathleen

Puckett, Paui‘é

‘S!aughter, Eddie

Stewart, Rebecca

Toney-Dick; et. al. v. Doar

“Wise, Eddie

"W.D: North

C.D. California

US: Court'of
Federal Claims

Wéshiﬁgton-
E.D.

New York=SD

u.s: Couft of

Carolina

Natural

Resources
Conservation
Service

S

\Focd Safety ahd

‘Farm Service
Federal Claims

Forest.Service

Forest Service

Farm Service
Agency

Food and
Nutrition

Inspection
Service

Agency

Farm Service
Agency

No/Pending

No/Pending

No/Dismissed

No/Pending

Nd/ Pending

No/Pending




FY 2010

USDA
Agency
AMS
APHIS

CNPP
€so
ERS
FAS
FNS

FSA
F51S
GIPSA
NAD
NAL
NASS
NIFA
NRCS
QOCFO
QiG
RD
RMA

Total

Cases
Filed

478

Accepted

17
37
24

467

Procedurally
Dismissed

13

L T = B - TR~ - - LA

@
&

191

Aggregate
Settled [Closuref1]
Amount

0 3 $35,500.00
1 21 $734,000.00
1 12 $296,900.00
[ 0 $0.00
0 11 $397,071.95
[ [ $0.00
2 3 $158,000.00
0 4 $114,533.44
5 46 $1,285,249.51
4 10 $304,702.46
12 36 $474,913.96
1 2 $9,565.00
0 0 $0.00
o o $0.00
0 3 $10,675.00
o 0 $0.00
1 14 $559,273.75
1 14 $382,179.82
1 4 $16,924.08
5 8 $468,674.50
1 4 $22,561.28
35 208 $5,270,724.75

Finding
{Agencyli2]

o WO O R O 00 00 RN B O OO0 0O 0 R

Ne
inding

{Agenc:

114

¥}

Finding
{EEOCH3)

I R R - I T T I T - TR T = T R - - R B - S = S T B Y

No Finding
{EE0C)

1
8
1
[

S B O M

=
3

N - - AR - Y

66



FY 2011

USDA
Agency
AMS
APHIS
ARS
Ccnpp

ERS
FAS
FNS

FSA
FStS.
GIPSA
NAD

NASS
NIFA
NRCS
0OCFO
oG
RD
RMA

Total

Cases
Filed
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Accepted
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1
3
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w oo w

-

138

Agpregate
Setttement/Closure{1]
Amount

$164,103.00
$161,357.75
$331,500.00
$0.00
$31,541.00
$9,800.00
$4,000.00
$14,870.16
$870,136.41
$500,580.74
$951,979.89
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$18,285.00
$49,000.00
$75,408.00
$640,000.00
$182,520.00
$242,877.30
$0.00

$4,248,359.35
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FY 2012

USDA
Agency

AMS
APHIS
ARS
CNPP
s
£RS
FAS
FNS
S
FsA
FSIS
GIPSA
NAD

NASS
NIFA
NRCS
OCFO
olG
RD
RMA

Total

Cases

Filed

550

Accepted

19

41
24
[+

524

Procedurally
Dismissed
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a7

193

Aggregate

Settled /Closure[1]

Amount

1 1 $624,494.00

1 15 $101,375.00

3 7 $317,753.90

0 0 $0.00
2 7 $753,975.17
1 0 50.00

4 1 $2,500.00
2 0 $0.00
[ a5 $1,678,200.00
0 10 $181,000.00
5 29 $626,241.17
1 2 $10,000.00
0 1 $24,000.00
0 0 $0.00
¢ 1 $0.00
[\ 1 $25,000.00
o 11 $156,660.00
3 5 $2,200.00
0 0 $0.00
3 12 $317,274.82
1 3 $98,000.00

23 161 $4,918,647.06
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FY 2013

USDA
Agency

AMS
APHIS
ARS
CNPP
Cso
ERS
FAS
FNS

FSA
FSIS
GIPSA

NAL
NASS
NIFA
NRCS
OCFO

0iG

RD

RMA

Total

Cases

Filed

545

Accepted

463
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Dismissed
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Aggregate

Settled  Settlement/Closure(1]

175

Amount
$27,500.00
$163,000.00
$17,000.00
$0.00
$331,316.00
$15,000.00
30.00
$14,000.00
$1,117,194.34
$106,000.00
$545,506.75
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$5,000.00
$465,146.24
$55,751.00
$325,109.33
$149,786.62
$0.00

$3,337,310.28
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FY 2014

USDA
Agency
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APHIS
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csp
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FAS
FNS

FSA
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NASS
NiFA
NRCS
OCFO
OiG
RD
RMA
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Cases

Fited
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Procedurally
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Aggregate

Settled Settlement/Closure{1}

Amount
$93,250.00
$150,546.55
$115,649.00
$0.00
$204,582.00
$0.00

$0.00
$7,500.00
$518,346.25
$814,600.00
$188,500.00
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$114,731.30
$89,303.20
$0.00
$177,907.86
$0.00

$2,474,916.16
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FY 2015

USDA
Agency
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Accepted

NN oo o o un

~
M

220

Procedurally
Dismissed

- R R = - I - - =T - B

Withdrawn

e L R R R R - R R S

196

Aggregate

Settled  Settlement/Closure[1}

L A A Y

76

Amount
$500.00
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50

$0
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$124,020.00
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S0
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Status of Open Equal Employment Opportunity
Complaint Inventory by USDA Agency As of March 31, 2015[1]

Pending
Final
USDA Pending Pending Agency  InEEOC
Agency Accept/Dismiss  Investigation  Action Hearing
AMS 1 3 1 8
APHIS 7 18 5 36
ARS 3 9 4 8
CNPP [¢] 0 o 0
csD 6 18 5 33
ERS 2 0 0 3
FAS 0 2 3 10
FNS 3 7 2 10
FS 35 64 59 200
FSA 4 5 4 44
FSIS 9 19 13 57
GIPSA 0 5 2 15
NAD 0 0 0 1
NAL 0 0 ] 0
NASS 4] o] 1 0
NIFA o 0 0 2
NRCS 5 11 5 45
OCFO 5 5 5 8
OIG 2 2 1 16
RD [ 23 14 49
RMA 2 2 1 4
Total 90 193 125 549

Total Open Inventory = 957

[1] Cases pending appeal with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission’s Office of
Federal Operations are not reflected in the total inventory.

Source: USDA/OASCR Civil Rights Enterprise System, iComplaints EEO Database
OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing how much of the Office of
Communications’ budget is spent on all forms of communication activities
focused on each of USDA’s seven mission areas for fiscal years 2012 thru
estimated 2015. Please provide an explanation as to how the Office of



198

Communications measures effectiveness via the various forms of communications
(i.e., press releases, blogs, editorials, and social media posts). Please
provide a complete listing of contracts, interagency agreements, or any type
of service provided and paid for by the Department for the Office of
Communications during FY 2013 to FY 2015,

Response: For fiscal years 2012 through estimated 2015, the budget
spent on all forms of communication activities focused on each of USDA's
seven mission areas is given in the following table:

FY 2015
Mission Area FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 A
Farm and Foreign
Agricultural Services 1,089,080 1,105,124 1,070,448 1,033,308
Food, Nutrition and
Consumer Services 1,097,061 1,226,373 1,256,670 1,132,896
Food Safety 1,090,320 1,082,827 1,027,607 1,013,008
Marketing and Regulatory
Programs 1,096,792 1,124,895 1,090,207 1,047,981
Natural Resources and
Environment 1,173,661 1,199,016 1,290,189 1,159,715
Research, Education and
Economics 1,283,082 1,324,641 1,294,724 1,235,097
Rural Development 1,235,004 1,297,124 1,035,155 1,127,995
Total 8,065,000 8,360,000 8,065,000 7,750,000

A\l FY 2015 is estimated

USDA’s Office of Communications (OC) continues to look for ways to
improve, innovate and modernize our services. OC seeks opportunities to
manage proactively and effectively, while providing Americans with modern
and efficient services. From 2011 to 2015, OC experienced an 18.5% budget
reduction, which has presented challenges in supporting the Department’s
work in service to U.S. agriculture and rural Americans. OC’s mission is
to provide leadership, expertise, management and coordination, to develop
successful communication strategies and products that advance the mission
of USDA and priorities of the government, while serving and engaging the
public in a fair, equal, transparent and easily accessible manner. OC
delivers information about USDA programs and policies to the American
people, in service to U.S. farmers, ranchers, producers and rural
Americans. To fulfill that mission, OC disseminates information
concerning USDA’s programs, policies and activities through various media
and directly to our stakeholders. The success of the Department's
initiatives—and the success of U.S. agriculture, both domestically and
abroad—is directly aided by adequately resourced communications and public
education campaigns, and the ease with which the public can access
information on the Department’s programs. In recent years, OC has also
taken on an increasingly important role in coordinating USDA’s
communications during emergencies or other incidents that potentially
affect large segments of the public and the U.$. and global economies.
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OC is divided into the following divisions: Digital Communications,
Creative Media and Broadcast Center, Press Operations, Speechwriting,
Information Technology, Branding Events Exhibits and Editorial Review,
Printing, and Photography. These divisions help to coordinate and manage
effective communications materials across most of USDA's 17 agencies and
18 offices, the state and county offices across the United States, and our
96 posts overseas. Over the last six years, USDA has been supported
policies that have made agriculture one of the bright spots in the
economy, positioning USDA to support its constituents in taking advantage
of new opportunities.

Here are four recent examples of 0C’s work on behalf of USDA:

1. Because of the collective efforts of OC to help educate and inform
the public about USDA activities. In addition, Forbes magazine
recently named USDA one of the top 216 places to work in the United
States—just one of three federal agencies to be named.

{http://www, forbes, con/best-enployers/list/2/$tab:rank)

2. Because of the innovative work of OC’'s Digital Communications team,
USDA.gov is consistently in the top 10 of most visited websites
across the federal government, garnering roughly 14 million unique
page views each month. (https://analytics.usa,gov/)

3. In the month of March 2015 alcne, OC’s outreach to journalistic
media {print, online, blogs, social media) helped to reach the
equivalent of 107 million American—one-third of the U.S. population.

4. OC is a key contributor to USDA’'s Blueprint for Stronger Service, a
proactive effort meant to cut costs and modernize operations. In
2015, OC is leading the development of an Enterprise-level Open
Source Content Management System that will lower costs across
multiple agencies in USDA by eliminating separate digital content
management and development platforms.

In addition, OC receives funds through the working capital fund to provide
centralized creative media and broadcast services.

BIOTECHNOLOGY AND TRADE

Mr. Aderholt: You have made statements about your involvement with the
biotechnology reviews of seed with our international trading partners.
Specifically, you said “.it is not just enocugh for us to approve and
accelerate our regulatory approval process, we also have to get our friends
and neighbors in the international community to do the same.” 1In your
response, you mentioned work with China.

You know that marketability and predictability are vital needs of U.S.
farmers when making business decisions. After the trade disagreements with
China on U.S. exports of corn a few months ago, the office of the U.S. Trade
Representative and the White House were reminded once again of the vital need
for improving the timeliness and predictability of international regulatory
systems. It is our responsibility to work on behalf of our ag constituents
to help lessen the unpredictability of foreign markets.

What have you and your colleagues in the Administration, including USTR
and the National Security Council, done to ensure biotech trade matters
remain one of the highest priorities when working with international trade
partners?
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Response: USDA, in close collaboration with other U.S. Government
agencies, is actively engaged in countries around the world on the trade and
use of genetically engineered (GE)} products. Addressing unscientific
barriers to trade in products derived from biotechnology and fostering an
enabling environment for innovative technologles constitute an important
element of our strategy on biotechnology. While attention-grabbing concerns
regarding access to certaln markets can make the headlines, U.S. exports of
bulk and intermediate products derived from the major bioctech food crops
{(corn and soybeans) were robust at 133 million metric tons and $47 billion in
value in 2014, according to Census Bureau data.

U.S. exports of GE products are often subject to complex regulatory
barriers and politicized concerns over consumer acceptance in overseas
markets. USDA, in close collaboration with other U.S. Government agencies,
including USTR and the National Security Councll, and private sector
stakeholders, engages with countries and organizations around the world to
foster implementation of regulations and systems that are transparent,
science-based, and consistent with international standards and WTO
obligations. Our engagement takes a variety of forms, including: bilateral
and multilateral trade negotiations; leadership in international
organizations involved in biotech issues; and international outreach on
topics such as science-based regulatory systems.

Mr. Aderholt: What else can you and the Administration do to help
mitigate trade disruptions as they relate to biotech across the globe and
within APEC in particular?

Response: USDA, in close collaboration with other U.S. Government
agencies, is actively engaged in countries around the world on the trade and
use of GE products. Addressing unscientific barriers to trade in products
derived from biotechnology and fostering an enabling environment for
innovative technologies constitute an important element of our strategy on
biotechnology. While attention~grabkbing concerns regarding access to certain
markets can make the headlines, U.S. exports of bulk and intermediate
products derived from the major biotech food crops (corn and soybeans) were
robust at 133 million metric tons and $47 billion in value in 2014, according
to Census Bureau data.

The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) region holds great promise
for products of agricultural biotechnology as markets and as potential
adopters of the technology. USDA leads the USG efforts in the APEC High
Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology (HLPDAB) forum, the
purpose cf which is to exchange information and achieve consensus on the
importance of biotechnology to agricultural productivity, the environment,
and food security among APEC’s member economies, Over the last three years
USDA has energized the HLPDAB by working with the host economies to organize
workshops on the margins of the HLPDAB meetings. Through these workshops the
United States has helped APEC economies to incorporate biotechnology into
their agricultural sectors and to address common challenges associated with
the responsible adoption and informed use of innovative agricultural
pbiotechnology. These efforts have served to strengthen science-based
biotechnology regulatory systems in many APEC economies, facilitating $110
billion in total U.S. agricultural exports to the region in 2014.



201

LEGAL PAYMENTS BY USDA AND LEGAL SUPPORT FOR USDA

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a complete listing of payments,
settlements, awards or adjudications to any non-governmental entity as a
result of judicial action, judicial orders, legal arbitration, mediation or
dispute for each fiscal year for the past five years (FY 2011 to FY 2015 to
date). Include the awardee, amount of funds, a description of issue, and the

source of the funds.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN ROGERS
RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Mr. Rogers: Rural Development funds numercus housing programs that have
a significant impact in rural areas, like my District. In FY 2015, USDA
proposed cutting Section 502 direct loans. The FY 2015 Omnibus restored that
funding. However, USDA did not spend all the 502 direct loan money in FY
2014, leaving millions unspent despite the huge need for this type of
program.

The FY 2016 budget request proposed reductions in the Section 504
housing repair grants and the Mutual and Self-Help Housing program. In my
district, the Section 504 housing repalr grants have helped numerous low-
income elderly constituents stay in their homes. The Mutual and Self-Help
Housing program has made homeownership an option for several low income
families that are willing to contribute sweat equity.

In FY 2014 the Rural Housing Service failed to spend all the money
appropriated by Congress for section 502 direct homeownership loans. This is
a very import resource in rural districts like mine. What steps has the
department taken to ensure that all the loan funds available are obligated?

Response: Rural Development was able to obligate over ninety percent of
the single family direct lending available in 2014 despite a government
shutdown and reduced staffing levels. We are currently on track to use every
dollar available to the program in 2015. To make certain of this, Rural
Development has taken additional steps and extended temporary authorizations
for State-based staff to obligate loans, subject to an appraisal, and accept
additional requests for refinancing. RHS has also expanded loan processing
capacity by allowing employees in State and field offices to cross
traditional State and county boundaries and process direct loan applications
from across the nation. This flexibility makes it easier for USDA to use
existing staffing resources to meet program demand without relocations.

Mr. Rogers: Based on your budget justification in 2014, a total of 868
families were assisted through the mutual and self-help housing program. In
2015, it is estimated that a total of 1,100 families are expected to
benefit. With the proposed cut in funding in the 2016 budget, the self-help
housing program is estimated to serve only approximately 600 rural families.
With this demonstrated success, why does the Department insist on proposing
cuts to the mutual and self-help housing program?

Response: The Mutual and Self-Help Housing Program has played an
important role in providing opportunities for affordable housing for low and
very low-income families in rural America for 50 years. The requested 2016
funding level for Mutual and Self-Help housing grants would, paired with
balances from pricr years, address the reduction proposed in this program.
However, because of budget constraints, funding for this program in 2016 it
would not support the anticipated demand associated with the increased
program level in Section 502 Single Family Direct.

Mr. Rogers: The section 504 program provides assistance to the neediest
elderly rural families for essential repairs and home improvements. The
repairs provided through this program allow them to live independently at



208

home. What alternatives are being offered by the Department to help these
families?

Response: With a proposed funding level of $25 million for section 504
grants, we anticipate nearly 4,100 very low income elderly homeowners will
benefit from this program. We will work with local and State agencies and
nonprofit organizations to leverage 504 grants funds in order to assist as
many homeowners as possible. Section 504 loan funds will also be available
and can be utilized along with grant funds to facilitate needed repairs.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN YODER
DELAY IN RESPONSE

Mr. Yoder: The committee received a response to the questions submitted
for the record after last year’s hearing late last night (2/24/15).In your
written testimony, you state that “USDA needs to complete its review in a
timely manner..”

Do you think a 12 month turnaround time is acceptable for your department?
Response: We are working to provide timely responses to the committee.

NOTE TO REVIEWERS

Last year’s QFRs were received on 9/17/2014 and responses were sent
2/24/2015. The quote in question refers to APHIS' review for biotechnology
deregulation.

BROADBAND LOAN PROGRAMS

Mr. Yoder: I understand that USDA and White House officials are saying
that this program is complex, the program’s finances are hard to explain, and
the default rate i1s not nearly that high. However, whatever the talking
points, USDA clearly has a problem in managing this program.

Let me quote from the article:

“The explanation I eventually got from the Cbama administration was not
that damning. But it wasn’t exactly comforting, either. The crazy number was
apparently produced by flawed execution of a flawed model of a flawed
program. In reality, the Agriculture Department expects to recover about 80
cents of every dollar it lends to telecoms to extend high-speed Internet to
underserved rural areas.®

Is the article accurate in describing the default rate? AND if so, why
hasn’t USDA done more to fix this problem if the default rate has risen
during your most recent time in office?

Response: The 116 percent default rate is not accurate in describing
USDA’s broadband loan program. Each year the President’s budget submission
includes the Federal Credit Supplement (Supplement). The broadband loan
default rate published in the Supplement reflects late payments, the majority
of which are expected to be recovered, as well as long term defaults. The 116
percent broadband loan default rate published in this year’s Supplement is
based on an outdated methodology that overstated late payment amounts. USDA
has improved this methodology and is working closely with OMB on this. The
President’s budget submission published projected default rates for the
broadband program, based on historical performance, anticipated to be 21.49
percent.

Mr. Yoder: If we are relying on your Department to implement this
program and you consider it to be a vital part of supporting rural
communities, what do you need to get this program under control?

Response: Providing broadband access to rural communities can help
improve education, increase access to health care and expand business
opportunities. Yet, because of the greater risk involved in providing
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broadband access in rural areas, many providers are reluctant to invest in
rural areas.

Since those first broadband direct loans under the 2002 Farm Bill
program were obligated, Rural Development has strengthened program
provisions. A total of 100 Farm Bill broadband direct loans have been
approved since 2002, of which 79 are in good standing and 21 are in default.
The 21 defaulted loans were made in the early days of the program. Since that
time, Rural Development has implemented changes to increase oversight and
mitigate risk.

Regulatory changes made in 2008 included an increase in equity
requirements; demonstration of the sustainability of the operation through
the use of a five-year financial forecast; estimated costs of all facilities
to be funded; and detailed engineering designs to support technical
feasibility of projects.

In addition, Rural Development has implemented program controls to
increase oversight and minimize loss. For example, Rural Development has
created a Risk Management Branch in the Rural Utilities Service (RUS} to
continually monitor the broadband portfolio and identify borrowers as high,
moderate or low risk. RUS works closely with borrowers to mitigate risk.

Since 2009, RUS efforts have been focused on Recovery Act projects and
now the September 2015 construction deadline for these projects is
approaching. RUS expects most projects will meet this deadline and
anticipates positive program results overall with broadband service reaching
people in rural and remote parts of the country that have never before been
connected. We would welcome further discussions on improving broadband
access in rural areas.

Mr. Yoder: Will you commit to reporting back to this Subcommittee in
the next six months on any progress you make in addressing this issue?

Response: We would welcome the opportunity to report back to you in the
next six months on the status of projects and progress we make.

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION

Mr. Yoder: The GAO published a report in 2013 regarding the
eligibility determination process for WIC applicants at the point of
enrollment. The GAQO enumerated a few concerns in that repert, including
inconsistent income criteria for access into the program.

The report cites ‘allowable discretion’ given to state agencies in
determining income status for a prospective beneficilary at the time of
application. Does the agency believe that allowable discretion means that
local agencies can use any definition of ‘current income’ or ‘household’ that
they would like in any given circumstance? Are there guidelines on when they
can, or cannot use certain definitions, and are any of these guidelines
mandated?

Response: All local WIC agencies within that State are required to use
the definition of “current income” or “household’ established by the WIC
State agency and approved by the Department’s Food and Nutrition Service
{ENS) .
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Federal WIC regulations specifically define both “income” and
“household” at 7 CFR 246.7(d)(2)(ii) and 7 CFR 246.2, respectively and policy
guidance related to WIC income eligibility determinations has been issued.
The WIC policy memorandum clarified that “current income” generally refers to
income regularly received by an applicant’s household during the past 30
days. Exceptions to this interpretation have always been afforded to
households with seasonal or otherwise irregularly received incomes.

