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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2018

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 2017. 

OVERSIGHT HEARING—OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR 
GENERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

WITNESSES
PHYLLIS K. FONG, INSPECTOR GENERAL 
GIL H. HARDEN, ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDIT 
ANN COFFEY, ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, good morning. The subcommittee will come 
to order. We welcome everyone to the Agriculture Subcommittee of 
Appropriations. And this is the first hearing of 115th Congress, and 
today we have the U.S. Department of Agriculture Inspector Gen-
eral.

Welcome. Glad to have you here. 
First and foremost, before we get started, I want to congratulate 

and welcome our new ranking member, Sanford Bishop from Geor-
gia. I have had the pleasure of working with Congressman Bishop 
over the last several years, I think since you first came on the Ap-
propriations Committee in 2003. Is that correct? 

Mr. BISHOP. That is correct. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. And, of course, we both share a passion for the 

great work that the Appropriations Committee does and, in par-
ticular, what the Agriculture Subcommittee does. We both rep-
resent a district where agriculture plays a big role, a very crucial 
role in the livelihood of our constituents. And Mr. Bishop is well 
respected as a principal member of this committee, and he is not 
afraid to reach across the aisle—and I appreciate that—to solve 
real issues that everyday people have out in America, whether it 
be in Georgia, Alabama, or whatever State it may be. I look for-
ward to working with him. 

And so, Mr. Bishop, welcome, and glad to have you in that role 
in this new Congress. 

I would also like to welcome back all the other members of the 
subcommittee. We are, oddly enough—I say ‘‘oddly enough,’’ but I 
think it is ‘‘fortunately’’—we are one of two subcommittees that 
membership did not change on the majority side. Everybody was 
happy, wanted to stay where they were, and that was great. On the 
minority side, we did welcome the addition of our new member 
from the Second District of Wisconsin, Mr. Pocan, and we look for-
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ward to working with you. And I view the popularity of this sub-
committee to be a very positive sign of the interest in this sub-
committee in dealing with the real world changes, and so we want 
to welcome you today for this first hearing of the 115th Congress. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. ADERHOLT

Due to the typical delays of any new administration, we may not 
see the fiscal year 2018 budget request for another month or so, 
but I would like to share in some detail some of the themes that 
we would like to set as a guideline for the subcommittee’s work for 
fiscal year 2018. 

Our first theme builds off on our oversight activities over the 
past several years. It is about evaluating and accounting for tax-
payer dollars to ensure efficiency and accountability. We will con-
tinue to work to eliminate and prevent burdensome regulation, to 
improve agency accountability, eliminate duplicative programs and 
initiatives, ensure proper staffing levels, and make investments im-
proving ineffective programs with a demonstrated benefit to Amer-
ican families. 

The second theme is investing in rural infrastructure as a cata-
lyst for growth. I want us to make smart investments in critical 
utility infrastructure, such as broadband, electricity, water sys-
tems, and housing for our vulnerable populations; assist rural busi-
nesses to create unique economic opportunities; and provide fund-
ing that helps to grow economic development and jobs. 

The third theme is about ensuring support for our farmers, 
ranchers, and producers. This includes providing opportunities for 
our constituents through access to domestic and international 
trade; providing credit to producers; ensuring free and fair mar-
kets; supporting science and research to promote productivity and 
sustainability; and guaranteeing the safety net is there for those 
who need it the most. 

Our fourth and final theme is protecting the health and safety 
of people, plants, and animals. We will work to protect our safe and 
healthy food supply; control or eradicate plants and animal pests 
and disease that threaten agricultural industries; ensure safety 
and effectiveness of human and animal drug and medical products; 
deliver nutrition assistance to vulnerable populations; and provide 
for the efficient use of funds for nutritional research and education. 

As for today’s hearing, Ms. Fong, we would like to thank you for 
being here today and with your team. I believe this marks your 
15th straight year, if my information is correct, that you have ap-
peared before this subcommittee. That was before I came on the 
subcommittee, but you certainly have had a long time being here, 
and you should feel right at home this morning. So, needless to 
say, we have a deeply experienced team at the Office of the Inspec-
tor General as this new administration fills its leadership positions. 

I look forward to discussing the ongoing challenges that are faced 
by the Department that have arisen over the last 8 years. I would 
also like to get your input on future problems that may arise in 
programs, policies, and practices that may be of concern to you 
and, of course, to your organization. 

Based upon your written testimony, it appears that the last ad-
ministration failed to fix problems in a number of high-priority 
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areas, such as financial management, information technology, secu-
rity, and the integrity of benefits. The work you do covers so many 
different aspects of American lives, from housing, to electricity, 
business development, farm safety net, food safety, and making 
sure people don’t go hungry, things that most citizens don’t really 
realize that goes on on a day-to-day basis. Your job is incredibly 
important to the integrity and success of the Department. 

The U.S. taxpayer should also be supportive of your work due to 
the risk exposure of USDA’s financial activities. Most Americans 
would be surprised to know that USDA has over $200 billion in as-
sets, $143 billion in annual spending, and more than $100 billion 
in loans. The outstanding recommendations offered by the Office of 
the Inspector General over the past 8 years could yield $700 mil-
lion in savings. These are areas that you have identified, and it ap-
pears that no final action was taken during the previous adminis-
tration.

One example of the success of your work is the recent drop in 
improper payments for the crop insurance program. As a result of 
the Office of Inspector General’s annual reviews and recommenda-
tions, this rate is at a record low of 2 percent and has dropped for 
the past 2 consecutive years. 

Among other things, we plan to discuss issues related to your au-
dits and investigations that range from the Farm Bill, the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program, information technology, ac-
counting deficiencies, and USDA’s 3-year delay in setting up the 
Under Secretary for Trade and Foreign Agricultural Affairs. That 
was mandated in the 2014 Farm Bill. 

The subcommittee would also like to highlight the fact that you 
have once again received the outstanding recognition of your excel-
lent work among the IG community. You received five awards and 
recognitions in 2016 from the Council of Inspectors General on In-
tegrity and Efficiency, which encompasses the entirety of the IG 
community across the Federal Government. So I extend my con-
gratulations for those achievements, as I know the subcommittee 
here does as well. 

Before I recognize our ranking member from Georgia, Mr. San-
ford Bishop, for his opening statement, I want to remind everyone 
that we will try to abide as closely as possible to the 5-minute rule 
when we go to the Q&A, but make sure you do hit the ‘‘talk’’ button 
on your microphone before and after you speak. As some of you 
know, we got a refurbishing of the Subcommittee hearing room, 
and so we have some new buttons and gadgets up here. 

So, at this time, I would like to recognize the ranking member, 
Mr. Bishop. 

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. BISHOP

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
This is my first hearing in my capacity as the new ranking mem-

ber, and I want to just say thank you for your welcome and for the 
friendship and collegiality that we have had over the years. I look 
forward to working with you and the members of the committee, 
as well as both of our staffs. I think we have started off on a very 
good note, and I think we will get a lot of things done for the Amer-
ican people. 
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Let me just say that I also would like to welcome my new mem-
ber on the minority side, Mr. Pocan. We are all excited about the 
challenges that we are faced with. And I want you to know that 
I think I can speak for all of us that the program that you have 
outlined in terms of oversight activities, infrastructure develop-
ment, health and safety, and looking after our communities, par-
ticularly the rural development, has been well received on our side, 
and we look forward to working together on that. 

With that said, I would like to welcome Ms. Fong, Mr. Harden, 
and Ms. Coffey to the committee once again. It is a very distin-
guished panel. And judging by the many years that you have collec-
tively served in the USDA Office of Inspector General, you have ob-
viously found your work rewarding. And, of course, as the Chair-
man indicated, the high quality of your work has been repeatedly 
recognized, most recently with your award, Ms. Fong, when your 
IG colleagues gave you an outstanding award there for your inves-
tigation into food safety issues. It led to the recall of 8.7 million 
pounds of meat, but it was ultimately in protection of the con-
suming public, and congratulations on that, and we appreciate your 
diligence.

We are sort of in an odd situation budget-wise at the moment, 
as the Chairman alluded to, with the 2017 bills not finished and 
no clear path forward in 2018, but I assure you that we always find 
a way to get the job done, and I hope that this year will be no ex-
ception. I have an abiding interest in your work. We have got to 
do everything that we can to root out fraud, abuse, mismanage-
ment, and, of course, we have got to improve efficiency and effec-
tiveness. And, of course, you are charged with investigating crimi-
nal activity in USDA programs. 

In a number of cases, State and local governments actually ad-
minister programs on behalf of the Federal Government, but like 
their Federal partners, their budgets are very tight and they strug-
gle with staffing and training. And I fear that further restraints on 
our spending will make it harder and harder to administer the pro-
grams properly, and so I look forward to discussing that challenge 
with you as well as the other important issues that we will face. 

So I thank you, Mr. Chairman. We look forward to going forward 
with our responsibilities. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Bishop. 
Ms. Fong, again, welcome, and you may proceed with your testi-

mony.

OPENING STATEMENT—MS. FONG

Ms. FONG. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member 
Bishop, and members of the subcommittee. We are very happy to 
be here today to talk about our work, and we appreciate the very 
warm welcome from all of you. 

On behalf of all of our staff, our auditors, investigators, attor-
neys, and everyone around the country, we thank you for your sup-
port and interest and your recognition of the tough job that we do 
every day. 

Today I am hoping that we can build on our ongoing, very posi-
tive, and constructive dialogue on a number of issues. As you men-
tioned, we have Gil Harden, who is head of our audit operation, 



5

and Ann Coffey, who is head of our investigations operation. They 
are very experienced and knowledgeable, and I know that they will 
add a lot to the conversation. 

As many of you know, our job within OIG is to help USDA de-
liver its programs as effectively as possible with integrity. We do 
that through audits and investigations, and we make recommenda-
tions, but ultimately it is up to the Department to take the correc-
tive actions that are necessary. 

You have my written statement for the record, which summa-
rizes much of our work and our ongoing activities, and I am just 
going to hit very quickly on some of the high points here, and we 
can, after that, get into the question-and-answer session. 

Of particular note, I want to thank the chairman and Mr. Farr, 
who was the ranking member at the time, for the request that you 
all made to us with respect to U.S. MARC and the research activi-
ties that were going on at that center. We finished a review of that 
this year and recommended that USDA improve its oversight of 
animal welfare at that site. Even though we found that many of 
the published media statements were without basis, we did feel 
that ARS could do a better job. In the larger context of scientific 
integrity and research, we have some ongoing work, which we will 
be happy to talk about during the question session. 

We also recently issued audits in the SNAP program with respect 
to a number of aspects of the SNAP program. We have done work 
on the administrative costs of managing that program and deliv-
ering it through the State and local governments. We have looked 
at the Able-Bodied Adults Without Dependents provisions, and we 
have also looked at data analysis of potential fraud. So we have got 
a number of reports there that we can talk about, with rec-
ommendations for improvement. And, as you know, we continue to 
do investigations in that area. We continue to have high-dollar re-
sults and convictions. 

In the area of farm programs, we reviewed how USDA agencies 
should be sharing data for program eligibility purposes. We have 
looked at NRCS wetland conservation activities, primarily in the 
Prairie Pothole Region, and we had a number of recommendations 
for improvement in those areas as well. 

Finally, I want to note that financial management continues to 
be a significant challenge for the Department. While USDA has 
made some progress, we believe that much more needs to be done, 
especially to attain an unmodified opinion on its financial state-
ments both at the consolidated level as well as at the agency level. 
We also need to provide sustained attention to the rising improper 
payment rates overall at USDA, and this will require sustained at-
tention from leadership at the Department over the next year and 
beyond.

So, in closing, I want to thank the subcommittee for your interest 
in our work, your continuing support over the years, our very con-
structive dialogue with all of your members, and we look forward 
to continuing that relationship. Thank you, and we are ready to an-
swer questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Good morning, Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Bishop, and Members of the 

Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to testify concerning the oversight the Office of 

Inspector General (OIG) provides to Department of Agriculture (USDA) programs and 

operations. Our mission is to promote economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and integrity in the 

delivery of USDA's programs. 

To accomplish that mission, we conduct audits designed to determine if a program is functioning 

as intended, if program payments are reaching intended recipients, and if funds are achieving 

their intended purpose. Our audits make recommendations that will help USDA better 

accomplish its mission. We do not have program operating authority over USDA agencies or 

programs; instead, agencies are responsible for implementing our recommended corrective 

actions. We also conduct investigations of individuals and entities suspected of abusing USDA 

programs-these investigations can result in fines and imprisonment for those convicted of 

wrongdoing, disqualification from USDA or other Federal programs, and agency disciplinary 

actions for USDA employees engaging in misconduct. 

In fiscal year (FY) 2016, OIG concluded audits and investigations that have helped improve how 

the Department administers its annual budget of $159 billion. Last year, our audit and 

investigative work obtained potential monetary results totaling more than $374 million. We 

issued 42 audit reports, including 2 interim reports, and made 275 recommendations to 

strengthen USDA programs and operations, which produced about $213.9 million in potential 

results. OIG investigations led to 621 convictions with monetary results totaling $160.1 million. 

Today I will discuss our most significant recent audits and investigations under our major 

strategic goals, as well as other work in process. Before I do so, however, I would like to thank 

Congress for its work in passing the Inspector General (!G) Empowerment Act of2016, 1 which 

provided OIG with exemptions from the Computer Matching Act and the Paperwork Reduction 

Act requirements, improving our ability to perform data analysis. We previously notified you 

that OIG was establishing the Office of Data Sciences (ODS). This office specializes in using 

1 Pub. L. No. 114-317, 130 Stat. 1595. 
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data analytics to identify areas that merit additional scrutiny, and to enhance our audit and 

investigative efforts. The IG Empowerment Act should positively affect that work. 

Strategic Goall-Safety, Security, and Public Health 

OIG's first priority is to help strengthen USDA's ability to protect public health and safety. Our 

work focuses on issues such as the ongoing challenges of agricultural inspection activities, the 

safety of the Nation's food supply, and homeland security. 

Food Safety Investigations 

As an example of this type of work, OIG has recently completed an investigation into a meat 

packing company whose employee provided false Escherichia coli test result certificates to the 

Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS). After receiving a referral from FSlS officials 

indicating that they had discovered various suspicious discrepancies in laboratory tests, OIG 

investigated and executed a search warrant that uncovered the falsified documents. Since 

falsifying the testing documents posed a threat to public health, FSIS and the company initiated a 

recall. As a result of this case, the employee of the plant was recently sentenced to one year of 

home confinement and ordered to pay $307,696 in restitution. 

During the last year, we also completed a major investigation of a meat processing facility in 

which the owners and employees allowed cows diseased with cancer eye to be processed for 

human consumption. A massive meat recall was ordered, and OIG's investigation resulted in 

four convictions with sentences ranging from six months of home detention to one year in prison. 

Two defendants were ordered to pay restitution totaling $2.9 million. 

Animal Welfare at Agricultural Research Service Facility 

OIG also performs work to ensure the welfare of animals used in research. On January 19,2015, 

The New York Times published an article containing a number of statements critical of animal 

care and mortality levels at the U.S. Meat Animal Research Center (US MARC). USMARC is 

2 
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the Agricultural Research Service's (ARS) primary facility for research on beef, sheep, and 

swine; ARS, in tum, is USDA's chief in-house research agency. In response to a request from 

you, Mr. Chairman, former Ranking Member Farr, and other Members, we initiated an audit, 

carefully reviewed 33 statements in this article, and concluded that most were inaccurate, lacked 

sufficient context, or were uncorroborated. Overall, we did not note evidence indicating a 

systemic problem with animal welfare at USMARC. 

Nevertheless, we did find that ARS could improve its oversight of animal welfare at the facility 

and take steps to make its research more transparent to the public. In general, the controls for 

overseeing animal welfare at USMARC lacked specificity, and the steps ARS took to perform 

inspections or handle complaints were not carefully documented. ARS did not make it a priority 

to establish, maintain, and monitor compliance with animal welfare-related policies and 

procedures at the facility. ARS concurred with our findings and recommendations. 

IT Security 

As required by the Federal Information Security Modernization Act of2014 (FISMA),2 010 

reviewed USDA's ongoing efforts to improve its information technology (IT) security program 

and practices during FY 2016. Although USDA is working to improve its IT security posture, 

many longstanding weaknesses remain. We continue to find that the Office of the Chief 

Information Officer (OCIO) has not implemented corrective actions that the Department has 

committed to in response to prior 010 recommendations. In FYs 2009 through 2015, 010 made 

61 recommendations for improving the overall security of USDA's systems, 18 of which are 

overdue for completion. Moreover, our testing identified that security weaknesses still exist in 

3 of the 39 closed recommendations. 

Our testing also identified weaknesses in areas such as risk management, configuration 

management, and information security continuous monitoring. Due to these weaknesses, we 

continue to report a material weakness in USDA's IT security, which was included in the 

'Pub. L. No. 113-283, 128 Stat. 3073. 

3 
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Department's Federal Managers' Financial Integrity Act report, 3 As a result, OIG concluded that 

the Department lacks an effective information security program. OCIO concurred with the 

findings in this report and generally agreed with the recommendations. 

Future Work 

In upcoming work related to Goal!, OIG is assessing whether USDA scientists perceive they 

have an unhindered ability to perform, communicate, and publish all appropriate aspects of their 

research assignments or projects. ODS' analytical, statistical, and research tools have proven 

especially valuable for this project, which is based, in part, on a survey of USDA scientists that 

ODS is finishing. 

We also recently initiated an audit to determine whether the actions the Forest Service took in 

response to complaints of sexual misconduct and harassment in the workplace were effective and 

sufficient. Because OIG treats threats to the safety of USDA's employees as one of its highest 

priorities, we have re-allocated resources to address this issue. 

Strategic Goal2-Integrity of Benefits 

OIG works to reduce program vulnerabilities and strengthen program integrity in the delivery of 

USDA benefit and entitlement programs, which support nutrition, farm production, and rural 

development. The intended beneficiaries ofthese programs include the working poor, disaster 

victims, school children, farmers, and other citizens. 

Since the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) alone accounted for 

approximately $67 billion (42 percent) of USDA's FY 2016 spending, OIG devotes a 

considerable amount of its resources to ensuring that SNAP is functioning as intended. In 

FY 2016, about 55.8 percent ofOIG's investigative resources were devoted to SNAP-related 

criminal investigations; these OIG investigations resulted in 510 convictions and monetary 

results totaling $95.6 million. Our investigations seek to hold those who abuse SNAP 

3 Pub. L. No. 97-255, 96 Stat. 814. 

4 
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accountable. These investigations concern retailers who profit from benefit trafficking and 

recipients who illegally exchange their benefits for cash and other goods. Additionally, we have 

ongoing investigations involving potential violations of SNAP program requirements that derive 

from prior audit work and do not involve retailer and recipient trafficking. 

SNAP Administrative Costs 

Our audits also help ensure the effective administration of SNAP. For example, in recent work, 

we reviewed how the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) and the States oversee and monitor 

SNAP administrative costs for county-administered programs. We found that FNS could be 

more proactive in analyzing and containing variances in SNAP costs-per-case, which range in 

States with county-administered programs from $10 per case to as high as $34. FNS' regional 

offices' financial management reviews and risk assessments were not consistent, and the national 

office has not developed guidance to ensure consistent results. We also found that weaknesses in 

State and county fmancial management controls and a lack of effective FNS oversight led to 

inaccurate program financial reporting and questioned costs. FNS generally concurred with our 

findings. 

SNAP Able-Bodied Adults Without Dependents 

Additionally, we reviewed FNS' oversight of State agency controls over SNAP to determine if 

only eligible able-bodied adults without dependents (ABA WD) are receiving related benefits. 

We found that provisions regarding ABA WDs are complex and difficult for States to implement. 

FNS can approve States to waive temporarily the time limit in areas with high unemployment or 

insufficient jobs, but some States request and receive time limit waivers simply to reduce the 

burden of tracking ABA WD time limits. Thus, in some States, an ABA WD may not be subject 

to work requirements. When ABA WD policy is applied inaccurately, eligible ABA WDs are 

denied SNAP benefits, while otherwise ineligible ABA WDs are provided benefits. FNS agreed 

with our findings and recommendations. 

5 
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Fraud in Other Food Assistance Programs 

Our investigations also pursue fraud in food assistance programs other than SNAP. A recent 

OJG investigation found that a former Arkansas Department of Human Services employee 

defrauded both the FNS Summer Food Service Program and the Child and Adult Care Feeding 

Program. Both programs are intended to provide nutrition for at-risk children. We discovered 

that the employee was paid an estimated $300,000 in bribes by two feeding program sponsors in 

exchange for approving applications with unrealistic numbers of children expected to be fed. 

This past January, the defendant was sentenced to 108 months in prison and ordered to pay 

$7.6 million in restitution. 

USDA Farm Agencies Sharing of Compliance Data 

Recent audit work covers USDA's farm programs, which in FY 2016 accounted for $25 billion, 

or 16 percent of USDA's budget. For instance, we have completed a review of how the Farm 

Service Agency (FSA), the Risk Management Agency, and the Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS) coordinate and share data to ensure that participants meet eligibility 

requirements and that payments do not exceed program limitations. USDA agencies 

implemented a variety of data sharing processes and coordinated efforts for the purpose of 

assuring compliance with program requirements. However, for the period reviewed, we found 

the participating agencies' lack of adequate planning and coordination in the development of a 

data sharing initiative resulted in a system that does not fully achieve its intended goals. In 

addition, though agencies have manual processes in place to share data, they lack automated 

processes that help manage programs and reconcile data used by multiple programs. The 

agencies generally concurred with our recommendations to correct these issues. 

Wetland Conservation 

Another farm program audit reviewed how NRCS administers the wetland provisions in the 

"prairie pothole region" (Iowa, Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota). If farmers are 

receiving USDA farm program benefits, they may not bring wetlands into agricultural 

6 
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production. Accordingly, NRCS is responsible for making technical determinations regarding 

whether a wetland exists on a given tract of land. After receiving a complaint concerning recent 

changes in how NRCS makes these determinations, OIG found that, in response to a backlog of 

requests for wetland determinations, NRCS made significant changes in its process for wetland 

determinations that allowed producers to drain and farm more wetlands. The process for making 

this change was not carried out in a transparent manner. NRCS generally agreed with our 

finding and recommendations. 

Farm Fraud 

Our investigators also perform work intended to ensure the integrity of farm program benefits. A 

recent investigation determined that the vice president of a Mississippi bank misused his position 

and manipulated bank records, misapplied funds, issued fraudulent letters of credit, and forged 

signatures on loan documents and check endorsements pertaining to FSA-guaranteed loans. 

These fraudulent activities resulted in loan losses in excess of $3.6 million. The bank official 

was charged with one count of bank fraud and one count of embezzlement. In July 2016, in U.S. 

District Court, Southern District of Mississippi, the man was sentenced to 24 months in prison 

and ordered to pay $3.3 million in restitution. 

Overall, in FY 2016, OIG investigations of fraud, waste, and abuse in USDA's farm programs 

resulted in 45 convictions and $30.8 million in monetary results. 

Future Work 

In upcoming work, OIG is reviewing the Rural Business-Cooperative Service's intermediary re

lending program, as well as the Rural Housing Service's controls over originating and closing 

single family housing direct loans. 

7 
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Strategic Goai3--Management Improvement Initiatives 

By conducting audits and investigations that focus on areas such as improved financial 

management and accountability, OIG helps USDA better manage its assets. 

Financial Management 

In FY 20I5, USDA, along with two component agencies-the Commodity Credit Corporation 

(CCC) and NRCS-faced significant challenges to ensure accurate presentation of their financial 

statements. The audits ofCCC's and NRCS' financial statements each resulted in a disclaimer 

of opinion. Both CCC and NRCS were unable to provide adequate evidence to support a 

significant number of transactions and account balances. As a result, OIG was not able to obtain 

sufficient, appropriate audit evidence to provide a basis for an audit opinion, and therefore did 

not express an opinion on USDA's consolidated financial statements for FY 2015 and 2014. 

In FY 2016, USDA made progress in addressing these issues. CCC undertook various audit 

remediation efforts to address the prior year's material weaknesses on its balance sheet and 

received an unmodified opinion on that portion of its financial statements. NRCS' progress in 

addressing weaknesses also resulted in an unmodified opinion on its balance sheet. Overall, due 

to these efforts, USDA also received an unmodified opinion on its balance sheet for FY 2016. 

We continue to work with the Department and its agencies to improve their controls over 

financial reporting. 

Improper Payments 

OIG performs statutorily required work intended to ensure that USDA is reducing its improper 

payments. We found that USDA did not comply with improper payment requirements as set 

forth by the Improper Payments Information Act of 2002 (IPIA), as amended, 4 for a fifth 

4 Pub. L. No. 107-300, 116 Stat. 2350, as amended by the Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 
2010 (Pub. L. No. 111-204, 124 Stat. 2224) and by the Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery [mprovement 
Act of20I2 (Pub. L. No. 112-248, 126 Stat. 2390). 

8 
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consecutive year. USDA reported mandatory improper payment information for 18 programs 

identified as susceptible to significant improper payments (thus considered high-risk programs), 

and complied with three of six !PIA requirements. However, 9 of the 18 high-risk programs did 

not comply with one or more of the following requirements-they did not publish an improper 

payment estimate as required, meet annual reduction targets, or publish gross improper payment 

rates of less than l 0 percent. The Department generally agreed with our findings and 

recommendations to correct these issues. 

Future Work 

In upcoming work under Goal 3 that may be of interest to the Subcommittee, OIG is continuing 

compliance work on improper payments. We also have ongoing audit work on suspension and 

debarment at USDA, as well as a review of how well the Department has historically achieved 

final action on OIG audit recommendations. 

Conclusion 

We appreciate the Subcommittee's interest in the results ofOIG audits and investigations that 

identify needed improvements in the wide array of USDA's programs and operations. As OIG 

moves forward in 2017, we plan to use our data analytics capacity to make our oversight 

activities even more effective at identifying and addressing impediments to USDA's program 

administration. 

We would like to thank the Subcommittee for its continuing support in recent years. Over the 

last five fiscal years, OIG's total cumulative appropriation was approximately $448 million. 

During this period, the potential dollar impact ofOIG's audits and investigations was over 

$5 billion, resulting in cost savings and recoveries of approximately $11.25 for every dollar 

invested in OIG. During this same period, OIG made 1,480 total audit recommendations. While 

some of these recommendations carry no monetary value, they can significantly improve safety, 

security, and public health. It is also noteworthy that OIG investigations resulted in 

3,136 successful convictions in that same timeframe. 

9 
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In our FY 2015 appearance before this Subcommittee, we informed you that we finished 

FY 2014 with our lowest level of staffing since we were statutorily established in 1978. This 

Subcommittee supported modest increases to our budget during the following two fiscal years, 

and we were able to increase our level of staffing to further support our mission. Unfortunately, 

we are again at our lowest staffing level since 1978. This is due to a number of staff losses 

during the past year and the need to proceed carefully in hiring new employees due to the 

uncertainty of our FY 2017 appropriation. 