Mr. Yoder: The GAO report also cited findings that FNS regularly
provides assistance to states in administering WIC, though this assistance
has generally not been focused on key income eligibility requirements, such
as determination of family size and the time period of income assessed, in
recent years. To that end, soon after the report was made public, USDA issued
a ‘clarifying memo’ to states on recommendations for income criteria, and
acceptable forms of documentation, among other items. The FNS last released
income verification guidelines in 1988 and 1999%. Can the Secretary provide
information as to how the 1999 verification guidelines memo and the April
2013 memo from the agency differ? Since many eligibility determination
issues still exist according to GAO, what has the agency done recently to
correct some of the GAO-identified issues that it had not previcusly done?

Response: While the April 2013 policy memorandum incorporates much of
the guidance provided in the policy memorandum issued in 1999, it differs
from that policy memorandum in three key ways: (1) it focuses almost
exclusively on the income eligibility assessment and determination for
persons applying for benefits under the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC), as opposed to the then-new
legislative requirements related to documentation of income, residency, and
physical presence; (2) it provides a clearly-stated working definition of
“ecurrent income,” i.e., income received by the household within the past 30
days, as a default definition to be used by all WIC State agencies unless
they have provided justification for, and obtained approval from, FNS to use
a different definition; and (3) it limits the use of a 30-day temporary
certification period — established in the 1299 policy memorandum for use in
cases when all necessary documentation is not provided by the applicant - to
once for each application.

In response to additional concerns expressed by GAO, FNS conducted a
series of Regional webinars to elaborate and elucidate the information
provided in the WIC Income Eligibility Guidance issued in 2013. The seven
webinars were provided to all WIC State agencies, and were interactive,
providing all State agencies who had guestions or wanted clarification the
opportunity to raise those issues directly with FNS' National Office. In
addition, FNS has focused its attention on WIC certification by conducting
targeted management evaluations (MEs) of all 90 WIC State agencies that
specifically address the certification process, with a particular emphasis on
income eligibility determinations.

Mr, Yoder: According to GAO, ‘FNS regularly monitors state and local
WIC administration through Management Evaluations conducted by its regional
offices, and in one-third of the states reviewed since 2010, FNS found
problems with income eligibility determination policies and procedures.
Furthermore, the GAO found that ‘FNS has not reviewed findings on income
eligibility determination, and, as a result, they have not focused their
technical assistance in this area. GAO recommended that FNS establish a
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timeline for reviewing these evaluations, consistent with standard management
practices for implementing programs. In your written testimony, you state a
need to eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse because “program integrity is
critical to [their] overall success.” Can you please comment on the progress
FNS has or has not made in reviewing these evaluations and establishing a
plan to combat some of these problems and inconsistencies?

Response: In response to additional concerns expressed by GAQ, FNS has
focused its attention on WIC certification by conducting targeted management
evaluations (MEs) of all 90 WIC State agenciles that specifically address the
certification process, with a particular emphasis on income eligibility
determinations. This project was begun at the beginning of fiscal year (FY)
2015 and will continue through FY 2016. The ME gquestionnaire was revised to
ensure that consistent information is obtained from every WIC State agency,
and periodic (quarterly) reports will assess and identify major findings of
noncompliance, areas in need of improvement, and emerging trends in these
findings and observations. This information will in turn enable FNS to
affect program improvements during the course of the 2-year initiative, as
well as to identify broader areas that may call for stronger measures, such
as the promulgation of more stringent Program regulations or recommendations
for legislative provisions to ensure that the integrity of the WIC Program
continues to be protected.

NUTRITIONAL RISK

Mr. Yoder: As stated in the original legislation authorizing WIC, WIC
applicants are required to satisfy four criteria in order to be eligible for
benefits: categorical, residential, income, and nutritional risk. For local
agencies, the first two criteria are easier to establish than the last two,
which are showing economic and nutritional risk. Despite a recent dip in
participation, the trends of the program have shown steady growth over its
lifespan, as approximately half of all babies from age 0-1 now participate in
the WIC program.

Does this mean that approximately half of all babies in the United
States are nutritionally at risk?

Response: More than half (51 percent) of the infants in the United
States participate in WIC which requires nutritional risk as an eligibility
criterion. Nutrition risk is a unique feature of the WIC Program. In
addition to meeting categorical, income and residency reguirements, each WIC
infant must be determined to be at nutritional risk on the basis of a medical
or nutrition assessment by a physician, nutritionist, dietitian, nurse, or
some other competent professional authority in order to be certified as a WIC
participant. Nutrition risk criteria consist of five broad categories:
anthropometric, biochemical, clinical/health/medical, dietary and other.
According to the 2012 WIC Participant and Program Characteristics Report,
almost two-fifths of all infants certified for WIC were certified in the
broad anthropometric category, most commonly low birth weight or short
stature. At certification, more than four-fifths of infants 0-3 months and
almost two-thirds of infants ages 4 and 5 months were at risk because their
mothers were eligible or were at risk during pregnancy.

Mr. Yoder: Can the agency describe how state agencies gqualify the
nutritional risk criteria, and to your knowledge, is that determination
process done consistently at the local level?
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Response: WIC State agencies are required to use the FNS allowed WIC
nutrition risk criteria as a part of the WIC certification process. The cut-
offs/thresholds in the list of allowed criteria are based on prevailing
scientific data or thresholds established by sister Federal agencies such as
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, A State agency may not
change the definition{s) or cut-off values of the allowable risk criteria
unless such changes result in a more stringent definition or criterion than
that issued by FNS. WIC State agencies must describe the policies and
procedures for determining and documenting nutritional risk as well as
include a copy of the nutritional risk criteria they plan to use in their
State plans. State plans are submitted to FNS annually for approval.

COOL LEGISLATION

Mr. Yoder: Language contained in the FY15 omnibus appropriations bill
directed you to work with the U.S. Trade Representative and submit to this
Committee a report with your recommendations for changes to Federal law that
would be required to establish COOL for beef, pork, and poultry that is in
compliance with our trade obligations. That report is due on May 1°°. Given
the rapidly approaching threat of retaliatory measures associated with the
WTO case, can we have your assurances today that you will meet that deadline?

Response: USDA will provide the Committee with our report as directed.

Mr. Yoder: Mr. Secretary, you’ve sald that you expect the WIO to issue
its decision on the COOL appeal sometime this spring. In addition, you've
stated that if the U.S. loses the appeal, it will be up to Congress to fix
the statute. I have two questions; first, do you have a more definitive
timeframe when we will receive the WTO's decision; and second, if the U.S.
loses, as many observers expect, what is the timeframe before Canada and
Mexico can institute retaliatory tariffs against a broad array of U.S.
products?

Response: The WTO appellate body is expected to issue its decision by
May 18, 2015. Should the Appellate Body find that some aspect of the COOL
requirements remains inconsistent with the WTO, one option for Canada and
Mexico would be to seek authorization from the WTO to suspend trade
concessions granted te the United States. Canada and Mexico have each
indicated that they will seek such authorization. The United States would
then be able to refer any such reguest to a WTO arbitrator to determine the
level of any such suspension of trade concessions. After the WIO arbitrator
has issued its decision, Canada and Mexico would each then be able to seek
final authorization from the WIO to impose trade sanctions, which could
include imposing potentially prohibitive tariffs on various U.S. exports
(including agricultural exports.)

DIETARY GUIDELINES

Mr. Yoder: The Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee has indicated
that it will incorporate the notion of “sustainability” as a justification
for its recommendations. Do you believe this 1s an appropriate role for the
Advisory Committee?

Response: Each Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee is charged with
examining the current edition of the Dletary Guidelines, determining what
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topics from the current edition might have high-quality studies to contribute
to the body of scientific evidence and, therefore, may be for consideration
for the next Dietary Guidelines for Americans. The Advisory Committee
determines the topics it will examine. The 2015 Advisory Committee noted that
sustainability was mentioned in the 2010 Dietary Guidelines for Americans and
decided to include the topic in its scientific review.

The 2015 Advisory Committee’s focus for its scientific review across
its five subcommittees and four working groups was on dietary patterns - that
is, what, how much, and the combination of foods and beverages to eat and
drink to promote health and help prevent disease. The topic of food
sustainability was addressed by one of the subcommittees, which also focused
on seafood, caffeine and other topics. Food sustainability was only one of a
total of 83 guestions reviewed by the Advisory Committee to help inform the
2015 Dietary Guidelines.

To clarify, the 2015 Advisory Committee’s examination of food
sustainability did not drive its food-based recommendations. Rather, the
purpose of its work on the toplc was to ensure that the Dietary Guidelines
for Americans food-based recommendations were realistic for the population to
meet now and in the future, given the food supply. In addition to the topic
of diet and food sustainability, the 2015 Dietary Guidelines Advisory
Committee and several of the previous advisory committees addressed other
food and nutrition-related topics, such as physical activity and food safety.

USDA and HHS will consider comments from the public and Federal
agencies, in addition to the 2015 Advisory Committee’s Scientific Report. The
public comment component of the Dietary Guidelines development process is
important to both Departments.

Mr. Yoder: How do you plan on addressing recommendations that appear
to be based on social or environmental interests not nutrition science?

Response: USDA and HHS are in the initial phases of developing the 2015
Dietary Guidelines for Americans. However, to clarify, the 2015 Advisory
Committee’s examination of food sustainability did not drive its food-based
recommendations. Rather, the purpose of its work on the topic was to ensure
that the Dietary Guidelines for Americans food-based recommendations were
realistic for the population to meet now and in the future, given the food

supply.

Mr. Yoder: At any point during the current process to develop the
Dietary Guidelines for Americans, has an analysis been undertaken by the
Department of Agriculture to determine if the 2010 Guidelines have proven
effective in improving the health of Americans?

Response: As with any behavior change at the population level, moving
the public toward eating according to the Dietary Guidelines requires
committed, broad and deep multi-sectorial collaboration on a long-term basis.
There are multiple and complex factors that influence the public’s food and
physical activity choices. This was highlighted in the 2010 Dietary
Guidelines’ Chapter 6, “Helping Americans Make Healthy Choices.” We are
seeing progress in some areas, as indicated in the whole grains example
provided in our response to the question below. The progress we are beginning
to see in this area is a result of the critical combination of nutrition
policy, health professional support, industry changes to products and
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marketing, and public education that reaches people in multiple relevant
settings (e.g., where they eat, work, learn, and play). We agree that
conducting a policy impact analysis in collaboration with other key parties
would provide great value and are open to such collaboration.

It is clear that the American public would be much healthier if
everyone followed the Dietary Guidelines, given that the Dietary Guidelines
are grounded in the strongest body of evidence in the medical and nutrition
science fields, focused on eating recommendations for health promotion and
disease prevention, including supporting a healthy weight. In fact, the major
focus of the 2015 Advisory Committee was to consider evidence on dietary
patterns - or the combinations of foods and beverages that individuals
regularly consume - and their relationship with various health outcomes,
including risk of cardiovascular disease, obesity, type 2 diabetes, diet-
related cancers, congenital anomalies, and neurological and psychological
illnesses, as well as bone health. The 2015 Advisory Committee found that
consuming a diet that aligns with the 2010 Dietary Guidelines is strongly
associated with reducing risk of cardiovascular disease and obesity and also
has health benefits beyond these categories of health outcomes.

Mr. Yoder: The Nutrition Evidence Library (NEL), which was developed
to reduce bias, was not used to answer all research guestions. Do you think
the 2015 DGAC objectively evaluated research findings to develop their
conclusions?

Response: The 2015 Advisory Committee answered questions examining the
relationship between diet and health using original NEL systematic reviews
and existing reports, which included systematic reviews conducted by third
parties. As noted in its Scientific Report, the Advisory Committee chose to
consider existing high-quality sources of evidence - such as existing reports
from leading scientific organizations and Federal agencies, systematic
reviews, and/or meta-analyses - to prevent duplication of effort and promote
rime and resource management. When systematic reviews or meta-analyses that
addressed the question posed by the Advisory Committee were identified, staff
conducted a quality assessment using the Assessment of Multiple Systematic
Reviews (AMSTAR) tool. Only high-guality existing reports were considered by
the Advisory Committee. If multiple high-quality existing reports were
identified, their reference lists were compared to find whether any
references and/or cohorts were included in more than one of the existing
reports. The Committee then addressed the overlap in their review of the
scientific evidence to ensure that in cases where overlap existed, the extent
of existing evidence was not overestimated. In a few cases, if two or more
reviews appropriately answered a question and there was substantial reference
overlap, the Committee chose to only use one of the reviews to answer the
question,

USDA and HHS will consider the Advisory Committee’s Scientific Report,
along with public and Federal agency comments, in developing the 2015 Dietary
Guidelines for Americans. It is a high priority of the Departments to ensure
scientific integrity of the Dietary Guidelines and to ensure that the final
recommendations are based on the preponderance of the strongest available
evidence.

Mr. Yoder: It is my understanding that most countries review their
dietary guidelines much less frequently than the United States. For
instance, Canada has done so 8 times since 1942. Do you think it makes sense
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to revise a Federal policy before we have had an opportunity to evaluate the
previous policy?

Response: Nutrition is an evolving science and the 1990 National
Nutrition Monitoring and Related Research Act acknowledged this fact when
mandating a statutory requirement that the Guidelines be released every five
years. Since the Dietary Guidelines impact many programs and sectors, it is
imperative that they are updated frequently so that they are based on the
most current body of scientific evidence available.

For example, the DGAs have advanced over time and have transitioned to
move from nutrient-focused recommendations ~ to food-based recommendations
and, more recently, to a consideration of overall dietary patterns - the
combination of foods and beverages that people regularly consume ~ thus
always reflecting the most current body of research.

Mr. Yoder: As Secretary of Agriculture, do you believe that lean meat,
red and processed meats have a role in a healthful and nutritious diet?

Response: The 2015 Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee made several
clear points in their scientific report related to your gquestion. First,
there is no one single healthy dietary pattern, but rather, a number of
patterns that can provide health benefits. The Committee noted that
“individuals can combine foods in a variety of flexible ways to achieve
healthy dietary patterns, and these strategies should be tailored to meet the
individual’s health needs, dietary preferences and cultural traditions.”
Second, they noted that it is the total dietary pattern that affects health,
not any one isolated component. Finally, they confirmed that it is not
necessary to eliminate any food or food group to achleve healthy dietary
patterns.

For dietary guidance, USDA defines “lean meats” as both red and
processed meats that have a low fat content. USDA has developed three Food
Patterns that identify amounts to consume from each food group, based on
nutrient needs and the findings of the Committee on healthy dietary patterns.
As found in the 2015 Advisory Committee’s report, these are the Healthy US-

tyle Food Pattern, the Healthy Mediterranean Style Food Pattern, and Healthy
Vegetarian Food Pattern. The first two of these Food Patterns include meat
(red and processed, mostly lean) as part of the Protein Foods group. Both
Patterns suggest amounts of meat, poultry, and eggs, combined, to consume
over the course of a week - these 201% Advisory Committee recommendations
remain unchanged from the Food Patterns in HHS-USDA's 2010 Dietary Guidelines
for Americans policy document - in short, the 2015 Advisory Committee has not
recommended that HHS and USDA make a quantitative change to meat
recommendation in the current (2010) Dietary Guidelines. Across the U8
population, relatively few individuals consume less meat, poultry, and eggs
than the Patterns recommend, and average intake is close to recommended
amounts for many age/sex groups, including children and teen and adult
females. However, the average intake of meat, poultry, and eggs is higher
than recommended amounts for teen and adult males.

Note that for those who may choose to not consume meat, poultry, or
eggs, those choices are also accommodated in USDA's Healthy Vegetarian Food
Pattern. So, in line with the Advisory Committee’s conclusion on flexibility
in following a healthy dietary pattern, no specific food must be eliminated
and no specific food must be consumed.
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GMOS

Mr. Yoder: Mr. Secretary, a small, but vocal, group of GMO detractors
is having a negative impact on public policy at federal, state, and,
increasingly, local levels of government. Last year, 30 states considered
more than 100 proposed laws or ballot initiatives related to GMO labeling or
regulation. More and more, detractors are taking their arguments to city
councils and county commissions and finding success. This is very troubling
pbecause GMOs are regulated by federal agencies, primarily USDA. Mr.
Secretary, you have been a champion for agricultural innovation, including
the use of biotechnology in plant and animal breeding. What is your view on
the GMO labeling issue?

Response: We recognize and appreciate the strong interest that many
consumers have in knowing whether a food was produced using genetic
engineering (GE). The Food and Drug Administration, in coordination with the
Food Safety and Inspection Service, is responsible for assuring that foods
sold in the United States are safe, wholesome, and properly labelled. USDA
understands that GF products have undergone rigorous regulatory reviews and
have a strong safety record. Food labels currently convey facts such as
nutritional information or whether the food might pose specific known hazards
that the consumer should be aware of {(e.g. ingredients that may cause food
allergies). We must ensure that consumers reach the proper conclusion about
the foods they choose, and avoid the possibility of arriving at an improper
misperception about food safety. New 2lst century tools and technologies,
such as barcodes or Quick Response codes and smartphones or store scanners,
could be used to provide consumers a way to find out what they might desire
to know about a particular food product while at the same time accurately
conveying the history of safe use that GE products have demonstrated.

Mr. Yoder: Do you support a 50-state patchwork of GMO labeling laws?

Response: We recognize the vital partnership that the Federal
government and State governments must have to address the challenges faced by
modern agriculture. We believe the solution to these challenges, including
the desire by consumers for product choice, will require the joint efforts of
States, Federal government, and Congress.

Mr. Yoder: What role does USDA have in communicating the safety of
GMOs to state and local leaders?

Response: Most of the corn and soybeans produced in the United States
are biotechnology~derived. This means that we work with our stakeholders to
help them understand the technical aspects of new products and how we have
determined that they meet our high safety standards. As the scope and
complexity of biotechnology grows, the goal of USDA is to clearly and
consistently communicate regulatory policy and decision-making that will
increase the transparency of the regulatory system and earn public
confidence. This is accomplished by providing informaticn that is easily
understood and widely available to all interested parties, including such
domestic stakeholders as State agencies, tribal nations, non-governmental
organizations, and members of the regulated community. The USDA regulatory
system for biotechnology derived products emphasizes public participation and
embraces an open exchange of ideas. USDA provides two opportunities for the
public to make comments during the petition process for certain products of
biotechnology. Once USDA determines that the petition is complete, USDA
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provides a comment period on the petition for deregulation. This first
comment period provides the public an opportunity to raise issues regarding
the petition itself, providing input that will be considered by the Agency as
it develops its environmental assessment and plant pest risk assessment.

USDA provides a second opportunity to comment on the environmental analysis
and the plant pest risk assessment. USDA reviews and responds to these
comments. Public participation is important for promoting accountability,
improving decisions, increasing trust, ensuring that we have widely dispersed
information, and making sure our stakeholders gain a better understanding of
our regulatory responsibilities.

Mr. Yoder: Can the Department work with University Extension or other
local agricultural experts to help inform state and local leaders about the
good work done by USDA scientists and regulators to ensure GMOs are safe.

Response: Yes, the Department can work with University Extension and
other local agricultural experts to inform state and local leaders about the
work performed by USDA scientists and regulators.

FUNDING LEVELS

Mr. Yoder: In FY15, the agency was appropriated an additional $740,000
above FY14 levels to help ensure the agency will continue to make strides
toward improving regulatory predictability.

How, specifically, will the increased appropriations be applied to improve
the timeliness and predictability of the regulatory system? At what point in
the future does the agency anticipate that it will start meeting the goals it
set out in 20112

Response: The current funding level of nearly $19 million for the
Biotechnology Regulatory Services program is sufficient for a point of
equilibrium in the review process. This means that USDA will make as many
requlatory decisions as petitions received in a given fiscal year. The
additional resources will be dedicated to making timely regulatory decisions,
eliminating the remaining two petitions from the backlog, and monitoring
compliance with biotechnology and environmental regulations. For any new
petitions received in FY 2015, USDA will meet the new timeline goal of 15
months for a petition review.

Mr. Yoder: When APHIS announced its regulatory process improvements in
2011, it did not identify a lack of resources as a significant cause of
regulatory delays. What circumstances have changed since 2011 to cause the
agency to seek additional appropriations, especially since the number of
petitions received by the agency has declined significantly since 20112

Response: USDA appreciates the level of resources provided by Congress
for Biotechnology Regulatory Services. The increase USDA received in the FY
2012 appropriation helped us address our regulatory delays and implement
improvements to regulatory reviews. In order to significantly decrease the
length and variability of the deregulation process, we streamlined the
process, standardized the timeline for review, implemented new management and
tracking tools, and enhanced the use of public input. USDA also used the
additional funds provided by Congress to hire new biotechnologists and
environmental specialists to work on analyses and meet the new timelines.
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USDA has made significant progress in improving the timeliness of regulatory
decisions without sacrificing scientific integrity. USDA has not sought
increased appropriations for the program since FY 2012.

BIOTECH

Mr. Yoder: The Congress appreciates USDA’s work over the last year to
reduce the backlog of blotech traits pending approval. Clearing the backloeg
is one important priority for Congress. The other important priority is
improving overall predictability so that USDA can begin to immediately meet
its goals set out in 2011. This predictability, more than clearing a
backlog, is what will drive long term agricultural innovation.

Now that the backlog is reduced, how and when will USDA meet its 2011
goals and obligations?

Response: USDA appreciates the Committee's support of the
biotechnology program. USDA implemented a new petition review process in
2012. The Agency also reduced the backlog from 23 pending petitions to 2
petitions. USDA is currently at a point where the Agency will meet the new
timeline goal of 15 months for a petition review for any petition received in
FY 2015.

Mr. Yoder: Information about BRS performance in the Administration’s
Fiscal Year 2016 proposed federal budget does not appear to match publicly
available agency performance data. (a)How does the agency account for the
discrepancy? {(b)Please provide a clear explanation of how APHIS calculates
its performance measures.

Response: The information about Biotechnology Regulatory Services
performance submitted in the Administration’s FY 2016 proposed federal budget
matches the information that is publicly available in the FY 2014 USDA Annual
Performance Report. In both documents, the cumulative number of actions
taken by USDA to deregulate biotechnology products based on the sound
scientific determination that they do not pose a plant pest risk was: 93 in
FY 2012, 102 in FY 2013, 109 in FY 2014, which exceeded our goal of 107.

USDA conducts a thorough scientific analysis and considers public comments
for each submitted petition., If the genetically engineered (GE) organism is
reviewed and found safe for use in the environment, the Department may
determine nonregulated status. USDA then publishes a Federal Register notice
announcing its determination of nonregulated status. The performance measure
is calculated as a whole positive integer. The number is verified and
tracked using a count at the end of the fiscal year of publications of
determination in the Federal Register. The cumulative number of reviews and
determinations of biotechnology products found safe for use in the
environment is an indicator of GE technologies that may be commercialized by
developers.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN DAVID G. VALADAO
FEDERAL DIETARY GUIDELINES

Mr. Valadao: Last week the Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee
{DGAC) released its recommendations on how to develop the 2015 dietary
guidelines. There were many inconsistencies, specifically with regard to
enriched grains and their value in the American diet. Enriched grains, like
breads, rolls, buns, and pasta, are fortified with iron and B-vitamins, such
as riboflavin and folic acid. In recent years, I’ve made it a priority to
shed light on that fact that corn masa still lacks federal approval for the
addition of folic acid, a necessary supplement for women of childbearing age
and infant children to prevent neural tube defects - a birth defect seen to
have higher rates in the Hispanic community. Since enrichment was implemented
in 1998, there has been a 36 percent decrease in the incidence of American
children born with neural tube defects, such as spina bifida. The CDC has
called this one of the top 10 ten health achievements of the decade.

In the 2015 recommendations, the DGAC mistakenly categorized enriched
grains with refined grains and then recommended that Americans reduce
consumption of refined grains. Refined grains {i.e., indulgence items) are
considered to be a source of excess calories and added sugars, while enriched
grains contain nutrients vital to human health. In order to reduce confusion
among American consumers and avoid reduced consumption of enriched grains,
will you ensure that the final dietary recommendations appropriately
distinguish the difference between enriched and refined grains?

Response: The 2010 Dietary Guidelines for Americans and the 2015
Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee defined enriched grains as a subset of
refined grains -~ those refined grains that have B-vitamins and iron added
consistent with FDA’s standards for enrichment. The Guidelines and Advisory
Committee noted that most refined grains are enriched. The term “refined” is
used as the comparable term to whole grains - all grains are either whole or
refined, but not all grains are either whole or enriched.

The 2015 Advisory Committee further noted that they concurred with the
2010 Dietary Guidelines that at least half of all grains should be whole
grains. However, they also noted the important contribution of enriched
refined grains to intakes of folate and iron in the population. As you
noted, the Advisory Committee also stated that the addition of folate to
enriched grains had resulted in a major public health benefit.

About 88 percent of current grain consumption is in the form of refined
grains, and 12 percent as whole grains. The finding of the 2015 Advisory
Committee is that some of these refined grains should be replaced with whole
grains for a better balance of nutritional value, including more fiber and
other micronutrients. This change would leave up to half of all grain
consumption as refined grains, with a recommendation that these should be
enriched refined grains., Refined grains include many products that do not
have excess calories or added sugars, such as pasta, white bread, rolls, and
many breakfast cereals, These are not considered indulgence items, but are
foods that are consumed in proportions that are too large in relation to
their whole grain counterparts. An additional finding of the 2015 Advisory
Committee was that whole grain intake has increased somewhat and refined
grain intakes has decreased since 2001-2004. This is most likely due to
manufacturers of many food products including more whole grain in their
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formulations. But given current consumption levels compared to the
recommendations, overall proportions of grain intake still need to be shifted
further toward whole grains.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN HARRIS
AGRICULTURAL QUARANTINE AND INSPECTION FEES

Mr. Harris: Mr. Secretary, your Department’s Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service {APHIS) has proposed a new rule that would revise
Agricultural Quarantine and Inspection (AQI} fees on aircraft, ships, trucks
and railroad cars. The proposed rule is purported “to more accurately align
[AQI] fees with the costs associated with each fee service...” However, it
has come to our attention that under the proposed fee structure, a single
international passenger flight would pay somewhere between $225 and $1,600 in
AQI fees. In contrast, an all-cargo flight (regardless of size and how much
cargo it is carrying) would pay a flat fee of $225. Private flights
{regardless of size and how many passengers or how much cargo it is carrying)
would pay nothing at all. All flights-as you know-are subject to inspection.

Please provide a narrative justifying the proposed fee structure and its
failure to account for commercial carrier’s cargo size.

Response: APHIS followed Federal guidance, including OMB A-25,
Government Accountability Office guildance for fee setting, and Federal
Accounting Standards Advisory Board Statement of Accounting Standards Number
Four. The Federal guidance ensured appropriate accountability for the
Agricultural Quarantine and Inspection (AQI) program costs used to determine
the appropriate fees. The fees represent the true cost te the Federal
government for providing AQI services for commercial air carriers for cargo
and passenger inspection. All arriving international commercial flights,
except those specifically exempted under 7 CFR § 354.3(e) (2) (exclusive
government aircraft, emergency landings, etc.} are subject to inspection
because they may pose a sanitary or phytosanitary risk and are therefore
subject to paying the commercial airline user fees.

In establishing our AQI user fees, we do not differentiate based on cargo
size. Any cargo could carry insect pests, weed seeds, waste material from
garbage, or other waste that is capable of harboring animal disease and may
therefore be subject to inspection. Rather, the costs of our AQI activities
are contingent upon the time and effort required of APHIS and the Department
of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Protection staff to perform those
activities identified via activity based cost modeling. Those activities
must be performed regardless of the size cr volume of the shipment;
therefore, the size of the shipment does not determine the amount of the
fees.

Mr. Harris: Please provide all documents and communications related to
the analysis APHIS did to determine the proposed fee structure.

Response: USDA agrees that stakeholder engagement is an important part
of rulemaking and in that spivit, went to great lengths to educate interested
parties and obtain their feedback about this rule. Throughout the process,
APHIS held meetings with industry and affected parties to:

¢ Explore potential regulatory alternatives to adjusting user fees,
* Determine the need for a formal review of Agricultural Quarantine and

Inspection (AQI)} fees,

¢ Share the user fee review methodology,
* Provide an overview of the detailed findings of the user fee review,
¢ Explain the proposed user fee adjustments, and ‘
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* Receive feedback from affected stakeholders on the proposed changes.

In total, APHIS conducted six formal stakeholder meetings between 2011 and
2015 along with numerous small group meetings with affected stakeholders upon
request. In addition, APHIS published information on its site about the user
fee review, including two reports prepared by Grant Thornton on the fee
setting process and the comprehensive findings of the review. In April 2014,
when APHIS published the proposed rule to adjust user fees, the Agency
conducted extensive outreach to impacted and interested stakeholders. This
included briefings for House Agriculture Committee staff and other
congressional Committees; courtesy calls and direct emails to representatives
of affected industries, national associations, and potentially interested
industry groups; and a conference call with interested stakeholders. In
addition, APHIS sent messages through the APHIS Stakeholder Registry to
announce the proposed changes and inform stakeholders of upcoming stakeholder
meetings., Messages sent via the Registry in 2014 and 2015 were delivered to
more than 11,000 unigue subscribers.

In April 2014, APHIS published the proposed rule, User Fees for AQI
Services, with a 60-day comment period that was extended 30 days. APHIS made
several documents available with the preoposed rule outlining the data used
and analysis conducted in support of the proposed fee structure. These
documents, “Fee Setting Process Documentation and Recommendations, October
2011” and “AQI Fee Schedule Assessment and Alternatives, May 2012”7 along with
the approximately 250 stakeholder comments submitted on the proposal are
available at http://www.regulations.gov/#idocketDetail;D=APHIS~2013-0021.

The documents and communications related to the analysis APHIS did are
provided for the record.

[The information follows:]
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this section, § CFR part 551, or 19 CFR
24.16.

* * * * *

PART 130—USER FEES

= 5. The authority citation for part 130
continues to read as follows:

Anthority: 5 U.S.C. 6542; 7 U.S.C, 1822
and 8301-8317; 21 U.S.C. 136 and 136a; 31

OVERTIME FOR FLAT RATE USER FEES 12

U.S,C. 3701, 3716, 3717, 3716, and 3720A; 7
CER 2.22, 2.80, and 371.4.

® 8, Section 130,50 is amended as
follows:

2 2. In paragraph (b)(3) introductory
text, by removing the words “or (ii}”
and adding the words ¥, (i}, or (iii}” in
their place.

= b. By revising the table in paragraph
(b)(3)0).

u ¢. By adding paragraph (b){3)(iii}.
‘The addition and revision read as
follows:

§130.50* Payment of user foes.
* * * % *

fb) * X K

(3) * kK

(i) LR 2

Outside of the Overtime rates {per hour}
employee’s
normal tour of | IE{IEGE 8810 | 0ot 1, 2014 | Oct 1, 2015~ | Oot. 1, 2016~ | Beginning
duty Sept. 30, 2014 Sept. 30, 2015 |'Sept. 30, 2016 | Sept. 30,2017 | Oct. 1, 2017
Rate for inspection, testing, certif- | Monday—Saturday $74 $74 $75 $75 $75
cafion of quarantipe of animals, and holidays, a8 88 98 99 100
animal p or other
ities.3
Rate for aittine i i Monday: 64 &4 84 5] &5
services.* and holidays.
Sundays 84 85 85 B6 88

1 Minimum charge of 2 hours, unless performed on the employee’s regular workday and performed In direct continuation of the regular workday

or bagun within an hour of the regular workday.

commuted travel time.
3506 97.1?3; of th

4See §97.1{a)(3) of this chapter for detalls.

5 % % =
(iii) For information on rules

quarantine and inspection services that
are provided in connection with certain
ial vessels, ial trucks,

pertaining to the charges iated

with of U.S. Cust and

Barder Protection performing
agricultural inspection services, please
sea 7 CFR 354.1 and 9 CFR 97.1.

* * * * *

Done in Washington, DG, this 21st day of
April 2014,
Kevin Shea,
Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Sorvice.
{FR Doc, 201400463 Filed 4-24~14; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 3410-34-7

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal and Piant Health Inspection
Service

7 CFR Part 354

[Pocket No. APHIS-2013-0021]

RIN 0579-AD77

User Fees for Agricultural Quarantine
and Inspection Services

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

ial reilroad cars, commercial

ay.
2When the 2-hour minimum applies, you may need to pay commuted fravel fime. {See §37.1(b) of this chapter for spscific information about
chiger or 7 CFR 354.3 for details.

#ldocketDetail:D=APHIS-2013-0021 or
in our reading room, which is located in
room 1141 of the USDA South Building,
14th Street and Independence Avenue

aircraft, and international p g
arriving at ports in the customs territory
of the United States. We are also
proposing to adjust or remove the fee
caps associated with commercial trucks,
commercial vessels, and commercial
railcars, We have determined that
revised user fee categories and revised
user foes are necessary to recover the
costs of the current level of activity, to
account for actual and projected
increases in the cost of doing business,
and to more accurately align fees with
the costs assaciated with each fes
service.

DATES: We will consider all comments
that we receive on or before June 24,
2014,

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
by either of the following methods:

« Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http./fwww.regulations.gov/
#docketDetail,D=APHIS-2013-0021.

o Posial Moil/Commercial Delivery:
Send your comment to Docket No.
APHIS-2013-0021, Regulatory Analysis
and Development, PPD, APHIS, Station
3A-03.8, 4700 River Road Unit 118,

dals, MD 20737-1238,

SUMMARY: We are proposing to amend
the user fee regulations by adding new
foe categories and adjusting current fess
charged for certain agricultural

K1

Supporting decuments and any
comments we receive on this dacket
may be viewed at http://
www.regulations gov/

SW., Washington, DC. Normal reading
room hours are 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, axcapt
holidays. To be sure someona is there to
halp you, please call {202) 789-7039
before coming.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information conserning program
operations, contact Mr. William E.
Thomas, Senior Agriculturist, Office of
the Deputy Administrator, PPQ, APHIS,
4700 River Road Unit 139, Riverdale,
MD 20737 1231; (301) 851~2308. For
information concerning rate
development, contact Mr. Michael
Pervanio, Chief, User Fees, Financial
Services Branch, FMD, MRPES, APHIS,
4700 River Road Unit 55, Riverdale, MD
20737; (301) 8512852,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Section 2508(a) of the Food,
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade
(FACT] Act of 1990 (21 U.S.C. 136a)
authorizes the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS) {o collect
user fess for certain agricultural
quarantine and inspection (AQI)
services, The FACT Act was amended
on April 4, 1996, and May 13, 2002,

The FACT Act, as amended,
authorizes APHIS to collsct user fees for
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AQI services provided in connection

becamae effective in order to explore

" Ly

with the arival, at a port in the ather regulatory ives,
territory of the United States, of .
jal vessels, o jal trucks, Introduction ]
I inl railroad cars, ial The AQJ fees have not been adjusted

aircraft, and international passengers.
According to the FACT Act, as
amended, these user faes should recover
the costs of:

» Providing the AQI services for the
conveyanges and the passengers listed
above;

» Providing praclearance or
preinspection at a site outside the
customs territory of the United States to
; tonal Ity

vessels, commercial trucks, commercial
railroad cars, and commercial aircraft;

s Administering the user fee program;
and

+ Maintaining a reasonable reserve,

In addition, the FACT Act, as
amended, contains the following
raquirements:

since FY 2010 and do not reflect the
current cost of providing AQI services.
In addition, the AQI fes reserve account
has decreased because fees collected
have not been sufficient to cover current
costs, in part due to the recent economic
recession. As a result, CBP has relied
more heavily on its appropriated funds

services, including expected changes in
cost and workload for the period the
revised fees will e in effsct.
Specifically, we are proposing to:

» Adjust the fees charged for the
following conveyances or persons to
whom AQI services are provided:
Commercial vessels, commercial trucks,
commercial railroad cars, commercial
aircraft, and international air

However, b
vial truck insp have
fees for trucks with and

P )

to supplement fee revenue.

APHIS recently conducted a
comprehensive foe review to determine
the curvent cost of specific AQI services
supported by these fees, That review
determined that the AQI program was
not recovering the full cost of its fee
services, including costs of
administering the user fee program and
maintaining a reasonable reserve in the
fee accounts. Some of this non-recevery
ish most of the current fees do

» The fees should ba
with the costs with respect to the class
of persons or entities paying the fees.
This is intended to avoid cross-
subsidization of AQ] services.

o The cost of AQI services with
respect to passengers as a class should
include the cost of related inspections of
the aircraft or other vehicle.

APHIS' regulations regarding
avertime services and user fees relating
to imports and exports are found in 7
CFR part 354, The user foes for the AQI
activities described above are contained
in §354.3, “User foes for certain
international services.”

in an interim rule published in
Federal Register on December 9, 2004
(60 FR 71860-71683, Docket No, 04—
042-1), and effective on January 1, 2005,
we ded the user fee lations in
§ 354.3 by adjusting the fees charged for
certain AQI services provided by APHIS
and the Customs and Border Profection
(GBP) bureau of the Department of
Homelend Security in connection with
certain cc tal vessels, ¢ ial
trucks, commercial railroad cars,
commercial aircraft, and international
airline passengers arriving at ports in
the customs territory of the United
States. The AQI user fses contained in
that interim rule covered fiscal years
{FY) 2005 through 2010. A final rule
affirming the intexim rule without
change was published in the Federal
Register on August 24, 2006 {71 FR
49984-49986, Docket No, 04-042-2),
‘Those feas are still in effect today. We
published an interim rule to increase
AQI fess 10 percent across the board on
September 28, 2009 (74 FR 48311
49315, Docket No, APHIS-2009-0048),
but withdrew that interim rule before it

not accurately reflect the current full
cost of the services related to thoss fees.
Howaever, some of this non-recovery is
also due to prior APHIS policy
decisions ta:

» Cap foes collected for commercial
trucks {with transponders), t ial

without decals (fransponders), we are
actually proposing to adjust a total of six
current fees,

» Add a new fe to bs charged for
international commercial sea {cruise
vessel} passengers, who were previcusly
funded through fees collected for
commercial vessels. The FACT Act
gives APHIS authority to charge a fee for
all infernational passengers.

« Add a new fee for conducting and
monitoring treatments, which is a
significant cost that should be paid by
those who use and benefit from these
services.

* Remove the caps for vessels and
ailcars,

» Adjust the caps on fees for trucks
with tr d

vessels, and commercial railroad cars;
» Exempt certain commercial vessels,
al trucks, fal railroad
cars, commercial aircraft, and
international passengers as authorized
in AQ] regulations;

« Exempt internations] passengers
arriving as rail passengers, bus
passengers, in privately owned vehicles
(POV), private aircraft, and private
vessels; and

» FExempt individuals arriving as
pedestrians.

‘The fee caps refer to current AQI user
fea regulations that limit the number of
times a specific truck {with
transponder), vessel, or railroad car
must pay the AQI fee in a given year.
As part of the AQI fee review, we
reviewed the financial and workload
implications of those caps. We also
considered the financial, workload, and
policy implications of creating new fees
for international passengers arriving by
cruise ship, bus, private vehicle, private
aircraft, and private vessel, and for
pedestrians, We also considered the
financial, workload, and policy
implications of establishing fees for
commodity {plant and plant product)
import permits, pest import permits,
and conducting and monitoring
treatments.

Based on the findings of the AQI user
fas review, we are proposing te amend
the AQI user fee regulations to reflect
the projected cost of providing AQI

These p;uposed adjusiments are
designed to zecover the full cost of
providing these AQI services,
commensurate with the class of persons
or entities paying the fees, and are based
on an analysis of our costs for providing
services in FY 2010 and FY 2011, as
well as our best projections of what it
will cost to previde these services in
FYs 2013 through 2016, The proposed
adjustments will also allow us to
maintain the AQI reserve account.
These user fee adjustments are
necessary fo recover the costs of the
current level of activity, to account for
actual and projected increases in the
cost of doing business, and to more
aceurately align foes with the costs
associated with each fee service.

AQI services are pravided by a
combination of APHIS and CEP
P 1. B of this ar t
the AQI user fees collocted will be
shared with CBP based on the related
respective costs far each agency.

AQI User Fee Accounting
We maintain all AQI user fees that we
collect in a distinct account. We
£1 i bal in this
account and use these funds to pay for
our actual costs for providing these
distinct AQ] services. Any surpluses in
the various AQI accounts earry forward
from year to year. The AQJ user fees are
not subject to appropriation by
Congress, although actual collections
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and estimates of future collections are
expressed in sach year’s President’s
Budget. Collected funds are available
until expended to fund appropriate AQI
activities,

AQI Pragram Costs

For AQ user fee purposes, we are
required to capture the full cost of the
AQ) services that we provide. This is
requirad by:

» The FACT Act;

» Office of Management and Budget
{OMB) Circular A-25, User Chargas;

» Statement of Federal Financial
Accounting Standards #4 (SFFAS #4),
Managerial Cost Accounting Standards
and Concepts;

» OMB Circular A-11, Preparation,
Submlssmn, and Execution of the
Bud t; and

e Chief Financtal Officers {CFO}

ct.

Full cost includes programmatic costs
and overhead costs as well as imputed
costs, which are costs (such as certain
current benefits costs and future
ratirament costs and other post-
employment bensfits) paid by agencies
other than APHIS and CBP. OMB
Circular A—25 and SFFAS #4 require the
inclusion of imputed costs when
determining the full cost of an output,
such as an AQI service, so that the full
cost to the Federal Government is
rocovered. Full cost alse includes
depreciation costs related to facilities
and equipment used in delivering AQL
services.

APHIS Costs

AQI program costs incurred by APHIS
include:

+ Direct charge costs;

« Program delivery related costs
{known as dismbut;{ula costs) at the
State level and below, at the regional
and headquarters levsls, the APHIS
agency level, and the 1.8, Department
of Agriculture (USDA) departmental
lovel (these costs are described in
greater detail below); and

* Personnel performing investigative,
enforcement, and smuggling
interdiction and trade compliance
activities;

* Personnel performing risk analysis,
science and terfmology, policy
development, training, and methods
development activities relating to AQL
work; and

» Personnel performing training of
CBP Agricultural Specialists, CBP
Officers, and CBP Agriculture Specialist
Canine Officers.

Other program delivery related costs
that cannot be directly charged to
individual AQI accounts are charged fo
distributable accounts established at the
State, regional, headquarters, agency,
and departmental levels. These costs are
driven to the AQI activities using
staffing level (full time equivalonts or
FTE]} counts as the cost driver, This then
provides for a “fully loaded" activity
cost. The activity costs are then driven
to program outputs (such as inspections}
based upon work counts.