We appreciate your support in continuing to provide funding that will allow us to provide 

effective oversight and beneficial recommendations to Congress and USDA decision makers. 

This concludes my testimony. I would be pleased to address any questions you may have. 

10 
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DEPARTMENTAL OVERSIGHT

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Ms. Fong. 
Thank you for your testimony. This morning we want to discuss 

a wide range of issues that affect USDA and get your opinion on 
what the major challenges are as you move forward and as we all 
move forward. 

As I mentioned in my opening statement, over the last 8 years, 
Congress has played a large role in the oversight of the Depart-
ment. A lot of these challenges were never fully addressed by the 
previous administration, and now we have to hope you and the new 
administration fix some critical issues. Examples: $700 million in 
unaddressed savings; $2.2 billion in faulty accounting estimates at 
the Commodity Credit Corporation; 5 consecutive years of violating 
the improper payment laws; chronic flaws in IT security; hundreds 
of millions of dollars wasted on farm program systems that have 
failed our farmers and our ranchers; and consistently delayed and 
deficient financial statements. 

In a nutshell, I guess my question is, how can we help you? As 
Chairman of this subcommittee for the past 4 years, many times 
I have grown frustrated, and I know many Members and the staff 
have grown frustrated, with the Department as they roll out new 
initiatives that actually grabbed a lot of headlines at the time, but 
they neglected several basic housekeeping items. 

So can you tell us how you plan to raise the issues you have 
identified with the new Secretary and the others on his leadership 
team, and how you may offer solutions? 

Ms. FONG. Well, that is a very wide-ranging and deep question, 
and——

Mr. ADERHOLT. So you can take it the way you want to. 
Ms. FONG. Thank you. 
Well, we are looking forward to working with the new adminis-

tration, the new Secretary, and his subcabinet when they are con-
firmed. And, as you note, leadership at the top is critical, tone at 
the top is critical to bringing a sense of urgency and priority to 
many of the issues that we have identified. And so our intent and 
our plan is to start out quickly out of the box with briefing the new 
team coming in on the issues that we are reporting, in particular 
some of the key challenges that you have raised: financial manage-
ment at the Department, unresolved audit recommendations, im-
proper payments, the full litany of challenges that we have identi-
fied.

Now, in terms of how all of us go forward, you are absolutely cor-
rect that many of these issues are longstanding and have deep 
roots. Many of the other issues that we see may be a little more 
ephemeral; they may be easier to address. And I think we all have 
our roles to play. It is our job within the IG’s Office to identify 
these issues, to report them out to the decisionmakers, to bring 
them to your attention, to track resolution, and, if resolution 
doesn’t occur, to point that out. 

What we have found very helpful in the past is to have leader-
ship at the Department who views management as a critical re-
sponsibility and who is willing to work with us as we surface 
issues.
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What we have also found very helpful is, in our experience, when 
you at this subcommittee level, or any of the oversight committees, 
have a concern about a particular issue, you have been very active 
in terms of raising it with us and with the Secretary through hear-
ings, letters, and questions. And we have seen that, when there is 
that level of interest from the oversight bodies, that tends to gen-
erate more activity in a quicker timeframe. Similarly, if you ask us 
to do a review, we take those requests very seriously. We engage 
in dialogue with all of you to see what we can do to help bring 
some additional information and perspective to the issue. So we 
stand ready to do that. 

IMPROPER PAYMENTS

Mr. ADERHOLT. OK. Let me just briefly, I have just got a few sec-
onds here left, but one of the issues that I think boggles the mind 
is the four programs under the Food and Nutrition Services that 
have not complied with the improper payment laws for the past 4 
years.

In just a nutshell, are there ways that we can assist you in 
bringing attention, solutions to the mistakes that keep on seem to 
be occurring over and over again? 

Ms. FONG. The improper payment laws have a whole architecture 
of how you approach these issues. And I think where we are now 
with USDA is, with respect to SNAP, there needs to be a way for 
FNS to move forward to identify an improper payment rate. They 
did not report one for fiscal year 2015, and we can talk about that. 

With respect to other programs, there are—and this is for both 
the farm programs as well as FNS—there are requirements that 
the Department move forward with corrective action plans, and 
they must provide those plans to Congress and OMB. And I believe 
the Department has developed plans and has sent them forward. 
We can work with you to find those and provide them. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. OK. 
[The information follows:] 
We have the corrective action plans for the 18 USDA programs deemed to be high 

risk for improper payments. We will deliver them to you and your staff under sepa-
rate cover. These programs are as follows: 

Farm Service Agency (FSA): 
Loan Deficiency Program (LDP) 
Livestock Forage Disaster Program (LFP) 
Livestock Indemnity Program (LIP) 
Supplemental Revenue Assistance Payments Program (SURE) 
Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Program (NAP) 
Hurricane Sandy—Emergency Conservation Program (ECP) 
Hurricane Sandy—Emergency Forest Restoration Program (EFRP) 
Food and Nutrition Service (FNS): 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) 
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) 
School Breakfast Program (SBP) 
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 
Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) 
Forest Service (FS): 
Hurricane Sandy—Emergency Forestry Restoration Program (EFRP) 
Hurricane Sandy Capital Improvement and Maintenance (CIM) 
Natural Resources Conservation Service: 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act Programs (FSRIP) 
Hurricane Sandy—Emergency Watershed Protection Program (EWPP) 
Risk Management Agency (RMA): 



19

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation (FCIC) Program Fund 
Rural House Service (RHS): 
Rental Assistance Program (RAP) 

All right. Mr. Bishop. 

IG RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Let me just sort of look at big-picture issues, resources. As we 

look over your reports, there are recurring recommendations re-
garding the lack of management, oversight, and adequate training 
and so forth. The recommendations are critical to running pro-
grams properly and to safeguarding our taxpayer dollars, but they 
also cost money. When Secretary Vilsack testified before us last 
year, he said that USDA employees had made significant advance-
ment in achieving goals and that they have done it essentially with 
the same discretionary funding level in fiscal year 2015 as in fiscal 
year 2009 and with 9,354 fewer total staff years in 2015 than in 
2009. During that same period, mandatory spending grew from $88 
billion to $125 billion. So, while the number of people at USDA 
who have to implement and oversee programs has declined signifi-
cantly, discretionary spending is flat, and mandatory spending has 
increased significantly. 

In that environment, can you tell me briefly how agencies can 
take on all the additional actions that you recommend in your re-
ports? And, of course, that is rhetorical since we know that you 
don’t control the budgets of other agencies or the States or local 
governments, but it is something that we have got to think about. 
So I would welcome your comments on ways in which USDA and 
State and local governments can build capacity to properly admin-
ister and oversee the programs. 

Ms. FONG. That is a difficult question, and I think all of us have 
seen in the Federal Government over the past 7 or 8 years the 
challenge of trying to deliver more programs and more spending 
with fewer resources. Certainly we in the OIG’s Office have experi-
enced the same challenges. And what I can offer—and I will ask 
Gil to offer some comments as well—is that we are very mindful 
of those challenges. We know that program managers’ first priority 
is to deliver the program. 

What we try to do when we make our recommendations is to 
point out that, in many ways, if we can figure out a more effective 
and efficient way to deliver those programs, in the end, it helps the 
program managers as well as the integrity of the program. And we 
are very mindful of the fact that the State and local governments 
do deliver many of the programs for USDA, and their budgets are 
also constrained. 

I think it became very clear to us as we did our work in the 
SNAP program in particular that clarity from FNS at the national 
level in a number of areas as to what the regulations, policies, and 
laws mean would make it much easier for the States and counties 
to do a better job of delivering programs if that clarity were there. 

Gil.
Mr. HARDEN. Yeah. I would just build on that a little bit. It is 

stressing the oversight of things in going along with program deliv-
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ery and then prioritizing what is really important and what people 
need to focus on. 

SCIENTIFIC INTEGRITY

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. Let me switch gears quickly. 
You mentioned in your testimony that you are looking at the issue 
of scientific integrity as it affects USDA scientists. The issue hits 
home for me because my State has major ARS research locations, 
Athens, Barron, Dawson, Griffin and Tifton, and hundreds of sci-
entists and staff who work there. I am kind of troubled by the im-
plication of the topic. Open and transparent scientific research in-
vestigations are one of the hallmarks of a prosperous agricultural 
society. And while I understand the investigation is in its early 
stages, can you share with us what agencies are included; was it 
an Employee Viewpoint Survey that prompted the assessment or 
the result of an anonymous report on compromised scientific integ-
rity to USDA Office of the Chief Scientist; and, lastly, when you 
would expect the report to be completed? 

Ms. FONG. Let me just offer some introductory comments. We 
started this review last year in response to a number of concerns 
from the media, from complainants, and from Congress that the in-
tegrity of scientific research was a significant concern. And I think 
in the wake of the U.S. MARC situation, people were very sensitive 
to these issues. So we have an audit ongoing—we are nearing com-
pletion on it, actually—that is looking at the whole situation of 
whether researchers feel that they can carry out their research 
independently and surface their findings in a way without inappro-
priate constraints. 

As part of our review, we are conducting a survey of scientists 
themselves to see what their perceptions are as well as doing our 
own independent assessment of the policy and its implementation. 

Mr. HARDEN. And to follow on from that, we are expecting that 
audit to come out later in the spring, probably in the May or June 
timeframe. And the survey that Phyllis referred to, in terms of the 
agencies involved, it is ARS, APHIS, NRCS, and I am going to for-
get the last one off the top of my head—— 

Ms. FONG. Forest Service. 
Mr. HARDEN [continuing]. Forest Service, but we put that survey 

out to all of the scientists, and we had a very good response rate. 
There was something like 60 percent of the scientists responded. So 
we got a lot of good data in terms of how they feel about how 
things are working. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 

BROADBAND LOAN PROGRAM

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. Fong and Mr. Harden and Ms. Coffey, thank you. Welcome 

back to the Committee. We appreciate your work to help us be bet-
ter stewards of taxpayer dollars. I think it is great the chairman 
starts with this being our first hearing of the year because it allows 
us get some context and some ideas as we then have an oppor-
tunity to have hearings with other Cabinet officials and adminis-
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trators that can be responsive to some of the concerns you have 
raised.

Ms. Fong, in the past, you have raised a number of concerns re-
garding the Rural Utilities Service broadband loan program, and I 
wondered if you might discuss that a little bit again today for the 
Committee in terms of where we are, where we need to go, what 
your recommendations would be. I think, by some accounts, during 
the period after the stimulus, they spent roughly $3 billion pledg-
ing to bring broadband to 7 million homes, and only 240,000 actu-
ally got it. Where are we in terms of current status? And what are 
your thoughts on redirecting the funds into a grant program that 
ensures funds go to underserved rural communities that are truly 
unserved?

Ms. FONG. Well, I think the broadband program has certainly 
been a topic of interest to our office over the last 10 years, I would 
say. We have done a series of audits, as you know, and The Recov-
ery Act provided some additional funding, and we looked at that 
at that time. 

We have not been back to that program in the last 2 or 3 years. 
So it may be time for us to factor that into our audit planning proc-
ess for fiscal year 2018 to see what the risk is. 

As you point out, the issues that we were finding over the last 
several audits were whether the funds were going to truly under-
served communities, and we saw some issues with that as well as 
with the definition of ‘‘rural’’ and how that was applied. I think 
what I would say to you at this point is that we need to go back 
and factor that into our planning. 

Mr. YODER. OK. Well, I think the Committee probably shares 
your interest in ensuring that the dollars are used most effectively, 
but we do have, of course, many parts of our districts and across 
the country that are underserved, and I think it is a continuing 
concern that dollars spent did not get to those people and may have 
been wasted in the process. And so I think this Committee needs 
to direct the administration and encourage them in the right direc-
tion. So we would appreciate you taking another look at that and 
maybe making some recommendations. 

MARC

Another topic that we have discussed in previous years that I 
know you had an audit regarding at the end of 2016 were the inci-
dents surrounding the January 2015 New York Times article re-
garding the Meat Animal Research Center in Nebraska. And there 
were some pretty salacious allegations in that article. And in the 
world of fake news, now we have to really vet everything that is 
being said because there were some allegations there that were 
pretty shocking to the committee. I know you took a number of 
years, or at least since 2015, to identify and investigate 33 state-
ments that were in that article that you tried to determine whether 
they were accurate. And I think your report found that 7 were ma-
terially accurate, 26 were inaccurate, lacked sufficient context, or 
were uncorroborated, a 21 percent material accuracy rate. 

This committee is fully supportive of important research that is 
being done at ARS, but we also want to ensure that it is being done 
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ethically and appropriately and is consistent with our American 
values.

In the statements that you tried to corroborate, a number of 
them you noted that we have no observations on the status at this 
time. There were also a number of statements that were redacted. 

I guess I would ask, is your work complete on this matter? How 
are we able to complete our oversight in areas in which you have 
no observations on the status of the statements or that they were 
redacted? I think we still would like to get to the facts and the 
truth of this matter, and it has been raised in this committee be-
fore, and I think we have an obligation to do so. And so your report 
helps us in that direction, but I feel like there is some incomplete 
work and wondered if that is something you are going to continue, 
or does this committee need to continue to seek out the facts of 
that article and what is truly happening? And I don’t want to re-
peat the allegations, but many on this Committee who have been 
on here a number of years remember some of the disturbing state-
ments that were made. 

Ms. FONG. Let me offer a few comments, and Gil might have 
some more. 

We have finished our audit of U.S. MARC. We issued two re-
ports. There was an interim report last year and then a final report 
several months later. And so, at this time, we do not have any on-
going work planned or in process. 

Now, I think, with respect to the redactions, we had some sen-
sitive information in our report that impacted on potentially per-
sonal privacy issues. They involved some allegations, and there was 
a potential consequence for the safety of individuals, which is why 
the public-facing version of that report has some redactions. We 
would be happy to brief you and your staff in a little more detail 
on that if you would like that. 

And, Gil, I will offer—— 
Mr. HARDEN. That was the main point I wanted to add. We have 

come to conclusions on all 33 statements, but because of some of 
the redactions, you can’t see it in the public-facing report, but we 
would be happy to set up a time to brief you on that. 

Mr. YODER. OK. Well, I think I would be interested in that, and 
I think maybe the committee might be interested in more clarity 
on some of the statements. 

In the areas in which you were unable to verify or corroborate 
the statements, I think we still have an obligation to find the truth. 
And so I would like to also probably know why you couldn’t get the 
information, why you couldn’t interview people; what was the 
blockade that allowed us to not actually find out what happened 
in many of these situations? 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HARDEN. A lot of that is explained in the unredacted version. 

So we can get that information to you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. OK. 
[The information follows:] 
We would be pleased to set up a time to brief you and your staff to provide more 

clarity on the statements in our audit report. 

Ms. DeLauro. 
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ANIMAL WELFARE

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And welcome. Good to see you again, and I am grateful for your 

longevity and the accolades that you received because of your great 
professional work. 

A couple of quick things before I ask a couple of questions and 
I get into it. I just want to be clear on this last ARS animal welfare 
report. It is not a question of whether or not the allegations, if you 
will, were unfounded; it is that there was the inability or whatever 
the circumstances were around corroboration versus whether or not 
the allegations, et cetera, were unfounded. 

Mr. HARDEN. No. I would say some of the allegations were un-
founded, based on the work that we were able to do. 

Ms. DELAURO. But was it—and that was—did you—were you 
able to corroborate that they were—— 

Mr. HARDEN. Yes. Some of them we were able to corroborate that 
they were accurate. Others we weren’t able to find information to 
corroborate that they were true. 

Ms. DELAURO. When you are dealing with context, what was the 
context? What does ‘‘lacking context mean? 

Mr. HARDEN. That there was other information available, say, in 
ARS’ files at MARC or in discussions with people that put different 
light around what was being said in the article. 

Ms. DELAURO. But what I am just trying to get to, there is—that 
doesn’t necessarily make it wrong. It means that there was other 
information. I think the point is, is to try to get at the accuracy, 
to get at the information to let us know what happened here and 
what we need to be mindful of so that it is not putting needed to 
come to light didn’t come to light, and it may not be that the alle-
gation was wrong. There was a different set of circumstances, dif-
ferent information that people brought to this issue. 

I just think that this is particularly important, and I think we 
have to be careful with language and how we describe, in essence, 
what this is all about because it is a very critically serious issue 
which we need to address in some way. 

HIRING FREEZE

Also just very, very quickly, you talked about improper pay-
ments. That includes, and I believe the Chairman talked about the 
nutrition programs, but farm programs as well have improper pay-
ments in terms of reporting. The crop insurance program has an 
improper payment rate, which is about 2.2 percent. That is high 
enough for a program to be at high risk. Conservation farm pro-
grams, as I understand it, have an improper payment rate of about 
22 percent. 

What I would love to get from you, if I can, I want to see all of 
the improper payment rates, the error rates of all of the farm pro-
grams that you deal with so that we can have some way to take 
a look at where the high priorities are. 

[The information follows:] 
Not all farm programs are considered high risk for improper payments. Only 

those programs that are designated as being high risk for improper payments must 
report improper payment error rates. The following farm programs were considered 
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1 https://www.ocfo.usda.gov/docs/FY2016Agency_Financial_Report.pdf. See pp. 194–200. 

high risk for improper payment rates and reported the following improper payment 
rates in USDA’s FY 2016 annual financial report:1

Farm Service Agency (FSA): 
Loan Deficiency Program—3.21% 
Livestock Forage Disaster Program—4.74% 
Livestock Indemnity Program—12.87% 
Supplemental Revenue Assistance Payments Program—11.53% 
Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Program—5.47% 
Hurricane Sandy—Emergency Conservation Program—0.18% 
Hurricane Sandy—Emergency Forest Restoration Program—1.43% 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS): 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act Programs—2.38% 
Hurricane Sandy—Emergency Watershed Protection Program—0% 
Risk Management Agency (RMA): 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation (FCIC) Program Fund—2.02% 

Let me just get to this, really because this Committee has tried 
to provide all of you with the resources that you need to do your 
job. So I was struck that your testimony mentions that you are 
again at the lowest staffing level since 1978 due to a number of 
staff losses. There has recently been—the administration has put 
a hiring freeze as of the 23rd of January. The memorandum re-
garding the hiring freeze, how will that impact the mission of your 
work, and do you feel that you have the adequate resources and 
the staffing to pursue criminal activity beyond just the SNAP pro-
gram, by which you spend about almost 60 percent of your re-
sources?

Ms. FONG. Yes. The hiring—— 
Ms. DELAURO. I mean, 56 percent of your resources. I take that 

back—59 percent. I need to get my numbers right: 59 percent al-
most of your resources go to the SNAP effort. 

Ms. FONG. The hiring freeze does impact us, as it does every part 
of the Federal Government. 

Ms. DELAURO. How? What does that mean? 
Ms. FONG. Well, we have about 40 vacancies right now, and we 

need to figure out how we can move forward to identify the critical 
vacancies involved with health and safety, which are potentially ex-
empt from the freeze, as well as other priority vacancies, which 
would require approval. 

Ms. DELAURO. What task—because I have 14 seconds left. Tell 
me what you will not be able to do as a result of a hiring freeze. 

Ms. FONG. If we were able to fully fund all 40 of those jobs, we 
would be able to do more investigations and more audits. And we 
could provide you some additional concrete information. 

[The information follows:] 
OIG provided information to Rep. DeLauro and the Subcommittee’s leadership on 

March 10, 2017. 

Ms. DELAURO. Anything further? 
Ms. FONG. Thank you for your support. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Young. 

WETLANDS DETERMINATIONS

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, my 
colleagues.
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Welcome, Inspector General, Mr. Harden and Ms. Coffey. I want 
to reflect on something my counterpart here, Mr. Yoder, said about 
the USDA’s Rural Utilities Service broadband program. Good in-
tentions can really make a difference, but it has been fraught with 
some real trouble. It sounds like the last time you did an audit on 
the program was in 2013. It has been a few years, and we may 
need to relook at this issue because we want to make sure that tax-
payer dollars are used appropriately and they are not being used 
to compete against services that already exist, that is, where people 
really had skin in the game and are risking their own capital. We 
want to make sure the priority is for unserved areas. So we may 
be back asking further questions throughout this process. 

You mentioned in your testimony about the Prairie Pothole Re-
gion, and Iowa is one of those States in the Prairie Pothole Region. 
The NRCS administers the wetlands provisions in the Prairie Pot-
hole Region. The NRCS has discretion and responsibility in making 
those determinations, but recently, they have changed their ways 
in making those determinations. How did you find out that they 
were changing their ways? Was it a whistleblower? 

Mr. Harden, do you have an answer for that? 
Mr. HARDEN. Yeah. We did receive a couple whistleblower com-

plaints——
Mr. YOUNG. OK. 
Mr. HARDEN [continuing]. That made the allegations, and then 

we followed up from that and learned as we went through the proc-
ess basically how they were making determinations in that region 
of the country contradicted how they have made determinations for 
the last 20 years. 

Mr. YOUNG. So what were the pre-1996 determinations? How 
were they different from before? 

Mr. HARDEN. They weren’t accepting them being wetland deter-
minations unless additional work was done with regard to the pre- 
1996 determinations. They weren’t accepting them on their face. 

Mr. YOUNG. OK. So they totally changed their playbook on this? 
Mr. HARDEN. That was the way we understood it. 
Mr. YOUNG. When they did this, did they provide any written 

guidance or notice to folks? 
Mr. HARDEN. No. And that was also a part of our problem or our 

concerns with it. 
Mr. YOUNG. Since then you have done your due diligence and in-

vestigated this. Are you confident that the NRCS has heard the 
message and the intent of the original law and rules? Are they 
back to square one and being consistent? Are they providing cer-
tainty?

Mr. HARDEN. I would have to wait and see how they actually im-
plement the recommendations. They agreed to the recommenda-
tions we made in terms of providing additional clarity as to how 
you were supposed to be using those pre-1996 determinations. 

Mr. YOUNG. How long should we wait for them to let us know 
that?

Mr. HARDEN. I think that I would have to go back and get the 
exact date of when they were going to have that implemented. I 
think it is going to be later this spring. So, maybe, you know, in 
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the fall. You know, somewhere in the fall, they should be able to 
explain what they are doing. 

Mr. YOUNG. OK. Will you relook at this issue to make sure it is 
being done in a satisfactory manner? 

Mr. HARDEN. We can take that on, yes. 
Mr. YOUNG. OK. I may be contacting you folks and asking you 

for some help because we want to make sure that there is consist-
ency, there is transparency, and farmers know what the rules are 
each and every year as we go along with this. 

AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS

I sit next to Mr. Palazzo here, an auditor, and he was peeking 
at one of my questions, and he said, ‘‘Hey, I am the accountant; you 
stick to the wetlands questions.’’ But I think it may be something 
that is always on our minds about what you do. You audit, and you 
have investigations, and you make recommendations on corrective 
actions. How much monitoring do you do to see if they carry out 
these recommendations? And is it your job, or is that something we 
should all be looking at? I know that is partly why we are here, 
but how much do you do to make sure that they are following up 
on recommendations, or at least reminding them of them. 

Mr. HARDEN. We try to do a fair amount of it because following 
up on audit recommendations is—to do that, you have to follow 
audit standards, you have to follow up on prior work that you have 
done and recommendations that you have made. So it is just a 
standard course for a lot of it. Sometimes we do specific areas, like 
conservation stewardship, to see that they implemented what they 
said they were going to do; Prairie Pothole, we do things like that; 
with food safety, we have had stuff. This year, we also undertook 
an audit to look at what the CFO’s office does in terms of tracking 
final action. 

Mr. YOUNG. So you look at it, but you need some better partners 
here—and that is Congress—in doing oversight and ensuring that 
some of these recommendations are followed through. How much 
enforcement do you have? What boundaries or leeway do you really 
have? Or do you have any at all, aside from the public shaming 
through your reports and working with us to bring these things to 
light?

Ms. FONG. We don’t have any operational authority. 
Mr. YOUNG. OK. I just wanted to verify that. 
Ms. FONG. We have a soapbox to make recommendations. 
Mr. YOUNG. OK. Thank you for being here. Thanks for your testi-

mony.
Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 

ORGANICS

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you very much to all 
of you for being with us today and for your many years of service 
and dedication to helping us with this, supporting this Department, 
and making sure it works efficiently. 

First, I just want to thank the Ranking Member for asking some 
of the questions around scientific integrity. I appreciate the fact 
that your report is coming out soon. Thank you for digging into 
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that. There have been recent questions around scientific integrity 
and if any information is being shut down at executive branch de-
partments. So it is very timely. But, as you know, I also sent a let-
ter in 2015 about allegations that researchers at the USDA doing 
research around neonicotinoids were being suppressed, and so I 
have had an interest in this, and certainly my constituents and 
others have, for a while. So we will really be looking forward to 
that report and will probably have some questions when it comes 
out, but thank you for doing that. 

I just want to ask about a different topic. I think you know there 
has been a huge growth in the organic market. According to the 
USDA’s 2014 survey, certified and exempt organic farms in the 
United States sold a total of $5.5 billion in organic products back 
in 2014. That is about a 72-percent increase since 2008. So, from 
my perspective, that is a huge opportunity for farmers in my dis-
trict, but virtually every district represented here has had farmers 
who have benefited from being able to sell into this market, often 
with higher prices and less competition. So it is a great area for 
economic growth for our farmers. And it is not just specialty crops. 
It is commodity crops. It is really in every area. There is no ques-
tion: we haven’t been able to keep up with demand. From the most 
giant of the food processors in this country to the smallest farmers 
markets, the demand is bigger than we can handle, especially for 
organic grains. So there is a lot of product being imported into the 
United States. According to the USDA, in 2013, the value of U.S. 
organic imports that are tracked was $1.4 billion. That is 2013. 
There has been enormous growth, and we are already in 2017. So 
that is a lot of money. 

And consumers more than anything else want to know that the 
products that they buy are everything that they are paying for. 
And they want to know that imported products are grown to the 
same high standards that we require here in the United States. 

So I am wondering if you have looked into organic products at 
all, but specifically this idea of organic imports, and are there 
things you are doing to assure customers that all of the organic 
products coming in from other countries are produced with the 
same organic certification? 

Ms. FONG. Let me just quickly offer a comment. We do have 
some ongoing audit work on precisely that issue, which I will ask 
Gil to comment on. 

I also want to note that, on our investigation side, we have had 
a few cases over the past few years alleging that certificates or 
statements of organics have not been true, and we have had some 
very successful convictions and prosecutions there involving grains 
and fertilizers as well. So Ann might want to comment on those. 