Distributable accounts typically
contain the following types of costs:
Salaries and benefits, utilities, r?nt,

ete,

assign a proportional amounnt to the AQL
rogram, primarily basad on the staffing
evel useff in the AQJ program.

Imputed costs mclude Ottice of
Waorkers’ Compensation costs from the
Degpartment of Labor; costs of employse
leave sarned in a prior fiscal year and
used in the current fiscal year;

space operation and
maintenance costs; Office of Personnel
Management (OPM) and State
Department costs to provide retirement,
health, and life insurance benefits to
employees; unemployment
compensation costs; and Department of
Justice judgment fund costs. Fee
revenue collected that is based on
imputed costs is not retained in the AQI
account but is forwarded to the U.S.
Treasury.
CBF Costs

CBP program costs are similar to these
for APHIS. CBP costs that are directly
charged to AQI activities include
salaries and benafits for CBP Agriculture
Specialists, CBP Officers, CBP
Agriculture Specialist Canine Officers,
supervxsors (such as port directors), GBP
T

telephons, hicles, office Bp
The costs in these distributal

, and mission support staff

are distributed within the APHIS
accounting system to ail the programs
and activities that benefit from the
expense, This is based on a formula
under which the costs that are directly
charged to sach activity are divided by
the total costs directly charged to each
account, For example, if a work unit
performs work on both domestic
programs and AQI user fes programs,
the distributable account costs are
allocated to each of these programs
based on the percentage of the costs
directly charged to that activity.
Headquarters-level costs inc ude costs
for employees of APHIS’ Plant
Protection and Quarantine {(PPQ) and
International Services (IS} prog
who are based at those programs’
headquarters in Riverdale, MD, and
DC. We incur agency-loval

support costs through activitios that
t APHIS, such as recruitment and

» Depraciation and other imputad
costs.

As part of our ing pr d PP
we ng codes

10 record costs that can be du‘actly
charged to an AQI activity. APHIS
functions that are directly charged to
AQI accounts include salary and
benefits and other costs {e.g., travel,
supphae rents, and equipment) for
various personnel, including:

« Personnel in plant inspection
stations inspecting propagative
materials (e. g seeds and bulbs} and
cond ing

R Personnel perfoxmmg pest

ion services {
paﬂ]ogens, plants};

development; leglslatlve and publm

and supp used in
connection with services subject ta AQI
user fees; contracts used for AQI
services; and large supply items such as
uniforms, laborstory and examination
equipment, and non-intrusive
inspection equipment used for AQK
services.

CBP activities that are directly
charged to AQ accounts include
varjous personnel at ports of entry,
headquarters, and field offices,
including:

» Personnel deployed to international
airports and seaports to perform
regulatory enforcement activities that
include:

= Pracessing for entry of passengers,
baggage, and personal effects;

# Examination for entry of aircraft,
contdmars, and vessels,

ion of wood p
materml and regulated garbags
compliance monitoring acuvmes. and

. Exanunahcn for entry o

affairs; d
regulatory enforcement; and budget,
accounting, payroll, purchasing, billing, -
and collection services. Depm‘tmsnial
charges are assessed for various AQL
program costs including Federal

i 1§u and parcel
» Personnel deplayed to land border
poits of entry to perform regulatomy
entf activities including
ion for entry of ial
trucks, rmicars, containers, and

telephone service, mail, p g of
payrnll and money management,

tion, Office of
Workers Compensatmn Programs, and
central supply for storing and issuing
commonly used supplies and forms.
Bacause the agenoy and department
level costs are costs for all of APHIS, we

1 cargo and parcels.

« Personnel conducting pre-arrival
analysis, targeting, and selection for

of baggage, dities,

conveyances, packages, stc., that present
a risk to American agriculture and
natural resources; including agricultural
and biological terrorism agents,
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¢ Personnel providing expert
guidance, training, and technical advice
to CBP Officers, other CBP personnsl,

compliance with agricultural
regulations and the processing of
agricu[ture -relaled cargo and material.

1 performing pre- and post-

trade, industry, and other stakehold
on regulatory requirements pertaining to

academy training for CBP Agriculture
Specialists, GBP Officers, other CBP

personnel, and the performance of
recruitment and agriculture-related
outreach.

Summary level costs for APHIS and
CBP are shown in table 1 below.

TABLE 1—FY 2011 ESTIMATED COSTS BY CATEGORY AND AGENCY

Cost category APHIS cBP Total
Direct $140,210,651 | $418,647,766 | $568,856,416
O 12,220,530 228,776,057 235,996,587
imputed 12,572,451 53,764,878 66,337,320
Total 165,003,632 696,168,700 861,192,332
AQI Cost Analysis o estimate the level of effort devoted to  detailed lahor survey to determine the

In order to determine the current cost
of AQI services and understand the
potential impact of alternative fee
schedules, we first calculated the costs
of the current AQI program by fee
category, using the activity-based-
costing (ABC) methodology. We were
then able to project volumes and
perform detailed cost analysis for
potential chenges to the AQI fee
schedule, This cost modeling effort
included developing historical cost
information using FY 2010 and FY 2011
financial and workload data to provide
the full cost of AQH activities and
outpuis, We used the ABC methodology
because it supports the philosophy of
full cost recovery, provides the
functional elements and data for cost
and business process analysis, and
[ withr
regardmg full cost wcoveryL

Aal,

AQI activities. We also incorporated
activity cost information for CBP from
their existing cost model.

In the second step, we assigned
APHIS and CBP activity costs to the
outputs produced by performing the
activities, We performed this cost
assignment using activity drivers, again
based on a causs-and-effect relationship.
For example, if an activity is performed
for more than one type of output, we
assigned the cost of the activity to the
outputs proportionately based on the
waorkload dats {volume) associated with.
each output. We used workload data
from several APHIS and CBP systems as
the activity drivers.

While our AQ] cost model design is
based on the standard ABC
methodology, it also incorporated
several additional cost assignment
Iayers ta pmvxde more transparent cost

ABCusssat gy to
assign an. m‘gamzatxon 's costs to its work
activities and then to its related cutputs.
Costs are those things on which an
argamzstmn spends its budget such as

and benefits for

t and reporting. This included
xdenufymg and costing outputs at levels
that were more detailed than necessary
to capture costs just at current fee

rent, eqmpmant stc. Work actlvmes ars
the various endeavors that people in the
organization undertake {o.g., air
passenger inspection, pest
identiﬁcaﬁon), and outputs are the
goods or services that the organization
produces through its activities,

In the first step of ABC, we assigned
costs to activities using resource drivers,
which typically represent a cause-and-
affect relationship to establish how
much of a resourea is consumed by sach
activity. For example, if an organization
spends 10 percent of its effort
performing a particular activity, we
assigned 10 percent of certain costs {e.g.,
salary and benefits) to that activity
because the level of effort is a good

tor of r £ d. In

service 1evels For example, we
1 the cost of APHIS 4
and CBP and then

cost of APHIS activities.

‘Then, in accordance with Office of
Managsment and Budget Gircular, A-25
“User Charges,” and OMB Statement of
Federal Financial Accounting
Standards, Number 30, “Mi
Cost Accounting Standards and
Concepts,” we identified and added an
appropriate amount of imputed costs,
‘These are costs borne by other Federal
agencies (such as the U.S. Treasuty and
the Office of Personnel Management) in
suppert of the AQI program. We used
employes costs as tﬁe basis to identify
the portion of these costs to attribute to
the A%;lpr

We calculated APHIS depreciation by
identifying equipment-related
depreciation expenses. For APHIS-
ownad buildings where AQI work is
performed, we used an appropriate
portion {based on percent of work done
in the building that was AQI} of the total
depreciation for those buildings. CBP
provided depreciation data for CBP-
owned facilities and capital equipment
based on similar calculstions.

When the AQI cost mode) was
we were able to determine

this information to develop cost
information for overall AQJ services.
Thig then provided us with flexibility
for restructuring the AQI fee schedule,
We also calculated expected future costs
and worklead and added those to the
base to estimate the total costs and
workload for the future periods when
the new fees are expected to be in effect.

The data for the AQI cost analysis
came from financial and program
workload information in standard
APHIS and CBP records. The financial
data included direct program costs and
overhead costs previously discussed.
This data was previously captured by
those agencies to comply with other

ts. CBP alveady had a

support of this step, we conducted an
activity labor survey for APHIS State,
1, and head izati

)4t

I
4 tors org

detailed cost model for its activities, and
we used cost data from the CBP cost
model. As noted above, we nsed a

t_ha actual costs of each of the current
AQI services, as shown in the table
below. By matching these costs with the
workload volumes for each AQI fee
service, we were also able to calculate
the unit cost of each output. We were
also able to determine the more detailed
costs, associated with all classes of
passengers and treatments. Table 2
shows the FY 2011 baseline costs by
servics activity that resuited from this
AQ! cost analysis,

TABLE 2—AQI FY 2011 BASEUNE
CosTs

Fes service activity 2011 Actual cost

Air Passenger §201.434,620
Cruise Ship P 20,205,868
Ralt Passenger 1,630,302
Bus Passenger 23,091,789
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TapLe 2—AQI FY 2011 BASELINE
Cosrs—Continusd

Fee service activity 2011 Actual cost
POV Passenger . 120,488,305
Pedesttian ...... 34,664,442
Commercial Alrora 156,242,180
Commercial Maritime

Cargo Vessel . 91,152,480
Commercial Truck .. 73,520,894
Commercial Cargo Ral- )

5,150,585

Private Alrcraft 11,371,865

Private Maritime Vessel 4,940,099

Trealmemts e, 14,324,472
Mifitary Clearance Oper-

ations 3,964,821

Total i 861,192,332

changing treatment requirements. The
APHIS initiatives are:
» A Wab-hased permit system that
allows users to submit Perm‘t
track ions, apply
for renewals and amendments, and
receive capies of their import/finterstate
movement/transit/release permits.

* AQI outreach, an effort to provide
information and education to travelers
and importers in order to reduce the risk
of bringing prohibited agricultural items
into the United States.

« Critical upgrades to plant
i ion station equif t that will
enabla us to do plant inspections mere
effectively.

* A maore robust risk

» Bordar security supplemental,
which is related to a FY 2010 law
intended to bolster border security,
specifically along the U.8./Mexican
border, and represents the AQI cost
associated with the law, The initiative
funding sy dpports Federal agents, judges,
CO\!"S, and other varions agencles

« Increase in the journeyman grade
for CBP Officers, CBP Agriculture
Specialists, and Border Patrol Agents to
aceount for increasing scope of
responsibilities of officers and agents
and to bring parity across Federal
agencies. The AQI fee review

spec:ﬁcally related (o AQI

Kl

cogis

‘o project costs beyond FY 2011, we
considered two changes ta these
baseline costs. The first change was any
initiative which would increase APHIS
or CBP costs in those years. Both APHIS
and CBP have implemented various
initiatives aimed at reducing
redundancy in data input requirements
for importers, increasing transparency,
reducing wait times or expediting
inspections, and eliminating or

that will enable APHIS to
increase its eapacity to perform risk
assessments through increasing the
quality and reliability of its data.

» Development of new treatment
techniques by APHIS scientists that can
be used on agricultural products coming

L 1 Targsting Center that
filters advanced information on people
and products to identify threats and
risks and allows CBP to target higher
risk trade and travelers for detailed
inspection prior to their arrival at a U.S.
port of entry. .

« Add d activity at ports

into the United States, These method:
can save cost and time as well as reduce
the risk of invasive pasts entering the
country.

The CBF initiatives are:

TABLE 3—APHIS anp CBP INmiaTivES

of entry by hiring additional personnel.

The data for these initiatives came
{rom APHIS and CBP budget offices and
is shown in Table 3.

Future initiatives ! 2012 2013 2014 2018 2016
APHIS
Web-based permits system $1,200,000 $1,204,680 $1,226,364 $1,237,279 $1,248 201
ACH 5,000,000 5,019,500 5,109,851 5,155,328 5,201,211
Piant insp station 23,800 23,692 24,118 24,333 24,5850
Risk capacity 120,000 120,468 122,636 123,728 124,829
T lop 180,000 180,702 183,855 185,592 - 187,244
cBP

Border securify 5,676,640 5,676,640 5,773,143 5,802,000 5,831,019
38,550,379 38,550,379 36,205,735 39,401,764 39,508,773

Natienal Targeting Center 6,895,000 6,919,133 7,042,985 7,102,850 7,163,226
Port of entry staff 7,752,437 7,752,437 7,884,228 7,923,848 7,863,267
Tatals 65,398,056 66,447,630 66,573,016 66,956,533 67,342,408

The second change that we
considared in calculating future costs
was projected cost growth. Table 4
shows the growth rates used to project
future cost increases. These growth rates
represent guidance provided by OMB
for use in developing budgets and other
forecasts of future costs. They are
broken out by paymll and nop-| payroll

d th

TABLE 4—GROWTH RATES

] ayrofl Non-payroll
Fiscal year {;er!&t) (pes:eﬂ),
2012 . 0.0 13
2013 .. 0.0 1.6
2014 ., 17 2.1
2015 .. 0.5 2.1
2018 .. Q0.5 24

costs, and we appli em accordingly
to the baseline costs and initiatives,

Based on these growth rates, we
projected the costs shown in Table 5 for
FYs 2014 through 20186,

TABLE 5—PROJECTED COSTS FYS 2014 THROUGH 2016

Fee service activity

2014 2016 2018

Air p

$322,501,452 1 $324,806,118 | $327,426,378
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TABLE 5—PROJECTED COSTS FYS 2014 THROUGH 2016—Continued
Fee service activity 2014 2015 2016

Sea 22,421,487 22,589,194 22,758,727
Rall 1,805,242 1,818,163 1,831,085
Bus 25,573,198 25,758,827 25,946,311
POV p 143,333,256 144,384,916 146,447,319
Pedestrian 38,357,661 38,635,543 38,916,187
Ci aircraft 170,836,038 172,866,461 174,912,526
Ci i 99,783,440 100,995,859 102,232,305
Ci tal truck 81,018,008 81,789,820 82,573,162
Commercial cargo railcar 5,679,895 8,732,572 5,785,904
Private sircraft 12,602,768 12,690,860 12,779,764
Private vessel 5,486,025 5,528,987 5,568,398
T 15,086,074 15,421,468 16,765,008
Miliary of 4,331,642 4,371,638 4,412,236

Total 948,906,281 957,567,365 966,356,270
Volume Projections * Ws used projections from the » We used a USDA report on

N N

d p potential fee so
alsu prc)ected workload growth and
resulting workload volumes for each
fiscal year from 2013 to 2016, We were
able to identify FY 2011 and 2012 actual
workload from data previously captured
by APHIS and CBP. To forecast
expected changes in imports and tourist
traffic across the nation’s borders, we |
researched a variety of data sourees and
used the following:

s We

International Air Transport Association
Industry Forecast Summary Report to
project air passengers and air cargo.

* Ws used projections from a market
research site, Cruise Market Watch, to
project sea passengers,

* Wso used a U.S, Department of
‘Transportation report that forecast the
number of border crossings by mode of
traffic at selected ports of entry and
extrapolated to get projections for
pedestrians and POV and bus
passengers,

Agricultural Sector Aggregate Indicators
to project maritime cargo, truck carge,
rail cargo, mail packages, commodity
import permits, and treatments,

s We did not forecast any changes for
rail passengers, private aircraft, or
private sea vessels because a change rate
for these conveyances cannot be tied to
any import data or other independent
variable.

Table 6 shows the resulting volumes
for the various fee service activities.

TABLE 6—WORKLOAD PROJECTIONS, FYS 2013 THROUGH 2016

Expected
2011 Actual 2012 Actual
Fee count count t(:;w:nnggs 2013 2014 2015 2016
Air passenger 78,001,506 77,255,478 3.60% 80,036,673 82,917,963 85,908,041 88,895,551
Sen passenge 12,931,271 13,632,485 318 13,858,738 14,398,438 14,851,989 15,319,826
Rall passenger 276,722 278,855 — 276,855 276,855 276,856 276,855
Bus passenger 5,292,788 5,318,382 ~1.69 5,228,501 6,140,140 5,053,271 4,567,871
POV passenger 169,834,015 175,428,545 0.76 176,761,802 178,105,182 179,458,791 180,822,678
Pedestrian ... 40,609,235 41,375,736 —3.49 39,931,723 38,538,108 87,193,126 35,895,088
Commercial aircraft 700,644 719,261 3.60 745,144 771,989 709,760 828,551
Commercial maritime

cargo vessel ... 101,794 143,727 3.16 117,309 121,006 124,816 128,748
Commercial truck 10,348,791 10,664,770 3.83 11,073,231 11,497,335 11,837,683 12,394,807
Commercial cargo railcar 2912210 3,230,167 3.83 3,353,882 3,482,336 3,615,710 8,754,191
Privale airorat .. . 121,221 116,240 -1 116,240 116,240 116,240 116,240
Private maritime vessa 80,529 80,948 -— 80,949 80,949 80,949 80,649
Treatments 20,713 38,517 5,36 40,582 42,757 45,048 47,483
Fee Computation than $10 were rounded up to the next Proposed Fee Amounts

With the total costs and the workload
projections, we were sble to project fee
requivernents for sach potential fee
service activity, However, in addition to
the fee revenus required to cover
current and projected AQH service costs,
we need to generate revenue fo
replenish the AQI account reserve. The
reserve comy were establ
simply by rounding up the raw fee
calculations {projected unit cost} for
each fee, All projected unit costs less

$1, and all unit costs greater than $200

were rounded up to the next $25. No

proposed fees fall between $10 and

$200. This approach provides &

proportionats mundmg for all fees We
1 th

3l

en e of

days that the reserve could support
costs on a noncumulative basis, We
estimate that by the end of FY 2016 the
AQH reserve will have approximately a
90 day reserve, which is consistent with

our established AQI fund reserve policy.

APHIS is proposing significant
changes to the AQI user fee structure
and the feo rates, As previously
mentioned, we employed activity based
costing (ABC) as our methodology to
determine the cost of AQI services, and
this information, along with other
factors, was used to define an
appropriate fee structure and foe rates.
The ABC methodology is a derivative of
the managerial cost accounting, which
is recommended by OMB and
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Gavernment Accountability Office
guidance on government fee setting.
Previously, APHIS relied on an
estimation methodology to determins
the fee rates, and we believe that the
estimation methodology did not provide
snough information to properly
ostablish the correct fee structure and
fee ratas. We also believe that the use of
the ABC methodology provides
significantly greater accuracy and
transparency in fee setting. The use of
ABC has enabled APHIS to more
accurately identily the true costs of
providing each of the AQI services.

The costs incurred by both APHIS and
GBP have been analyzed using the ABC
methodology, APHIS was able to
determine activity costs for each AQI

service by collecting related financial
and workload data for APBIS and CBP,
and using this information to properly
assign AQI program costs to each

responsible for recovering such as

workman’s cnmpensation. bealth,

retirement, and life insurance benefits.
_ Using Lhe data and methodology

activity, The AQIL p costs includ
program delivery activities such as
inspections, inspection targeting
analysis, staff training, plant and pest

] ahove, we ¢
proposed foes shown in table 7. Each fae
service activity is explained in greater
detail in the paragraphs that follow, If

identification, and risk The

majority of activity costs are for salary
and benefits, but they also include costs
such as the training of CBP Agrienlture
Specialists, CBP Gificers, training and
care of CBP Agriculture Specialist
Camne Officers and canines,

t or new eq
utxlmes rent, replacement or new
, and office supplies; and

1mputed costs that APHIS and CBP are
TABLE 7—PROPOSED FEES

these proposed fees become effective,
we would continue to monitor the costs
of AQI servicas, our collections, and the
level of the reserve and would
undertake rulemaking to adjust the fees
if we determined that costs were not
being appropriately recovered or the
reserve levels were on a path to be
either greater or less than our
established AQI fund 90-day reserve
policy.

Fee service activity Current Proposed
Alr $4
(& tal alroraft 225
Commercial maritime cargo vessel 825
Ci tuck 8
©: truck 320
G iat cargo railcar 2
Sea 2
T 375

Airg Millions of lers ace ying incoming cargo; targeting Commercial maritime cargo vessel.

pass thmugh U.S. airports dmly h]gher risk cargo for inspection or ‘We inspect commercial vessels of 100
Inspecting air p des pre- inspecting various typas of net tons or more arriving at ports of

arvival aualysxs of i mcmmng passengers
and screening arriving air passengers for
agricultiral products by CBP
Agriculture Specialists and CBP
Officers; inspection of passenger
baggage using CBP agriculture canines
and specialized non-intrusive
inspection equipment; inspecting the
interior of the passenger aircraft;
monitoring the storage and removal of
regulated international garbage from the
airnraft to engure consistency with all

and appmpnately d:sposmg of fany
seized or abandoned p

agricultural and agricultural-related
commaodities, international mail,
expedited courier packages, containers,
compliant wood packaging material,
and packing materials to screen for the
presence of plant pests and
contaminants, compliance with
regulations, and determining entry
status; inspecting the aircraft hold or
exterior for contaminants, pesis, or
invasive species; monitoring the storage
and removal of regulated international
garbage from the aircraft to ensure
consistency with all regulatory

agricultural products, and identifying
pests found on prohibited agricultural
products brought into the country by air
passengers. The ABC dats indicated that
the current fee was going to generate
revenues in excess of what will be
required to support anticipated costs. As
atesult, we are proposing a 20 percent
decrease in this fee (from $5 to $4) to
better align the fee with the cost of
activities related to air passengers.