Ms. PINGREE. That is great. 
Mr. HARDEN. Currently, we are finishing work on AMS’ oversight 

of international trade arrangements and agreements. And the basic 
objective of that work is to understand how AMS evaluates the 
equivalency of foreign countries’ organic processes so that we know 
what is being imported into the U.S. meets our standards as well. 
We expect that report to be out later this spring as well. 

Ms. COFFEY. Well, I was going to mention that we just completed 
an investigation involving a fraud scheme where a producer basi-
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cally was claiming that his product, which was alfalfa, was organic, 
but, in fact, it was not. It was grown conventionally. And the profit 
margin that he obtained by being able to claim that his product 
was organic was over $2 million. So he was sentenced and con-
victed recently, and we got restitution of $3 million. So we do pur-
sue those investigations when we become aware of them. Although 
we haven’t had any related to the import, but I anticipate probably 
that will be something we will be looking at in the future. 

Ms. PINGREE. Well, I do appreciate that, and am aware of some 
of the investigations you have done in the United States. And I 
think those are critically important, because, as we know, inputs, 
and the techniques that are used for organic processing, can be 
much more expensive. It is devastating to those farmers who play 
by the rules, and it is devastating to consumers because this has 
been a very protected brand. Anything that happens to lose that 
credibility of the brand, I think, is a real loss to those farmers. 
Again, it is a great market for the farmers who are able to partici-
pate in it. There is still a lot of competition there. The prices are 
better.

So it has been my contention that the USDA—and this isn’t your 
side of it—but that the USDA should be doing more to assist farm-
ers with organic research, with organic transition, making it easier 
for farmers to get into what is sometimes a challenge to change to. 

I think one of the critically important facts to have is, because 
so much is being brought in from foreign markets, an under-
standing of how much of that is actually fraudulent, how much is 
being purchased today that really isn’t up to the same standards. 
It is something consumers want to know, but I think it is also a 
fact that could help push the USDA to assist more farmers in mov-
ing to the organic markets. 

So I am way out of time, but thank you very much for the work 
you are doing. And I will look forward to following up on what you 
are seeing in foreign imports. 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
Mr. Palazzo. 

CCC FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

Mr. PALAZZO. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. Fong and company, thank you all for being here today. 
Last year, we discussed the Commodity Credit Corporation’s de-

layed financial statement. This year, you mentioned in your testi-
mony the CCC’s weakness and deficiencies in its financial state-
ments for fiscal year 2016. Several deficiencies were identified with 
the CCC’s balance sheets and internal processes that resulted in 
significant issues with the CCC’s accounting systems. This year is 
one of the highest funding levels for the CCC on record at $21 bil-
lion, yet the Congressional Budget Office is estimating the CCC 
alone will save $14 billion more than it did compared to its original 
2014 Farm Bill estimate. Additionally, the difference between the 
estimates provided to the Committee for the CCC in August of 
2016 and the actual net realized losses was about $3 billion. 

With the upcoming Farm Bill negotiations, it is important that 
we have accurate accounting estimates. For example, the discrep-
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ancy of $3 billion provided to the Committee earlier this year could 
have resulted in a $30 billion difference over the 10-year window 
which the Congressional Budget Office uses to score. 

So I guess my question would be, can you tell me a little bit how 
you see accounting estimates, how important it is to try to make 
that amount—we know it is an estimate, but how important it is 
to provide us with the best estimates possible and that we get this 
right? And this is a huge concern of ours. 

Mr. HARDEN. I mean, I would agree with you that we want them 
to be as best as they can be. Some of the things that we saw and 
that you have seen in their financial statements for 2016 was they 
had a significant problem getting the estimates together, or they 
came late in the year. So I think some of those will be better going 
forward because they have gotten a better process down. One of 
them with ARC/PLC, they didn’t include all the crops that they 
were supposed to to begin with, and so they had to go back and 
redo the estimate toward the end of the year. So that amount was 
understated for financial reporting purposes, but we continue to 
work with KPMG, who is the main auditor for them, but also 
knowing how they are going about developing those estimates and 
having them grounded in the right accounting theories and things 
of that nature. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Was this the first time they audited the financial 
statements?

Mr. HARDEN. No. 
Mr. PALAZZO. OK. So it is not a new auditor coming onboard? 
Mr. HARDEN. No. This is the second year for KPMG, but KPMG 

has also done it on a prior cycle as well. 
Mr. PALAZZO. Now, is our understanding that this review of the 

CCC was one-time, like taking a snapshot of the financials? Do you 
believe that we should do a deeper review? And if so, is there some-
thing that is restricting you all from doing that, such as funding 
or personnel? 

Mr. HARDEN. I don’t think there is something that is keeping us 
from doing a deeper dive. They have had annual financial state-
ments for a number of years because they are required to do so. 
In 2015, they got the disclaimer, and so coming back off of that— 
and that also drove the disclaimer for the Department. So, starting 
in 2016, they started with a balance-sheet-only approach to get to 
final balances, and what they are hoping to do is to go to full state-
ments this year, all five statements. 

We are in discussions with them and KPMG right now as to un-
derstanding their readiness to withstand an audit in going forward, 
and we will be—I would like to probably get back with you after 
we have had some other discussions as part of that planning to 
have a more detailed answer. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Can you tell me what actions are being taken to 
correct the deficiencies and the findings from the audit report? 

Mr. HARDEN. I would have to pull the corrective action plans, but 
they have things they are doing to address the weaknesses. 

[The information follows:] 
In CCC’s FY 2016 Balance Sheet audit, KPMG made six recommendations related 

to maintenance of accounting records and accounting estimates. CCC has agreed to 
take corrective actions on these six recommendations as follows: 
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Implement processes, procedures, and controls to ensure data used in its account-
ing estimates are complete and accurate. 

Ensure that accounting estimates are prepared by qualified personnel with a full 
understanding of the underlying accounting requirements. 

Document the review and approval process for accounting estimates including the 
concurrence with the relevant factors, assumptions, and reasonableness of the re-
sulting estimates. 

Implement independent review and reconciliations of Fund Balance with Treasury 
for USAID, and monitor internal controls regarding FBWT reconciliations in accord-
ance with guidelines in the ‘‘Treasury Financial Manual.’’ Management will have 
sufficient documentation to support the balances reported by the child and thor-
oughly document their evidence of review. In addition, CCC will document their re-
view and reconciliation process in the form of a Standard Operating Procedure 
(SOP) or White Paper. 

Reconcile accounts to ensure transactions are timely and accurately recorded in 
the general ledger system and research and resolve all existing differences. 

Migrate database servers out of WebFarm. 
For FY 2017, CCC’s entire financial statements (which are comprised of the bal-

ance sheet and statements of net cost, changes in net position, and budgetary re-
sources) will be audited. However, the FY 2017 financial statements will not be com-
parative to FY 2016 as only the balance sheet of CCC’s financial statements in FY 
2016 was audited. 

Mr. PALAZZO. And how often do you all monitor that to see that 
they are clearing the deficiencies and findings? 

Mr. HARDEN. That is part of the standard audit process for the 
financial statement auditors. And as the overseers of the ones 
doing it for KPMG, we are on the calls with them weekly and all 
the discussions that they have with CCC. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Are they clearing any of these deficiencies and 
findings from year to year? So, I mean, are they improving their 
internal controls? What would be your thoughts? 

Mr. HARDEN. From 2015 to 2016, the wording of them changed, 
but some of the same issues were there, and in 2016, because they 
only did the balance sheet audit, we didn’t look at the ones that 
impacted the Statement of Budgetary Resources. So we will have 
to be—as part of this year’s review, that will get to be part of what 
is looked at and what they have done. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Thank you. 
Ms. Fong. 
Ms. FONG. I would just like to offer some higher level comment 

in response to your questions. As we have seen at USDA, CCC had 
a disclaimer last year, and NRCS has had a disclaimer for 6 or 7 
years, and as a result, last year, the consolidated for the whole De-
partment was disclaimed. 

This part year, the most recent year, because we moved to a bal-
ance-sheet-only approach for NRCS and CCC and the Department, 
they were able to make some forward progress. But in order to 
really bring the whole Department to a full, clean opinion, it is 
going to take some concerted effort. What we have seen in the past 
with NRCS, and before that with Forest Service, was when those 
agencies received their initial disclaimed opinion, it took them, 
with NRCS and Forest Service 5, 6, 7 years of intense effort, high 
management priority, resources at the agency level, and a commit-
ment to really fix the underlying issues in order to move those 
agencies to the clean stage, and we are still working with NRCS 
on that. 

So, with respect to CCC, we are cautiously optimistic. We know 
that they want to get to the finish line. We will be keeping a very 
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close eye on this, and we will have to just keep you all apprised 
of that progress. 

Mr. PALAZZO. OK. Well, thank you. And, of course, senior leaders 
need to buy in to the importance of financial statements and audits 
because the end users who use this information, I mean, they make 
decisions, as well as Congress does, on what is provided to us, and 
so it needs to be accurate, and it needs to be complete. So thank 
you for your testimony. 

I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Pocan. 

SNAP IN WISCONSIN

Mr. POCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I appreciate it. And thank you for being here today. 
I have to say that I am really heartened to hear the chairman 

and the ranking member, Mr. Yoder and Mr. Young, all bring up 
rural broadband because, in my district, it is one of the biggest 
issues. And I can get a little obsessive on it. My office is probably 
glad I am talking to someone else about it rather than them right 
now. I live in a rural town of 800 people. My district, with Madi-
son, about a third of it, I would argue 40, 50 percent, is very rural, 
and this is a huge issue. So, when it comes to Rural Utilities Serv-
ice loans, while they are very important, we also would love to see 
you look at some of the best practices and what States are doing 
effectively with the dollars. Wisconsin gets some of the lowest 
speeds in the country. 

[The information follows:] 
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Since fiscal year 2011, we have published nine audit reports related to the Rural Utilities 
Service's loan programs: 

09601-0001-41- RUS- Energy Efficiency and Conservation Loan Program, issued September 
2016. (https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/0960!-000!-41.pd[) The audit objectives were to 
determine ifRUS had established controls to properly administer EECLP. 

09703-0002-22- Review of a Utility Company's Use of RUS Financial Assistance, issued 
September 2014. (https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/09703-0002-22.pdf, limited distribution 
due to privacy concerns) The audit objective was to determine if a utility company complied 
with program requirements. 

09703-0002-32 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of2009-Broadband Initiatives 
Program-Post-Award Controls, issued August 2013. 
(https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/09703-0002-32.pd[l The objectives were to assess RUS' 
controls over BIP awardees' fulfillment of their grant and loan/grant agreements (post-award 
controls). The audit also evaluated the effectiveness of BIP in meeting/attaining the goals of the 
Recovery Act. 

09703-0001-22- Rural Utilities Service Controls Over Recovery Act Water and Waste Loans 
and Grants Expenditures and Performance Measures, issued March 2013. 
(https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/09703-000I-22.pd[l The audit objectives were to review: I) 
the effectiveness of RUS' Recovery-Act specific performance measures for Water and Waste 
Disposal Systems (WWD); and 2) whether controls over WWD expenditures were adequate to 
ensure RUS spent Recovery Act funds as intended. 

09703-0001-32 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of2009- Broadband Initiatives 
Program -Pre-Approval Controls, issued March 2013. 
(https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/09703-0001-32.pd[l The audit objectives were to assess 
RUS' internal controls over the approval ofBIP loan and grant applications, including, but not 
limited to, ifRUS' controls were adequate to ensure projects were eligible and whether RUS 
took actions to mitigate the risks of overbuilding in service areas. 

09703-0001-AT- Rural Utilities Service's Controls Over Water and Waste Disposal Loan and 
Grant Program for the Recovery Act, issued July 2012. 
(https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/09703-0001-AT.pd[l The audit objectives were to (I) 
evaluate control systems utilized to ensure water and waste disposal program objectives are 
achieved; (2) ensure program participants fully meet eligibility requirements and comply with 
program requirements; and (3) evaluate whether projects meet the provisions and intent of the 
Recovery Act. 
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09703-1-AT(l)- Controls Over Water and Waste Disposal Loans and Grants- Inappropriate 
Use of Unexpended Grant Funds, issued November 2010. 
(https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/09703-l-AT(l).pdj) This was the first of two interim 
reports we published during this audit. We issued this interim report as the result of a State 
Rural Development Office that inappropriately funded a Water and Waste Disposal Loan and 
Grant Program Recovery Act project. The objectives of the audit were to (I) evaluate control 
systems utilized to ensure water and waste disposal program objectives are achieved; (2) ensure 
program participants fully meet eligibility requirements and comply with program requirements; 
and (3) evaluate whether projects meet the provisions and intent of the Recovery Act. 

09703-I-At(2) Rural Utilities Service Needs to Improve Project Transparency for the Water 
and Waste Disposal System Recovery Act Projects, issued August 2011. 
(https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/09703-I-At(2).pdj) This was the second of two interim 
reports we published during this audit. We issued this interim report as the result of issues we 
found with the transparency of the program's projects. The objectives of the audit were to (I) 
evaluate control systems utilized to ensure water and waste disposal program objectives are 
achieved; (2) ensure program participants fully meet eligibility requirements and comply with 
program requirements; and (3) evaluate whether projects meet the provisions and intent of the 
Recovery Act. 

09601-1-At- Rural Utilities Service Controls Over Water and Waste Disposal Loans and Grants, 
issued September 20 I 0. (https:/ /www. usda.gov I oig/webdocs/0960 1-1-A T%20093 0 I O.pdj) The 
overall audit objective was to evaluate internal controls governing the provision of loans and 
grants to rural communities under the RUS water and waste disposal system loan and grant 
program. Specifically, we determined(!) if borrowers receiving direct loans and grants met 
eligibility requirements and (2) ifthere was adequate oversight to ensure that loan and grant 
funds were being used for their intended purposes. 

While these reviews did not specifically look at and report best practices and effective processes 
among the States we visited, we recommended RUS implement controls and actions to assess the 
effectiveness and performance of its loan programs, such as the Energy Loan Efficiency and 
Conservation Loan program and the Water and Waste Loan program. 

We will consider performing future engagements related to best practices and effective State 
processes. 
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And as you know, 1 mbps, there is a lot of 1-mbps out there, but 
8 is about what is the minimum for satisfactory level. So what we 
don’t have is speed. We actually have a lot of people who have 
lines, but they don’t have any speed. And the neighbors down my 
street, the kids can’t do homework. 

So I guess it is not so much a question, as I want to echo that. 
And I hope that this arbitrary hiring freeze doesn’t affect the abil-
ity to do an important audit on something that you are getting this 
bipartisan kind of chorus on, but you will hear me talk about rural 
broadband a lot, and this is something that I would like to encour-
age as well whatever we can do in that area. 

Two other areas I would like to get to on SNAP and specifically 
in Wisconsin. So, when you look at programs, Wisconsin, we have 
some problems with how we do it: one, how we count job place-
ments. If the first part of a month you have a job and the second 
part of the month you have a different job, they count that as two 
separate job placements, and some of the numbers are kind of arbi-
trary. There have been complaints filed with the Department of 
Labor on the companies that people are told they have to work at 
in order to get the benefits are actually putting people in jeopardy 
who are just trying to get simple food assistance in the State. And 
we have had very uneven results across the State in how it has 
been. So I guess the question is, as we have a lot of resources going 
in to ensure that SNAP works as intended, can you look at or have 
you looked at States like Wisconsin to investigate how they are po-
tentially mismanaging these Federal resources and putting people 
in jeopardy through the program. 

Ms. FONG. Yeah. Let me just comment on that. We did an audit 
this year of the Able-Bodied Adults Without Dependents provisions, 
which I think discussed some of the very complex issues with re-
spect to work requirements and waivers and eligibility. And our 
main conclusion from that audit was that it is a very complex area. 
The States are administering it many different ways. FNS could do 
a much better job of providing some clarity and some consistency 
on interpretation from the national level to enable the States to 
really get to providing the assistance where it is deserved. 

Gil, do you want to—— 
Mr. HARDEN. Just adding to that, as we learned doing that work, 

that those provisions are some of the most complicated ones that 
States have to deal with, and they really didn’t have the guidance 
they needed from FNS to do what they needed to do. So a lot of 
them were just without direction and knowing what to do. The rec-
ommendations we made are aimed at getting more clarity to them, 
more communications, what are best practices, what some States 
do that others don’t that could be spread. 

Mr. POCAN. And a quick followup on that report. I think, you 
know, you talked about 55 percent or so of the research is devoted 
to ensuring SNAP works as intended. Some of that is on fraud, and 
some of it simply on payment arrears. Can you just talk a—drop 
on that because I want to get to another subject in my minute and 
a half, if I can? 

Mr. HARDEN. A couple years ago, we did a report on the QC error 
rate, and, yes, we found that, you know, States were, I don’t want 
to say gaming the system, but there were many ways that they 
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were going out and determining their rates and working to make 
their rates lower as opposed to knowing what the actual rate was, 
but it wasn’t necessarily fraud. It was overpayments and underpay-
ments.

POULTRY INSPECTIONS

Mr. POCAN. And then I guess the last area I can get into is on 
meat inspectors. There has been a new chemical, PAA, I think, that 
has been used pretty widely, sprayed on people in poultry packing 
processing plants. And it is a highly corrosive agent, and the work-
ers are being exposed to it. And I think there are some questions 
about how this got approved and whether or not it is impacting 
workers. A number of us did a letter to a couple Secretaries on this 
issue, but I was just kind of wondering, you know, no one seems 
to really exactly understand the process and how this was ap-
proved, and if you have looked at that, if there is a way to look 
at that so we can get more clarity on something that people are 
concerned for the health of the workers in these facilities. 

Mr. HARDEN. We haven’t done specific work, but I can go back 
and ask some questions to find out. 

[The information follows:] 
Peracetic acid (PAA) is approved by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and 

regulated by the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS). 
Although we have not done any work regarding PAA, we are aware that the Gov-

ernment Accountability Office (GAO) is currently conducting an audit of Meat and 
Poultry Worker Safety. As part of its work, we understand that GAO has examined 
FSIS’ coordination with OSHA as it relates to control and use of PAA. Per our dis-
cussion with GAO, their work is still ongoing. Further, we have initiated an audit 
to review FSIS’ implementation of New Poultry Inspection System (NPIS). Through 
a phased approach, we plan to examine the policies and procedures HIS used to im-
plement and guide the program and review FSIS’ oversight to determine whether 
improvements can be made. Also, we plan to examine NPIS implementation at the 
plant-level to determine whether FSIS could make further improvements to NPIS. 
To avoid duplication of our audit effort with GAO, we will not look at PAA in our 
NPIS work. 

Mr. POCAN. If you could, it would be much appreciated. And, 
again, anything on rural broadband would be awesome because we 
formed a Rural Broadband Caucus, bipartisan caucus. We have a 
lot of Members. There are six of us, three Democrats and six Re-
publicans, who are co-chairing it. Just a real, real big priority for 
businesses and for education in my district. 

And I will yield back. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Valadao. 

MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING PROGRAM

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Chairman. 
Good morning. In prior reports, USDA’s Office of Inspector Gen-

eral has identified cases of fraud, waste, and abuse in Multifamily 
Housing Program. In some instances, applicants had not provided 
accurate household income information and therefore were not eli-
gible for all or part of the financial assistance they received. OIG 
found the primary cause for payment errors is tenants not accu-
rately reporting incomes and household circumstances on their cer-
tifications, and property owners do not have the independent 
source, any wage-matching mechanism to verify this information. 
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The report went on to recommend that USDA Rural Develop-
ment seek the same authorities that the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, HUD, has for family property managers 
to access Federal income and benefits database and implement 
wage matching of the tenants applying for rental subsidies. 

This committee provided the legislative authority that would en-
able USDA’s Rural Housing Service access to databases managed 
by the Department of Health and Human Services, Social Security 
Administration, and the Internal Revenue Service, similar to what 
HUD uses for income verification, in the fiscal year 2016 funding 
law. The authority we provided should have enabled USDA to ac-
cess the data through the HUD systems. 

The question is: HHS has stated the legislative authority we pro-
vided does not enable USDA to access databases through HUD sys-
tems. We agreed with your prior recommendation to provide access 
to these databases, but continue to look for a way to implement a 
means to access that does not require reworking the Tax Code or 
other statutory authorities. 

Could you provide any insight into making this recommendation 
a reality? 

Ms. FONG. I think this information is very interesting and useful 
to us. We were not aware of that development. And we can cer-
tainly go back and see what we can find out, see if we can come 
up with any thoughts on that. 

Mr. VALADAO. All right. 
[The information follows:] 
The prior recommendation referenced above relates to audit report 04099–339– 

AT, Rural Housing Service (RHS) Subsidy Payment Accuracy in Multi-Family Hous-
ing Program, issued in March 2005. (https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/04099-
339-AT.pdf).

We recommended RHS request legislative authority to, similar to HUD, access 
Federal and State income information data files and provide the information to 
apartment managers to assist them in certifying tenant households. As stated by 
Representative Valadao above, the Committee granted this authority in the FY 2016 
funding bill, but Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) explained to 
Congress that the authority granted to RHS did not allow them to access HUD sys-
tems for income information. 

We discussed with RHS what actions are needed by Congress to assist with fully 
implementing our recommendation and gaining access to HUD’s systems. RHS stat-
ed that, in 2016, an attempt was made to do this indirectly as a general provision 
and HHS told RHS that it was not sufficient. RHS stated that HHS would only ac-
cept an amendment to the Social Security Act that would allow RHS access to the 
New Hires Data Base information for Rental Assistance. According to RHS, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget put forward a government-wide proposal in the 
2017 President’s budget to request the amendment. If Congress approves the 
amendment to the Social Security Act, RHS officials have stated that USDA would 
have the appropriate access to fully implement OIG’s recommendation. 

Ms. FONG. Yeah. Thank you. 

IMPROPER PAYMENTS

Mr. VALADAO. I will go to my other question. In the September 
audit report on reducing improper payments, OIG states that in 
fiscal year 2015 USDA had a decrease of more than 92 percent in 
high dollar overpayments from the previous year. That sounds 
pretty impressive, but then the report notes that OMB issued new 
higher overpayment thresholds from 5,000 to 25,000 for individ-
uals, and from 25,000 to 100,000 for entities for fiscal year 2015. 
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When these thresholds are raised, naturally, the number and 
sum of overpayments is going to decrease. USDA had a total of 
1,301 high dollar overpayments reported in fiscal year 2014, and 
that dropped to 99 in fiscal year 2015 under the OMB’s new 
threshold.

When the previous administration raised these thresholds, seems 
like they swept a lot of improper payments under the rug. Do you 
believe having a higher threshold is a disservice to taxpayers and 
serves to cover up the amount of improper payments? 

Ms. FONG. Well, I think we need to look at that development in 
the overall context of all the improper payment rules, regulations, 
and work that goes on. It is true that the high dollar thresholds 
were raised, and so that had an impact, and we give the Depart-
ment credit for making progress, but I think perhaps more impor-
tant is looking at the work we are doing on the overall improper 
payment rate for the Department, which we found in fiscal year 
2016 actually went up significantly from fiscal year 2015. The fiscal 
year 2015 overall improper payment rate for the high-risk pro-
grams was 5.7 percent. In fiscal year 2016, it went up to 8.86 per-
cent, and that to me is perhaps a more meaningful number for us 
to focus on in terms of what can be done to address the overall 
portfolio of improper payments. 

Mr. VALADAO. All right. I understand that some States are inter-
ested in doing more to combat fraud. This requires States to have 
access to the same information FNS, OIG, and others use at the 
Federal level. I believe your report says that the two systems con-
taining retailer information and transactions, STARS and ALERT, 
are used by FNS program personnel, FNS investigators, and OIG 
investigators.

Do States have access to this information? And if not, do you see 
any harm in the States having access to this information as well, 
if they want to detect and stop fraudulent activities? 

Ms. FONG. Yeah. We don’t know if the States have access to 
ALERT and STARS. I think there are other tools that the States 
have that they can use to address potential fraud; eDRS, I think, 
is one of the systems. They certainly can deal with Social Security 
numbers and some other tools. So I think there are opportunities 
out there for the States to do data matching and address indicators 
of fraud, and those tools are available. 

We are right now assessing how well the States are looking at 
eligibility questions. We should have a number of reports coming 
out this year on how well they are doing. 

Mr. VALADAO. All right. Well it would make sense: more informa-
tion for some of these States and some of my other questions to 
help remove the waste, fraud, and abuse. So I appreciate your 
time. Thank you. 

Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Dr. Harris. 

AUDIT REPORTS

Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. 
I am going to just ask a couple questions about the two reports 

here, the audit reports. The first one, the FNS controls over SNAP 
benefits for Able-Bodied Adults Without Dependents, you know, it 
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is kind of striking. The report indicates that it is a very difficult 
program to implement in States and that States game the difficulty 
a little bit. You know, I will quote from page 5. You know, the re-
port says: ‘‘Due to the burden of implementing the ABAWD provi-
sions, officials in three States told us they specifically requested 
time-limit waivers in as many parts of the State as possible to min-
imize the areas where they needed to track the time limits’’. 

I guess the conclusion is that it is difficult to tell what is what, 
and actually your conclusion in that paragraph on page 5 is: 
‘‘Therefore, the ABADWs may or may not be required to work de-
pending on the State they live in’’. 

I don’t think that is the intent of Congress, that actually this is 
implemented differently in different States depending on whether 
they want to collect data or not. 

Do the management recommendations you make, do you think 
they can end this practice of this heterogeneity of how this program 
is administered or managed? 

Mr. HARDEN. I would say that we would hope that it should. I 
mean, we will have to go back and look and see how they put forth 
those best practices. You know, this is another time when we didn’t 
feel like FNS was playing the right oversight role with the States 
in communicating with folks and really knowing what is going on. 
This hopefully brings back to the table; they can have some discus-
sions and decide how they are going to move forward. But then we 
would have to go back in and do followup work to find out how well 
it took. 

Dr. HARRIS. How many, if I might ask, because I didn’t dig 
through this, how many States did you investigate for this audit 
report, for that audit report? Do you know? 

Mr. HARDEN. Off the top of my head, I think it was three or four. 
We went to three or four States. 

Dr. HARRIS. Three or four. 
Mr. HARDEN. I can get you the names if need be. 
Dr. HARRIS. OK. And I guess, based on that, it was so consistent 

in this—the heterogeneity was so consistent that I guess you ex-
trapolate that this existed across the country? 

Mr. HARDEN. No, no. Let me back up. I had a better memory as 
you were saying that. Because I think we contact—we went to a 
handful of States, but then we also talked to a lot of other States. 
So it wasn’t just a handful that we would be extrapolating from, 
but talking to them about their difficulties with the program and 
how they operated it. 

Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much for doing that because, as you 
know, a lot of us feel that people fall on tough times, but able-bod-
ied adults without dependents, you know, should be out getting a 
job if they can and working and not necessarily depending upon, 
you know, the Federal government. 

Now, the other report, the SNAP administrative costs report, I 
think what is striking to me is that—in this report, my under-
standing is you did only look at three States, is that right, for this. 