Commercial aircraft. We also inspect
international commercial afreraft
arriving at airports in the customs
territory of the United States, Inspecting
commercial airceaft inchudes reviewing
manifests and documentation

ts; identifying pests found
durmg inspection; and safeguarding
shipments pending PPQ determination
far treatment or final disposition. The
ABC data indicated that the current fee
being charged does not reflect the actual
costs incurred in the performance of
those activities and would result in a
significant shortfall in what will be
required to cover the anticipated costs
of this activity. Accordingly, we are
proposing a 218 percent increass in this
fee {from $70.75 v $225) to more
accurately align the fee with the actual
cost of activities related to commercial
aircraft inspection described above as
those costs wers identified using our
ABG methodology.

entry into the customs territory of the
United States, Inspecting commercial
maritime cargo vessels invalves
reviewing manifests and documentation
accompanying incoming cargo; targeting
higher risk cargo for inspection or
clearance; inspecting various types of
agricultural and agricultural-related
commodities, containers, compliant
wood packaging material, and packing
materials to screen for the presence of
plant pests and contaminants,
compliance with regulations, and
determining entry status; inspecting the
vessel to ensure that contaminants,
pests, or invasive pests are not present
ar are properly safeguarded; inspecting
the ship’s stores io ensure that
prohbited items are not present;
menitoring the storage and removal of
regulated international garbage from the
vessel to ensure consistency with all
regulatory reguirements; identifying
pests found dunng inspection, and

determination for treatment or fmal
disposition. The current regulations cap
the number of arrivals for which a single
vessel would be charged at 15 per
calendar year, i.e., a vessel is not
charged for its 16th or subsequent
ayrival in amy 1 year. The ABG data
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indicated that the limitation on
collections imposed by tha cap, as well
as the amount of the current fee, was
gmng to lead to a shortfall in what will
e required to support antici d costs.

accompanying incoming cargo; targeting
higher risk cargo for inspection or
clearance; inspscting various types of
agricultural and agriculturel-related

diti contamers, compliant

As a result, we are proposing to

wood p l, and packing

the 15-arrival cap and increase the fee
by 7t & ercent {from $496 to $825) to
align the fee with the cost of activities
related to commercial maritime cargo
vessels.

Conunercial truck. We inspect
commercial frucks arriving at land ports
in the customs tervitory of the United
States from Mexico and Canada,
ITnspecting trucks invelves reviewing
manifests and docimentation
accompanying incoming cargo; targeting
higher' risk eargo for imspection;
ms ecting varicus types of agricultural

?‘multural-relamd commodities,
cump iant wood packaging material,
and packing materials to screen for the
presence of plant pests and
contaminants, compliance with
regulations, and determining enfry
status; inspecting the truck and
o for i pasts, or
invasive species; identifying pests found
during inspection; and safeguarding
shipmsnts pending final determination
for treatment or final disposition, The
ABC data indicated that the current foe
was going to result in a shortfall in what
will be required to support anticipated
costs, As a result, we are proposing a 52
percent increass in this fee (from $5.25
to $8) to align the fes with the cost of
achvmas related to commercml trucks.

cial truck P . We
eshmate that the use of tmnsponders
corresponds to a 10 minute reduction in
the barder crossing time for trucks, The
proposed fee will maintain an incentive
far trucks to continue the use of
transponders while recovering a greater
portion of the Government's cost to
provide inspection services, Based on
data about how many times a
commezcial truck with a responder
came into the country, we propose to
increase the truck transponder fee from
20 to 40 times the individual truck fes.
We are proposing this change based on
our analysis indicating that trucks with
transponders cross an average of 106
times per year. Increasing the truck
transponder fee to 40 times the
individual truck fee, along with the
increase in the commercial truck fee,
results in an increass of 205 percent
{from $105 to $320) for the transponder
fee.

Commercial corgo railcar. We inspect
loaded commercial railrosd cars arriving
at land ports in the customs territory of
the United States from Mexico and
Canada. Inspecting railcars involves
reviewing ifests and doc t

materials to screen for the presence of
plant pests and contaminants,
compliance with regulations, and
determining entry status; inspecting the
railcars for contaminants, pasts or
invasive species; identifying pests found
during inspection; monitoring the
storage and removal of regulated
international garbage from the raxlcar o
ansura istency with all ry

guidance and policies, Similar
information is used extensively by CBP
1o help distinguish levels of risk. We
believe that this effort helps us to
provide the highest level of protection at
the Jowest cost. No fees are currently
collected for this category of passenger.
Based on the costs associated with
inspecting these passengers (projected at
approximately $22.4 million to $22.8
million in F¥s 2014 to 2018, as noted

in table 5 above) and the ease of
collection from the direct beneficiary
(i.e., the passenger) through the sea
vessal ticket, wa are proposing to

a $2 user fee, which is

and saf ding
shxpments pandmg PPQ determination
for treatment or final disposition. The
ABC data indicated that the current fee
was going to generate revenues
significantly in excess of what will be
required fo support anticipated costs
Accordingly, we are prop
percent decrease in this oo (f.mm $7 75
to $2) to align the fee with the cost of
activities re ﬂltad to commercial cargo
railcars.

We also analyzed those fas service
activities for which there was not
currently a fee even though significant
workload and/or costs were being
penerated:

Sea passenger, Inspecting a cruise
vossel and its passengers includes pre-

sufficient to recover the projected costs
of this AQI activity. This new fee would
allow us to recover the costs associated
with this inspection activity,

The new sea passenger user fee would
be added to paragraph (f} of § 354.3,
which currently contains the provisions
regarding the airline passenger AQl user
fee, a5 the collection and remittance
procedures for both the sea passenger
and airline passenger user fees would be
the same. The current regulations
provide an from the p
of user fees for the crew members on
duty on an arriving aircraft; we would
make the same exemption for crew
members on duty aboard an arriving
cruise ship. Similarly, the current
regnlahons pmvxde that airlines will not
be

ble overtime for

arrival analysis of i P ngers:
screening arriving sea p for
agricultural products by CBP

Agriculture Specialists and CBP
Officers; inspection of passenger
baggage using CBP agriculture canines
and specialized non-intrusive
: " s inspaction of the

P i ion services requi

for any aircraft on which a passenger

arrived who has paid the international

passenger AQI user fee for that flight.

Wa would provide the same limitation

on overtime charges for cruise lines.
Treatments. ’l‘matments are parformed

P
vessel itself to ensure that 1t
prohibited articles, or invasive pests are
not present; inspecting the ship’s stores
to ensure that ptohxbxtad |tems are not

on some ltural goods as a
condition of entry, and others are
performed when an actionable pest (i.e.,
a plant pesl Lbat should not be allowad

present or are p ded; and
monitoring the stm:ags and removal of
regulated international gerbage from the
vessel to ensure consistency with all
axisting regulatory requirements,
(Consistent with our AQI fee authority,
the costs of inspecting the cruiss ships
themselves would be covered by the
proposed sea passenger fae rather than
a separate fee similar to the commercial
maritime cargo vessel fee, just as the
international air passenger user fee
covers the costs associated with
inspecting the aircraft on which they
arrived.) We also analyze information
that allows us to perform targeted
inspections in order to reduce the risk
of a dangerous plant, plant pest,
contaminant, or foreign animal disease
from entering the United States. This
information is used in our training and
in the development of inspection

to be introduced into or di
within the United States) is detected
during a port-of-entry inspection. The
objective of these AQI trestments is to
ensure that agricultural goods and
commoditios entering the United States
are free from viable plant pests and
noxious weeds that would pose arisk to
the health of the 1.5, domestic
agriculture and natural resources.
T + methoda inchade fams

cold treatment, irradiation, and heat
treatment. APHIS activities related ta
the application of AQI treatments
include personnel determining the
appropriate treatment schedule,
monitoring the treatment to ensure it is
conducted as specified so that the
treatment takes place in the prescribed
manner, and determining whether the
treatment was successful. These AQL
services focus on ensuring the
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effectivenass of a given treatment
regardless of its methodology. While
AQ! treatments are usually provided by
private entities who charge the importer
for their services, from time to time
APHIS will provide the

Other Fees Considered

APHIS considered, but is not
proposing at this time, fees for the
following AQI services:

» Rail passenger: No fees are

pecially for propagative materials. We
also develop new metheds of
treatments, These methods increase the
effectiveness of treating agricultural
goods and reduce the risk of dangerous
pests entering the United States, No fees
are currently collected for this activity,

Based on our analysis of the costs
(projected at appmximately $15 million
0 $15.8 million in FYs 2014 to 20186, as
noted in table 5 above} and the relative
ease of collection when the is

ly collected for this category of
passenger. Because the total cost is less
than $2 million, and there would be
additional cost of creating and operating
{se collections, we are not proposing
any fees for this category of passenger,

* Bus passenger: No?ess are currently
collected for this category of passenger,
eoven though annuel costs are over $25
million for this service. We considered
proposing a new bus passenger fee, but
recognized that this would require
establishing the infrastructure and

ordered, we aro proposing a $375 fee for
each treatment. The AQI treatment foe is
designed to recover the costs of APHIS
services for monitoring the treatment to
ensure it is conducted as spacxhed s0
that the treatment takes place i in the
prescribsd and d

P for bus ies to collect and
remit the fees since CBF does not have

a comparable fes. In addition, the
barriers for entry into the bus passenger
industry are much lower compared to
air and cruise vesse] industries. Asa
result there are more bus

creating and operating fee collections,
led us to recommend that private
maritime vessel passengers continue to
not be subject to an AQI ussr fes.

» Commodity import permit: No fee is
currently charged for commodity import
permits. We considered establishing a
separate fes, but converns about the
impact on importers and relationships
with trading partners led us to not
propose this fes.

« Pest import permit: No fes is
currently charged for pest import
permits. We considered establishing a
separate fee, but we did not want to
discourage the 1esearch associated with
pest import permits because this
research benefits United States
agriculture and ecosystem overall.

Accordingly, the costs of these AQI
services will continue to be covered
through appropriated funding.

Periodic Updates to User Fees

The Deparuneni is seeking public
y and

whaether the treatment was successful.
Should a treatment prove unsuccessful
and have to be reapplied, that
subssquent AQI treatment would also be
subject to an AQI treatment fes, as
APHIS incurs costs by providing AQI

g and exiting the mdustry, which
would make fee collection and
monitoring difficult. However, we
intend to gather additional information
to determine if thare are other ways to
collect this fee in the future, which
would be addressed through a future

tment-related services regardless of
the success or failure of the treatment.
Similarly, if there was a particularly
large consignment that had to be treated
in two or more lots, each lot would be
subject to an AQYI treatment fos. Finally,
along those lines, if there were two or
more small consignments from different
importers that required the same

rulemakin
+ POV passenger: No fees are
currently collected for this category of
passenger, even though annual costs are
over $160 million. The high cost of
creating and operating fee collections,
and considerations about potential
backups of POVs at the ports of entry,
}od us to recormend that POV
inue to not be subject to

treatment and could be hined and
treated together at the same time, there
would be only one AQI treatment fee
charged, with each importer being
rasponstbls for a share of that fee,

The provisions for the payment of
AQ user fees for conducting and
monitoring treatments would be added
to §354.3 as a new paragraph (h}. Most
treatment services are provided by
private companies that charge importers
a fee for their services, Because those
companies are already invoicing the
importers whose consignments are
being treated, we are proposing that the
treatment companies would also collect
the AQI user foe and subsequently remit
the fee to APHIS. This is the same
maodael used for the collection of the AQ1
user fees for international airline
passengers and that we are proposing to
use for crulse ship passengers, In those
instances where APHIS itssif performs
the treatment, we would collect the fee
directly from the importer for whom the
{reatment is being provided.

an AQI user fos.
« Pedestrians: No foes are carrently
collected for the inspection of
pedestrians arriving in the United
States, even though the annuasl costs are
over $38 million for this service. The
high cost of creating and operating fee
collections and considerations about
potential backups of pedestrians at the
d that

methodology for updatmg the AQI user
fees. Currantly there is no established
schedule for npdating the fees, which
has led to long gaps between updates
and substantial increases in fees when
updates are made. The Department is
particularly interested in comments on
whether fees should be updated more
frequently, e.g., every 2 yaars, and
whether the updates shonld be made
through a rulemaking or some other
means such as a notive-based process
that provides an opportunity for public
comment. We are also inferested in
the possibility of

phasing in the updated fees when there
may be an economic hardship due to
factors such as substantial increases due
to long gaps between updates or, as in
the case with this proposed ruls, a

ive review to del the
current cost of spacific AQI services
indicates that the AQI program is not
recovering the full cost of its fee
Services.

" 4

Orders 12866 and 13563 and

ports of entry led us fo recc
arriving pedestrians continue to not be
subject to an AQI user fes at this tims.

* Privats ajrcraft: No fees are
currently coliected for the inspection of
private aircraft and their passengers.
The cost of less than $13 million, and
the additional cost of creating and
aperating fee collections, led us to
recommend that private aireraft and
their passengers continue to not be
subjact to an AQI user fae.

» Private maritime vessel: No fees are
currently collected for the inspection of

Regulatory Flexibility Aet
’I‘hls prcposed rule has been
ined to be
sxgmhcant for the
Order 12866 and,
reviewed by OMB.
We have prepared a regulatory impact
analysis {RIA) for this rule. The RIA
provides a cost-benefit analysis, as
required by Exacutive Orders 12866 and
13563, which direct agencies to asssss
aH costs and henefits of available
ives and, if regulation

urposes of Executive
erefore, has been

private maritime vessels and their
passengers, The cost of less than $6
million, and the additional cost of

is nanassary 1o select regu}ator
approaches that maximize net benefits
ncludi tantial 4

5P
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environmental, public health and safety
effects, and eguity}. Executive Order
13563 emphasizes the importance of
quannfymg both costs and benaefits, of

g costs, of har ing rules,
and of promotmg flexibility. The RIA
also provides an initial regulatory
flexibility analysis that examines the
potential sconomic effects of this rule
on small entities, es required by the
Regulatory Flexibility Act. The RIA is
summarized below. Copies of the full
analysis are available by contacting the
person listed under FOR FURTHER
INFORMAYION CONTACT or on the
Regulations.gov Web site (sso
ADDRESSES above for instructions for
accessing Regulations.gov).

APHIS is proposing fo amend the user
fee regulations by adding new fes
categories and adjnsting current fees
charged for certain agricultural
quarantine and inspection (AQI)
services, We are also proposing to alter
or remove certain fee caps, We
determined that revised nser foe
categories and revised user foes are

necessary to recover the costs of the
current level of activity, to account for
actual and projected increases in the
cost of doing business, and to more
acourately align fees with the costs
associated with each fee service.

AQI fees are mandated to be cost-
based and paid by the users of the AQI
services to ensure that recipients bear
the costs of the services instead of the
American taxpayer. In our RIA, benefits
and costs of the proposed changes to the
AQI user fes schedule are evaluated in
accordance with Executive Orders
12866 and 13563, Ex‘:ec’ted sffects for

to cause a decrease in AQT services
provided, Efforts would bs mads to
address the greatest risk and minimize,
to the extent allowed by available
resources, significant negative impact
on U.S. industries.

The proposed changes in user fees
would more closely align, by class, the
cost of AQI services provided and user
fee revenue received. The proposed fas
schedule would better reflect the costs
of AQI services pruvlded commercml
vassels, ial trncks, 1
ra)lcars, commerc;al aircraft, and
arriving at

zmall entities are ovelua as d
the lato) exibility Act.
yAQI mces gmefzt us. );gucultural
and natural resources by protecting
them from the inadvertent introduction
of foreign pests and diseases that may
enter the country and the threat of
intentional introduction of pests or
pathogens as a means of agroterrorism,
Failure to adjust these fees to account
for full cost recovery, particularly in the
prosent fiscal climate, has the potential

U.S. ports; newly include fees for
additional classes of recipients of AQI
services; remove user fee caps for
commercial vessels and commercial
railcars; and ingrease the fee cap for
commercial trucks, Fee caps refer to
limits on the number of times a fee riust
be paid for a specific truck {with
transponder), vessel, or railcar in a
calendar year. The corrent and proposed
AQ] user fee rates are shown in table 8.

TABLE 8—CURRENT AND PROPOSED AQI USER FEE RATES

[Pollars}
User foe class Crront Proposed
Air p $4
C alroraft 225
Commerolal cargo vessst 825
G fat 4 8
C fal truck with der {one) annual p 320
Commercial cargo ralicar 2
Sea 2
T 375

APHIS used activity-based costing to
determine the proposed rate
adjustments for classes that currently
pay user fees and the proposed rates for
newly charged classes. The two classes
that would be newly charged user fees
under the proposed rule are
1 sea (cruise} p g
recipients of AQY treatment services.
Currently, the cost of AQI services
received by thess entities is borne by
other user fee classes and/or taxpayers
through appropriated funding.
Elimination of the user fee caps for
commercial tailcars and commercial
vessels would mors closely align the
user foe revenue received with the cost
of providing AQI services for rail and
vessel cargo. We propose to retain the
cap for commercial tracks because of
the increased efficiency gained through

and

the uss of transponders at border
inspections. The cap for commercial
trucks would be increased, howsver,
and these businesses would pay in fees
a larger share of the cost of the AQL
services they receive,

Under the proposed fee structurs, it is
expected that AQI user fee revenue for
fiscal year (FY} 2014 wouid be about
$700.1 million, as compared to about
%573.1 million under the current fee
schedule, an increase of $127 million
{table 8}, of which $94.5 million is due
to the change in foes and fee structure
and $32.5 million is due to workload
changes as valued at the proposed fee
rates. Reliance on appropriated funds to
finance certain AQI services is expected
to be reduced by $46.8 million,
assuming that the total cost of AQL
services, $948.9 million, would be the

sama with or without adeption of the
proposed fee schedule, since the level of
AGH services provided would not
change with the fee collections under
the proposed rule available to APHIS
and CBP. A projected AQ] program
deficit of $54.5 million under the
current fes schedule would not be
incurred. Net revenue of the AQI
program under the proposed fee
schedule is expected to total about $25.7
million, which weuld be used to
maintain the AQJ program’s reserve
fund. The reserve fund ensures that AQI
program operations can continue
wnhout m‘m‘mptmn when service

due to ec
conditions or other circumstances and
CBP and APHIS are able to adjust their
activity to account for the changed

_economic conditions.
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TABLE 8—EXPECTED AQI USER FEE REVENUE, APPROPRIATED AQI FUNDING UNDER THE CURRENT AND PROPOSED
USER FEE SCHEDULES, AND COST OF AQI SERVICES, FY 2014

[Million doltars]
Current fee Proposed fee
schiedule schedule . Change
AQH revenus:
User fees $573.1 $700.1 $127.0
\pprop! tunding 3213 2748 ~46.8
AQH total rovente 894.4 974.6 80.2
AQH total cost 948.9 848.8 1]
AQH revenue minus cost ~54.5 257 80.2

Tables showing similar expected AQL
revenue effects of the proposed fes
schedule for FYs 2015-2017 are
presented in the body of the RIA.
Respaectively for thess 3 years, in
comparison to projections under the
current fee schedule, AQI user foe
revenue is expected to be larger by
#130.7 million, $134,5 million, and
$138.4 million; appropriated funding of
AQ)] services is expected to be smaller
by $37.6 million, $78.2 million, and
$78.6 million; and net revenue of $38.0
million, $30.1 million, and $60.3
million is expected to be available to
maintain the AQI reserve fund.?

APHIS considered a number of
alternatives for revising the AQI user
foss, Some of the alternatives, such as
increasing all current fess by the same
P g s b they
clearly would not meet the ohjective of
making the fess paid by users in the
various fee classes more commensurate
with the costs of the AQI services
provided for each class. Other
alternatives were rejected because the
transaction costs of creating and
operating foe collection systems for

different combinations of paying
classes. The first or preferred alternative
is the propesed rule, with user fee
classes as shown in table 8. The second
alternative differs from the first by not
including nser fees for ramtimnts of AQL
treatment services. Under the third
alternative, recipients of commodity
import permits and pest import permits
would pay user fees, in addition to the
classes {hat would pay fees under the
proposed rule.

Under all three alternatives,

found that there are overriding
conceras. Charging a user fee for
commodity import permits conld be
counterproductive in terms of our
relations with trading partners; negative
reactions by other countries could
potentially affect U.S. export markets,
Pest import permits are normally
requested for research purposes.
Charging a fee for pest import permits,
which activity-based costing indicates
would need to be set at more than

$2 000, could have the umntended

international sea (cruise) p ngers
would pay a user fee for services they
receive that are currently funded by
other AQI service recipients and/or
through appropriated funding. In
addition, the preferred alternative
would newly include payment of fees
by users of AQJ treatmont services.
Under altemaﬁ)va 2, the cost of
providing AQI treatment services would
continue to be covered by user fees paid
by other classes, For this reason,
Alternative 2 was rejected because AQI
costs and revenues would be Jess
commensurable by class than under the
prefarred alternative.

Al ive 3 would i user fees

13

certain classes, such as bus p
private vehicles, and pedesmans, would

be overly burdensome.
APHIS then focused on three
3y 1t res 4 Of

for recipients of commedity import

permits and pest import permits, classes

not charged fees \mder the preferred
ive, In ingt PHIS

P

of discc

thal dxrecﬂy benefits U.S. agnculture
For these reasons, APHIS decided
against the selection of alternative 3.

In table 10, we compare the
c lativa
over 4 years for the alternatives, In all
cases, the bassoline for comparison is
continuation of the current AQI user fee
schedule. AQI services perfonned and
the cost of providing those services
would be tga same under each
alternative. All three alternatives would
ensure that the costs of providing AQI
services are covered and the reserve
fund is maintained. Relative to the other
alternatives, the preferred alternative
would result in the smallest increase in
user fee ipts and, less thy,
the largest decrease in appropriated
funding.

TABLE 10—CHANGES N EXPECTED AQI Usen FEE REVENUE, APPROPRIATED AQI FUNDING, AND NET REVENUE UNDER
THE THREE ALTERNATIVE USER FEE SCHEDULES, SUMMED Over FYS 2014-2017

[Mifiion doflars}
Expactod chance i Preforred .
xpect ange in: 3
{proposed rule}
FYs 2014-2017
AQi revenue:.
User fees $530.6 $570.2 $584.7
\pprop! funding ~241.2 ~236.5 ~236.5
AQH folal revenue 2896 333.7 348.3
AQ! total cost 0 0 ]

+ All values in the RIA are nomingl, that is, ey
neluda araisotad inflatinn



22908

235

Federal Register/Vol, 79, No. 80/Friday, April 25, 2014/FProposed Rules

TABLE 10—CHANGES IN EXPECTED AQI USER FEE REVENUE, APPROPRIATED AQI FUNDING, AND NET REVENUE UNDER
THE THREE ALTERNATIVE USER FEE SCHEDULES, SUMMED OVER FYS 2014-2017—Continued

[Miition dollars]
Expected change tn: i 2 3
{proposed nule}
AQI revenue minus cost 2895 3337 3483

Note: Columns may not sum due to rounding.

Economic effects under each of the
three alternatives would derivs from the
increase or reduction in costs borne by
affected importers and international
passengers because of the changes in
AQI user fees and concurrent reduced

Lower user fees, in theory, create the
opposite incentives.

The proposed changes in user fees are
very small in comparison to the overall
vahue of the commodities imported or
the prlce of an mtematmnal ticket, and
th are d to have negligibl

reliance on appropriated funding of AQL
user fees, Impacts wonld depend on the
magnitude of the changes, and for

impact on unports or the number of
mtematmnal PASSEngers. Esmnated

in user fee to

AQI services, but observe that the
raductions may counterbslance the
negligible impacts of the user fee
increases to some extent.

Output and employment impacts for
FY 2014 under the three alternatives,
shown in table 11, were modeled for
APHIS by a contracted consultancy. The
model results indicate that U.S. output

would decline under

importers, on the ability of suppliers to
pass along or absorb the costs, and for
inbound international passengers, on
the ability of airlines and vessels fo do
likewise, In theory, higher user fees
increase the cost of imports and the
supplier may have incentive to send
fower goods to the United States or
internations! passengers may have less
incentive to travel to the United States.

the output of the affected sectors
represent, in total, a decline of about
two-hundredths of one percent, and
range from a decline of sbout six-
thousandths of one percent in the
trucking industry to a decline of about
one-tersth of one percent in the airline
industry.z We cannot determine what
would be the effect of the projected
reductions in appropriated funding of

and
all th\'ee altamatwes, with the smallest
declines expected under the preferred
alternative. Modeled output and
employment effects for FYs 20152017,
as well as output effects by class for FY
2014, are gimilarly shown in the body
of the RIA, We expect the economic
effects of the proposed user fes revisions
for several of the classes, if they occur
at all, to be extremely small.

TABLE 11—MODELED SHORT-RUN DIRECT EFFECTS FOR U.S. QUTPUT AND EMPLOYMENT OF THE THREE AQI USER FEE

ALTERNATIVES, FY 2014

Change in
Change in output
(million dollars) employment
{Jobs)
Preferred att ive {prop rule} ~$94 - 1,000
2 -122 -1,301
3 ~128 — 1,400

The fee increases themselves and the
newly charged fees for cruise passengers
and for monitoring and conducting
freatments are not costs {o the sconomy
as a whole, but rather transfer payments,
Transfer payments are monetary

T,

class, of user fee revenues and costs

unable fo dBtermme how those
d funds that would na

would be the principal of the
proposed rule. For the 4 years FYs
2014-2017, user fee funding of AQI
services under the propused rule is
projected to be $530.6 million more and

payments from one group to
that do not affect total resources
available to society. While individual
importers or passengers MAay experience
financial burden from an increase in
user fees (or relief when a fse is
reduced), the AQI services are already
being provided and thsrefore they are
already counted as government costs. A
foe rate adjustment to support full cost
recovery is consistent with the intent of
the relevant statues and regulations.

The increase in user foe funding of
AQI services and closer alignment, by

’Short~run impacls of the propased fee changes
are the followi
changes from cur:en! output, by affected mduslry

fated funding of AQI services is
pro;ecmd to be $241.2 million Tess than
would accur with continuation of the
current fee schedule,

Increased reliance on user fee funding
means that APHIS would mors fully
meet its statutory mandate to preseribe
and collect cost- based fees for prov;dmg

langer bse used to pay for AQ) services
under the proposed rule may be
otherwise used. We sxpect that the
proposed increase in user fee funding
and the decrease in appropriated
funding would have small distributional
offocts that may be largely offsstting.
Firms most likely to be impactsd by
this rule are transportation businesses
within the truck, rail, sea, and air cargo
sectors that import goods into the
Umied States. While the Small Business

AQI services, includi

reasonable reserve. It also means that
appropriated funds that would be used
to pay for AQ] services under the
existing user fee schedule may be
available for other Pederal uses, We are

Trucking industey, ~ 0,008 percent; rail industey,
0.035 percent; vessel catgo industry, — 0,605

dmindst has set guidelines for
the definition of small businesses
within each of those sectors, the size
data do not distinguish batween
ion firms that op
mtemahonally and those fxrms that only

percent; cruise ship industry, 0.003 percent; and air
cargo and passenger industry, —.102 percent.
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operate within the United States.
Howaver, the effects of the p

Reparting and recordkesping
Travel and transportation

requ

rule on firms within the ‘rmnspcrtatmn
sector are expected to be limited,
regardless of firm size. In addition, at
least soms portion of increased user fees
may be passed on to consumers.
© mvxte public t:omment on the
d rule, i
the expected impacts for small entmes
and how the proposed rule may be
modified to reduce the burden for small
entities consistent with the rule’s
objectives. Any comment suggesting
changes to the proposed rule should be
accompanied by supporting evidence
and an explanation of why the changes
should be considered and supporting
evidence.
Executive Order 12988
This proposed rule has been reviewad
1under Exscutive Order 12088, Civil
Justice Reform. Xf this proposed rule is
adopted {1} All Stata and lucal laws and
that are i with
t}ns rule will be preempted; (2) no
retroactive effect will be given to this
rule; and (3] administrative procesdings
will not be required bafore parties may
file suit in court challenging this rule.
Paperwork Reduction Act
Thxs rule contains no new
tion collection or recordk
requuements under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C, 3501
ot seq.).

BXPEI\SGS
Accordingly, we are prog

% * * * *

(c) Fee for ms‘pectwn of commercial
trucks, (1) *

g to
amend 7 CFR part 354 a5 follows‘

PART 354—0VERTIME SERVICES
RELATING TO JMPORTS AND
EXPORTS; AND USER FEES

m 1, The authority citation for part 354
continues to read as follows:

Autherity: 7 U.S.C. 77017772, 778177885,
and 8301-8317; 21 11.5.0. 138 snd 138s; 49
U.8,C. 80503; 7 CFR 2,22, 2.80, and 371.3,
= 2, Section 354.3 is amended as
follows:

1,

Effective dales Amount

Beginning {effective dafe of final
e} $8

{d} Fee for inspection of commercial
railroad cars, {1} * * *

Effective dates Amount

Beginnmg [eflecﬂve date of final
ae) ..

. $2

m a, By revising the tables in y
(b)(l). (e}(1), (d)(ll, and (e)(1),
Inparagrap ()1}, by removing the
words , not to exceed 15 payments in
a calendar year {i.e., no additional fee

* [ * * *

{e} Fee for mspectwn of commercial
eircraft. (13 *

will be charged for a 16th or subsequent

arrival in a calendar year),”.

mecln paragraph (c)(s)(x). by removing

the words 20 times” and adding the

words “40 times” in their place.

w d. By revising paragraphs (£f}(1),

(i)[z)(x), (9)(8), and adding paragraph (h}.
'he revisions and additions read as

follows.

§354.3 User fees for certain International
services.
® * * * *

{b) Fee for inspsction of commereial
vessels of 100 net tons or more. (1)
M-

Effeclive dates Amount

Beginnmg (ellectrve date of final
rule] $228

(£} Fee for inspection of international
possengers. (1) Except as specified in
paragraph (1)(2) of this section, each

aboard a ial aircraft
or cruise ship who is subject to
inspection under part 330 of this
chapter or 8 CFR, chapter I, subchapter
D, upon arrival from a place outside of

L the territory of the United

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 354 Effective datos Amount  States, must pay an AQI user fee. The

Animal diseases, Exports, AQI user fee for each arrival is shown
Government employaas, Imports, Plant Beginnir.\gn[fffscﬂve da"iﬁf ﬁ"a' $825 in the following table:
di and pests, S .

Effective dates * Passenger type Amount

Beginning [effective date of final rule} C: ial slroraft $4
Beginning [effective date of finaf rule} Crulse ship 2

1Persons who lssue international alriine and cruise line ticksts or trave! documents are responsible for col!ectingelhe AQI intemational airline

passenger user fee and the Intemational cnilse shij

passenger user fea from tickel purchasers, lssuers must col

ct tho fee ficable at the

ime tickets ara sold. In the avent that ticket sellers do not c&l lact the AQI user fee when lickets are sold, the air canier or cruise line must collect
e 4po!

the user fes that is applicable at the time of

(2) * Kk *
(i) Crew members who are on duty
aboard a cruise ship;

* * * * *

(8) Limitation on charges. Au‘hnss

consignment of articles that require
treatment upon arrival from a place
outside of the customs territory of the
United States, sither as a preassigned
condition of antry or as a remedial
ordered following the

and cruise lines will not be charg;
reimbursable overtime for passenger
inspection services required for any
aircraft or cruise ship on which a
passenger arrived who has paid the
internationsl passenger AQI user fee for
that flight or cruise.

*

* * + -

(h} Fee for conducting and monitoring
ireatments, (1) Each importer of a

inspection of the consignment, must pay
an AQI user fee. The AQI user fee is
charged on a per-treatment basis, L.e., if
two or more consignments are treated
together, enly a single fee will be
charged, and if a single consignment is
split or must be retreated, a fee will be
charged for each separate ireatment
conducted. The AQI user fee for sach

treatment is shown in the following
table:

Effective dates Amount

Baglnnmg {effective date of final
e} ...

$375

(2) Treatment provider. (i} Private
entities that pravide AQI treatment
services to importers are responsible for
collecting the AQI treatment user fee
from the importer for whom the service
is provided. Treatment providers mmust
collect the AQYI treatment fee applicable
at the time the treatment is applied.
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(i) When AQ) treatment services are
provided by APHIS, APHIS will collsct
the AQI treatment fee applicable at the
time the trestment is app El)led from the
person receiving the services.
Remittances must be made by check or
money order, payable in United States
dollars, through a United States bank, to
“The Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service.”

(3} Collection of fees. (i) In cases
where APHIS is not providing the AQI
treatment and collecting the associated
fes, AQI user fees collected from
importers h {h) of

{iv) Remittances must be made by
check or money order, payable in
United States dollars, through a United
States bank, to “The Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service.”

*

% * * *

Done in Washington, DG, this 21st day of
April 2014.
Gary Woodward,
Deputy Under Secrefary for Marketing and
BRegulatory Programs.
[FR Doc. 2014-08466 Filed 4-24-14; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 3410-34-P

p.m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

For service information identified in
this proposed AD, contact Boeing
Commoercial Airplanes, Attention: Data
& Services Management, P.O. Box 3707,
MC 2H-65, Seattls, WA 98124-2207;
telephone 206-544-5000, extension 1;
fax 206-766-5680; Internet hitps://
wwiw.myboeingflest.com. You may view
this referenced service information at
the FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW.,
Renton, WA, For information on the

this section shall be held in trust for the
United States by the person collecting
such foos, by any person holding such
foes, or by the person who is ultimately
responsible for remittance of such fees
to APHIS. AQI user fees collected from
importers shall be accounted for
separately and shall be regarded as trust
funds held by the person possessing
such fees as agents, for the beneficial
interest of the United States, All such
user fees held by any person shall be
property in which the person holds only
a possessory intersst and not an

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

{Docket No. FAA-2014-0256; Directorate
identifier 2013-NM-214-AD}

RIN 2120-AA84

Ahworthiness Directives; the Boeing
Company Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation

Admini (FAA), DOT.

equitable interest. As ion for
collecting, handling, and rmmttmg the
AQI treatment user fess, the person
holding such user fees shall be entitied
o any interest or other investment
return earned on the user foes between
the time of collection and the time the
user fees are due to be remitted to
APHIS under this section. Nothing in
this section shall affect APHIS’ xight to
collect interest from the person holding
such user fees for late rammance

(4) Remittance and stat

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
{NPRM}.

SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new
airworthiness directive {AD) for eertain
The Bosing Company Model 777
airplanes. This proposed AD was
prompted by reports of dual pltch rate
sensor (PRS} failures, resulting in
autopilot disconnects. This proposed
AD would require an inspection to
detsrmme the PRS part number and

1 (i) The tx provider
that collacts the AQ] treatment user fee
must remit the fee to [address to be
added in final rule].

{11) AQ) treatment user fees must be
remitted to [address to be added in final
rule] for receipt no later than 31 days
after the close of the calendar quarter in
which the AQI user foes were collected.
Late payments will be subject te
interest, penalty, and handling charges
as provided in the Debt Gollection Act
of 1882, as amended by the Debt
Collection Improvement Act of 1996 (31
U.5.C. 3717}

(iii} The remitter must mail with the
remittance a written statement to
{address to be added in final rulel. The
staternent must include the following
information:

{A) Name and address of the person
remitting payment;

(B) Texpayer identification number of
the person remitting payment;

CP Calendar quarter covered by the
ent; and
) Arount collected and remitted.

t if necessary. We are
g this AD to p a dual PRS

faxlura that could cause an automatic
disengagement of the autopxlot and

toland, which may p d
safe flight and landulg if d)sangagemant
occurs at low sltitude and the flight
crew is unable to safely assume control
and execute a go-around or manual
landing,
DATES: We must receive comments on
this proposed AD by June 9, 2014.

ADDRESSES: You may send comments,
using the procedures found in 14 GFR
11.43 end 11.45, by any of the following
methods:

» Federal eRulemaking Portak: Go to
hittp:/fwww.regulations.gov. Follow the

P

ilability of this material at the FAA,
call 425-227-1221.

Examining the AD Docket
You may examine the AD docket on
the Internet at hitp:f/
ions.gov by g for

and locatmg Docket No FAA-2014~
0256, or in person at the Docket

t Facility by 9 am,
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays. The AD docket
contains this proposed AD, the
regulatery evaluation, any comments
received, and other information. The
street address for the Docket Office
(phone: 800-647-5527) is in the
ADDRESSES section. Comments will be
available in the AD dacket shortly after
receipl.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Marie Hogestad, Aerospace Enginear, -
Systems and Equipment Branch, ANM~
1308, FAA, Seattle Aircraft Certification
Office, 1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton,
WA 98057--3356; phone: 426-917-6418;
fax: 425-917-6580; email:
marie.hogestad@faa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Contments Invited

We invite you to send any written
relevant data, views, or argnments about
this 1. Sand your cc ts to
an address listed under the ADDRESSES
section. Include “Docket No. FAA—
2014-0256; Directorate Identifier 2013~
NM-214-AD" at the beginning of your
comments. We specifically invite
comments on. the overall regulatory,
economic, environmental, and energy
aspects of this proposed AD. We will
censider all comments received by the
closing date and may amend this
of those

instructions for submitting cc

+ Fax: 202~-493-2251,

« Mail: U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Operations, M~
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersoy Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590,

« Hand Delivery: Deliver to Mail
address above between 9 aum, and &

commeuts

We will post all comments we
recsive, without change, to hitp://
www.regulotions.gov, including any
personal information you provide. We
will also post a report summarizing each
substantive verbal contact we receive
ahout this proposed AD.
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the proposed
issuance of rules and regulations. The
purpose of these notices is to glive inlerested
parsons an opportunity to participate in the
rule making prior to the adoption of the final
rules,

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

roam 1141 of the USDA South Building,
14th Street and Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC. Norroal reading
room hours are 8 a,m, to 4:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except
holidays. To be sure someons is thers to
help you, please call (202) 789-7039
before coming.

FOR FUR‘I‘NEH INFORMATION CONTACT: For

infc

Animal and Piant Health inspect!
Service

7 CFR Part 354

[Dacket No. APHIS-2013-0021]

RIN 0579-AD77

User Fees for Agricultural Quarantine
and Inspection Services

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.

ACTION: Proposed tule; reopening of
comment period.

SUMMARY: We ars reopening the
comment period for our proposed rule
to amend the user fee regulations by
adding new fee categories and adjusting
current fees charged for certain
agricultural quarantine and inspection

concerning program
operations, contact Mr. William E.
‘Thomas, AQI Coordinator, PPQ, APHIS,
4700 River Road, Unit 131, Riverdale,
MD 20737-1231; (301) 8512306, For
information concerning rate
development, contact Mxs, Kris Caraher,
Chief, Review and Analysis Branch,
FMD, MRPBS, APHIS, 4700 River Road,
Unit 55, Riverdale, MD 20737; {301)
8512852,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April
25, 2014, we published in the Federal
Register (79 FR 22895-22908, Docket
No. APHIS-2013-0021) a proposal to
amend the user fee regulations by
adding new fee categories and adjusting
current fees charged for cortain
agricultural quarantine and inspection
services that are provided in connection
with cemnn commercial vessels, !

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Office of the Comptrolier of the
Currency

12 CFR Part 46
Pocket ID. OCC-2014-0015)
HIN 1567~ADBS

Annual Stress Test—Schedule Shift
and Adjustments to Regulatory Capital
Projections

AGENCY: Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, Treasury.
ACTION; Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency (OCC) proposes to
adjust the timing of the annual stress
testing cycle and to clarify the mathod
used to calculate regulatory capital in
the stress tests. The proposal would
shift the dates of the annual stress
testing cycle by approximately three
months, The proposal also wonld
provids that covered institutions will
not have to calculate their regulatory
capital requirements using the advanced
approaches method in 12 CFR part 3,
subpartE 1mtil the stress testing cycle

services that are provided in ion
with certain commercial vessels,

cial trocks,
cars, commercial aireraft, and

C s cial railroad
cars, commercial aircraft, and
international passengers arriving at
ports in the customs territory of the
United States, This action will allow
-interested persons additional time to
prepare and submit comments.

DATES: The comment period for the
proposed rule published April 25, 2014
(78 FR 22895) is reopened. We will
consider all comments that we receive
on or before July 24, 2014,

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
by either of the following methods:

» Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
hitp:/ www.regulations.gov/
#ldocketDetail,D=APHIS-2013-0021.

« Postal Mail/Commercial Delivery:
Send your comment to Docket No y

iona arriving at
ports in the customs temtory of the
United States. We also proposed o
adjust or the fee caps

with commercial trucks, commercial
vessels, and commercial railcars.

Comments on the proposed rule were
required to be received on or hefore June
24, 2014, We are reopsning the
comment period on Docket No, APHIS-
20130021 for an additional 30 days.
‘This action will allow interested
persons additional time to prepare and

g on January 1, 2016,
DATES: Comments must be received on
or before September 2, 2014,
ADDRESSES: Because paper mail in the
Washington, DC area and at the OCC is
subject to delay. comienters are
d to submit by the
Federal eRulemahng Portal or emaxl if
possible, Please use the title “Annual
Stress Test” to facilitate the organization
and distribution of the comments. You
may submit comments by any of the
following methods:
 Federal eRulemaking Portal—
"Regulauans gov”:Go to
gov. Enter “Docket ID

submit comments, Wa will also id
all comments received between June 25,
2014 {the day after the close of the
ariginal comment period) and the date
of this notice.

tharity; 7 U.8.C. 7701-7772, 7781-7786,

APHIS-2013-0021, Regul

and Development, PPD, APHIS Station
3A-03.8, 4700 River Road, Unit 118,
Riverdnle, MD 20737-1238.

Supporting documents and any
comments we receive on this dockst
may ba viewed at hitp://
www.regulations.gov/
#ldocketDetail;D=APHIS-2013-0021 or
in our reading reom, which is located in

and 8301-8317; 21 U.S.C. 138 and 1363; 49

U.8.C. 80503; 7 CFR 2.22, 2.80, and 371.3.
Done in Washington, DC, this 26th day of

June 2014.

Michael C. Greguire,

Acting Administrator, Animal and Plant

Health Inspection Servics.

{FR Doc, 2014-15430 Filed 6-30-14; 3:45 uml

BILLING CODE 3410-34-P

OCC—2014—0015" in the Search Box and
click “Search.” Results can be filtered
using the filtering tools on the left side
of the screen. Click on “Comment Now"
to submit public comments.

 Click on the "Help” tab on the
Regulations.gov home page to get
information on using Reguletions.gav,
including instructions for submitting
public comments.

* Email: regs.comments@oce
Jfreas.gov.