Mr. HARDEN. [Nonverbal response.] 
Dr. HARRIS. But in looking at those three States—one of the 

States was California. I guess because it was an outlier in what the 
administrative costs were, but the conclusion was that there was 
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a, I will call it a clawback, I guess, of $111 million where the obli-
gation should be clawed back. Is that right? 

Ms. FONG. [Nonverbal response.] 
Dr. HARRIS. Wow, that is a lot of money, you know, which I think 

points to one of the problems with this program in and of itself, 
that the States don’t have a lot of skin in the game. It is not their 
$111 million unless we go after it and claw it back. 

Given that you only looked at three States, do you think the 
problem that you saw in California exists in other States and that, 
in fact, we are not looking at only $111 million in clawbacks but, 
in fact, that the number nationwide would be quite larger if we 
looked at all the States? 

Mr. HARDEN. I think it could if you looked at more States. Now, 
the ones that have county-administered programs, there are only 
10 States that do it county-administered, but the reason we focused 
on those is they have half of the administrative costs, like $1.8 bil-
lion of the $3.6 billion for 2014, which is the number we started 
with.

And what we also found was that FNS wasn’t consistent in how 
they were doing their reviews. Using the California example as a 
way of explaining it—they were a big State for the western region. 
The western region only looked at California itself once every 5 
years. The western regional office for FNS didn’t even go down to 
the counties where they administer them. Compare that to the 
northeast region—looking at New York and New York City; they 
go to New York City every year and New York every year because 
of the size. So different regions approach it differently, and part of 
our message to FNS was there needs to be some consistency, and 
if you have lots of money in the game, you really probably ought 
to be out there more often. 

Dr. HARRIS. And was your finding that they used estimates in-
stead of actual expenditures, that was one of the major findings, 
do you think that is true whether or not it is county-administered? 
I mean, was this done in the State-level-administered programs as 
well, or hard to say? 

Mr. HARDEN. That, I don’t know, but, yeah, the western region 
was very lax with California. And what it did was it fed misin-
formation back to what you could look at the national level in 
terms of what your actual costs were. 

Dr. HARRIS. OK. Thank you very much. 
I yield back. 

RESTITUTION

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
Ms. Fong, you mentioned in your written testimony that there 

are several different examples of monetary restitution, to include 
almost $100 million under the SNAP program, $7.6 million in a 
case involving child nutrition programs, $3.3 million in a case in-
volving FSA loans, and a total of $30.8 million in other farm pro-
grams.

Can you tell us how much of this money the Federal Government 
will recoup and will actually go back to the U.S. Treasury? 

Ms. FONG. Let me offer some comments and invite Ann to com-
ment as well. The restitution orders are the end result of the judi-
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cial process, and the court will order the restitution based on the 
amount of loss to the government program. 

You raise a very good question as to how much of that will actu-
ally be recovered, and I think that that could range depending on 
the situation. It may not be 100 percent. And I don’t believe we 
track that. 

Ms. COFFEY. We don’t. Once we complete our judicial process, the 
tracking for whatever restitution gets paid is done by the Depart-
ment of Justice. Any moneys that are ordered for restitution should 
be returned to the U.S. Treasury, but we do not track that informa-
tion. Once the restitution amounts are set by the court, the Depart-
ment of Justice is the entity that tracks that information as to 
what percentage actually goes back to the Treasury. 

Ms. FONG. And just to add on, the money goes to the general 
fund, not to USDA. 

Ms. COFFEY. That is correct. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes, right. The U.S. Treasury. 
Is there anything or any advice or suggestions that we could do 

in Congress to help agencies to recover these funds that were ob-
tained illegally or fraudulently, or something more than what we 
are doing now? 

Ms. FONG. Well, I think with respect to restitution, actual pay-
ment of an order of restitution will depend on the defendant’s as-
sets and whether they have sufficient assets to pay it back. 

Now, there are other times when we make recommendations to 
the Department that it go after money that is owed to the Depart-
ment. It may not be in the context of a criminal sentence of restitu-
tion. It may be in the context of an audit recommendation, for ex-
ample, the one we were just discussing with California and SNAP, 
$111 million, where we recommend to FNS that FNS go back and 
recoup that money. And I think in those situations, attention and 
oversight from the committee would be very helpful to make sure 
that those recommendations get implemented and resolved. 

TRADE AGREEMENT

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Let me move on to one other issue that I 
think is pertinent here for us in this Subcommittee. In a recent 
audit report that you did on effectiveness of the Foreign Agricul-
tural Services monitoring coordination of trade agreements, you 
identified that there are four areas where USDA was lacking, and 
these areas that were key to trade negotiations involved a lack of 
internal control process, goal setting, and overall coordination. Of 
course, we understand that the U.S. Trade Representative is the 
lead agency for negotiating trade agreements, but USDA plays an 
important role in providing support for the agriculture sector in re-
moving nontariff trade barriers, such as phytosanitary obstacles. 
Just yesterday, on the Senate side, it was made clear the stakes 
for U.S. agricultural team and new market access were very impor-
tant. That was in the Finance Committee over on the Senate side. 

This subcommittee has been one of the main proponents on the 
Hill for completing the farm bill mandate that USDA establish an 
Under Secretary for Trade and Agricultural Affairs. At my request, 
money was included in the fiscal year 2015 appropriations bill to 
do a study since the one mandated by the farm bill is now almost 
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3 years late. In fiscal year 2016, at my request, money was also in-
cluded to help with implementation of this new Under Secretary. 
That money still remains available for use. 

Is it your opinion that having an Under Secretary in place that 
focuses on trade issues would help with the coordination and also 
complete your recommendation with the report? 

Ms. FONG. Well, let me just mention that I recall we discussed 
this issue last year, and at that time, there had not been an Under 
Secretary appointed. And at that time, FAS was in the middle of 
doing its study, at least that was our understanding. We have not 
really been tracking that issue. 

I think it is fair to say that, as with any other issue, leadership 
is critical to making progress on our recommendations, and that 
leadership from the policy level is important, whether it is from the 
Secretary or the subcabinet, whoever it may be at the time. 

What we see in the trade arena is the need for FAS to really 
focus on how it measures success? Is that measurement objective? 
Is it based on data? Are there performance measures that can be 
reported to Congress where you can say, ‘‘ Yes, this is what we did, 
and this is how we did it,’’ and it is documented and measurable? 
That is what the gist of our recommendations goes to. And to the 
extent that leadership from the Department can bring focus to 
that, we would welcome that. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So it will be safe to say you have not received 
any request from an active consultant setting up with a new Sec-
retary regarding this? 

Ms. FONG. To the best of my knowledge, we have not been con-
sulted on this issue. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Well, I think now may be an opportune 
time during this transition to set up this new under Secretary, and 
so we would encourage that any way possible as you move forward. 

Mr. HARDEN. I would add that I was tracking how the last ad-
ministration was handling this, and I noticed when the prior Sec-
retary said that they were basically pushing it down the road, be-
cause I was trying to find out when they were going to say what 
they were going to say so we could figure out how we were going 
to proceed with it to whether it would be a good job or not. So it 
is something that is on our radar screen to look at. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. OK. Thank you. 
Mr. Bishop. 

BUY AMERICAN

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
I want to go back to something Ms. Pingree started, but I want 

to deal with some problems with AMS procurement inspection of 
fruits and vegetables. The Agricultural Marketing Service acts as 
the agent for the Food Nutrition Service and, at their request, buys 
the food for the school nutrition programs and other USDA feeding 
programs. In your audit last year, you found a number of serious 
problems with the agency’s work, including the failure to properly 
close out accounts and failure to ensure that products met the 
proper standards. 

I would like to focus on another problem that you found, the fail-
ure to ensure that all products were 100 percent U.S. in origin. In 
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2 Audit Report 01601–0001–41, AMS Procurement and Inspection of Fruits and Vegetables, 
Feb. 2016. 

fact, you found that in a sample of 97 purchase orders, 29 of them 
did not have sufficient documentation to prove that they were in 
compliance with the Buy American Act, and you found that almost 
$35 million in purchases were not proven to be of U.S. origin. 

I was somewhat shocked at this finding because compliance with 
Buy American is critically important to our farmers. They count on 
the government to abide by this requirement, and so do consumers. 
Would you discuss the problems and what AMS agreed to do to 
remedy them? 

And then I have another question regarding SNAP. 
Mr. HARDEN. They did agree with our recommendations. And it 

is kind of like I said with other matters, you know. They did recog-
nize there was a problem; they shouldn’t have done it. We will 
have to do some followup on that to see how it got implemented 
in terms of corrective actions. 

Ms. FONG. We can certainly look at that and get back to you and 
your staff on whether the recommendations have been imple-
mented, and if not, what is the time frame for that. 

[The information follows:] 
In February 2016, we issued our report on AMS Procurement and Inspection of 

Fruits and Vegetables.2 In our report we noted that for FYs 2013 and 2014, AMS 
could not provide assurance that commodities for 29 of 97 sampled purchase orders 
were of domestic origin. This occurred because AMS had not obtained sufficient doc-
umentation, such as growers’ list and scale tickets, to verify product origin. As a 
result, almost $35 million of commodities purchased for USDA programs may not 
have been obtained in accordance with the Buy American Act. 

AMS agreed to strengthen enforcement of the Notice to the Trade, Domestic Ori-
gin Requirement, dated September 16, 2010, by assigning Specialty Crop Inspection 
(SCI)’s Inspection Operations responsibility for ensuring that the contractors provide 
complete documentation. Any incomplete trace-backs will be returned to the con-
tractor(s) by SCI for completion. If the contractor does not comply, SCI immediately 
will notify Commodity Procurement Staff, which will take action based on the guid-
ance outlined in the Federal Acquisition Regulation, which could result in rejection 
of product. 

AMS further agreed to develop and deliver to SCI employees a Train-the-Tracer 
class that will cover: conducting thorough trace-backs; ensuring contractor compli-
ance with trace-back responsibilities; reviewing trace-backs; and AMS’ established 
process for conducting headquarters reviews of field trace-backs to support effective 
product traces. This will be mandatory training for SCI staff involved with the ac-
tivities associated with commodity procurement. AMS advised that it expects correc-
tive action to be completed by August 2017. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. I appreciate that very much. 

SNAP RETAILERS

Let’s talk about data analysis and SNAP retailers. About a 
month ago, you issued a report that looked at SNAP retailer and 
transaction data, and you used special software to check Social Se-
curity numbers and ages of retailers. I fully support your work on 
this and other government programs, but I wanted you to go over 
your findings related to Social Security numbers and birth dates so 
that we can all view them in the proper perspective. 

In looking at both Social Security numbers and ages, you found 
very few discrepancies among the owners of the more than 200,000 
authorized retailers. For each, that was 99 percent accuracy. FNS 
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deserves credit for that, I think, for issuing guidance to their staff 
on these issues quite a few years before your audit. 

Am I correct that you accepted the FNS management decision on 
all of your recommendations? 

And on the Social Security matching issue, FNS says it does not 
have the legal authority to access Social Security numbers for this 
purpose, so they can’t do a match. They need legislative authority 
to do so. Do you agree that FNS doesn’t have the legal authority 
to match Social Security numbers? 

Mr. HARDEN. Sir, I would have to go back and look, because I 
thought we were using some of the Social Security information that 
they already had in doing our analysis, but let me go back and take 
a closer look on that question. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
OIG’s audit report, Detecting Potential SNAP Trafficking Using Data Analysis 

(27901–0002–13), recommended FNS design and implement a control to identify 
SNAP retail owners whose information matches that of deceased persons, and cor-
rect or update this information as needed. In response to our recommendation to 
identify deceased owners, FNS stated that it does not currently have the authority 
to match SSNs on the Death Master File (DMF) for this purpose. However, FNS 
stated that it would attempt to perform a match with the other data it has avail-
able, such as first, middle, and last name, and date of birth. Further, FNS’ response 
stated that there is value in conducting a SSN match on an on-going basis and if 
FNS is granted future legislative authority to use DMF for matching purposes, it 
will perform matches on an on-going basis. 

We believe that there are potentially different interpretations regarding the rel-
evant authorities. USDA’s Office of the General Counsel would be the appropriate 
USDA office to interpret FNS’ related authority. 

2501 PROGRAM

I have got about a minute left, so let me ask you about the 2501 
Program update. In keeping with my theme last year of increasing 
diversity access across the Department, I would like to inquire 
about the 2501 Program, which has been critical in providing as-
sistance or support to disadvantaged farmers, to HBCUs, and to 
others. In your fiscal year 2017 budget justification, OIG cited Sec-
tion 2501 Program as its first example of recent progress within 
the Department. 

Can you provide us with an update on current operations and 
management of the 2501 Program and whether it is meeting its 
statutory mandate and mission? 

Ms. FONG. OK. We have not done recent work on that issue. 
When we issued our audit report, the agency agreed with our rec-
ommendations. And I think at this point what we could do is go 
back and find out the status of our recommendations to make sure 
that they have actually implemented them. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
As of June 2017, the agency reported that they have implemented all agreed to 

corrective actions for audit 91099–0003–21, Section 2501 Grants Awarded FYs 
2010–2011, March 2015. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Young. 

IT SECURITY

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Looking over your testimony and some of the programs that you 
have been investigating and auditing, I am stuck on IT security. 
And you have a relationship with the Office of Chief Information 
Officer, probably a closer relationship because of the Federal Infor-
mation Security Modernization Act, which became law in 2014. It 
says, ‘‘in fiscal years 2009 through 2015, the OIG made 61 rec-
ommendations for improving the overall security of the USDA sys-
tems, 18 of which are overdue for completion.’’ That was in 2015. 

Do you know if those 18 overdue recommendations have been ad-
dressed since 2015 when you did that last audit or investigation? 

Mr. HARDEN. We will have to—that will be something that we 
will also follow up in this year’s cycle. As we finished last year’s 
cycle last November, they were overdue. Some of them may have 
gotten completed since then, but, you know, we are just starting up 
this year’s review. 

Mr. YOUNG. OK. And then it says: ‘‘Moreover, our testing identi-
fied that security weaknesses still exist in three of the 39 closed 
recommendations.’’

With information technology security weaknesses and holes that 
are—and it is through private industry; it is through our personal 
computers; it is through public systems—at the USDA, what is at 
risk? What information is at risk? 

Ms. FONG. Well, I think, as you know, all of the Federal agencies 
are dependent on IT to deliver their programs. And so, at USDA, 
you are looking at a broad array of databases in the farm program 
agencies, certainly the—— 

Mr. YOUNG. So we are looking at data, but we are also looking 
at the names of producers who receive payments, individuals and 
families receiving benefits, whether it is SNAP, WIC, and loan and 
grant recipient information. Could their identifying information be 
subject to hacking and being stolen because of some information 
that is attached to these names, like Social Security numbers, 
USDA account information, or bank information? 

The reason I ask this is because I lead a bipartisan task force 
with Kyrsten Sinema, a Democrat from Arizona, and it is a Con-
gressional task force to prevent identity theft and fraud. There are 
a lot of frauds and scams out there. But we also need to make sure 
that, if we are being a caretaker of the taxpayers and their per-
sonal information, we need to be doing a better job. 

Do you think the Social Security information, bank account infor-
mation, names, and addresses are subject to risk with the holes 
that you found in the IT systems at the USDA? 

Ms. FONG. I think you have really put your finger on the risk to 
the Department. The risk to the Department is significant. We be-
lieve it is a material risk, that the data systems currently are not 
sufficiently secured at the Department level and as they roll down 
through the agencies. And, of course, there is all kinds of data in 
the Department systems. And, you know, you mentioned the out-
standing recommendations that we have with respect to IT secu-
rity. We have seen the Department make some progress, but there 
is a long way to go. And we all are very aware of some of the 
breaches around the Federal government and other departments 
and agencies, we are aware that that risk exists for USDA as well. 
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3 Audit Report 50501–0012–12, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of the Chief Informa-
tion Officer, Fiscal Year 2016 Federal Information Security Modernization Act, Nov. 2016. 

Mr. YOUNG. Would you know how many times the USDA tests 
its systems, or would that be a question for the Office of the Chief 
Information Officer? 

Mr. HARDEN. OCIO would have a probably more ready answer, 
but we will go back and look and see what we can find out. 

[The information follows:] 
The Department’s Risk Management Framework Guide states that the Depart-

ment is to annually test its systems based upon the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology (NIST) Special Publication 800–53, Security and Privacy Controls 
for Federal Information Systems and Organizations (April 2013). Key controls are 
tested annually, while other controls are tested on a cyclical basis; one third per 
year until all have been tested at the end of the 3-year cycle. The extent of the test-
ing depends on the risk categorization (Low, Moderate, or High). Low categorized 
systems have fewer controls to test while High systems have more. The Office of 
Chief Information Officer can better answer what other testing is done. Due to the 
decentralized nature of USDA, additional testing may be done at each individual 
agency. OIG’s FY 2016 Federal Information Security Modernization Act audit found 
that the Department had implemented this framework and it was operating as in-
tended.3

Mr. YOUNG. We will be in touch. Thank you for being here today. 
I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. DeLauro. 

ETHICS INVESTIGATIONS

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. Fong, I am just going to ask, but I will put it in writing as 

well, I want to ask you to put in writing for this Committee what 
the effect of the hiring freeze will mean for your department. I 
want to know what the 40 slots are and what areas that they 
cover.

[The information follows:] 
OIG provided information to Rep. DeLauro and Subcommittee leadership on 

March 10, 2017. 

As I listened to my colleagues this morning, we have talked 
about RUS, ARS, organics, housing, trade, recently IT security, all 
areas of great interest to this Committee, and 58.5 percent of your 
current resources are spent on the SNAP program. We have an in-
terest in the SNAP program. It has a big claim on what we do. But 
there are a lot of issues here that truly are going begging, and you 
now have a hiring freeze. So I want it detailed, and I also want 
to know what those error reports, error numbers, are on improper 
payments for all of the farm programs under your jurisdiction. 

Let me get to an ethics question. Everyone here is aware of the 
issue involving the promotion of Ivanka Trump’s clothing line by 
the White House staffer, Kellyanne Conway. Chairman Chaffetz, 
and in a bipartisan way, sent a letter which said that the remarks 
were clearly over the line. He and Ranking Member Cummings 
asked the Office of Government Ethics to investigate, recommend 
appropriate disciplinary action. There are other examples as well. 
Press Secretary Spicer talked about ‘‘go to the Trump International 
Hotel; it is stunning,’’ et cetera. 

Now, the White House does not have an inspector general. There 
is no inspector general there. So the only option may be to go to 
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the Office of Government Ethics. Consistent with legislation that 
passed the House by a landslide in the 104th Congress, I have in-
troduced a bill to provide for an IG at the White House. 

I am wondering, though, about your role at USDA on ethics mat-
ters. First, I understand that many agencies have standard pen-
alties for employee misconduct, like what happened with Ms. 
Conway. Example, employees at Customs and Border Protection re-
portedly are subject to a 14-day suspension for a first offense and 
removal from their position for a second offense. 

Do you have at USDA standard penalties like what CBP has for 
such misconduct? Can you tell us what they are? Can you tell us 
approximately how many ethics issues you take up annually? 

Ms. FONG. Let me offer some comments, and then Ann will have 
some additional comments. We do have jurisdiction over allegations 
that the ethics rules, regulations and statutes have been violated, 
and the Department requires in its regulations that any concern or 
allegations about violations be brought to our attention so that we 
can evaluate them and handle them. 

With respect to potential violations, if it is a violation of a crimi-
nal ethics statute, which sometimes those violations can exist, pri-
marily conflict-of-interest or post-employment issues, there are 
statutory penalties that could involve imprisonment or monetary 
fines, and that would go through the justice process. 

Ms. DELAURO. But you, then, have established there are fines 
and penalties that—— 

Ms. FONG. For potential criminal violations. 
Ms. DELAURO. For—well, I am talking about civil issues as well. 
Ms. FONG. Right. And on the administrative or civil side, if it 

doesn’t rise to the level of a criminal violation but it is an adminis-
trative violation, the Department has tables of penalties, I believe 
we call them, which we can provide. 

[The information follows:] 
Please see link to the USDA Guide for Disciplinary Penalties which includes var-

ious sections on ethics violations: https://www.dm.usda.gov/employ/docs/
DisciplinaryPenaltyGuide.pdf.

Ms. DELAURO. OK. I would like to see that. Do you take up these 
issues at all, the civil ethics issues? 

Ms. FONG. It would depend on the situation. We would evaluate 
any incoming allegation and determine whether it is appropriate 
for us to move forward on that. We take these very seriously. 

Ms. DELAURO. How many do you do a year? 
Ms. COFFEY. Within fiscal year 2015 and fiscal year 2016, we 

have about 10 cases that have come in relative to ethics violations. 
Ms. DELAURO. But you have a system in place to deal with this? 
Ms. COFFEY. We do. 
Ms. DELAURO. And all—most of the agencies have that system 

in place, as I understand it. The only place that does not have an 
IG is the White House. They don’t have an inspector general? 

You don’t have to answer that question. I know the answer to 
that question. They don’t. There is no inspector general there to 
deal with these civil kinds of efforts. 
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MARC

Let me get back on the ARS piece, if I can, for a moment. My 
understanding is that, and this is the animal welfare issue, that 
these were not unannounced inspections. They were essentially de-
signed to see how the facility stood in terms of overall compliance 
so that, while ARS’ policy for many years has been that its facili-
ties must comply with the AWA, it is obvious that the policy was 
not enforced. 

APHIS inspectors found more than 150 AWA issues at the 20 fa-
cilities. Almost half of the issues related to the facilities’ institu-
tional review committees. That was just a key issue that was 
raised in that New York Times story. Many others related to basic 
care of animals. 

The facility that was the subject of the New York Times story 
had by far the most problems. Inspectors identified a total of 33 
AWA issues, problems, and MARC had to have three inspections, 
as I understand it, before it came up, quote, ‘‘clean.’’ So, in essence, 
the Times was on target. 

But can you give us your thoughts on how agencies fall again 
and again into the trap of not making sure that their own policies, 
that their own policies, are not effectively implemented? Now, it 
was, I think, my colleague, our colleague, Congressman Farr, who 
said, none of this would have happened had it not been for The 
New York Times story. 

How do agencies continue to fall into this trap? And let me get 
your thoughts on that. 

Mr. HARDEN. That is interesting. We had a very good conversa-
tion with the agency administrator as we were closing this one out. 
And what really caused—— 

Ms. DELAURO. It has been closed out? 
Mr. HARDEN. In closing out the audit and coming to what was 

being reported on and talking to them about what the cause was. 
And from all of our work, we could tell that they had not made a 
priority of following those policies or making sure that they were 
followed. She was concerned that we worded it that way, but in the 
end, she said, ‘‘You know, you are right. We didn’t place the right 
priority on overseeing and implementing those policies as we 
should, and we need to do better.’’ So it was a lack of priority. 

Ms. DELAURO. But this continues to happen. So what is it that 
we should do, if you have thoughts about what we should do, in 
terms of addressing this issue, which continues to happen? And, 
again, if there had not been a New York Times story, this would 
never have reached the public; it would have never gotten anyone’s 
attention on this subcommittee. 

So what is it that—and we need to think about what we should 
do in order to prevent these kinds of efforts from occurring again. 
It was 150 animal welfare issues at these 20 facilities. Can you 
give us your advice on what kind of legislation would assist you in 
what you have to do? 

Ms. FONG. Well, I think you are putting your finger on the very 
basic challenge that faces program managers, and Mr. Chairman 
identified that in his initial question as well: What can Congress 
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do? What role do we play in the IG’s office in terms of bringing 
some urgency to these issues? 

And in our experience and our observation, what we have found 
has been really effective is when you all, in the case of U.S. MARC, 
the Chairman and the Ranking Member both asked us to do a re-
view of it based on The New York Times article, and that was very 
effective. We were able to go in there and shine some light on it. 
I think that is the role that Congress plays. 

We have made some recommendations. Now it is time to oversee 
the implementation. 

Ms. DELAURO. And, Mr. Chairman, thank you for your thought-
fulness in the time. 

Final question, which goes back to my first question. You don’t 
have the resources today to dig into the corners that we need to 
dig into in order to protect the public safety in terms of food, in 
order to deal with broadband, in order to look at international 
organics coming into this effort, in order to deal with the housing 
issues that have been talked about here, IT security, the whole 9 
yards. You don’t have the resources, as far as I can tell, with 40 
open slots, to be able to dig into what you are charged with doing. 
And we keep asking you questions about this, but at some point, 
just say flat out: we don’t have the resources and the staff to be 
able to go in the direction that the Members of Congress would like 
us to go in and—— 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Your time is up. Let me say, in closing, regarding 
The New York Times article, approximately how many, what per-
centage, of that article was either inaccurate, lacked context, or 
uncorroborated?

Mr. HARDEN. I can’t put a percentage on the article. We—— 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Over 50 percent? 
Mr. HARDEN. I can’t put a percentage on the whole article. We 

had to look at statements in that article that we felt we could ob-
jectively analyze and see if we could find evidence to support it or 
not, and that is where we came up with the 33 statements that we 
picked. Those were judgmentally picked to look at to see if we could 
corroborate what was being said. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Were those 33 statements a big portion of the ar-
ticle, or was that just a very small portion of the article? 

Mr. HARDEN. Let me go back and get a better percentage of the 
article. I am trying to remember how many pages the article was. 
I remember reading a multipage article. And so I will get you an 
answer for that. 

[The information follows: 
After reviewing The New York Times article, we non-statistically selected 33 spe-

cific statements from the article to evaluate in an attempt to determine the accuracy 
of the expressed concerns. These statements were selected based on references to 
specified dates or timeframes, specific facts or figures (for example, a specific num-
ber of animal deaths), and/or sufficient details the audit team could examine. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. OK. All right. 
Ms. FONG. Let me also observe that, during the course of our 

audit, we tried numerous times to interview and speak with the 
writer, the author of the article, to gain his perspectives on it. And 
we told him where we were going to end up with our conclusions, 
and they did not want to engage. 
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Mr. HARDEN. Right. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. The reporter didn’t want to engage. 
Ms. FONG. The reporter or the editor—or his editor. Yeah. Both. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. OK. Mr. Palazzo. 

U.N. ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. PALAZZO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The Inspector General performs a number of audits and inves-

tigations of third-party organizations receiving taxpayer money 
each year. In a recent draft executive order leaked to the press, the 
Trump Administration called for the audit of funding to groups as-
sociated with the United Nations. One of the largest U.N. organiza-
tions that this subcommittee gives funding to is the World Food 
Programme. The U.S. Government has given almost $8 billion to 
this organization over the past 5 years. 

The World Food Programme uses an external auditor that ro-
tates amongst various nations serving 6-year terms. Currently, it 
is under the responsibility of the French Government’s auditing 
body.

In your experience as Inspector General, have you ever per-
formed an audit of the World Food Programme or another inter-
national body? 

Mr. HARDEN. No. And, actually, in researching this question, the 
money that goes through CCC for the World Food Programme actu-
ally is passed through USAID for delivery to the World Food Pro-
gramme. So it is kind of overseen by the IG’s Office at USAID. I 
would need to go back and talk to them about what oversight they 
have done of that piece of the program. 

Mr. PALAZZO. So USAID is maybe doing their audit for—— 
Mr. HARDEN. Right. I would just have to see if they have done 

any work on it. 
Mr. PALAZZO. OK. And that would have been good to know before 

I asked the question. I have a whole bunch of followup questions 
that really don’t pertain to you all right now. So that would be 
great if you could get that information to me. 

[The information follows:] 
See OIG response to Questions 55–64 in submitted questions for the record. 

Mr. HARDEN. We have looked at the USDA side of it, which is 
the Food for Progress Program, on several occasions and found 
weaknesses in how those programs are run as well. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Would you all like to audit the World Food Pro-
gramme?

Mr. HARDEN. I would have to look and see if we would have ju-
risdiction and get—— 

Mr. PALAZZO. You need more staff, right? All right. 
Well, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 

ANIMAL WELFARE DOCUMENTS

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you again for your time with us today and your work. I 

just want to reemphasize a few things that my colleagues have 
said. Certainly I think there is a great understanding that through 
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the kind of audit and oversight facilities that you provide, it really 
gives us the opportunity to understand where money is well spent, 
where it isn’t, where programs are performing. I just want to em-
phasize the concerns that my colleagues have brought up about 
making sure you have adequate funding and making sure you let 
us know when some of these things can’t be performed because of 
that funding as we are making those critical decisions. 

I want to just reemphasize again on Buy American, organic. I see 
two really critical roles that are performed by the USDA, which the 
Chair mentioned earlier in his remarks. It is just critically impor-
tant to farmers that we are supporting them in the markets that 
are available to them. To have 30 percent, potentially, of the Buy 
American products not be procured from the United States or not, 
that is just a huge lost opportunity when we want to see growth 
in our farming sector and our agriculture sector and strengthening 
those markets. The same with organic, with increasing imports 
that are going on. So I just can’t say enough about following that. 

Of course, I am very supportive of broadband. I think I come 
from the most rural State in the Nation. I don’t even want to tell 
you the low rates of broadband in many communities in my State 
and the challenges that we face not having the resources. I think 
there will be just huge bipartisan interest in that as we go forward, 
and we will really look forward to the insights you can give us into 
that.

And a more recent issue that I am sure you haven’t had time to 
investigate, but I just want to throw it on your radar screen. I 
know there was just a letter sent to the new administration about 
some of the issues at APHIS around scrubbing the website of ani-
mal welfare documents. You have probably read about it if you are 
not aware of it, but certainly that is a concern. It had 101 signa-
tures on that letter, very bipartisan in a time when it is not always 
easy to get bipartisan concerns about this. Republicans and Demo-
crats alike have shown concerns about the importance of the public 
having access to that information. As my colleague from Con-
necticut was just mentioning we shouldn’t have to turn to the 
newspaper all the time to figure out where the problems are. Some 
of the ways that the public can have access to this kind of informa-
tion is by being able to see it on the website. 

So, understanding that information has been scrubbed and the 
importance of putting it back and this bipartisan concern about it 
and the importance of just being able to continue to use sunshine 
as a disinfectant, as my Republican colleagues have said in their 
comments around this letter. I hope that you will make one of your 
priorities going forward to look into that lack of access to informa-
tion and I think, in the future, any removal of useful information 
to consumers and to lawmakers about what is going on. And, in 
this case, we can see that there are high levels of concern about 
animal welfare. If you have any comments about that, I would be 
interested to hear. I just really think it fits into the theme of many 
things that we are talking about today, and I think a lot of us were 
shocked to see that information removed. 

Any comments or—I doubt that you have already done the thor-
ough investigation yet, but—— 
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Ms. FONG. We are very much aware of the situation. As you men-
tioned, it has been in the news, the Congressional interest. We 
have been watching as it unfolds. We understand it is a complex 
issue. The Department is working with the Department of Justice. 
There is some litigation involved, which adds another layer of com-
plexity, but we will be watching it. And if anyone on the Com-
mittee has a particular aspect of it that you would want to bring 
to our attention, we would appreciate that. 

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Well, we will send a followup letter about 
that. And then we would be happy to hear back from you about 
ways that we could work moving forward on it and other insights 
you could bring to us. 

So, again, thanks for your work. 
And thank you, Mr. Chair. I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Pocan. 

FOOD AID PROGRAMS

Mr. POCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On my previous Commit-
tees, we usually don’t get a second round, so I was trying to rush 
everything in the first round with three, but I do just have one ad-
ditional question. 

In the OIG 2017 annual plan that outlines the goals for improve-
ment initiatives for the FSA commodity purchases for the inter-
national food assistance programs, can you elaborate on some of 
those initiatives? We had a question from a constituent. 

Mr. HARDEN. Let me go back and look at that. That is something 
that is in the plan that we haven’t started yet, and so I would need 
to go back and do a little research on what the initiatives are. 

[The information follows:] 
We are currently conducting fieldwork for our Audit report on FSA Commodity 

Purchases for International Food Assistance Programs. We expect to issue the final 
report in Spring 2018. OIG categorizes its audit work into one of three goals: safety 
and security, integrity of benefits, and management improvement initiatives. This 
report is categorized under ‘‘management improvement initiatives’’ since the audit 
will focus on strengthening management through more efficient program operations 
and improving financial management. The objectives of this audit are to evaluate 
whether FSA’s commodity procurement process for international food assistance pro-
grams is: (1) conducting outreach to prospective vendors to meet its goals of pro-
moting competition, (2) adhering to applicable Federal Acquisition Regulation ven-
dor qualification requirements and ensuring only qualified vendors are able to sub-
mit bids, (3) performing contract closeout procedures timely, and (4) monitoring un-
liquidated obligations from commodity contracts to ensure these funds are de-obli-
gated.

Mr. POCAN. All right. I appreciate it. Thank you. 
I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, thank you. Mr. Young, just one comment, 

I understand? 
Mr. YOUNG. I just have a comment, and echoing some of the re-

marks of my colleague Ms. Pingree about transparency and the in-
formation that has been taken down, whether it is this administra-
tion, the last administration, or a future administration, the more 
transparency the better. Whether you agree with an issue or not, 
having that information out there is important. As you said, sun-
shine is the best disinfectant. It is up to putting that information 
out there and allowing the public to see these things and make up 
their minds for themselves. But I think it is our obligation to make 
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sure that we have transparency, not only within Congress, but 
across the board of the Federal government in doing our oversight. 
And so I thank you for bringing that up. 

THIRD-PARTY REVIEWS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me just say, in closing, Congress has the abil-
ity to ask for a third-party entity review of Federal programs and 
actions to obtain an objective assessment of how a process or pro-
gram is being implemented. For example, under the fiscal year 
2016 Omnibus Appropriations Act, Congress directed the National 
Academy of Medicine to review the process used to establish Die-
tary Guidelines for Americans and ensure the guidelines better ad-
dress the health concerns facing Americans. The concern is, and we 
have heard from constituents also concerned, that this review is 
not being conducted according to statute and report language. 

Would it be in the OIG’s purview to review how this study is 
being conducted and to look into USDA’s involvement with NAM 
process to ensure that the statute is being followed? 

Ms. FONG. I think we would want to give some thought to that. 
Generally, our jurisdiction extends to any expenditure of USDA 
funds or any USDA activity. If there is a contract involved between 
a USDA agency and the National Academy, that would give us a 
basis to think about work. So let’s get in touch with your staff on 
this and get some additional information. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. OK. We will follow up with you, but we will be 
happy to try to discuss more and get your thoughts, then, on the 
process.

Have you got one more question you want to ask? 
Ms. DELAURO. Just a quick question. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. We will do that. That will be fine if anybody has 

got any burning questions. We want to try to—— 
Mr. BISHOP. Mine is very short, but if you want to—— 
Ms. DELAURO. Why don’t you go ahead, Ranking Member. 

DIVERSITY

Mr. BISHOP. Last year, I raised the issue of diversity within 
USDA. And not to sound like a broken record, but I asked for an 
update on OIG’s overall accomplishments and related activities in 
the area of diversity in USDA last year and your goals for fiscal 
year 2017. And I recognize that you are operating under a CR and 
now the hiring freeze was just instituted, but I would like to know 
where we are now 1 year later on diversity. 

Ms. FONG. OK. Last year, we had an audit started to look at the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights and their oper-
ations in terms of processing complaints of discrimination. During 
the course of that audit, we had some investigative work that we 
needed to accomplish. And during the investigative work, we found 
answers to the objectives that our audit was looking at, and so we 
closed out the audit. 

Now, that being said, we are very much aware of what is going 
on within civil rights programs at USDA. We are keeping an eye 
on all of the litigation in terms of Keepseagle, BFDL, Garcia, Love 
to just make sure that things are rolling out and to address any 
concerns that might happen. 
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If you have a specific issue you would like us to look at, we 
would be very happy to talk to you about that. 

Mr. BISHOP. Well, and I appreciate that, and I have a followup, 
but I would like to know statistically what the breakdown is of the 
workforce within the respective agencies and the level broken down 
by the demographics. 

Ms. FONG. OK. 
Mr. BISHOP. And you can submit that for the record. 
[The information follows:] 
See OIG response to Question 70 in submitted questions for the record. 

Mr. BISHOP. I think it is important that we be able to monitor 
that progress, and hopefully there is progress. 

Ms. FONG. We will do what we can to find that information for 
you.

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. DeLauro. 

HOG HIMP

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you. I will move quickly. This is about the 
Hog HACCP-based Inspection Model Project, HIMP program. In 
May 2013, you issued a report, an audit, of the Food Safety and 
Inspection Service, ‘‘Inspection and Enforcement Activities at 
Swine Slaughter Plants.’’ Your report pointed out that, even though 
the HIMP pilot had been in operation for nearly 15 years, the agen-
cy had never performed an evaluation of the pilot to determine 
whether the pilot was achieving food safety objectives. 

In the last regulatory agenda published by the Obama Adminis-
tration, FSIS planned on publishing a proposed rule in March of 
this year, 2017, to expand HIMP to all swine slaughter facilities. 

Has the OIG performed any followup with FSIS on the inspection 
program in swine slaughter facilities since 2013? Do you believe 
FSIS is ready to move ahead with expanding HIMP to all swine 
slaughter facilities at this time, given that they have yet to deter-
mine whether expanding HIMP will jeopardize food safety? 

Mr. HARDEN. We haven’t done any followup work since 2013 be-
cause of our other food safety issues we have been tracking. I 
would need to go and find out how they implemented this and what 
they were planning to do to put in a reg to know, to be able to come 
to some conclusion as to whether they are ready or not. 

Ms. DELAURO. OK. Then does that mean that this March 2017 
date on a proposed rule, is that going to be held up? 

Mr. HARDEN. That, I don’t know. I would have to go to back and 
ask FSIS. 

Ms. DELAURO. Well, we need to know whether or not that is 
going to be held up. OK. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
In May 2013, we issued our report on FSIS’ inspection and enforcement activities 

at swine slaughter plants. In our report, we noted that the swine HIMP program 
has shown no measurable improvement to the inspection process since the pro-
gram’s inception. Overall, we issued a number of recommendations for FSIS to de-
termine what measurable improvements the HIMP program achieved and its suit- 
ability as a permanent program and to develop criteria to terminate plants from 
HIMP that have a pattern of serious violations. FSIS has since reached closure for 
each of the recommendations issued. 
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While we do not have any work planned in this area for the near future, we are 
closely tracking the status of FSIS’ issuance of the proposed rule for hog HIMP. On 
June 10, 2017, FSIS submitted a copy of the proposed rule to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) for review. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. All right. 
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
Well, thank you all for being here, Ms. Coffey, Ms. Fong, and Mr. 

Harden. Thank you for your testimony here this morning. We have 
had a good hearing, some issues that I think you will follow up 
with us on and we will follow up with you on. We will look forward 
to working on those issues, but, again, we congratulate your team 
and everybody over there at the Office of Inspector General for all 
your hard work and the good work that you all do and your acco-
lades that you have been awarded over the years. So, again, all the 
best to you and as you go through this new transition, and we look 
forward to being in touch. 

The hearing is adjourned. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
HOUSE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING 

FEBRUARY 15,2017 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN ROBERT ADERHOLT 

National Academy of Medicine Study on the Dietary Guidelines for Americans 

I. Does your office have the ability to review any potential conflicts of interest or improper 
influence between the USDA's Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion (CNPP) staff and 
the National Academy of Medicine (NAM) regarding a study in which NAM is reviewing the 
process USDA and the Department of Health and Human Services uses to establish the 
Dietary Guidelines for Americans? In the FY 2016 omnibus appropriations bill, Congress 
provided $1 million for this study. 

Response: OIG would have the ability to review potential conflicts of interest or improper 
influence between USDA's Food, Nutrition, and Consumer Services (FNCS), CNPP and the 
National Academy of Medicine (NAM), depending upon the nature of the specific 
allegations. Additionally, if there is an allegation of potential conflict of interest or improper 
influence pertaining to any USDA employee, program, or operation, the Office of 
Investigations is responsible for assessing the allegation and initiating an investigation as 
appropriate. We are happy to discuss any such allegations further, to determine propriety of 
any review. 

2. During the hearing the OIG mentioned that its jurisdiction pertains to "any expenditure of 
USDA funds or any USDA activity". The Subcommittee directed NAM to perform an 
objective study, but there is concern CNPP could potentially be influencing the scope and 
direction of the panel. What is your opinion on this interference by USDA's CNPP as 
evidenced by a simple review ofNAM's website related to the study? 

Response: Our office has not had the opportunity to review CNPP's role with respect to 
NAM's study: Review the Process to Update the Dietary Guidelines for Americans. As such, 
we cannot provide an opinion on CNPP's potential interference in the study at this time. 
However, as stated above, we would consider any specific allegations for a determination of 
OIG review. Additionally, we will consider this subject area as part of our discussions for 
future work. 

Prairie Pothole Wetland Determinations 

3. NRCS released a directive regarding the National Food Security Act Manual 180 Part 514A 
released on 01119/17, the day before Inauguration and a week before the release of the OIG's 
audit report on Wetland Conservation Provisions in the Prairie Pothole Region. Did the IG 
examine the directive in their audit? 

Response: No, OIG did not examine this NRCS directive before releasing our audit report. 

1 
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4. If not, can your office take a look at the directive and give a preliminary review of how it 
affected and relates to the issues identified in the audit report on the Prairie Pothole Region? 

Response: We have now taken a look at the directive, and our preliminary review indicates 
that NRCS is now considering the pre-1996 wetland determinations as certified wetland 
determinations. This is consistent with the agreed-to management decision for 
Recommendation I in the report. In response to the audit report, NRCS asserted that NRCS 
staff, in certain States in the prairie pothole region, were incorrectly implementing existing 
policy concerning the certification status of previously issued wetland determinations, 
specifically wetland determinations conducted prior to July 3, 1996. In response to the draft 
audit report, NRCS informed OIG that it would develop additional policy clarification 
providing specific guidance to evaluate the certification status of determinations issued prior 
to 1996. The estimated completion date was April 28, 2017. USDA policy does not call for 
NRCS to inform OIG that the guidance was released in January 2017. USDA policy 
governing audit recommendation resolution calls for NRCS to notify the Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer (OCFO) upon completion ofthe agreed-to corrective action. 

5. Is the directive consistent with the findings the audit lays out? 

Response: Yes. The NRCS-revised National Food Security Act Manuall80 Part 514A is 
consistent with the findings and recommendations presented in the audit report. 

6. Given that the NRCS directive was released prior to the final report from OIG on 1/26/17, is 
the directive consistent with the findings that the audit lays out? 

Response: OIG recommended that NRCS issue official guidance reinforcing correct and 
current rules and clarifying procedures for making wetland determinations and certifications, 
including the status of pre-1996 determinations. The directive authorizes the acceptance of 
the pre-1996 wetland determinations as certified. IfNRCS had issued and provided the 
revised manual earlier in the audit process, OIG would not have needed to make the 
recommendation. 

Staffing Levels at OIG 

7. The Inspector General's testimony mentions that the agency has an authorized staffing level 
of 531 FTEs. Please explain what "authorized staffing level" means. Specifically, who or 
what organization is authorizing this particular level and, if applicable, please note the 
document you are referring to which supports this level. 

Response: The authorized staffing level is the number of full time equivalent (FTE) 
positions authorized by OMB for OIG to fill for the current fiscal year. Our authorized 
staffing level for FY 2016 was 531. At the time of the House Agriculture Appropriation 
Subcommittee testimony, OIG was funded by a continuing resolution at the FY 2016level 
and GIG's FY 2017 FTE level of531 was requested, but not authorized. This requested 
level was outlined in the FY 2018 Agency Estimate to the Department, where OIG was asked 
to assemble a current services budget for FY 2017, using FY 2016 budget authority and FTE 
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levels as a base. 

8. In testimony, you mention that OIG had its lowest staffing level since 1978. Please include a 
table showing the staffing levels based upon FTEs for every year since 1978 to present. 

Response: The information requested follows: 

FisealYear FTELevef 
2017 480 

531 

2007 850 
2006 880 
2005 891 

902 
902 
901 
950 

!980 1001 
753 1979 955 
750 1978 N/A1 

9. Please include a table showing staffing levels based upon actual on-board employees at the 
end of each year going back to 1978 to present. 

Response: The information requested follows2
: 

1 Historic staff ceiling level is unknown for FY 1978. 
2 Legacy information for permanent positions could not be obtained from the National Finance Center for FYs 
1978-1993. 
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Fiscal Year 
1997 742 
!996 754 
!995 777 

2008 
2007 
2006 
2005 
2004 
2003 
2002 
2001 
2000 936 
1999 988 
1998 737 894 

10. Please provide the funding level for each year going back to 1978 to present for personnel 
compensation and benefits as defined by OMB object class. 

Response: The information requested follows: 

3 All staffing level data includes full~time, part~time, permanent, and temporary staff. 
4 Staffing level as of May 18.2017. 
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FisaiYear 

2017 EST 
20!6 
2015 
2014 
2013 

33,586 
$ 31,893 

!985 $ 
1984 $ 
1983 $ 
1982 $ 
198! $ 

2000 !980 $ 
1999 1979 $ 
!998 1978 $ 

11. Please provide the average salary and grade for GM/GS positions for each year going back to 
1978 to present. 

Response: The information requested follows5: 

5 Legacy average salary/average grade information for 2004, and 1983-1993, was unable to be gathered from in
house budget estimate documents. OIG has contacted the National Finance Center (NFC) to obtain this information, 
and will provide this additional information when it becomes available. 
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Fiscal Year Average Salary~ Fisea!Year Average Salary !Avei!g_e Grade 
(thousands) (thousands) f{;MJ(>S) 

20176 $ 0 0.0 1997 $ 53 13.2 
2016 $ 97 12.9 1996 $ 53 i3.2 
201 1995 $ 49 12.7 
20!4 $ 95 $ 48 !2.6 
2013 $ 95 12.9 1993 
2012 $ 94 12.9 1992 
20!1 $ 90 12.7 1991 
2010 $ 90 12.7 1990 
2009 $ 90 !].5 !989 
2008 $ 89 ll.5 !988 
2007 $ 87 ! !.5 1987 
2006 $ 87 !1.5 1986 
2005 $ 84 11.5 1985 
2004 1984 
2003 $ 76 11.6 1983 
2002 $ 73 11.5 1982 $ 

28=+= 
10.7 

2001 $ 69 11.5 1981 $ 25 10.3 

~64 11.4 1980 $ 22 10.! 
64 11.4 1979 $ 22 9.9 
6! 11.3 1978 $ !9 9.7 

12. Please provide a summary table showing the permanent positions by grade and staff-year for 
each year going back to 1978 to present to include totals for permanent positions, unfilled 
positions end-of-year, the authorized level or ceiling, and positions not subject to the ceiling 
or authorized level. 

Response: The information requested follows': 

6 FY 2017 average salary and average GS/GM grade level will not be available until year end. Permanent position 
data was unable to be gathered from in-house personnel records. OIG has contacted the NFC to obtain this 
information, and will provide this additional information when it becomes available. 
7 Legacy information for permanent positions could not be obtained from the National Finance Center for 

FYs 1978-1993. 
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-J!!4-- S7 

'"' __ J_!jQL __ J9 

13. Please provide a list of all positions publicly posted for hiring and unfilled from September I, 
20 16 to the date of enactment of the hiring freeze. 

Response: The information requested follows: 

• Supervisory Auditor, GS-0511-14, Beltsville, MD 
• Supervisory Information Technology Specialist (IT Auditor), GS-2210-14 

Location Negotiable 
• Criminal Investigator (Program Manager), GS-1811-13/14, Washington, DC 
• Criminal Investigator, GS-1811-9/11, Fresno, CA 
• Criminal Investigator, GS-1811-9/11, Phoenix, AZ 
• IT Specialist (INFOSEC), GS-2210-9/11, Washington, DC 
• Auditor (Recent Graduates), GS-0511-7/9, Beltsville, MD, Kansas City, MOor 

Oakland, CA 
• IT Specialist (IT Auditor), GS-2210-7/9, Kansas City, MO 
• Statistician (Recent Graduates), GS-1530-7/9, Kansas City, MO 

14. Please provide a table showing all OIG positions that are exempt from the current hiring 
freeze that OIG believes reach the total of39 percent. Please list them by job series and GS 
identifier (i.e., auditor positions (GS-511 )). 

Response: The information requested follows: 
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Compliance 

as 
Inspector Guidance provided in Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and 

Office of Personnel Management (OPM) memo M-17-18. 
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15. Please provide the pay-scale the OIG currently uses for all general schedule employees as 
well as those not on the GS schedule. Use the most up to date information available. 

Response: The information requested follows: 

SALARY TABLE 2017-GS INCORPORATING THE 1% GENERAL 
SCHEDULE INCREASE 

EFFECTIVE JANUARY 2017 

Annual Rates by Grade and Step 

Salary Table No. 2017-EX 

Rates of Basic Pay for the 
Executive Schedule (EX) 

Effective January 2017 
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Salary Table No. 2017-ES 
Rates of Basic Pay for Members of the Senior Executive Service (SES) 

Effective January 2017 

16. Please provide a table with the number of employees the OIG currently employs broken 
down by grade and steps for GS level employees and then list the number of employees for 
other employees per other pay scales (e.g., executive or senior executive service schedules). 
Use the most up to date information available. 

Response The information requested follows: 

10 
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. ()lG E)'fPI OVIi'li'~ BY PAV SCALE 

'T; At":r'Utl'l.ll>!!. I 
!<ii:NJOR rnvE 8 

GS 
GRADE STEP TOTAL 

4 l l 
4 

~= 
2 

4 4 
5 

1-----
l 

5 10 l 
6 8 ___ !_. __ 
7 l 2 
7 2 1 
7 9 2 
7 10 4 

8 5 2 
8 6 2 
8 7 ' -' 
8 8 2 
8 !0 I -·---
9 I 6 
9 4 1 
9 5 2 

·----··-··-·-- -~------··------

~--
9 -·----- -~--r---~-
9 10 2 
!I ' 1 16 

~-----------··---···-

11 2 4 
------------------T~--

4 3 

II 6 ' 8 

ll lO 1 
12 l 3 
12 2 ---~ 
12 3 4 

12 4 12 
12 5 13 
12 6 15 
12 7 12 
12 8 3 
12 9 7 --
12 lO 5 
13 l 2 
13 2 8 

13 3 21 

13 4 30 
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13 5 23 
1----

13 6 23 
13 7 32 
13 8 19 
13 9 21 
13 10 23 
14 1 2 
14 2 3 
14 3 6 

14 4 7 
14 5 10 
14 6 13 

14 7 19 
14 8 15 
14 9 8 

14 10 4 
15 1 1 
15 3 3 
15 4 2 
15 5 3 
15 6 4 
15 7 4 
15 8 1 
15 9 3 
15 10 3 
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17. Please provide a table showing the number of positions at each title or job series and include 
the identifier of each (i.e., auditor positions (GS-511 )). 

Response: The information requested follows: 

13 
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18. Please provide the request and response sent to the Office of Management and Budget for 
exempted positions sent in 2017. 

Response: See Appendix A. 

19. Please provide a table showing GIG's rate of attrition each year from 2012 to 2016 and 
projected for 2017. 

Response: The information requested follows: 

FY FY FY 
2012 2013 2014 

Agency lO 5 71 
Transfer-

Out I 
--·--

Separation 54 28 28 30 23 34 
from 

Federal 
Civil 

OIG Priorities, Concerns and Recommendations 

20. What are USDA's top management and programmatic challenges? 

Response: In 2016, our most recent report on management challenges, 9 we reported seven 
challenges that identified and consolidated broad issues pertaining to the Department as a 
whole, as well as the unique challenges specific to certain programs. This is consistent with 
challenges reported in 2015. 

In addition, in 2016 we included an analysis that measures the Department's progress on 
implementing corrective actions to resolve each challenge. We identified the 
recommendations associated with each management challenge and quantified whether we 
accepted the corrective action or whether the agreed-to corrective action had been 

8 Increased departures in FY 2012 due to authorized VERA/VSIP. 
9 USDA Management Challenges, August 2016. 
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implemented. Our efforts to improve the usefulness of this process are ongoing. We 
anticipate that continued analysis of this measurement will yield more precise information 
about the Department's progress and assist program officials in addressing the issues facing 
USDA, its agencies, and its programs. 

See table below: 

Management Challenge 
Challenge I: USDA Needs to Improve USDA, much like other agencies and 
Oversight and Accountability for its departments throughout the Government, 
Programs faces challenges in overseeing its many 

programs. USDA employs nearly 100,000 
employees in 17 agencies and 18 staff 
offices; in total, these employees operate 
more than 300 programs that are 
responsible for $144 billion in spending per 
year. Overseeing these programs so 
every dollar spent accomplishes the 
results intended poses significant 
challenges to USDA program managers. 
USDA managers are responsible for 
establishing an effective internal control 
system, ensuring a culture of compliance 
with those controls exists, and holding 
employees accountable for implementing 
those controls. 

15 
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Challenge 2: Information Technology USDA must efficiently manage vast 
Security Needs Continuing Improvement amounts of data to accomplish its mission 

of providing benefits and services to the 
American public, including critical 
information such as agricultural statistics 
that drive domestic and global markets 
and data from inspection systems that help 
ensure food safety. Not only must USDA 
employees be able to access, use, and 
communicate this information, but 
members of the public apply for and 
access many USDA program benefits and 
other services online, which can require 
the transfer of personally identifiable 
information through these online portals. 
USDA therefore faces the critical 
responsibility of protecting the security, 
confidentiality, and integrity of its 
information technology infrastructure. 