» Mail: Legislative and Regulatory
Activities Division, Office of the
Comptrolier of the Currency, 400 7th
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Summary

USDA APHIS was given authority by The Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade
Act of 1990 (21 U.S.C. 1363, referred to as the FACT Act, as amended) to prescribe and collect
cost-based fees for providing agricultural quarantine and inspection (AQI) services for inbound
passengers, conveyances, and cargo at U.S. ports of entry. AQI activities include inspection of
incoming conveyances, passengers, and cargo; pest identification; monitoring of treatments; and
administering the program’s finances, scientific research, and policy development. In addition to
such activities, the FACT Act, as amended, ailows for the maintenance of a reasonable balance
{or reserve) in the AQI user fee account.

APHIS is proposing to amend the user fee regulations by adding new fee categories and
adjusting current fees charged for certain AQI services. We are also proposing to alter or remove
certain fee caps. We have determined that revised user fee categories and revised user fees are
necessary to recover the costs of the current level of activity, to account for actual and projected
increases in the cost of doing business, and to more accurately align fees with the costs
associated with each fee service.

AQI fees are mandated to be cost-based and paid by the users of the AQI services. In this
regulatory impact analysis (RIA), benefits and costs of the proposed changes to the AQI user fee
schedule are evaluated in accordance with Executive Orders 12866 and 13563. Expected effects
for small entities are evaluated as required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

AQI services protect U.S. agricultural and natural resources from the inadvertent
introduction of foreign pests and diseases that may enter the country and the threat of intentional
introduction of pests or pathogens. The proposed changes in user fees would more closely align,

by class, the cost of AQI services provided and user fee revenue received. The proposed fee
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schedule would better reflect the costs of AQI services provided commercial cargo vessels,
commercial trucks, commercial cargo railcars, commercial aircraft, and international air
passengers arriving at U.S. ports; newly include fees for additional classes of recipients of AQI
services; remove user fee caps for commercial cargo vessels and commercial cargo railcars; and
increase the fee cap for commercial trucks. Fee caps refer to limits on the number of times a fee
must be paid for a specific truck (with transponder), cargo vessel, or cargo railcar in a calendar
year. The current and proposed AQI user fee rates are shown in table A,

Table A. Current and proposed AQI user fee rates (dollars)

User Fee Class Current Proposed
Alr passenger $5 $4
Commercial aircraft 70.75 225
Commercial cargo vessel 496 825
Commercial truck 5.25 8

Commercial truck with transponder (one

105 320
annual payment)
Commercial cargo railcar 7.75 2
Sea passenger no fee 2
Treatment no fee 375

APHIS used activity-based costing to determine the proposed rate adjustments for classes
that currently pay user fees and the proposed rates for newly charged classes. The two classes
that would be newly charged user fees under the proposed rule are international sea (cruise)
passengers and recipients of AQI treatment services. Currently, the cost of AQI services
received by these entities is borne by other user fee classes and/or taxpayers through
appropriated funding. Elimination of the user fee caps for commercial cargo railcars and
commercial cargo vessels would more closely align the user fee revenue received with the cost
of providing AQI services for these conveyances and rail and vessel cargo. We propose to retain

the cap for commercial trucks with transponders because of the increased efficiency gained
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through the use of transponders at border inspections. The cap for commercial trucks would be
increased, however, and these businesses would pay in fees a larger share of the cost of the AQI
services they receive.

Under the proposed fee structure, it is expected that AQI user fee revenue for fiscal year
(FY) 2014 would be about $700.1 million, as compared to about $573.1 million under the current
fee schedule, an increase of $127 million (table B). Reliance on appropriated funds to finance
certain AQI services is expected to be reduced by $46.8 million, assuming that the total cost of
AQI services, $948.9 million, would be the same with or without adoption of the proposed fee
schedule since the level of AQI services provided would not change. A projected AQI program
deficit of $54.5 million under the current fee schedule would not be incurred. Net revenue of the
AQI program under the proposed fee schedule is expected to total about $25.7 million, which
would be used to maintain the AQI program’s reserve fund. The reserve fund ensures that AQI
program operations can continue without interruption when service volumes fluctuate due to
economic conditions or other circumstances, and APHIS and Customs and Border Protection can
adjust their activities to account for the changed economic conditions.

Table B. Expected AQI user fee revenue, appropriated AQI funding under the current and
proposed user fee schedules, and cost of AQI services, FY 2014, million dollars

Current Proposed Change
Fee Schedule Fee Schedule ©

AQI revenue
User fees $573.1 $700.1 $127.0
Appropriated funding 321.3 274.5 -46.8
AQI total revenue 894.4 974.6 80.2
AQI total cost 948.9 948.9 0
AQI revenue minus cost’ -54.5 25.7 80.2

"The proposed fee schedule would increase the reserve fund by $25.7 million, while the current fee schedule would
decrease the reserve fund by $54.5 million.

Tables showing similar expected AQI revenue effects of the proposed fee schedule for

FYs 2015-2017 are presented in the body of this RIA. Respectively for these three years, in
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comparison to projections under the current fee schedule, AQI user fee revenue is expected to be
larger by $130.7 million, $134.5 million, and $138.4 million; appropriated funding of AQI
services is expected to be smaller by $37.6 million, $78.2 million, and $78.6 million; and net
revenue of $39.0 million, $39.1 million, and $60.3 million is expected to be available to maintain
the AQI reserve fund.'

APHIS considered a number of alternatives for revising the AQI user fees. Some of the
alternatives, such as increasing all current fees by the same percentage, were rejected because
they clearly would not meet the objective of making the fees paid by users in the various fee
classes more commensurate with the costs of the AQI services provided for each class. Other
alternatives were rejected because the transaction costs of creating and operating fee collection
systems for certain classes, such as bus passengers, private vehicles, and pedestrians, would be
overly burdensome.

APHIS then focused on three remaining alternatives composed of different combinations
of paying classes. The first or preferred alternative is the proposed rule, with user fee classes as
shown in table A. The second alternative differs from the first by not including user fees for
recipients of AQI treatment services. Under the third alternative, recipients of commodity
import permits and pest import permits would pay user fees, in addition to the classes that would
pay fees under the proposed rule.

Under all three alternatives, international sea (cruise) passengers would pay a user fee for
services they receive that are currently funded by other AQI service recipients and/or through
appropriated funding. In addition, the preferred alternative would newly include payment of fees

by users of AQI treatment services. Under alternative 2, the cost of providing AQI treatment

! Alt values in this RIA are nominal, that is, they include projected inflation.
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services would continue to be covered by user fees paid by other classes. For this reason,
Alternative 2 was rejected because AQI costs and revenues would be less commensurable by
class than under the preferred alternative.

Alternative 3 would include user fees for recipients of commodity import permits and
pest import permits, classes not charged fees under the preferred alternative. In these instances,
APHIS found that there are overriding concerns. Charging a user fee for commodity import
permits could be counterproductive in terms of our relations with trading partners; negative
reactions by other countries could potentially affect U.S. export markets. Pest import permits are
normally requested for research purposes. Charging a fee for pest import permits, which
activity-based costing indicates would need to be set at more than $2,000, could have the
unintended consequence of discouraging research that directly benefits U.S. agriculture. For
these reasons, APHIS decided against the selection of alternative 3.

In table C, we compare the cumulative expected revenue changes over four years for the
alternatives. In all cases, the baseline for comparison is continuation of the current AQI user fee
schedule. AQI services performed and the cost of providing those services would be the same
under each alternative.

All three alternatives would ensure that the costs of providing AQI services are covered
and the reserve fund is maintained. Over FYs 2014-2017, the reserve fund would increase under
the preferred alternative by $164.1 million, under alternative 2 by $208.3 million, and under
alternative 3 by $222.9 million. Relative to the other alternatives, the preferred alternative would
result in the smallest increase in user fee receipts and the largest decrease in appropriated

funding.

A%
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Table C. Changes in expected AQI user fee revenue, appropriated AQI funding, and net revenue
under the three alternative user fee schedules, summed over FYs 2014-2017, million dollars

Preferred
Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 3
(proposed rule)
FYs2014-2017

AQI revenue

User fees $530.6 $570.2 $584.7

Appropriated funding -241.2 -236.5 -236.5
AQI total revenue 289.5 333.7 348.3
AQI total cost 0 0 0
AQI revenue minus cost 289.5 333.7 3483

Note: Columns may not sum due to rounding.

Economic effects under each of the three alternatives would derive from the increase or
reduction in costs borne by affected importers and international passengers because of the
changes in AQI user fees and concurrent reduced reliance on appropriated funding of AQI
services. Impacts would depend on the magnitude of the changes, and for importers, on the
ability of suppliers to pass along or absorb the costs, and for inbound international passengers, on
the ability of airlines and vessels to do likewise. In theory, higher user fees increase the cost of
imports and the supplier may have incentive to send fewer goods to the United States or
international passengers may have less incentive to travel to the United States. Lower user fees,
in theory, create the opposite incentives.

The proposed changes in user fees are very small in comparison to the overall value of
the commodities imported or the price of an international ticket, and therefore are expected to
have an insignificant impact on imports or the number of international passengers. The
estimated total change in output across the affected industries due to the proposed rule would be
a decline of about two-hundredths of one percent. We cannot determine what would be the
effect of the projected reductions in appropriated funding of AQI services, but observe that the

reductions would counterbalance impacts of the user fee increases to some extent.
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Output and employment impacts for FY 2014 under the three alternatives, shown in table
D, were modeled for APHIS by a contracted consultancy. The model results indicate that U.S.
output and employment would decline under all three alternatives, with the smallest declines
expected under the preferred alternative. Modeled output and employment effects for FYs 2015-
2017, as well as output effects by class for FY 2014, are shown in the body of the RIA. We
expect the economic effects of the proposed user fee revisions for several of the classes, if they
occur at all, to be extremely small.

Table D. Modeled short-run effects for U.S. output and employment of the three AQI user fee
alternatives, FY 2014

Change .
in Output Employm(;}r:?r(ljg:b‘sr;
(million dollars)
Preferred alternative
(proposed rule) -$94 -1,090
Alternative 2 -122 -1,301
Alternative 3 -126 -1,400

The fee increases themselves and the newly charged fees for cruise passengers and for
monitoring and conducting treatments are not costs to the economy as a whole, but rather
transfer payments. Transfer payments are monetary payments from one group to another that do
not affect total resources available to society. Although individual importers or passengers may
experience financial burden from an increase in user fees {or relief when a fee is reduced), the
AQI services received would be provided in any event.

The increase in user fee funding of AQI services, reduced reliance on appropriated
funding, and closer alignment, by class, of user fee revenues and costs would be the principal
outcomes of the proposed rule. For the four years, FYs 2014-2017, user fee funding of AQI

services under the proposed rule is projected to be $530.6 million more and appropriated funding
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of AQI services is projected to be $241.2 million less than would occur with continuation of the
current fee schedule.

Increased reliance on user fee funding means that APHIS would more fully meet its
statutory mandate to prescribe and collect cost-based fees for providing AQI services, including
maintaining a reasonable reserve. It also means that a portion of appropriated funds that would
be used to pay for AQI services under the existing user fee schedule would no longer be needed
for that purpose and might be available for other Federal uses. However, at this time we are
unable to determine how those appropriated funds that would no longer be used to pay for AQI
services under the proposed rule might otherwise be used. A large share of the proposed
increase in user fee revenue would be offset by the decrease in appropriated funding.

Firms most likely to be impacted by this rule are transportation businesses within the
truck, rail, sea, and air cargo sectors that import goods into the United States. While the Small
Business Administration has set guidelines for the definition of small businesses within each of
those sectors, the size data do not distinguish between transportation firms that operate
internationally and those firms that only operate within the United States. However, the effects
of the proposed rule on firms within the transportation sector are expected to be limited,
regardless of firm size. In addition, at least some portion of increased user fees may be passed
on to other entities including consumers. We invite public comment on the proposed rule,
including comments on the expected impacts for small entities and how the proposed rule may
be modified to reduce the burden for small entities consistent with the rule’s objectives. Any
comment suggesting changes to the proposed rule should provide an explanation of why the

changes should be considered and supporting evidence.

viii



248

Table of Contents

SUIMMIALY <.ttt s e s s b bR s bbbt st nenees i
TNEEOQUCTION ..ceeeaeectesecesese s sassss st bt s s cnsosb s as bbb bbb easba b s st e s asa bR bt a b e b e baberatone 1
OVErvIEW OF the ACHON. ....ccvecrerererene vt s et are e sas e s aarasnanen 2
Alternatives to the Proposed Rule..........ooomiictnien s 11
Benefits and COStS... ..ot neatss s st sb b e s b a et ana s 16
Modeled Effects
Model Assumptions and Data LimItations ... 21
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis. ..o 24
Reasons Action is Being Considered. ... ... 24
Objectives of and Legal Basis for the Rule ..o 24
Potentially Affected Small ENHEES ... 25
Projected Reporting, Recordkeeping, and Other Compliance Requirements............... 28
Duplication, Overlap, or Conflict with Existing Rules and Regulations.........cccccoe.u... 28
Alternatives to minimize Significant Economic Impacts of the Rule.....ooeeriinnins 28



249
Introduction

USDA APHIS was given authority by The Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade
Act of 1990 (21 U.S.C. 136a, referred to as the FACT Act, as amended) to prescribe and collect
cost-based fees for providing agricultural quarantine and inspection (AQI) services for inbound
passengers, conveyances, and cargo at U.S. ports of entry. AQI activities include inspection of
incoming conveyances, passengers, and cargo; pest identification; monitoring of treatments; and
administering the program’s finances, scientific research, and policy development. In addition to
such activities, the FACT Act, as amended, allows for the maintenance of a reasonable balance
(or reserve) in the AQI user fee account.

AQI services protect U.S. agricultural and natural resources from the inadvertent
introduction of foreign pests and diseases that may enter the country and the threat of intentional
introduction of pests or pathogens. In the extreme, failure to maintain the nation’s biosecurity
could disrupt American agricultural production, and erode confidence in the U.S. food supply.

AQI user fees have not kept pace with the costs of providing AQI services. The last
amendments to the AQI user fee regulations became effective on January 1, 2005. The AQI user
fees contained in that interim rule covered fiscal years (FYs) 2005 through 2010. A final rule
affirming the interim rule without change was published in the Federal Register on August 24,
2006. That rule is still in effect today.

The proposed user fee rates would increase user fee revenue by adjusting the fees to
better reflect AQI costs for each class of users; adding international sea (cruise) passengers and
recipients of treatment services as user fee classes; and reducing the number of inspections that
are not assessed a fee by adjusting or removing certain fee caps. Fee caps refer to AQI user fee

regulations that limit the number of times an AQI fee must be paid for a specific truck (with
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transponder), cargo vessel, or cargo railcar in a given year. Under the proposed rule, the reserve
would be maintained by rounding up all cost-based user fee rates less than $10 to the next $1,
and all rates greater than $200 to the next $25. No proposed fees fall between $10 and $200.
This document provides a benefit-cost analysis, as required by Executive Orders 12866
and 13563, which direct agencies to assess regulatory alternatives and, if regulation is necessary,
to select regulatory approaches that maximize net benefits (including potential economic,
environmental, public health and safety effects, and equity). Executive Order 13563 emphasizes
the importance of quantifying both costs and benefits, of reducing costs, of harmonizing rules,
and of promoting flexibility. This document also examines the potential effects of the rule on

small entities, as required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

Overview of the Action

The AQI program provides for inspection of imported agricultural goods, other articles
such as packing materials, means of conveyance, and international passengers, to prevent the
introduction of harmful pests and diseases into the United States. It thereby helps fuifill APHIS
goal of protecting the health and value of U.S. agriculture and natural resources. In accordance
with the FACT Act, as amended, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to assess fees that
sufficiently cover the cost of AQI services for international passengers and imports,
administering the AQI program, and maintaining a reserve fund. As stated in 21 USC § 136A,
“the Secretary shall ensure that the amount of the fees is commensurate with the costs of
agricultural quarantine and inspection services with respect to the class of persons or entities
paying the fees.”

AQI services reduce the risk of the unintentional or intentional introduction of invasive

species and diseases by international travel and commerce. The introduction of an invasive
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species or disease can result in economic losses to domestic agricultural producers, a host of
agriculture-dependent industries, and American consumers, as well as cause environmental
damage to U.S. ecosystems. Losses may include reductions in yield and production, restricted
access to overseas markets through trade embargos, damage to natural resources, and economic
costs due to declines in consumer demand.

AQI user fees are cost-based and depend on the volume of inspections and the AQI
activities performed. APHIS included as part of a multi-year review of the AQI program the
application of activity-based costing to analyze program costs by fee class. Activity-based
costing identifies activities in an organization and assigns the cost of each activity to the products
and services used. APHIS’ application of activity-based costing made clear that the level of
revenue generated under the current user fee schedule is insufficient to cover program costs, and
that user fee revenues could be better aligned with the costs of AQI services provided the various
classes of users. Revenue deficiencies of the AQI program will worsen and dependence on
annually appropriated funds will increase over time unless the user fee schedule is revised, given
projected increases in inbound commodity and passenger volumes.

We are proposing to amend the AQI user fee regulations to reflect the projected cost of
providing AQI services, including expected changes in cost and workload for the four-year
period the revised fees would be in effect, FYs 2014-2017. Activity-based costing now used by
APHIS to determine the cost of AQI services provides a systematic basis not only for adjusting
the rates of current classes that pay user fees, but also for establishing the proposed rates for
newly charged classes. Realignment of fees as proposed would result in a more equitable AQI
program; more AQI services would be covered by fees and each class’s assessed fee would more

closely match its cost to APHIS. Specifically, we are proposing to:
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e Adjust the fees charged for the following conveyances or persons to whom AQI
services are provided: Commercial cargo vessels, commercial trucks, commercial
cargo railcars, commercial aircraft, and international air passengers.

¢ Add anew fee to be charged for services provided international commercial sea (cruise)
passengers, services currently funded through fees otherwise collected and/or
appropriations. The FACT Act, as amended, gives APHIS authority to charge a fee for
all inbound international passengers.

e Add anew fee for conducting and monitoring treatments, which are also AQI services
currently otherwise funded.

* Remove the caps for cargo vessels and cargo railcars.

¢ Adjust the cap on fees for trucks that have pre-paid decals (transponders).

The proposed user fee rate schedule for FY 2014 is shown in table 1. It is derived from

analysis of financial and workload data for FYs 2010 and 2011, using activity-based costing.

Table 1. Current and proposed FY 2014 AQI user fee rates (dollars)

User Fee Class Current Proposed
Air passenger $5 $4
Commercial aircraft 70.75 225
Commercial cargo vessel 496 825
Commercial truck 5.25 8
Commercial truck with transponder (one 105 320
annual payment)

Commercial cargo railcar 7.75 2
Sea passenger no fee 2
Treatment no fee 375

As explained in the proposed rule, under the proposed fee structure, it is expected that

AQI user fee revenue for FY 2014 would be about $700.1 million, as compared to about $573.1
4
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million® under the current fee schedule, an increase of $127 million (table 2). Reliance on
appropriated funds to finance certain AQI services is expected to be reduced by $46.8 miltion,
assuming that the total cost of AQI services, $948.9 miilion, would be the same with or without
adoption of the proposed fee schedule since the level of AQI services provided would not
change. A projected AQI program deficit of $54.5 million under the current fee schedule would
not be incurred. Net revenue of the AQI program under the proposed fee schedule is expected to
total about $25.7 million, which would be used to maintain the AQI program’s reserve fund.
The reserve fund ensures that AQI program operations can continue without interruption when
service volumes fluctuate due to economic conditions or other circumstances, and APHIS and
Customs and Border Protection can adjust their activities to account for the changed economic
conditions.

Table 2. Expected AQI user fee revenue, appropriated AQI funding under the current and
proposed user fee schedules, and cost of AQI services, FY 2014, million dollars

Current Proposed Change
Fee Schedule Fee Schedule 2

AQI revenue
User fees $573.1 $700.1 $127.0
Appropriated funding 321.3 274.5 ~46.8
AQI total revenue 894.4 974.6 80.2
AQI total cost 948.9 948.9 0
AQI revenue minus cost’ -54.5 25.7 80.2

"The proposed fee schedule would increase the reserve fund by $25.7 million, while the current fee schedule would
decrease the reserve fund by $54.5 million.

% The estimates of potential revenue generated under the current fee structure used in this document are based on the
same assumptions used for all other projections and calculations, to provide for consistency in methodology and
baseline referencing. Continuing internal Agency projections of these revenue figures, including the most recent
estimate of $568.2 mitlion for 2014, vary from the estimates presented here because changing conditions affect the
underlying assumptions. However, such differences do not affect the comparison of impacts to the established
baseline.

¥ All values in this RIA are nominal, that is, they include projected inflation.
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Similarly, APHIS has projected AQI revenue and cost under the current and proposed
user fee schedules for FYs 2015-2017, as shown in table 3. Respectively for these three years, in
comparison to current fee schedule projections, AQI user fee revenue is expected to be larger by
$130.7 million, $134.5 million, and $138.4 million; appropriated funding of AQI services is
expected to be smaller by $37.6 million, $78.2 million, and $78.6 million; and net revenue of
$39.0 million, $39.1 million, and $60.3 million is expected to be available to maintain the AQI
reserve fund.

Table 3. Expected AQI user fee revenue, appropriated AQI funding under the current and
proposed user fee schedules, and cost of AQI services, FYs 2015-2017, million dollars

Current Proposed
FY 2015 Fee Schedule Fee Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees $593.1 $723.8 $130.7
Appropriated funding 3103 272.7 -37.6
AQI total revenue 903.4 996.6 93.2
AQI total cost 957.6 957.6 0
AQI revenue minus cost -54.2 39.0 93.2
Current Proposed
FY 2016 Fee Schedule Fee Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees $613.9 $748.4 $134.5
Appropriated funding 363.3 285.1 -78.2
AQI total revenue 977.1 1,0334 56.3
AQI total cost 9943 994.3 0
AQI revenue minus cost -17.2 39.1 56.3
Current Proposed
Fy 2017 Fee Schedule Fee Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees $635.3 $773.7 $138.4
Appropriated funding 366.1 287.5 -78.6
AQI total revenue 1,001.4 1,061.2 59.8
AQI total cost 1,000.9 1,000.9 0
AQI revenue minus cost 0.5 60.3 59.8

Note: Columns may not sum due to rounding.
Over FYs 2014-2017, the proposed fee schedule would increase the reserve fund by $164.1 million {(AQI revenue
minus cost).
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Following, we briefly describe the fee and revenue changes by class.

International Air Passengers

Currently, each air passenger arriving from a foreign port is automatically assessed a $5
fee by their service provider. International air passenger inspections include the passengers, their
baggage, and the passenger areas of the aircraft (e.g., ensuring garbage compliance). APHIS has
determined that the actual cost of inspecting inbound international air passengers is less than $4
per passenger; we therefore propose to reduce the fee to $4 per passenger. (As noted, under the
proposed rule the reserve would be maintained by rounding up all cost-based user fee rates less
than $10 to the next $1, and all rates greater than $200 to the next $25.)

AQI user fee revenue paid by international air passengers in FY 2014 is projected to total
$331.7 million under the proposed rule, as compared to $414.6 million under the current fee
schedule (table 4). Over the four years, FYs 2014-2017, air passenger user fee revenue would
total $1.40 billion, as compared to $1.75 billion with continuation of the current $5 fee (table 5).

Table 4. Expected AQI user fee revenue under the current and proposed user
fee schedules, FY 2014, million dollars

Current User Fee | Proposed User

User Fee Class Schedule Fee Schedule
Revenue Revenue

Air passenger $414.6 $331.7
Commercial aircraft 54.6 173.7
Commercial cargo vessel 60.0 99.8
Commercial truck without transponder 5.4 8.3
Commercial truck with transponder 11.4 349
Commercial cargo railcar 27.0 7.0
Sea passenger = 28.8
Treatment - 16.0
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Table 5. Expected AQI user fee revenue under the current and proposed user fee
schedules, FYs 2014-2017, million dollars

Current User Fee | Proposed User

User Fee Class Schedule Fee Schedule
Revenue Revenue

Air passenger $1,750.1 $1,400.1
Commercial aircraft 230.6 733.2
Commercial cargo vessel 251.7 418.6
Commercial truck without transponder 23.0 35.0
Commercial truck with transponder 45.8 139.5
Commercial cargo railcar 1143 29.5
Sea passenger - 120.7
Treatment - 69.5

Commercial Aircraft

All commercial aircraft, including international air passenger carriers, air cargo carriers,
and air courier carriers, are subject to inspection and the commercial aircraft user fee. The
current fee for commercial aircraft is $70.75. The proposed fee, $225, would more closely align
AQI user fee revenue paid by commercial aircraft and the AQI services they receive.

AQI user fee revenue paid by commercial aircraft in FY 2014 is projected to total $173.7
million under the proposed rule, as compared to $54.6 million under the current fee schedule.
Over the four years, FYs 2014-2017, commercial aircraft user fee revenue would total $733.2
million, as compared to $230.6 million with continuation of the current schedule.

Commercial Cargo Vessels

Cargo vessels of 100 tons or more are subject to AQI inspection. Currently, each
commercial cargo vessel is assessed $496 for AQI services, up to 15 arrivals. The proposed rule
would increase the fee to $825 in FY 2014. The AQI user fee revenue received from commercial
cargo vessels in FY 2014 would increase to $99.8 million under the proposed fee schedule,

compared to $60.0 million under the current schedule. Over the four years, FYs 2014-2017,
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commercial cargo vessel user fee revenue would total $418.6 million, as compared to $251.7
million under the current schedule.
Commercial Trucks

Trucking is the dominant mode of transport used to import goods from Canada and
Mexico. For commercial trucks, APHIS proposes to increase the user fee from $5.25 to $8, and
to increase the user fee cap for trucks with transponders from 20 to 40 crossings (an increase
from $105 to $320 in annual cost). The use of truck transponders benefits APHIS by reducing
the administrative costs of processing the paperwork and payments associated with the
substantial number of commercial truck crossings that occur at our borders. In addition, the
transponders benefit firms that import goods via truck by reducing their paperwork and
inspection times. The proposed cap is set significantly below the average annual number of
crossings, 106, so as to maintain the incentive for trucks to use transponders.

Projected AQI revenue in FY 2014 from trucks with transponders is $34.9 million with
the proposed cap, as compared to $11.4 million with the current cap. For trucks without
transponders, FY 2014 user fee revenue is projected to total $8.3 million, as compared to $5.4
million under the current fee schedule.

Over the four years, FYs 2014-2017, commercial truck user fee revenues under the
proposed rule would total $139.5 million and $35.0 million, respectively, for trucks with and
without transpondets, as compared to four-year totals of $45.8 million and $23.0 million with
continuation of the current fee and cap.

Commercial Railcars

Commercial cargo railcars are subject to AQI user fees. The current AQI user fee is set at
$7.75 per car, and fees are assessed only for the first 20 border crossings. APHIS proposes to

reduce the fee to $2 per railcar and eliminate the cap. Under the proposed rule, AQI user fee

9
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revenue from inbound cargo railcars in FY 2014 is projected to total $7.0 million, as compared to
$27.0 million under the current fee schedule. Over the four years, FYs 2014-2017, railcar user
fee revenue would total $29.5 million, as compared to $114.3 million with continuation of the
current fee and cap.

International Sea (Cruise) Passengers

APHIS proposes to introduce a new user fee for all international cruise passengers. This
fee would be set at $2 per passenger and is expected to gencrate $28.8 million in AQI revenue in
FY 2014. Over the four years, FYs 2014-2017, cruise passenger user fee revenue would total
$120.7 million.

Introduction of this fee would help to make the AQI user fee schedule more equitable
since AQI inspections are currently provided to international cruise passengers without their
being directly charged. The cost of inspecting cruise passengers would no longer be borne by
other recipients of AQI services or the general public through appropriated funding.

Treatments

As with the proposed fee for international sea passengers, the new fee to recover the cost
of APHIS treatment services would better align AQI program costs and revenues. APHIS
monitors and at times provides AQI treatments to ensure that the treatments are conducted as
prescribed. Treatments, including fumigation, cold treatment, heat treatment, and irradiation,
may be performed as a condition of entry or when an actionable pest is detected during port-of-
entry inspection. Based on projected costs for AQI treatment services, APHIS proposes a user
fee of $375, which is expected to generate $16.0 million in AQI user fee revenue in FY 2014,
and $69.5 million over FYs 2014-2017.

In summary, the proposed user fee schedule is designed to more fully recover the costs of

providing AQI services and more closely align AQI user fee revenue, by class, with the costs of

10
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providing AQI services. The fees would better reflect the costs of AQI services provided
commercial cargo vessels, commercial trucks, commercial cargo railcars, commercial aircraft,
and international passengers arriving at U.S. ports. Fees for international sea (cruise) passengers
and recipients of AQI treatment services would be newly included, user fee caps for commercial
cargo vessels and commercial cargo railcars would be removed and the fee cap for commercial
trucks would be increased. APHIS calculated the proposed user fee rates using activity-based
costing; the proposed user fee schedule is grounded in the cost of resources needed to provide
AQI services. APHIS intends to continue to regularly reexamine AQI resource requirements

using the activity-based costing tool in order to meet AQI funding and equity objectives.
Alternatives to the Proposed Rule

APHIS considered a number of alternatives for revising the AQI user fees. Some of the
alternatives, such as increasing all current fees by the same percentage, were rejected because
they clearly would not meet the objective of making the fees paid by users in the various fee
categories more commensurate with the costs of the AQI services provided for each class. Other
alternatives were rejected because the transaction costs of creating and operating fee collection
systems for certain classes, such as bus passengers, private vehicles, and pedestrians, would be
overly burdensome.

APHIS then focused on three remaining alternatives composed of different combinations
of paying classes. The first or preferred alternative is the proposed rule, with user fee classes as
shown in the first column of table 6. The second alternative differs from the first by not
including user fees for recipients of AQI treatment services; the cost of those services would

continue to be covered by the various classes. Under the third alternative, recipients of
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commaodity import permits and pest import permits would pay user fees, in addition to the classes

that would pay fees under the proposed rule.

Table 6. Classes that would pay AQI user fees under the three alternatives

Proposed rule (preferred
alternative)

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alr passenger

Air passenger

Air passenger

Commercial aircraft

Commercial aircraft

Commercial aircraft

Commercial cargo vessel

Commercial cargo vessel

Commercial cargo vessel

Commercial truck

Commercial truck

Commercial truck

Commercial truck with

Commercial truck with

Commercial truck with

transponder transponder transponder

Commercial cargo railcar Commercial cargo railcar Commercial cargo railcar
Sea passenger Sea passenger Sea passenger

Treatment Treatment

Commodity import permit

Pest import permit

AQI services received by classes that do not pay user fees are covered through

appropriated funding and/or a portion of user fees otherwise collected. Classes that do not

currently pay user fees and would not pay user fees under the proposed rule (or under the other

alternatives evaluated) include private vehicles, pedestrians, bus passengers, private aircraft,

private vessels, military recipients of AQI services, and rail passengers.

Under all three alternatives, international sea (cruise) passengers would pay a user fee for

services they receive that are currently funded by other AQI service recipients and/or through

appropriated tunding. In addition, the preferred alternative would newly include payment of fees

by users of AQI treatment services.

Under alternative 2, the cost of providing AQI treatment services would continue to be

covered by user fees paid by other classes. For this reason, Alternative 2 was rejected because

AQI costs and revenues would be less commensurable by class than under the preferred

alternative.
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Alternative 3 would include user fees for recipients of commodity import permits and
pest import permits, classes not charged fees under the preferred alternative. In these instances,
APHIS found that there are overriding concerns. Charging a user fee for commodity import
permits could be counterproductive in terms of our relations with trading partners; negative
reactions by other countries could potentially affect U.S. export markets. Pest import permits are
normally requested for research purposes. Charging a fee for pest import permits, which the
activity-based costing methodology indicates would need to be set at more than $2,000, could
have the unintended consequence of discouraging research that directly benefits U.S. agriculture.
For these reasons, APHIS decided against the selection of alternative 3.

In tables 7 and 8, we show for alternatives 2 and 3, respectively, expected AQI user fee
revenue, appropriated funding, and the cost of AQI services, for each of the four years of the
analysis. The information in these tables is comparable to that shown in tables 2 and 3 for the
preferred alternative. In table 9, we compare cumulative expected revenue changes over the four
years for the three alternatives. In all cases, the comparison is to a continuation of the current

AQI user fee schedule.
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Table 7. Expected AQI user fee revenue, appropriated AQI funding under the current and
alternative 2 user fee schedules, and cost of AQI services, FY's 2014-2017, million dollars

Current Alternative 2
Fy 2014 Fee Schedule Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees $573.1 $709.9 $136.8
Appropriated funding 3213 272.9 -48.4
AQI total revenue 894.4 982.8 88.4
AQI total cost 948.9 948.9 0
AQI revenue minus cost -54.5 339 88.4
Current Alternative 2 .
FY 2015 Fee Schedule Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees 593.1 733.7 140.6
Appropriated funding 310.3 275.4 -34.9
AQ! total revenue 903.4 1,009.1 105.7
AQI total cost 957.6 957.6 0
AQI revenue minus cost -54.2 51.5 105.7
Current Alternative 2
FY 2016 Fee Schedule Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees 613.9 758.3 144 4
Appropriated funding 363.3 285.0 -78.3
AQI total revenue 977.1 1,043.2 66.1
AQI total cost 994.3 994.3 0
AQI revenue minus cost -17.2 48.9 66.1
Current Alternative 2 .
Fy 2017 Fee Schedule Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees 635.3 783.7 148.4
Appropriated funding 366.1 291.2 -74.9
AQI total revenue 1,001.4 1,074.9 73.5
AQI total cost 1,000.9 1,000.9 0
AQI revenue minus cost 0.5 74.0 73.5

Note: Columns may not sum due to rounding.
Over FY's 2014-2017, alternative 2 would increase the reserve fund by $208.3 million (AQI revenue minus cost).
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Table 8. Expected AQI user fee revenue, appropriated AQI funding under the current and
alternative 3 user fee schedules, and cost of AQI services, FYs 2014-2017, million dollars

Current Alternative 3
FY 2014 Fee Schedule Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees $573.1 $711.2 $138.1
Appropriated funding 3213 2724 -48.9
AQI total revenue 8944 983.6 89.2
AQI total cost 948.9 948.9 4]
AQI revenue minus cost -54.5 34.7 89.2
Current Alternative 3
FY 2015 Fee Schedule Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees 593.1 735.5 1424
Appropriated funding 3103 274.8 -35.5
AQI total revenue 903.4 1,010.3 106.9
AQI total cost 957.6 957.6 0
AQI revenue minus cost -54.2 52.7 106.9
Current Alternative 3
Fy2016 Fee Schedule Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees 613.9 763.7 149.8
Appropriated funding 363.3 287.1 -76.2
AQI total revenue 977.1 1,050.8 73.7
AQI total cost 994.3 994.3 0
AQI revenue minus cost -17.2 56.5 73.7
Current Alternative 3
FY 2017 Fee Schedule Schedule Change
AQI revenue
User fees 635.3 789.7 154.4
Appropriated funding 366.1 290.2 -75.9
AQI total revenue 1,001.4 1,079.9 78.5
AQI total cost 1,000.9 1,000.9 0
AQI revenue minus cost 0.5 79.0 78.5

Note: Columns may not sum due to rounding.

Over FYs 2014-2017, alternative 3 would increase the reserve fund by $222.9 million (AQ! revenue minus cost).
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Table 9. Changes in expected AQI user fee revenue, appropriated AQI funding, and net revenue
under the three alternative user fee schedules, summed over FYs 2014-2017, million dollars

Preferred
Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 3
(proposed rule)

-FY 2014-2017-
AQI revenue

User fees 530.6 570.2 584.7
Appropriated funding -241.2 -236.5 -236.5
AQI total revenue 289.5 333.7 348.3
AQI total cost 0 0 0
AQI revenue minus cost 289.5 333.7 348.3

Note: Columns may not sum due to rounding.

As shown in table 9, all three alternatives would ensure that the costs of providing AQI
services are covered and the reserve fund is maintained. The AQI services performed and the
cost of providing those services would be the same under each alternative. Relative to the other
alternatives, the preferred alternative would result in the smallest increase in user fee receipts and

the largest decrease in appropriated funding.
Benefits and Costs

The proposed rule would result in a transfer of payments from AQI users to the general
public through reduced reliance on appropriated funds to pay for AQI services. Transfer
payments are monetary payments from one group to another that do not affect total resources
available to society. Although individual importers or passengers may experience some
financial burden from an increase in user fees (or relief when a fee is reduced), the AQI services
received would be provided in any event. The costs to the affected sectors are expected to be

extremely small and would be largely offset by reduced costs to the general public.

* Regulatory Impact Analysis: A Primer, page 8.
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/de fault/files/omb/inforeg/regpol/circular-a-4_regulatory-impact-analysis-a-

primer.pdf
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As shown in table 9 for FYs 2014-2017, user fee funding of AQI services under the
proposed rule is projected to be $530.6 million more and appropriated funding of AQI services is
projected to be $241.2 million less than would occur with continuation of the current fee
schedule. Increased reliance on user fee funding means that with the proposed rule APHIS
would more fully meet its statutory mandate to prescribe and collect cost-based fees for
providing AQI services, including maintaining a reasonable reserve balance. It also means that a
portion of appropriated funds that would be used to pay for AQI services under the existing user
fee schedule would no longer be needed for that purpose and might be available for other Federal
uses. However, at this time we are unable to determine how those appropriated funds that would
no longer be used to pay for AQI services under the proposed rule might otherwise be used.

In conjunction with APHIS’ review of the AQI program, APHIS contracted with ABS
Consulting (ABS) to conduct an analysis of the expected economic effects of alternative AQI
user fee schedules.’ Appendix A of this RIA explains the methodology and data sources used by
ABS Consulting in modeling expected economic effects of the proposed rule and alternatives.’
ABS evaluated the economic impact of changes in AQI fees by modeling the effects of resulting
price changes on the economic behavior of affected entities,” Conceptually, costs of importing

goods may change due to any fees levied, including AQI user fees. The effect of these cost

* ABS Consulting, ABS Group Consulting, Inc., ABS Plaza, 16855 Northchase Drive, Houston, TX 77060

¢ Appendix A is excerpted from a report entitled “AQI User Fee Economic Analysis,” dated December 29, 2011,
that was prepared by ABS Consulting to analyze various user fee scenarios that were developed as part of an initial
AQI user fee review.

7 No analysis of larger macro-economic shocks, including potential changes in the exchange rate, federal stimulus,
or tax relief, was included as part of the ABS analysis. Also, due to lack of accessibility to reliable data, the analysis
did not consider the production costs and profit margins of foreign producers and exporters in terms of their ability
to absorb the change in AQI fees as a part of the business expense, Effects for the economy of the proposed and
alternative user fee schedules as modeled by ABS describe the largest possible array of impacts, given the
methodology and assumptions stated in appendix A.
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changes on import levels and market prices depends on the magnitude of the cost changes, the
ability of suppliers to pass along or absorb these changes, the transparency of the changes to
buyers, and the responsiveness of buyers and sellers to the changes.
Modeled Effects

Output and employment impacts for the three alternatives are modeled in terms of
changes from continuing with the current user fee schedule (our baseline). Table 10 shows
modeled short-run changes in output for the U.S. economy, for FYs 2014-2017. While the
modeled impacts should not be construed as predicted economic impacts of the rule, the results
support APHIS’ selection of the preferred alternative (proposed rule), for which there would be
the smallest decline in output.

Table 10. Modeled short-run effects of the three AQI user fee alternatives for U.S. output in FYs
2014-2017

Change in Output (million dollars)
FY2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Preferred alternative -$94 $113 $108 -$120
(proposed rule)
Alternative 2 -$122 -$119 -$123 -$125
Alternative 3 -$126 -$127 -$136 -$184

Source: Modeled results submitted to APHIS by ABS Consulting.

Similarly, ABS found that there would be a negative impact on U.S. employment under

the three alternatives, as shown in Table 11, with the preferred alternative again having the

smallest impact.

Table 11. Modeled short-run effects of the three AQI user fee alternatives for U.S. employment

in FYs 2014-2017

Change in Employment (number of jobs)
FY2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Preferred alternative -1,090 1312 1,239 1394
(proposed rule)
Alternative 2 -1,301 -1,337 -1,373 -1,407
Alternative 3 -1,400 -1,419 -1,537 -2,069

Source: Modeled resuits submitted to APHIS by ABS Consulting.
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Table 12 shows modeled short-run effects for FY 2014 on output and employment of the
three alternatives, by affected class. According to these results, the largest negative impact, a
decline in output for the economy of $158 million, would be due to the proposed increase in the
AQI user fee rate for commercial aircraft. The proposed reductions of the user fee rates for air
passengers and for cargo railcars are shown to increase economic output by $26 million and $25
million, respectively. The impact for the economy due to the rate and cap increases for
commercial trucking would be a decline in output by $16 million. The impact for commercial
cargo vessels due to the rate increase and removal of the cap would be a decrease in output of $2
million. The newly assessed fee for cruise passengers was found by the model to result in an
increase in output of $1 million.

Table 12. Modeled short-run effects of the three AQI user fee alternatives for U.S. output, by
affected user fee class, FY 2014, million dollars

Preferred
Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 3

(proposed rule)
Air passenger $26 $26 $26
Commercial aircraft® -158 -184 -173
Commercial cargo vessel® 2 6 -25
C?mmerc1al truck, with and 16 27 9

without transponder*

Commercial cargo railcar® 25 21 25
Sea passenger® 1 1 1
Treatment ¢ - i
Commodity import permit - - -10
Pest import permit - - -4

Source: Modeled results submitted to APHIS by ABS Consulting.

® For each alternative, the combined effect of the user fee rate changes for commercial aircraft, commercial cargo
vessels, commercial trucks, and commercial cargo railcars, as modeled by ABS, is less than the sum of the
individual class effects shown in this table. The modeled composite declines in output—by $120 million under the
preferred alternative, by $144 million under alternative 2, and by $139 million under alternative 3—were used by
ABS in computing the overall output declines shown in table 10.

® Increased output resulting from the user fee charged cruise passengers is based on expected foreign spending in the
United States (ABS Consulting, “AQI User Fee Economic Analysis,” December 29, 2011).

© In the ABS model, the user fee cost of treatments was spread on a weighted basis across classes, based on the
treated commodities imported by each class. Expected economic effects of the treatment user fee for the preferred
alternative and alternative 3 were therefore not directly measured.

19
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The model results shown in table 12 are very small in comparison to overall output by the
affected industries. For example, the model indicates that the demand for aircraft cargo services
would fall by about 0.1 percent, with the cost borne in part by the international aircraft service
providers, entities within the supply chain, and consumers, depending on the price-elasticity for
goods imported by air.

For commercial cargo vessels, the $2 million reduction in output under the preferred
alternative would represent less than 0.01 percent of the estimated annual output for the maritime
industry of about $37.2 billion. Based on Customs and Border Protection data, ABS found that
the proposed user fee would average $0.00010 per kilogram of good imported and could reduce
the revenue of commerc