Challenge 3: USDA Needs to Strengthen USDA manages over 300 programs that 
Program Performance and Performance provide a variety of services to the 
Measures American public, such as grants and loans 

for rural communities, food assistance for 
schools and private citizens, and research 
and technical assistance for environmental 
projects. This diverse portfolio of 
programs means that, for the Department 
to be a diligent steward of Federal funds, 
USDA must have well-designed 
programs. However, designing, 
developing, and implementing programs 
that reliably achieve their intended results 
has been a recurring challenge for the 
Department. Most recently, 010 has 
found that agencies provide payments to 
recipients without adequate reviews or 
controls to ensure that funds provided are 
used to accomplish the program's goals. 

16 
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Challenge 4: USDA Needs to Strengthen The Department's annual financial reports 
Controls over Improper Payments and provide the public, Congress, and the 
Financial Management President with information about the 

nearly $144 billion spent on public 
services every year. These reports account 
for USDA's costs and revenues, assets 
and liabilities, and other information, such 
as improper payments. It is imperative 
these reports are accurate and timely so 
that USDA's financial management is 
transparent. However, USDA continues to 
fall short of full compliance with Federal 
requirements for improper payments and 
needs to address control issues in some 
component agencies in order to resolve 
ongoing problems with financial 
management. 

Challenge 5: USDA Needs to Improve USDA has emphasized its efforts to 
Outreach Efforts improve outreach to new and beginning 

farmers and ranchers, local and regional 
food producers, minorities, women, and 
veterans. As part of those efforts, the 
Secretary of Agriculture has reiterated the 
importance of civil rights, stressing that 
significant progress is to be made in 
working with communities in addressing 
past civil rights issues. Due to a history of 
public attention concerning how USDA 
has treated members of socially 
disadvantaged groups, the Department 
faces challenges in earning those groups' 
trust. 

17 
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Challenge 6: Food Safety Inspections 
Need Improved Controls 

Challenge 7: FNS Needs to Strengthen 
SNAP Management Controls 

As the Nation's gatekeeper for safe and 
wholesome food products, the Food 
Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) 
performs a variety of functions. The 
agency conducts inspections of 
commercial meat, poultry, and egg 
products. 10 Along with these inspections, 
FSIS coordinates with the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) to monitor levels of 
antibiotic-resistant bacteria present in 
slaughtered swine, cattle, and poultry. 
FSIS also supports the interagency 
National Residue Program to identify, 
rank, and test for chemical contaminants, 
including antibiotics in meat, poultry, and 
egg products. 
As the largest program within USDA and 
one of the largest programs in the Federal 
Government, the Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP) presents a 
unique challenge for program managers. 
Administered by the Food and Nutrition 
Service (FNS), SNAP provided monthly 
food assistance for nearly 46 million low
income individuals in FY 2015 and 
disbursed almost $70 billion in benefits 
that year. From 2007 to 2015, program 
participation grew by 73.9 percent 
(although participation has trended down 
in recent years). Given SNAP's size and 
significance, fraud, waste, and abuse are 
critical concerns. The potential exists for 
billions of dollars of taxpayer-funded 
assistance not to be delivered or used as 
intended. OIG works to combat these 
problems through investigations into 
fraudulent activities by retailers and 
program participants. We also conduct 
audits designed to identify waste and 
abuse by program administrators and 
improve FNS' controls over the program. 

10 In March 2016, FSIS assumed the responsibilities for inspection ofSiluriformes fish (catfish), an inspection 
process previously performed by FDA. FS!S expects full implementation of its catfish inspection program by 
September 20 I 7. 
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21. What USDA programs, functions, or agencies are of most concern to you? Please explain 
why the OIG holds such concerns. 

Response: Because OIG's mission is to identify and eliminate fraud, waste, and abuse, any 
USDA program with identified weaknesses and vulnerabilities is of significant concern to 
us. However, as referenced in OIG's past semiannual reports to Congress and annual 
reports on management challenges facing USDA, the programs and functions of most 
concern are those relating to food safety and security, information technology security, and 
improper payments in agency programs. Our work has also shown that these programs 
would benefit from the implementation of strong, integrated internal control systems. 
USDA managers need to make use of available tools to ensure high program performance 
and integrity. 

Below are some examples of programs, functions, or agencies that are of most concern: 

• Food Safety and Security: We view food safety inspection as a continuing concern 
because food-borne pathogens and food contamination can put consumer health in 
jeopardy. We currently have two ongoing audits ofFSIS programs and activities related 
to food safety. As part of our audit to review equivalency assessments of exporting 
countries, we are evaluating whether foreign food safety systems are equivalent to the 
United States' standards and whether FSIS has adequate controls to ensure those foreign 
systems remain equivalent. We are also examining the policy and procedures FSIS used 
to implement and guide the New Poultry and Inspection System (NPIS) as well as 
evaluating whether program improvements are warranted. In June 2017, we issued our 
report reviewing the corrective actions taken by FSIS to implement prior OIG audit 
recommendations regarding pre-slaughter activities and risk-based inspection in 
processing establishments. We anticipate issuing our report reviewing equivalency 
assessments this fiscal year. As for our review ofNPIS, we expect to issue that report in 
FY 2018. 

• Information Technology (IT) Management and Security: IT management and 
security has been a longstanding concern for USDA. We have consistently 
recommended that the Office of the Chieflnformation Officer (OCIO) work in 
collaboration with USDA agencies to achieve an improved security posture. USDA 
senior management needs to make sure each agency and office understands that how 
well it implements IT security directly influences USDA's overall security posture and 
the Federal Information Security Modernization Act (FISMA) score. For USDA to 
attain a security posture that is secure and sustainable, all 35 of its agencies and offices 
must consistently implement Departmental policy based on a standard methodology. 
The degree to which USDA, as a whole, complies with FISMA and other security 
guidance correlates to the security posture of each agency and office. When every 
agency and office complies with USDA's policies, USDA as a whole will be FISMA 
compliant and, more importantly, will have a sustainable security posture. In FY 2016, 
there was a drop in the USDA overall FISMA score, mainly due to new scoring 
methodology required by OMB and the Department of Homeland Security. 
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• Improper Payments: In FY 2016, USDA reported that its 18 high-risk programs 
collectively made approximately $3.4 billion in improper payments, which is an 8.86 
percent improper payment rate. SNAP did not report an improper rate for FY 2016. In 
prior years, SNAP accounted for approximately $2.5 billion in improper payments. As 
SNAP was not included in the improper payment calculations for FY 2016, the 
Department's overall improper payment rate increased from 5.70% in FY 2015 to 8.86% 
in FY 2016 and overall improper payment dollars decreased from $6.3 billion in FY 
2015 to $3.4 billion in FY 2016. In FY 2015, USDA also reported 99 high-dollar 
overpayments totaling over $42.1 million. This total represents a decrease of more than 
92 percent from the 1,301 overpayments reported for FY 2014. The decrease, in our 
view, was largely due to OMB's new, higher reporting thresholds from $5,000 to 
$25,000 for individuals and from $25,000 to $100,000 for entities for FY 2015. 

Our FY 2016 Improper Payment Requirements review found that although USDA made 
progress to improve its process to substantially comply with the Improper Payments 
Elimination and Recovery Act of201 0 (IPERA), the Department did not comply with 
IPERA for a sixth consecutive year. Specifically, USDA did not always report 
sufficient estimates for high-risk programs, report error rates below specific thresholds, 
and meet annual reduction targets. We are currently reviewing USDA's FY 2016 
reporting of high-dollar overpayments. Our FY 2015 review of high-dollar 
overpayments found that the quality of USDA's required reporting submissions showed 
continued improvement with decreases in reporting errors, deficiencies, and delays. 

• Suspension and Debarment (S&D): S&D protects not just USDA, but the 
Government as a whole. Suspending and/or debarring entities who have been convicted 
of criminal misconduct, been the subject of a civil judgment, or otherwise have integrity 
concerns, helps to ensure that nonresponsible entities can no longer participate in most 
Federal programs and do business with the Federal government. In 2010, we issued a 
report noting that USDA had not fully implemented its S&D programs. We made 27 
recommendations, including recommendations that USDA establish a centralized S&D 
division, and finalize its rule for nonprocurement S&D. We initiated a follow-up audit 
in FY 2016. Our audit is evaluating USDA corrective actions related to our 2010 audit 
report, and determining if USDA assessed and referred program violators for S&D 
actions. We plan to issue our report in FY 2017. 

• SNAP Administration: FNS reported that, in FY 2016, USDA issued almost $67 
billion in SNAP benefits. 11 However, FNS decided not to report an estimated error rate 
in SNAP eligibility and benefit determinations for FY 2016 reporting. FNS' decision 
was based on the results of State Quality Control (QC) assessments that found 
significant deficiencies in the way some States were determining their error rates. OIG' s 
recent review of SNAP's QC process prompted the FNS State assessments. 12 Our 
review ofFNS' two-tier QC error rate process found that the QC process is vulnerable to 
State abuse due to conflicting interests between (I) accurately reporting true error rates 

11 Obtained from FNS' website: hnJ:l,;;~}Y~.:,;:.fn 0,usd~£QY,~'ite~"-.'l!!.fuult~filcs pd :14SNAPmonthlv.pdf (data as of 
717/17). 
12 Audit report 27601-0002-41, FNS Quality Control Process for SNAP Error Rate, September 2015. 
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and incurring penalties or (2) mitigating errors and receiving a bonus for exceeding 
standards. Specifically, we reported that States weakened the QC process by using 
third-party consultants and error review committees to mitigate individual QC-identified 
errors and QC staffs treated error cases inconsistently. We concluded that, given these 
weaknesses, FNS' QC process understated SNAP's error rate. 

In addition to the QC audit, OIG contracted with a certified public accounting firm to 
assess aspects of five States' 13compliance with SNAP Certification of Eligible 
Households regulations (selected based on the level of SNAP funding and geographic 
location). Overall, the firm found that FNS needs to provide additional guidance to 
States and that States need to implement specific corrective actions to ensure their 
administration of SNAP complies with SNAP regulations governing such requirements as 
recertification, social security numbers (SSN), students, and work provisions. For 
example, the firm found that four of the five States reviewed did not comply with SNAP 
requirements related to SSNs because the States either improperly recorded, verified, or 
disqualified recipients based on SSN data. The same firm is also assessing five additional 
States' compliance with SNAP requirements for participating State agencies. As of June 
2017, we issued reports on two ofthe five State assessments. We plan to issue the 
remaining State reports by the end of FY 2017. 

22. Is OIG aware of hacking into USDA computers by foreign governments? If so, please 
answer in general terms. Has USDA's OIG taken steps to address these issues? 

Response: We are in continuous communication with OCIO and are notified about any 
possible hacking incidents of USDA computers. USDA tracks all unauthorized access 
incidents regarding USDA-related computers and systems, including cybersecurity incidents 
potentially involving foreign governments, and reports all incidents to the United States 
Computer Emergency Readiness Team (US-CERT) at the Department of Homeland Security. 
US-CERT then works with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the entity that handles 
hacking of computers by foreign governments. Due to the sensitivity of this topic, any 
further Committee interest would best be addressed through a request for briefings. 

23. Is OIG aware of any recent cases of economic espionage by foreign governments? If so, is 
USDA sufficiently addressing the threats? 

Response: USDA tracks all unauthorized access incidents involving USDA-related 
computers and systems. The FBI is the entity that handles such matters. Due to the 
sensitivity of this topic, any further Committee interest would best be addressed through a 
request for briefings. 

24. Would the OIG consider adding a scorecard to its website of agency performance in closing 
or not closing recommendations? If so, why or why not? 

Response: USDA's OCFO is responsible for closing audit recommendations. This includes 
reviewing and approving agency requests for closure (final action) and tracking the closure 

13 The five States were Kentucky, Michigan, Missouri, New Hampshire, and New Mexico. 
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status of audit recommendations. Accordingly, OIG does not control the data necessary to 
develop a scorecard. If Departmental policy shifted this responsibility to OIG, we would 
need to consider the potentially significant resource impacts of developing and maintaining a 
scorecard. 

We do wish to note that OIG does provide the status of open and unimplemented 
recommendations in its Semi-Annual Reports to Congress, based on information provided by 
OCFO. 

SNAP Fraud Detection 

25. Please provide a table that shows how much ofOIG's budget is spent on monitoring SNAP 
to reflect fiscal years 2011 through 2016 and estimated for fiscal years 2017 and 2018. 

Response: The following tables reflect the cost of direct audit and investigation staff time 
spent on SNAP oversight during FY s 20 II through 2016. The estimates for FY s 2017 and 
2018 are projections based on work currently being performed on SNAP. For FYs 2011 
through the second quarter of2013, the amounts include OIG oversight activities pursuant to 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of2009. 

We also want to note that we contracted with an independent public accounting firm to 
perform work in FYs 2016,2017, and 2018 to assess whether States are properly 
administering SNAP, determining eligible SNAP households, and monitoring the issuance 
and use of SNAP benefits in accordance with regulations. The contract cost for FY 2016 is 
reflected under question 40 below. The contract costs for FY s 2017 and 2018 are not 
available yet. 

SNAP AUDITS 

1<1scai 
Year 

(actual) 

FY 2012 8.82% 
(actual) 

FY20l3 8.71% $3.5 
(actual) 

FY 2014 3.97% $1.6 
(actual) 
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(actual) 

FY2016 6.41% $3.0 
(actual) 

FY 2017 11.01% $5.3 
(estimated) 

FY 2018 11.01% $5.0 
(estimated) 

(actual) 

FY 2012 $22.8 
(actual) 

FY 2013 54.52%· $22.8 
(actual) 

FY 2014 58.32<:/o $25.1 
(actual) 

FY 2015 58.60% $28.4 
(actual) 

FY 20!6 55J30~'0 $27.0 
(actual) 

FY 2017 5!.57% $24.9 
(actual thru 
5.31.17) 
FY20!8 53.50~/0 $25.8 
(estimate) 

26. Please provide a table showing the number of SNAP-related cases that were investigated, the 
number referred to the Department of Justice, and the number accepted by the Department of 
Justice, for fiscal years 2011 through 2016 and fiscal year 2017 to date. 

Response: The information requested follows: 
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Referred to Accepted by Referred to Accepted by 
Opened DOJ DOJ State or Local State or Local 

Prosecutors Prosecutors 

FY2012 201 123 88 47 30 

FY2013 195 137 109 41 36 

FY2014 207 138 64 58 36 

FY2015 181 114 47 52 28 

FY2016 208 112 72 60 44 

FY2017 118 74 31 38 19 

Total 1,110 698 411* 296 193 

*The period of time to obtain court action varies widely, therefore the number of cases accepted 
by DOJ, as well as State and local prosecutors, does not necessary correlate to the total number 
of cases resulting in convictions during these Fiscal Years. 

27. Please provide a table showing the number of SNAP-related cases that were successfully 
prosecuted for fiscal years 2011 through 2016 and fiscal year 2017 to date. Please note any 
monetary penalties associated with these cases. 

Response: The requested information follows: 
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Successfully Prosecuted SNAP Cases for FY s 20 II through 2017 (May 31, 20 17). 

Number of SNAP Monetary Results of 
Cases Resulting in SNAP cases 
Convictions from 

DOJ, State, and Local 
Convictions 

FY2011 82 $28,652,190 

FY2012 141 $57,681,053 

FY2013 149 $49,855,920 

FY2014 174 $77,691,816 

FY2015 190 $122,716,634 

FY2016 176 $95,638,7 3 7 

FY 2017 122 $54,941,191 

Total 1,034 $487,177,541 

Reporting Hotline 

OIG has an 800-number hotline where individuals may report potential fraud. In fact, this 
Subcommittee directed the Food and Nutrition Service ensure the hotline number is printed on 
SNAP EBT cards as well as the WIC food instruments. 

28. On average, how many calls and/or reports does OIG receive on SNAP and WIC fraud per 
month? 

Response: For FY 2017, from October 1, 2016 through May 31, 2017, OIG received, on 
average, 540 calls and/or reports of SNAP and WIC fraud per month. (4,322 total SNAP and 
WIC complaints divided by 8 months= 540). 

29. Has OIG seen an increase in the number ofhotline calls over the years? Please update the 
charts to include fiscal years 2011 through 2016 and fiscal year 2017 to date. 

Response: As reflected in the chart below, we have seen an increase in the number of 
complaints received._ We also note there are multiple ways to file an allegation with the OIG 
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Hotline. OIG can receive complaints via phone, an online form available on the internet, fax, 
and mail. For FY 2017, the chart reflects the number of complaints received from October 1, 
2016 through May 31,2017. Complaints are on pace to exceed last year's reporting 
numbers. 

Hotline Complaints 

30. Does the OIG believe that the hotline will continue to be a valuable tool for combatting fraud 
and abuse in SNAP and WIC? What might be some alternative forms of communications by 
which the public can help the agency identity and investigate illegal activities with these 
programs and/or any other USDA program? 

Response: Yes. We believe that the OIG Hotline will continue to be a valuable tool for 
combatting fraud, waste, and abuse; not just in the SNAP and WIC programs, but in other 
USDA programs, as well. By analyzing Hotline complaint patterns and trends, OIG can 
potentially identify larger issues for audit or investigative focus in SNAP, WIC, and other 
USDA programs. As noted in the response to the previous question, the public can report 
fraud and abuse by methods other than the 800 number, such as using our Online Hotline 
complaint form, or by submitting a complaint by mail or fax. We believe in utilizing a multi
faceted approach to provide information to the public about contacting our office, and 
continue to explore other options. These include the use of social media to provide enhanced 
access to OIG, and to publicize the Hotline. 

31. What program or area do most of the complaints relate to? 

Response: The overwhelming percentage of complaints relate to potential SNAP fraud. Out 
of a total of 5,057 complaints received by the Hotline so far in FY 2017 (October 1, 2016 
through May 31, 20 17), there have been 4,30 I SNAP complaints, which is 85% of the total 
number of complaints made to the Hotline. 
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32. Would a Departmental policy that any public communication include the Inspector General's 
hotline help to increase your exposure and make people more aware of your existence? 

Response: We do not believe that requiring the Department to provide the OIG Hotline 
information on every public communication is necessary at this time. However, we are 
willing to consider any methods that would increase OIG exposure. Many USDA agencies 
display the OIG Hotline poster, which describes how to file a complaint with our office, in 
the common area in USDA service centers and local offices throughout the country. 
Additionally, information is available on the internet regarding how to file a complaint with 
our office. As evidenced by the high volume of complaints processed by the four analysts 
assigned to the OIG Hotline, the public is aware of ways to contact 010 to report allegations 
of fraud, waste, or abuse in USDA programs. We estimate that by the end of FY 2017, the 
OIG Hotline is likely to receive over 7,000 complaints this year. 

SNAP Audit 

OIG's recent audit to review SNAP retailer and participant data to detect potential SNAP 
trafficking is appreciated. Your recommendations seem to reinforce what the Food and Nutrition 
Service should already be doing, such as checking store owner's Social Security Numbers 
against those of deceased people, reviewing store owners who may be under the age of 18, and 
reconciling discrepancies in FNS's two main information systems that contain SNAP retailer 
information. Of the retailers OIG reviewed, nearly 3,400 had Social Security Numbers of at least 
one deceased person. These retailers redeemed about $2.6 billion in SNAP benefits. It seems 
agreement was reached on all of the OIG's recommendations and FNS will follow up with the 
retailers where oro noticed a discrepancy. 

33. Is there any requirement or a sense that FNS might take their own initiative to review other 
retailers that were not part of 01 G' s audit to ensure there are not similar issues? 

Response: Yes, FNS' official response to the audit indicated that FNS plans to issue 
additional procedures and implement actions to identifY and address additional retailers with 
similar issues. 

In response to our recommendation to identifY deceased owners, FNS stated that it does not 
currently have the authority to match SSNs on the Death Master File (DMF) for this purpose. 
However, FNS stated that it would attempt to perform a match with the other data it has 
available, such as first, middle, and last name, and date of birth. Further, FNS' response 
stated that there is value in conducting aSSN match on an on-going basis and ifFNS is 
granted future legislative authority to use DMF for matching purposes, it will perform 
matches on an on-going basis. 

In response to our recommendation to implement a control that identifies owners under the 
age of 18, FNS stated that it instituted an edit check in the Online Store Application (OSA) 
that flags additional reviews when it appears underage applicants exist. FNS further stated 
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that it plans to re-educate Store Tracking and Redemption System (STARS) users on the 
policy of how to proceed when this age-related flag is generated. Finally, FNS stated that on 
a quarterly basis, it would review stores where this flag was generated to ensure established 
policies are appropriately followed. 

Finally, FNS stated that it has established procedures and will document those procedures to 
reconcile its STARS and Anti-Fraud Locator using EBT Retailer Transactions (ALERT) data 
related to SNAP retailers. 

According to USDA's OCFO, the office responsible for granting final action on OIG audit 
recommendations, FNS has not implemented actions to close the report's seven 
recommendations. However, FNS stated that it expects to complete implementation of the 
majority of our recommendations between July and September 2017. 

SNAP Quality Control Process for Error Rates Report 

The OIG report on the SNAP quality control process used for determining error rates is 
appreciated. The report raised some serious concerns that call into question the low error rates in 
the program. Without the IG's report, it is likely that States would continue practices to mitigate 
error rates and go unchecked. It is pleasing that FNS has taken the report seriously and is 
working to implement some of the recommendations. 

34. Can you give us an update on any outstanding recommendations that are unresolved and 
where FNS is in their process to address OIG's concerns? 

Response: As mentioned above, USDA's OCFO is responsible for granting final action on 
OIG audit recommendations. According to OCFO's Management Initiatives Tracking 
System as of June 6, 2017, FNS implemented actions to close 13 of the 19 recommendations 
from audit report 27601-0002-41, FNS Quality Control Process for SNAP Error Rate. 

We contacted FNS and obtained a status report on FNS' progress in addressing the remaining 
six recommendations. FNS provided the status information summarized below on the 
remaining recommendations. 

Recommendation # Recommendation Language Brief Status Update From FNS 

I Perform an analysis of the FNS stated that, in January 2017, 
cost/benefit of changing the FNS released a request for proposals 
quality control (QC) process to determine the feasibility of 
from a two-tier process that creating a Federal one-tier QC 
relies on the States to make system. FNS stated that it expects to 
error determinations to a one- award a contract this summer for the 
tier process where only FNS study, including estimated costs, of 
or an unaffiliated contracted changing the quality control system 
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third party reviews cases for from a two-tier process to a one-tier 

errors. If determined cost process. 

beneficial, establish a time line 
for implementing the change. 

7 If inappropriate QC review FNS stated that it already 

practices are found at the implemented this recommendation on 

selected States reviewed September 23,2015. FNS officials 

pursuant to Recommendations further stated that they are working 

5 and 6, correct the identified with USDA OCFO to obtain a status 

review deficiencies and adjust report on closing the 

the States' error rates as recommendation in USDA's records. 

appropriate. 

11 Amend FNS QC policies and FNS stated that it is proceeding with 

procedures (including FNS the update to FNS Handbook 31 0, 

Handbook 31 0) to require the Quality Control Review Handbook. 

error tolerance threshold not However, because this change 

be applied when calculating requires a modification of forms, it is 

the SNAP recipient's necessary to go through the 

reportable error amount until Information Collection Burden (ICB) 

all variances (including those process. FNS further stated that the 

permitted by SNAP policy) timeline is heavily dependent on 

have been properly identified OMB action on the ICB package. 

and accounted for during the FNS stated that it expects to submit 

QC process. revised collection forms to OMB by 
September 30, 2017. 

14 Modify FNS Handbook 315 FNS stated that it was delayed in 
to require Federal reviewers implementing changes to FNS 
to (I) obtain the necessary Handbook 315, Food Stamp 
information from the SNAP Program: Federal Quality Control 
recipients' case files to Validation Review Handbook, due to 
conduct a thorough and the scope and complexity of changes 
independent review to in Handbook 31 0 that were 
determine the accuracy of the completed in September 2016. 
States' results and (2) Additionally, FNS stated that it 
adequately follow up on all devoted a significant number of 

discrepancies. resources to establish a temporary 

one-tier system in order to estimate a 
FY 2016 national payment accuracy 
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rate. As a result of these delays, FNS 

stated that it expects to issue 
revisions to FNS Handbook 315 to 
address the audit recommendation by 

September 30, 2017. 

Finally, FNS stated that while it is 
revising its guidance, training 
sessions were held with all Federal 
quality control reviewers in October 

2016 and May 2017. FNS stated that 
the training focused on the 
requirement for Federal reviewers to 

obtain necessary information from 
SNAP recipients' case files, how to 

conduct a thorough and independent 
review, and techniques for how to 

follow up on all discrepancies. 

18 Amend the SNAP regulations FNS stated that FNS and OIG 

to specifY the accurate weekly mutually agreed to resolve this 
and biweekly income recommendation through FNS 
conversion factors ( 4.33 for publication in the Federal Register of 
individuals paid weekly and a request for information (RFI) on the 
2.17 for individuals paid subject. On March 15,2017,FNS 
biweekly). published the RFI seeking input on 

the use of the current SNAP income 
conversion factors used to anticipate 
a household's income for the 
purposes of SNAP eligibility when a 
household's income is received on a 
weekly or biweekly basis at 7 CFR 
273.10(c)(2)(i). Written comments 
on the RFI were due by May 15, 
20 I 7, and FNS stated that they are 
under review. 

19 NotifY the States of the FNS noted that it agreed with OIG to 
accurate conversion factors to resolve this recommendation through 
use to calculate SNAP publication of a request for 
recipients' monthly income information (RFI) on the subject by 
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(4.33 for individuals paid on a FNS. On March 15, 2017, FNS 
weekly basis, and 2.17 for published the RFI seeking input on 
individuals paid on a the use of the current SNAP income 
biweekly basis). conversion factors used to anticipate 

a household's income for the 
purposes of SNAP eligibility when a 
household's income is received on a 
weekly or biweekly basis at 7 CFR 
273.1 O(c)(2)(i). Written comments 
on the RFI were due by May 15, 
2017, and FNS stated that they are 
under review. 

SNAP Administrative Costs 

In the OIG report regarding SNAP Administrative Costs, I found it interesting that of the 53 
States and territories participating in SNAP, 10 States are administering SNAP at the county 
level. And these I 0 states incur half of the Federal costs, or $1.8 billion in FY20 14, for 
administering SNAP. The average administrative cost per SNAP household was double the cost 
per case for the States administering the program themselves. 

35. Your testimony briefly touched on this report, so will you please elaborate on the key 
findings that might address these large cost differences between SNAP administered at the 
county level versus the State level? 

Response: The objective of our SNAP administrative costs audit (27601-0003-22) was to 
evaluate FNS controls over SNAP administrative costs, with a specific focus on whether 
States with county-administered programs were controlling costs and minimizing variances 
effectively and efficiently. While we did not assess specific causes for the cost variances 
during the audit, we did identifY some ofthe factors that may contribute to the cost variance, 
such as the cost of living, the number of offices required to serve an area, the use of different 
State eligibility systems, and the implementation of different policy options by States. 
Further, our review found that in county-administered programs there are two levels of 
government involvement (State and county), each with its own elected officials, 
management, appropriations, accounting system, and personnel system. This duplicated 
structure across many counties could be partially responsible for the higher costs among 
county-administered States. 

For example, at the time of our fieldwork, California's counties were using and maintaining 
three separate eligibility systems instead of just one for the entire State. Some of these 
California counties were small and could not efficiently perform all of their functions. An 

31 



86

FNS official stated that the smaller counties would be able to improve efficiency and reduce 
costs through shared services. As an example, an FNS official recently recommended that 
the smaller counties use the larger counties to handle their call centers because it does not 
make sense to have 58 different county call centers. Using shared services could reduce 
administrative costs because California would not need to replicate the call center structure 
across 58 California counties. 

Our primary finding related to cost variances focused on two areas. The first area was FNS' 
lack of follow up on a 2008 study that determined the feasibility of assessing the States' 
varying rates for SNAP administrative cost; and the second area related to the need for FNS 
to be more proactive in monitoring and minimizing the large variances among State and 
county SNAP administrative costs. We found that the 2008 study determined there are 
multiple feasible ways to assess the causes of the variances. However, following the 
issuance of the study, there was no FNS follow-up or oversight of cost variances to determine 
the reasons for the variances and possibly share best practices in an attempt to reduce costs 
among States and counties. We recommended that FNS follow up on the 2008 feasibility 
study to identify the causes of SNAP administrative cost variances and share any best 
practices. FNS agreed to follow up on this study, and we believe that once this is complete it 
will offer additional insight into the drivers of the cost variances. With regards to FNS being 
more proactive in monitoring and minimizing variances, FNS agreed to monitor and share 
best practices if identified. 

36. If changes are necessary to create a more efficient SNAP Administrative process in a 
consistent way across the program, can USDA make such changes administratively? Or does 
USDA require a legislative change? 

Response: The shared responsibility for the funding of SNAP expenditures, combined with 
States' legal autonomy in the amount of expenditures allowed for reimbursement, produces a 
control environment that is less conducive to the effective use of funds and containment of 
costs. FNS does not have authority to change this environment, as this would require 
legislative changes. FNS also does not have the authority to change the current nature and 
structure of the reimbursement of SNAP administrative costs. This structure does not 
effectively encourage States and counties to reduce costs. In States that are county
administered, States, counties, and the Federal government are each typically responsible for 
only a percentage of the costs. For example, in California, the State and counties are 
typically responsible for 35 percent and 15 percent respectively, while the Federal 
government typically covers the remaining 50 percent of all eligible SNAP administrative 
costs. However, for county-administered States, a majority of the expenditures occur at the 
county level. There is less financial incentive for a county office to reduce costs or staffing 
when it is only responsible for covering 15 percent of the cost. 

Although there are some statutory challenges for FNS, we believe that FNS has a 
responsibility to act as a careful steward of taxpayer dollars. Our reported recommendations 
outlined areas where FNS has the authority to help encourage and promote efficiency and 
effectiveness over the use of SNAP administrative funds. For example, there are some 
changes FNS can implement administratively to help minimize the cost variances and create 
a more consistent and efficient SNAP administrative process. For instance, as stated in 
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Recommendation 1, FNS can use the recommendations of the 2008 feasibility study to 
identify the causes of SNAP administrative cost variances and share any best practices that 
are discovered as a result of the study with States and counties. In addition, as outlined in 
Recommendation 2, FNS can perform monitoring and analyses on a yearly basis of State 
administrative cost variances to identify and share trends and best practices to reduce SNAP 
costs. 

Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) 

37. Last year I asked if the OIG been able to assess the status and work of the National Program 
Integrity Monitoring Branch that FNS began operating in April2015. You replied that you 
had not, but this areas would be part of your discussions for future work. Can you please tell 
me if OIG will be reviewing this WIC program integrity branch in FY 20 18? 

Response: During our planning for the FY 2018 audit cycle, we will evaluate an audit 
proposal related to the integrity and monitoring of WIC activities. We expect to complete 
our FY 2018 planning in late August 20 17. 

School Meals 

38. Please provide an update regarding the National School Lunch and School Breakfast 
Program error rates? Last year you reported some progress in lowering the error rates. Has 
that progress continued? 

Response: According to the improper payment rates USDA reported in its FY 2016 Agency 
Financial Report (AFR), dated December 5, 2016, FNS reduced improper payments in the 
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and School Breakfast Program (SBP). The NSLP 
and SBP improper payment rates as reported in USDA's FY 2015 AFR were 15.66 percent 
and 22.95 percent, respectively. According to the FY 2016 AFR, these programs' improper 
payment rates were reduced to 15.17 percent and 22.48 percent, respectively. Although FNS 
reported a reduction in improper payments for these two programs, please note that we did 
not evaluate the accuracy of these rates. 

We also want to provide a status update on USDA's progress in implementing the 10 
recommendations in audit report 27601-0001-41, FNS- National School Lunch and School 
Breakfast Programs. The USDA office responsible for granting final action on OIG audit 
recommendations, OCFO, informed us that FNS provided OCFO with documentation to 
show that FNS implemented all 10 recommendations noted in the audit report. Those 
recommendations included FNS' determination of its regulatory authority to require 
households to submit income documentation with school meals applications and training for 
cafeteria fund management. We have not performed a follow-up audit to evaluate the 
effectiveness of those completed actions. According to OCFO, final action to close the 
report occurred in June 2016. 
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OIG Audits, Investigations and General Information Requests 

39. Please update the table from the fiscal year 2017 questions for the record (QFR) showing the 
financial statement audits OIG contracts for and those conducted in-house, as well as the cost 
of each audit for fiscal years 2011 through 20 16. 

Response: See table below: 

was 
estimation insurance claims methodology section of the was performed under contract 
**The FCIC FY 2015 costs were revised ±rom last year's Question For the Record submission 
to properly include both contractor and in-house costs. 
*** The audit was performed by OIG; however. the credit reform review was performed under 
contract. 

40. Please update the table trom the fiscal year 2017 QFRs showing the amount of funds 
expended for public accountants hired under contract for fiscal years 2011 through 2016. 

Response: The information follows: 
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41. 'W'hat was OTG's cost of performing audits of Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) 
financial statements in fiscal year 2016'> What was the reimbursement from CCC? 

Response: CCC"s financial statements audit is performed through a contract by an 
independent public accounting firm. However, OlG monitors the audit in accordance with 
GAO/PCIE 14 Financial Audit Manual Section 650 to ensure that the audit is performed by an 
audit tlrm that is independent, objective, and possesses the required qualitlcations. This 
monitoring also ensures that the audit is performed in accordance with generally accepted 

14 The President's Council oflntegrity and Efficiency was the predecessor organization for the Council of the 
Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency (CIGIE). 
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auditing standards in the United States. OIG's cost of performing the monitoring for FY 
2016 was $103,657. O!G did not receive reimbursement from CCC for this service. CCC 
paid the contractor cost of$1,474,264 for FY 2016. 

42. Please update the status report included in the fiscal year 2017 QFRs on all current findings of 
material weakness since 2009. Specifically, please list the finding, OIG's recommendation and 
the current status. 

Response: Sec the table below: 

FY 2009 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 50401-67-FM __ 
Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall financial management ~ 
Recommendation: Provide additional oversight to ensure agencies 
(I) properly monitor and review obligation balances, (2) provide valid 
certifications based on complete and accurate reviews as required by 1 

Departmental Regulation 2230-001, and (3) understand the importance of ~-
responding to reques~f<.'!:__bj_~l~~dditional inf()!:!l1alion in <l:_l~ely m_<!l1Jler._ __Y:.::c:::..s __ -1 
Finding 2: Improvements are needed in Information Technology, Security 
and Controls. 
Recommendation: ( l) Create a plan of action and milestones to correct I 
deficiencies in both System Security Plans and Contingency and Disaster I 
Recovery Plans, (2) revise Cyber Security Assessment and Management 
and/or system documentation to retlect consistent and accurate information, 
and (3) institute policy and procedures to ensure review and signature of all 

arties bound by Interconnection Security Agreements. 
FY 2010 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No, 50401-70-FM 

Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall financial management. 'I 

Recommendation: Provide additional oversight to ensure that agencies are 
properly reviewing, researching, and timely implementing action to correct 

1 

abnormal balances. 1 Yes 
-Findiiigi:lmpr;;-~ements are needcdinlnformationl'e~hllology, Security:--~---·-·-----·---
and Controls. I 
Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department and 
recommendation~ made_~_othe_r_<l:<!_~it~_,_ll_()__r:e_c_()~_t:ll_'!l1~<l:ti_lll1~:\l':l!~-e_. ___ 1___~::_:/A:..:_ __ , 
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mr•rn·c·prnP<n" are management. 
Recommendation: (I) Provide additional oversight of the accounting 
functions at FAS to ensure that the objectives of the internal control over 
financial reporting are maintained, (2) provide additional oversight and 
training to ensure agencies are following Departmental policy in identifying 
ll:!l~!.Et:<;~ncili~ intra~t:E,~1pental lra!!,~~E':lE!l:. ____ ,,_, _____________________ '(;;:~-----
Finding 2: Improvements are needed in Information Technology Security 
and Controls. 
Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our annual ' 
FISMA audits, we are making no further recommendations. L __ _'!:l_0 ____ _ 

FY 2012 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 50401-Q.Q!ll.::!!._, __ 
Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall tinancial management. I 
Recommendation: Because of recommendations already made to CCC and j 
NRCS in other reports, we are making no further recommendations in this j 
r_<:~I!:____ ___ N/A 
Finding 2: Improvements are needed in Information Technology Security 
and Controls. 
Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our annual FISMA 

Finding 
Recommendation: Because of recommendations already made to NRCS, 
CCC, and FC!C in other reports, we are making no further recommendations 
in this re ort. 
Finding 2: Improvements are 
Security Program. 
Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our prior FISMA 

Security Program. 
Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our prior FISMA 
audits, we are making no further recommendations. N/ A 

FY 2015 a;;;;;li'dat~-d-Fin'Mcial Statem~~t;-Aiidit,'Assi nment No. 50401-0009-ll 
Finding 1: Improvements are Ne'eded·hi-O~~~all Financial Management 
Recommendation: Because USDA has actions planned and in progress. we 
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Finding 2: Improvements are Needed in Overall Information Technology 
Security Program j_' 
Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our FISMA 
audits, we are makin no further recommendations in this re ort _ _ __ 1'l/_::\ ___ _ 

FY 2016 USDA Balance Sheet Audit, Assi nment No. 50401-0011-11 
Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall financial management 
Recommendation: Because USDA has actions planned and in progress, we 
are makin no further recommendations herein. 1 N/A t-====""-'=-==-=-:_==------------------------------1----------
Finding 2: Improvements are needed in overall Information Technology 
Security Program. 
Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our prior FISMA 
audits, we are makin o further recommendations. N/ A 

FY 2009 CCC FiJ:t~nc_i!L~~_I!Ients ~_udit, Assignment No. ()6401-~_4_:-_FM ____ _ 
Finding 1: Improvements are needed in financial management system's j 
~~~ I 
Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department and 
recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation was made. 1 _JifA_ __ 

1-=:--::-:---=-~''--=Y:,-2010 CCC Financial Statements Audit, Assi nment No. 06401-25-FM 
Finding 1: Improvements are needed in financial management system's 
fi.mctionality _ 
Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department and 
recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation was made. N/ A 

___ !Xlll_!!_CCC J!lnancial ~l!!~I!!~II!~i\,!l~!J Assignment No. 06401-0001-11 
Finding 1: Improvements are needed in financial management system's 
~ctiona!ity. 

I 
Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department and I 
recomm~ndations made in other audits. no recommendation was made. L_l':![i\,__ __ 

FY 2012 CCC Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 06401-0002-11 
Fl;;dingi!-fmp~ovements are needed in funds controL ~ 
Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department and I 
recommendations ma~t0!l _ _()_!:_~r a\l_<!it!'_,_ no re_comme_!:l~l}_t_isl_ll_ was made. N/A 

FY 2013 CCC Financial Statements Audit, Assi_g11mellt No. Q64()__1-9_Q03-. .::1--"1-----1 
Finding 1: Improvements are needed in tunds controL 1 
Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department and 
recommendations made in other audits. no recommendation was made. ---------------·::7-=--:--c:'0'------i 

FY 2014 CCC Financial Statements Audit, :~i!!&ll.'ll~nt No. 06401-()_004-11 __ 
Finding l: Improvements arc needed in funds controL 
Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department and 
recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation was made. N/A ------------'-'"===:_:_:_:::::_::::=:___ _ _J__~_o_:_ __ __j 
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are 
Recommendation 1: Design and implement nrf>ce.sses. proc:edures, 
effective controls related to significant accounting ~"'""'"""· 
Recommendation 2: Develop effective information and communication 
processes to ensure that policies and procedures related to programs or events 
that may give rise to the recognition of accounting transactions are 
consistently communicated and applied throughout the agency and that 
technical accounting issues are identified. analyzed, and resolved in a timely 
manner. 
Recommendation 3: Accumulate relevant, suftlcient, and reliable data on 
which to base accounting estimates. 
Recommendation 4: Ensure accounting estimates are prepared by qualified 
personnel with a full understanding of the underlying GAAP requirements. 
Recommendation 5: Ensure there is an adequate review and approval of the 
estimates by appropriate levels of management, including review of sources 
of relevant factors, development of assumptions, and reasonableness of 
assumptions and resulting estimates. 
Recommendation 6: Implement processes, procedures, and effective 
controls to enable the timely preparation of financial statements and suftlcient 
evidential matter to support accounting tnmsactions. 
Recommendation 7: Design and implement policies, procedures, and 
controls to accept, track, and monitor agreements entered into with other 
agencies (customers) and link the goods/services provided and the 
transactions entered into the respective funding agreement to produce a 
population of unfulfilled customer orders (UFCO) by customer, which 
reconciles to the general ledger. 
Recommendation 8: Design and implement policies, procedures, and 
controls to review UFCOs balances to determine whether they should still be 
open (on an agreement-by-agreement basis) or whether the funding should be 
returned to the ordering agency before the period of availability or the 
funding appropriation ends. 
Recommendation 9: Design and implement Due Care policies, procedures, 
and controls to identify, and investigate knovm and potential sites. 
Recommendation 10: Develop a complete inventory of sites potentially 
needing review and their status and disposition. 
Recommendation H: Continue to retine the precision of each site's 
estimate and maintain adequate supporting doCL!mcntation that is readily 
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Finding 2: Improvements are Needed in the Accounting for Parent/Child 
Transactions 
Recommendation 1: Implement processes, procedures, and controls to 
assess and periodically reassess methodologies used to account for 
parent/child activity. 
Recommendation 2: With the assistance of the child agency, conduct a 
detailed review of the transactions and balances reported in the general ledger 
to ensure that CCC maintains a complete set of supporting documentation for 
transactions and balances reported in the general ledger. Yes 
Finding 3: Improvements are Needed in the Accounting for Budgetary 
Transactions 
Recommendation 1: Design and implement policies and procedures to 
require communication and collaboration between the decentralized groups 
involved in the review of undelivered orders. 
Recommendation 2: Modify the policies and procedures related to the 
review of stale obligations by developing detailed, written procedures to 
facilitate adequate and consistent review across the various groups 
performing the reviews. Also, include expanded criteria to review the validity 
of undelivered orders to correspond to the nature of the agency and its 
programs. 
Recommendation 3: Implement the necessary functionality within the 
financial management systems to automatically deobligate undelivered orders 
at the time of payment. 
Recommendation 4: Conduct a detailed review of the transactions and 
balances reported in the general ledger to ensure that CCC maintains 
adequate supporting documentation for transactions and balances reported in 
the general ledger and that the supporting documentation is readily available. 
Recommendation 5: Continue the implementation of automated funds 
control of all obligations and expenditures at the transaction level within the 
core financial system. Further, implement necessary compensating controls 
.l!~l.l-~_ll<:ll._<!.utomated CCJ!l:!J:()_l~_are fully implemented. _________ Yes 
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requirements; 
Recommendation 3: Ensure there is an adequate supervisory review and 
approval of the estimates, by appropriate levels of management, including 
review of the sources of relevant factors. development of assumptions, and 
reasonableness of assumptions and resulting estimates. These reviews should 
be at a sufficient level of precision, to detect errors in the estimates that 
would be material to the financial statements Yes 
Finding 2: Improvements are needed with maintenance of accounting 
records. 
Recommendation 4: Continue the implementation of processes, procedures, 
and controls to improve the accuracy and timeliness of the Fund Balance with 
Treasury (FBWT) reconciliation, including reconciliations of related child 
agency FBWT accounts. 
Recommendation 5: Ensure that month-end reconciliations of all accounts 
are performed timely, and reviewed at appropriate precision levels through 
the implementation of thresholds that are monitored by management 
Reconciling differences identified should be timely corrected in the 
subsidia or eneralledoers. Yes 

FY 2009 NRCS Financial Statements Audit, Assi nment No. 10401-03-FM 
Finding 1: Improved accounting and controls needed over undelivered 
orders. 
Recommendation: Continue to train budget and program personnel to 
review open obligation balances and monitor com liance. 
Finding 2: Improved accounting and controls needed over therevenue and 
unfilled customer order process. 
Recommendation: Develop and implement policies and procedures for 
reimbursable a reements, accmmts receivable, and unfilled customer orders. 
Finding 3: Improved accounting and controls needed over accruectC.,Zp;;ses.
Recommendation: Provide additional training to field personnel regarding 
the olicy and rocedures for Yes 
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Finding 4: Improved controls needed over financial reporting. 
Recommendation: Obtain and use the United States Government Standard 
General Ledger posting models for conservation casements, travel advances 
to others, cumulative results of operations for non-appropriated t\mds, 
recoveries of rior year ob!iaations, and accounts receivable with the ublic. Yes 
Finding 5: Improved accounting and controls needed for property, plant, and 
equipment. 
Recommendation: Establish a policy that outlines the proper procedures for 
identifying and tracking the appropriate costs related to the development of 
new a lications through the various sta>es of the development rocess. Yes 

FY 2010 NRCS Financial Statements Audit, Assi nment No. 10401-04-FM 
Finding 1: Improved accounting <md co~trols needed over undelivered ' 
orders. 
Recommendation: Review the current policies to determine whether they 
are compliant with Title 31 of the U.S. Code and GAO's Redbook, The 
Principles of Federal Appropriations Law. 
Finding 2: Improved accounting and controls needed over the revenue and 
unfilled customer order process. 
Recommendation: Develop a systematic methodology for calculating the 
allowance for uncollectible accounts, which considers historical data, 
estimates losses on an individual and aggregate account basis, and considers 
other risk factors that may have an impact on NRCS' ability to collect 
amounts due. Yes 
Finding 3: Improved accounting and controls needed over accrued expenses. 
Recommendation: Perfonn quality assurance procedures to determine if 
accrued expenses are complete, accurate, and exist at uarter and year end. Yes 
Finding 4: Improved controls needed over financial reporting. 
Recommendation: Establish a more robust internal control identif1cation and 
_evaluati()n process to identify <tll signifi~J1l cont_J:()l def1ciencies. _ Yes 
Finding 5: Improved accounting and controls needed for property, plant, and 
equipment. 
Recommendation: Reinforce segregation of duties responsibilities for 
inventory taking. reminding Accountable Property Officers that the inventory 
taker should not also have the authority to purchase Property, Plant and 

_E:_guipmentQ'_P&E). ------------------ Yes 
Finding 6: Improved general and application access controls needed. 
Recommendation: Establish a process to actively review and document its 
review of application, active directory. and virtual private network (VPN) 
access to determine based ,_,_, __ t_,h_,_e,',',",~.'r .. ,~''j'l.'.C:.F"-'-'<:::::: __ c__ __ :_:::::__ __ , 
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transactions. 
Recommendation: NRCS management immediately review all cardholders 
to determine whether they are current NRCS employees and should have 
access -~~lE:<::~~_se ca~_-______________ Yes 

FY 2011 NRCS Financial Statements Audit, Assi nment No. 10401-0001-11 
Finding 1: Improved accounting and controls needed over tmdelivered 
orders. 
Recommendation: (I) Provide additional training to field personnel related 
to the identification and recording of advances and disbursements, and (2) 
provide guidance and policy to field personnel relating to the monitoring and 
validation of the obligation's eriod of erformance rior to ayment. Yes 
Finding 2: Improved accounting and controls needed over accrued expenses. 
Recommendation: (I) Perform quality assurance procedures to determine if 
accrued expenses are complete, accurate. and exist at quarter and year end. 
(2) reduce the number of standard voucher and year end accruals required by 
configuring systems to record accruals when goods/services are receipted in 
the application, where there is a cost benefit, (3) enhance monitoring internal 
controls over obligations and payment approvals to determine whether 
appropriate documentation is provided to support the obligation and 
disbursement, (4) utilize transaction codes in the Foundation Financial 
Information System (FFIS) to record accruals that do not reverse for direct 
entry obligations, and (5) provide guidance on the Prompt Payment Act 
related to the entry of acceptance dates and determine if additional interest is 
due to vendors or whether the vendor was overpaid as a result of any errors. Yes 
Finding 3: Improved controls are needed over financial reporting. 
Recommendation: Enforce NRCS' Circular 21 to ensure condition 
assessment policies and procedures are compliant with Statements of Federal 
Fi_nancial Accoun!ing Standards (SFF AS)_l':l_().:__2.J. ---'Y::.ce:::s __ -1 
Finding 4: Improved accounting and controls needed for property, plant and 
equipment. 
Recommendation: Develop in coordination with the Department Chief 
Information Officer a reconciliation process for State offices to utilize to 
reconcile between the International Technology Services (ITS) property 
report and State inv~tory ~----- Yes 
Finding 5: Improved general and application access controls are needed. 
Recommendation: Establish controls to monitor the control environment at 
the ITS and mitigate the _i_~Etified weaknesses. Yes 
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operations. 
Recommendation: (1) Focus on strengthening the internal control 
environment and ensuring that system components are fully operational; (2) 
identify the underlying impediments causing errors in the Accounts 
Receivable billing module, proper liquidation of advances, and posting of 
depreciation/amortization; (3) continue to implement procedures over the 
FBWT process, to include procedures for ensuring that unprocessed items are 
cleared from the suspense account in a timely manner; and ( 4) complete a 
thorough review of the FBWT suspense account to identify older reconciling 
items, and take the a ro 1iate actions to clear these items. Yes 
Finding 2: Improved controls are needed over financial reporting. 
Recommendation: (I) Continue to implement a comprehensive financial 
management system strategy to ensure compliance with Federal financial 
management systems requirements; (2) enforce accounting entries that are 
consistent with those prescribed by the United States General Ledger; (3) 
develop policies to ensure all relevant Federal accounting standards are 
followed; (4) improve the communication and implementation of policies and 
procedures regarding the preparation of financial statements; Management's 
Discussion and Analysis, footnote disclosures, and Required Supplementary 
Information; (5) ensure all qualitative information reported in footnote 
disclosures, including supplementary information. is accurate and current; L 
and (6) continue to develop remediation plans to address FMFIA and FFM!A 
noncom liance. Yes 

-----------------------------~----·-·- ----·--
Finding 3: Improved controls are needed over PP&E. 
Recommendation: (I) Complete the PP&E remediation efforts as soon as 
possible to ensure that real property and personal property information is 
provided in a timely manner. Remediation efforts should include completion 
of real property and personal property physical inventories, and review of 
budget object codes currently assigned to personal property; and (2) finalize 
efforts to implement the "Methodology for Condition Assessment Surveys 
and Determining Deferred Maintenance" to track deferred maintenance, and 
suggest that N RCS continue to develop and implement effective steps and 
related policies and procedures to track improvements to leased and owned 
assets. 
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Finding 4: Improved controls are needed over accrued expenses. 
Recommendation: (I) Finalize and implement steps to regularly review the 
accounts payable accrual methodology, and grants and agreements accrual 
methodology against actual results to validate their predictive reliability; 
(2) develop a process for accruals and disbursements, including 
Intragovernmental Payment and Collection transactions, to properly 
documents that the related accrual or disbursement is appropriate; and (3) 
research and remediate current debit vendor balances. 
Finding 5: Improved controls arc needed over reimbursable agreements. 
Recommendation: (I) Continue to implement sustainable internal controls to 
verify the completeness and accuracy of Unfilled Customers Orders (UCO's) 
ft1r future years; (2) continue to conduct analysis of current UCO balances to 
determine if they are complete;. (3) continue to review open UCO balances 
for validity and accuracy; (4) continue to provide comprehensive training, 
instruction, and support to personnel responsible for recording and 
monitoring Reimbursable Agreements (RA); (5) continuously monitor the 
efl'ectivcness of RA controls; and (6) confirm the accurate conversion of 

Yes 

UCO balances for beginning balances FY 2013. -·------------ J:5s 
~--=c-~,_......F=-cY. 2013 ~RCS F!1_1an~al Statemel_l!!'_~l]ditLAssi.gl!mC'!_t No,_!()'!Ql~0003-l_l ___ _ 

Finding l: Improved accounting and controls are needed over undelivered T 
orders. 
Recommendation: (I) Continue to monitor activity in U.S. General I 
Standard Ledger (USSGL) accounts 4801,4871, and 4881 to ensure that I 
invalid upward and downward adjustments are identified and negated in a I 
timely manner and that balances are appropriate; (2) continue to monitor open 
obligations to ensure that upward and dow11ward adjustments are recorded in I 
the appropriate period and liquidated timely; and, (3) provide adequate 1 

__ !!_aining to personnel related to the documentation requirements for suppo~-- Y cs __ 
Finding 2: Improved controls are needed over financial reporting. 1 

Recommendation: (I) Identify and document transactions that, when I' 

required, are recorded in accordance with the guidance found in_SFFAS No. 
21; (2) implement procedures to reduce the need to record a large volume of I 
misstatements at year end; (3) establish policiesiguidelines that assist I 
accounting personnel in properly determining the type of sufficient 
supporting documentation tor journal entries and deferred maintenance; and I 
(4) enhance the management review of journal entries to include use of 
appropriate posting models obtaining and inspecting supporting I 
documentation. Yes 
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Finding 3: Improved accounting and controls are needed over expenses. 
Recommendation: (1) Provide guidance and/or training to employees on 
policies and procedures to ensure purchase transactions have adequate I 
supporting documentation to determine if they are accurate and exist; (2) 
enhance monitoring controls over payment approvals to determine whether 1 

appropriate documentation is provided to support the disbursement; and(~) 
enhance procedures to determine if accrued expenses are complete, accurate, 
and exist at qnarter-ends and are properly suppq_rted_. ----· . ...:Y...:e.=-s __ ,-1 
Finding 4: Improved accounting and controls arc needed over revenue and 
accounts receivable. 
Recommendation: (l) Continue to improve documentation that will support 
revenue, accounts receivable, and unfilled customer orders transactions in 
accordance with OMB Circular No. A-123; and (2) review and liquidate 

invalid unfilled customer orders. ----·-------·----·---_l Yes 
_______ _l{_Y 2.!J.!.i NR~§_!inancial StateiJ!~ts A~~it,Assignment No. 10401-00Q:!:!!._ 
Finding l: Improved accounting and controls are needed over obligations II 
and undelivered orders. 
Recommendations: Develop comprehensive policies and procedures to 
monitor the Grassland Reserve Program (GRP) program and confirm I 
traosactions are accurate, adequately supported aod recorded in the proper ' 

fiscal year. 

11

•

1

1 

(1) Continue to monitor activity in USSGL accounts 4871, and 4881 to 
ensure that invalid upward and downward adjustments are identified and 
corrected in a timely manner and that balances are appropriate; (2) continue I 
to monitor open obligations (USSGL accounts 480 I and 4802) to ensure that 
they are recorded in the appropriate period and liquidated timely; and, (3) 

.~;;~~~~:t~~~~e ~:.~~~~-persot~nel related to the docume::~i~: .. ___ J ___ y~--
Finding 2: Improved controls are needed over financial operations. I 
Recommendations: Review and evaluate options to reference accruals to the 
appropriate undelivered orders so that these amounts can be incorporated in I 
the balances. 
(I) Identify and document transactions that, when required. are recorded in 
accordance with the guidance found in SFFAS No. 21; (2) implement I 
procedures to reduce the need to record a large volume of misstatements at ll 

year end; (3) establish policies/guidelines that assist accounting personnel in 
properly determining the type of sufficient supporting documentation for 
journal entries and deferred maintenance; and (4) enhance the management 
review of journal entries to include use of appropriate posting models 
obtaining and inspectin supportin documentation. Yes 
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Finding 3: Improved accounting and controls are needed over expenses. 
Recommendation: (I) Provide guidance and/or training to employees on 
policies and procedures to ensure purchase transactions have adequate 
supporting documentation to determine if they are accurate and exist; (2) 
enhance procedures to determine if accrued expenses are complete, accurate, 
and exist at quarter-ends and are properly supported; and (3) enhance 
monitoring controls over payment approvals to determine whether 
appro riate documentation is provided to sup ort the disbursement. Yes 

Finding 1: Improved Accounting and Controls are Needed Over Obligations 
and Undelivered Orders (Repeat Condition). 
Recommendations: As noted in recommendation lA !Band JC of Audit 
Report No. 1040!-0003-ll, December 2013, we continue to recognize the 
need for NRCS management to: (1) Monitor activity in U.S. Standard 
General Ledger (USSGL) 4871 and 4881 to ensure that invalid upward and 
downward adjustments are identified and corrected in a timely manner and 
that balances are appropriate; (2) Monitor open obligations (USSGL accounts 
480 I and 4802) to ensure that they are recorded in the appropriate period and 
liquidated timely; and (3) Provide adequate training to personnel related to 
the documentation requirements for support. 
Finding 2: Improved Accounting and Controls are Needed Over Financial 
Operations (Repeat Condition). 
Recommendations: Establish policies and procedures that: ( l) Assist 
personnel producing data extracts to determine the completeness and 
accuracy of such extracts; (2) Ensure data extracts are reviewed by process 
owners regularly for errors; and (3) Establish a closing schedule for period 13 
transactions in order to avoid any delays in producing such extracts. We 
continue to recognize the need for management of the NRCS to: (I) Establish 
policies/guidelines that assist accotmting personnel in properly determining 
the type of sufficient supporting documentation; and (2) Continue to develop 
and implement internal controls and policies and procedures to correct or 
mitigate the risks and potential misstatements within the agency. 
We also recommend that management of the NRCS: (l) Enhance policy and 
control procedures for the accuracy and consistent application of period end 
accruals; and (2) Provide adequate training to personnel relating to the new 
accrualiJ_~icy. Yes 
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Finding 3: Improved Accounting and Controls are 
Transactions Related to the Grassland Reserve Program 
Recommendation: We recommend that management of the NRCS: (I) 
Implement management's plan to develop a new process for administering 
the remaining funds tor the GRP in FY 2016: (2) Request and obtain 
supporting documentation for prior services rendered by FSA to NRCS; (3) 
Review and reconcile the supporting documentation to determine and 
mutually agree upon the amount of services that have been rendered by FSA 
to NRCS; (4) Make and record any necessary corresponding adjustments to 
fund balance with Treasury, accounts receivables, accounts payable, and 
cumulative results of operations balances; and (5) Obtain suftkient 
supporting documentation tor the remaining GRP obligations recorded in the 
general ledger at the end of FY 2015. 

Orders (Repeat Condition). 
Recommendations: Because of recommendations already made, there are 
no new recommendations. N/A ·-----·- -----~-~--~ 

Finding 2: Improved Accounting and Controls are Needed Over Expenses 
(Repeat Condition). 
Recommendations: Because of recommendations already made. there are no 
new recommendations. 

insurance claims calculation. 
Recommendation: (I) Implement procedures to ensure that manual 
processes of the indemnity projection model are pertonned and subsequently 
reviewed by independent individuals within management to ensure the review 
process over calculation is adequate and limits the risk of material 
misstatements in the liability for estimated losses on insurance claims at year
end; (2) consider perfom1ing an Independent Verification and Validation 
review of the indemnity projection model every year in which a new model is 
implemented, or when a model has been substantially enhanced; (3) consider 
the need to save documentation to provide an audit trail of all relevant 
computations; (4) consider performing additional risk assessments on the 
indemnity calculation aimed at the processes that have the greater risks of 

the calculations. Yes 
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FY 2014 FCICIRMA Fina_!!_cl!i]_§_!!_~lll_cnts Audit, Assignment No. 05~01-00~±_11 __ 
Finding 1: Improvement needed in controls over estimated losses on I 
insurance claims calculation. 
Recommendations: Design and implement policies and procedures to 1 

include the following: when evaluating the need to change estimation 
methodologies, particularly as it relates to significant financial statement 
balances, management should consider: availability of support for 
assumptions, comparability with prior years methods and computations, 
potential effect on balances and the effect on the consistency of financial 
statements, and, changes or enhancements to estimation methodologies that 
are in accordance with US GAAP. 
The following were identified in the prior year audit and should be 
considered when developing the corrective action plan: (1) implement 
actions to ensure that changes to the indemnity projection methodology are 
performed and subsequently reviewed by independent individuals within 
FCIC/RMA management to ensure that the changes to the calculation are 
appropriate and verifiable to limit the risk of material misstatements in the 
liability for estimated losses on insurance claims at year-end; (2) consider 
performing an Independent Verification and Validation review of the 
indemnity methodology every year in which a new methodology is 
implemented or when the indemnity model has been substantially enhanced; 
(3) consider the need to save supporting documentation to provide an audit 
trail of all relevant estimate computations; and, (4) consider performing 
additional risk assessments on the indemnity calculation aimed at the 
processes that have the greater risks of errors in the calculations. The 
magnitude of potential errors should be viewed in terms of financial 
statement line items and the financial statements as a whole, in order to 
ensure that management limits the risk of material misstatements on the 
financial statements. Yes 

FY 2015 FCIC/RMA Financial Statements Audit, Assi nment No. 05401-0005-11 
Finding 1: lmprove~ei;"ts-Are "N;;(;J~d in the Re~iew of the Estimated Loss 
Calculations 
Recommendations: Develop control procedures over the program code to 
ensure that all variables are 

Yes 

TI1is material weakness was inadvertently omitted from the prior year's QFR submission. 
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43. Please update the table from the fiscal year 2017 QFRs showing the amount spent for 
confldcntial operational activities for fiscal years 2011 through 2016. 

Response: The infommtion requested follows: 

44. Please provide a swnmary of complaints from the OIG Hotline for fiscal year 2016. 

Response: The below chart summarizes OIG Hotline complaints received during FY 2016. 

Hotline Complaints Received FY 2016 

.s,~.· 
... · .. 

Employee Misconduct 351 

Participant Fraud* 4,821 

Waste/Mismanagement 361 

Health/Safety Problem 29 

Opinion/Information 81 

Bribery I 

Reprisal 0 

*This category encompasses various forms of fraud. Of the 4,821 complaints, 
there were 4,390 referred directly to FNS for action. 

so 



105

45. Please provide a table showing the nwnber of audit reports, investigative reports, 
indictments, convictions, and lawsuits filed for fiscal year 2016. 

Response: The information to !lows: 

46. How were the indictments resolved, and what percent led to convictions? Please report for 
the latest data available. 

Response: For the investigations closed during FY 2016, in which an indictment was 
obtained and wherein all judicial and administrative action had been completed, 96% of the 
indictments in those investigations led to convictions. In FY 2017 through May 31, 2017, 
this percentage rose to 98%. It should be noted that indictments may be obtained in one 
fiscal year, while the resulting convictions may not be obtained tmtil months later, or longer, 
due to prosecutorial and judicial processes. 

47. Please update the description from the fiscal year 2017 QFRs of the work the IG is doing in 
regard to federal, state or industry employee whistleb!owers. How many open investigations 
and reviews are related to whistlebk)\vcr complaints? 

Response: OIG receives complaints from many sources including, but not limited to, 
Federal and State employees and the general public. Any individual who contacts OlG to 
report ru1 allegation of fraud, waste, or abuse is considered a potential whistleblower, Thus 
far in FY 2017 (October l, 2016 to May 3 I, 2017), 17 open investigations and 3 audits were 
initiated based on Hotline complaints. Each Hotline complaint received is reviewed and a 
determination made whether the matter should be addressed by O!G; referred to the relevant 
USDA agency for review, response. and appropriate action; or referred to the appropriate 
Federal government agency for any action if deemed appropriate. 

48. How many complaints did OlG receive from outside groups that are not whistleblower 
complaints in fiscal years 2011 through 2016? How many did OlG consider worthy of 
further investigation? 

16 Audit report amount includes 2 interim audit reports. 
17 The period of time to obtain court action on a.n indictment varies \Videly; therefore the 621 convictions do not n~cessarily 
correlate directly to the 769 indictments. 
18 Any civil judicial proceeding filed on behalf of a Government ag~ncy that r12:sults directly and substantially from an OlG 
investigation, 
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Response: We consider all complaints received to be potential whistleblower 
complaints. We track complaints received from public sources through the OIG Hotline 
from October I, 2010, through May 3 L 2017, as follows: 

49. Please provide for the record the amounts transferred to OIG from the Department of Justice 
Assets Forfeiture fund for fiscal years 2011 through 2017 to date. Provide an explanation of 
the use of these funds by OIG. 

Response: As a participating member of the DOJ Assets Forfeiture Fund, O!G receives 
funds pursuant to annual allocation requests and petitions for remission or mitigation. Under 
DOJ' s annual allocations, funds can be requested for program operations expenses and 
investigative expenses. Investigative expenses incurred by OIG involve mainly the 
equipping of conveyances when the DOJ annual allocation allows. Progran1 operations 
expenses include the following: case related expenses, joint law enforcement operations, 
special contract services, contracts to identifY assets, and training. Funds received as a result 
of petitions for remission or mitigation are utilized for law enforcement activities authorized 
under the Inspector General Act. 
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Department of .Justice 

Annual 
Fiscal Year P~titions Allocations Totals 

2011 $11,663 $1,683,000 $1,694,663 

2012 $40,190 $1,725.000 $1,765,190 

2013 $0 $1,614.000 $1,614,000 

2014 $818,495 $1,647,000 $2,465,495 

2015 $72,570 $1,680,000 $1,752,570 

2016 $128,970 $1,555,000 $1,683,970 

2017* $!,426,633 $1,402,000 $2,828,633 

*InformatiOn as of May 31,2017. 

50. Please provide for the record amounts transferred to OIG from the Department of Treasury 
Forfeiture Fund lor fiscal years 2011 through 2016. Provide an explanation of the use of 
these funds by OIG. 

Response: The amounts below represent funds received from petitions for remission or 
mitigation from the Department of Treasury Forfeiture Fund. OIG does not receive a 
separate annual allocation from the Department of Treasury. Petition tunds are used to 
purchase items for law enforcement activities authorized under the Inspector General Act. 

Receipt of Petition Funds 

Department of 
Fiscal Year Treasury 

2011 $0 

2012 $52,033 

20!3 $!35.205 

2014 $!,124,225 

2015 $576,090 

2016 $!84,547 
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51. Please provide for the record amounts transferred to OIG through the granting of a Petition 
for Remission or Mitigation for fiscal years 20! l through 2016. 

Response: The infonnation requested follows: 

Receipt of Petition Funds 

Fiscal Year Department of Department of Totals 
Tre.asnry Justice 

201! $0 $1 L663 $!1.663 

20!2 $52,033 $40,190 $92,223 

2013 $135,205 $0 $135,205 

2014 $!,124,225 $818.495 $!,942.720 

2015 $576,090 $72.570 $648,660 

2016 $184,547 $128,970 $313,517 

52. Please describe the pay seale for OlG employees. How many are entitled to Law 
Enforcement Officer Pay? How many receive Law Entorcement Availability Pay? 

Response: OIG does not have any employees on a special rate pay scale. OlG employees 
are either on the GS orES pay scale. However, 141 ofOIG's Criminal Investigators (GS 
1811) are entitled to Law Entorcement Availability Pay, which provides them with an 
additional25 percent, pmsuant to law and OPM regulations. OIG uses the Federal locality 
pay scale authorized by OPM for all other employees within the Federal Government. 
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53. Please provide for the record a table showing O!G-owned firearms. Also, please make note 
ofthe size and general purpose of the fireanns. 

Response: The requested information follows: 

DIG Owned Firearms 

{lnver!tory as ojD5.31.17} 

Type of Firearms Number i General Purpose 

.40 cal. semiautomatic pistols (includes 266 ~ssigned to each Special Agent and carried while 
Glock models 23 and 27) arrying out their law enforcement authorities. 

MP-Ss 83 arried during the execution of high-risk arrest 
~nd search warrant operations. 

UMP 85 procured to replace the MP-Ss. Currently under 
valuation, these have not been placed into a 

~uty carry status. 
.357 caL Revolvers 4 Used in undercover operations . 

.38 caL Revolvers 2 !tJsed in undercover operations . 

12-gauge shotguns 89 arried during the execution of high-risk arrest 
~nd search warrant operations. 

Miscellaneous weapons maintained lor 108 hese are semi-automatic pistols, MP-Ss, and 
training purposes ~hotguns which are the firearms DIG agents carry 

~s described above. However, they are unable to 
~ire live rounds. The weapons are used only for 
~raining. 

Total 637 

54. Please update the table from the fiscal year 2017 hearing QFRs showing the allocation of 
OIG's resources and the percent of each that went towards investigations and audits of each 
USDA agency for fiscal year 2010 through 2016. 

Response: The information requested follows: 
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10.000 

500 

18,900 123 

8,500 56 

50 

4,000 

ARS 600 

2% 

0% 

57 

12 I 
I 
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RD 1% 

RBS 1% 11 

RHS 33 
I 

RUS 7 1% 

7% 8% 

2! 2,100 2% 15 2% 

00 0 0 0% 0 0% 

OCFO 800 6 700 6 1% 

OCIO 500 500 3 1% 

OIG 
6,400 5,700 40 7% 

4,797 33 6% 

80 0 0% 

0 0% 
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5% 29 

FAS !% 3 

FNS-
SNAP 22,700 151 24% 137 

FNCS-

8.400 7% 

2,!00 
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29,!39 

8,176 
6% 

AMS !,982 0% 

APHIS 2,090 5 1% 

GIPSA 0 

8 
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I 
8,176 45 3,429 4%1 19 

' 
AMS 1,982 ll 1,578 2'?'0 9 

APHIS 2,090 11' 1,147 1% 6 

GIPSA 47 0 0 0% 

FS!S 6,407 4,872 5% 28 5% 

ARS 1,798 1,657 2% 9 2o/o 1 

NIFA 178 97 0% O'Y~ 

ERS 102 102 0% 0% 

0 0 0% 0 0% 

RD 1,486 8 L486 3% 8 2% 

RBS 1,933 11 

1 RHS 2,091 11 

RUS 790 4 0% 

3,990 22 3% I 
2,337 13 2% 

OPPM 301 71 0% ~I 

OCFO 512 31 508 1% 3 1% 

O!G (internal) 7,012 40 6,948 7% 39 8% 

0 0% 0 0% 
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I APHIS 17 2.609 3% 

GIPSA 0 77 0% 

I FSIS 7,025 37 1.495 2% 

ARS 717 247 1 0% I 

N1FA 1,251 7 1341 0% 

RD 2,507 14 0 0 0% 

RBS 1.070 6 4 

RHS 2,334 !2 6 

1,065 61 2 

FS 7,024 38 7 

NRCS ,388 7 2 

OPPM 50 0 0 

CR 

OCFO 
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MR. STEVEN PALAZZO 

Audit of the World Food Program 

55. Mr. Harden: During our exchange on this topic, you told me that "in researching this 
question, the money that goes through CCC for the World Food Programme is passed 
through USAID for delivery to the World Food Programme. So it is kind of overseen by the 
IG's Office at USAID." However, the McGovern-Dole Food for Education Program actually 
gave $90 million in FY 2015 and $97.6 in FY 2016 as ofJune oflast year to the World Food 
Programme. None of this money goes through USAlD, only USDA. And according to 
Inspector General Fong, the OIG has jurisdiction "over any expenditure of USDA funds or 
any USDA activity" So was it not actually factually incorrect to say that the USAID IG has 
oversight of this money? 

Response: Yes. It was an error to have stated that funds through USDA food aid programs 
are overseen by USAID OIG. USDA OIG is responsible for conducting audits and 
investigations relating to USDA programs and operations. USDA has food aid programs that 
provide U.S. agricultural commodities to feed millions of hungry people in needy countries. 
For example, the Food for Progress Program (FFP) provides for the donation of U.S. 
commodities to help developing countries modernize and strengthen their agricultural 
sectors. See 7 C.F.R. Part 1499. The McGovern-Dole Food for Education Program supports 
projects around the world to reduce hunger and improve literacy and primary education. See 
7 C.P.R. Part 1599. Program funding for such programs is appropriated to USDA. 
Therefore, USDA OIG has jurisdiction over such program activities and funds. 

56. Does the McGovern-Dole Food for Education (MDFFE) program funding go through 
USAID whatsoever? 

Response: No. We are not aware of such funding going through USAID. 

57. Does your office perform oversight over the McGovern-Dole Food for Education program? 

Response: Yes, OIG does provide such oversight. For example, in 2006 and 2007, we 
conducted audits of food aid programs administered by the Foreign Agricultural Service 
(FAS), including the MDFFE program. To avoid duplicating efforts, we have not conducted 
reviews of the MDFFE program since then, because GAO has conducted multiple reviews of 
the program over the past years. 

Recent GAO audits of the MDFFE program include: USDA's Oversight of the McGovern
Dole Food for Education Program Needs Improvement, issued in May 2011; World Food 
Program Internal Controls, issued in September 2012; U.S. Nonemergency Food Aid 
Programs Have Similar Objectives but Some Planning Helps Limit Overlap, issued in 
December 2012; and Cargo Preference Increases Food Aid Shipping Costs and Benefits Are 
Unclear, issued in September 2015. 

In addition, we understand that GAO has an ongoing review of international food aid market 
assessments that is examining the extent to which USDA has documented its selection of 
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countries to receive U.S. in-kind food aid through the McGovern-Dole and Food for Progress 
projects. Also, as part of GAO's broader review of the President's FY 2017 budget request 
for international affairs, GAO has an ongoing review of the FY 2017 budget request for the 
McGovern-Dole International Food for Education Program. 

58. If yes, would it be a logical conclusion to then assume that your office could have performed 
an audit of the World Food Programme since it has received money from USDA and not 
US AID? 

Response: OIG has authority to conduct audits of recipients of USDA program funds, such 
as the World Food Program (WFP), that are allocated through the MDFFE and the FFP. See 
7.C.F.R. 1599.18 and 1499.18. 

59. Does your office have sole jurisdiction over the MDFFE program or does the Inspector 
General for USAID? 

Response: The USDA IG is responsible for conducting audits and investigations relating to 
the programs and operations of USDA, including the MDFFE program. 

60. Does the IG for USAID have any oversight or jurisdiction of the MDFFE program? 

Response: No. We are not aware of such USAID IG oversight or jurisdiction. 

61. Has your office ever audited any United Nations organization? If not, please explain why and 
what the legal reasoning and laws are pertaining to such an audit. 

Response: To the best of our knowledge, USDA OIG has never audited a United Nations 
(UN) Organization. USDA OIG's audit authority is governed by the Inspector General Act 
and generally extends to "programs and operations" of USDA. See 5 U.S.C. app. 3, 
§4(a)(l). Since UN organizations are not programs or operations of USDA, the Inspector 
General Act does not provide direct authority for USDA OIG to audit a UN 
organization. However, as noted above, USDA regulations, implementing the MDFFE and 
the FFP, provide audit requirements for award recipients, including providing authority for 
USDA OIG to conduct or arrange for audits of any recipients or subrecipients, including for
profit entities and foreign organizations. See 7 C.F.R. 1599.18 and 1499.!8. 

62. In your experience, what would be required to perform such an undertaking for the programs 
and grants under your jurisdiction for the World Food Programme, regardless of whether you 
have the legal authority or not? 

Response: Every year, we develop an Annual Plan that represents OlG's continued focus on 
critical USDA programs and activities of national importance. Our plan includes a wide 
range of reviews across USDA's portfolio. When developing audit proposals, we consider 
factors such as recent major legislation; inherent high vulnerability associated with high 
dollar disbursements; potential impact on the health, safety, and welfare of individuals; 
agency management challenges; areas of sensitive or heightened interest to Congress or the 
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public; need to conduct follow-up audits; and results of prior investigations or hotline 
referrals. In addition, we assess the risk associated with each USDA program and activity to 
facilitate which should be considered for audit and/or review. We also consider the 
necessary resources to conduct the audit, including audit cost and available staff. 

To perform an audit of the programs and grants for the WFP, we would need to identify all 
food aid agreements awarded to the WFP for USDA food aid programs, for the period of 
audit coverage. We would then select and review a sample of grant agreements, based on 
several factors and considerations to include dollar values, geographic location, number of 
active years, and problems identified by FAS during any internal reviews. Our review could 
also include onsite reviews, including in-country visits to test the accuracy and reliability of 
agreement activities and supporting documentation. 

63. Are such bodies like the World Food Programme subject to U.S. audit requirements and 
funding laws, given the fact that they receive U.S. taxpayer money or are they exempt from 
general U.S. auditing laws and regulations? 

Response: As noted above, both the MDFFE and the FFP have audit requirements with 
respect to recipients and subrecipients, including but not limited to being subject to the 
Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal 
Awards (see 2 CFR Part 200); and being subject to agency, OIG, or GAO audit (see 7.C.F.R. 
1499.18; 7 C.F.R. 1599.18). 

We are also aware that the WFP has its own Inspector General, established by the WFP 
Executive Director under WFP Financial Regulation 12.1. The WFP IG provides 
independent and objective oversight to ensure integrity, efficiency, and effectiveness ofWFP 
programs and operations, including conducting any and all audits within the WFP. We would 
coordinate any OIG work regarding the WFP with that office, as appropriate. 

64. The World Food Programme's Audit regulations state that "In no case shall the External 
Auditor include criticism in his or her report without first affording the Executive Director an 
adequate opportunity to explain the matter under observation". Is this standard practice for 
you when you perform an audit- to give the person subject to audit a chance to explain before 
offering your criticism? 

Response: There are several instances throughout the audit process where we communicate 
the results of our work with the audited entity. To assist with transparency, coordination, and 
the efficient processing ofthe final report, we conduct a closeout meeting to convey our 
message to the agency and collect agency feedback on the proposed findings and 
recommendations prior to issuing the discussion draft report and conducting the formal exit 
conference. 

The discussion draft report is transmitted to the audited entity for formal discussion at the 
exit conference. It is created as an interim product before drafting the official draft report. 
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The discussion draft report is the initial format in which agency management receives the 
results of the audit engagement in a complete written audit product. 

Subsequent to issuing the discussion draft report, we conduct an exit conference with the 
audited entity, which is a formal discussion of the findings and recommendations. This 
provides the agency with the opportunity to provide additional information that may result in 
changes/modifications to the draft report. The official draft report is the final draft 
transmitted to the audited entity subsequent to the exit conference, reflecting revisions made, 
if any, with a request for an official agency response. 

The official agency response provides the agency's position and describes the pertinent 
actions and timeframes for corrective action proposed by the agency in response to the 
recommendations. The official agency response is included, in its entirety, in the final audit 
report. 
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY RANKING MEMBER SANFORD BISHOP 

Meat Animal Research Center (MARC) 

USDA is this nation's first line of defense as it relates to animal and plant health, protecting our 

food supply and natural resources, advancing agriculture sciences, while fostering rural 

development. With such an immense mission, it would be irresponsible to isolate the 

recommendations to solely MARC. 

65. How can OIG assist the Department with implementing the MARC lessons learned to avoid 
the appearance of animal neglect and mistreatment? 

Response: Through our oversight role, we conducted an audit of ARS' U.S. Meat Animal 
Research Center, and provided recommendations that, if implemented, should improve the 
Department's operation of MARC as well as have wider-ranging impact on research 
activities funded byARS. We recommended that ARS: I) establish an oversight process to 
ensure Area Offices' and research facilities comply with policies and procedures, 2) revise 
policies and procedures related to animal welfare to more explicitly state the manner in 
which Area Offices and research facilities are to carry out their responsibilities, 
3) establish a process to ensure that animal welfare-related policies and procedures are 
periodically reviewed and updated, and 4) establish a detailed, formal animal welfare 
complaint process through which any individual at a research facility may report animal 
welfare issues. Implementing these policy changes will ultimately affect other areas, 
including other research facilities, within ARS. By addressing these recommendations, ARS 
can mitigate, or prevent, the kind of criticism sparked by The New York Times' article. ARS 
is the only agency within USDA that conducts animal research; therefore, our audit focused 
on ARS activities. However, our results and audit recommendations were shared with the 
Research, Education and Economics mission area, and the Office of the Secretary. 

Future Work 

66. Has OIG investigated responses to claims of sexual misconduct/harassment at other agencies 
in the Department? 

Response: We are currently conducting an audit of Forest Service (FS) Initiatives to 
Address Workplace Misconduct. Our objectives are to determine whether the actions the FS 
took in response to complaints of sexual misconduct and harassment in the workplace were 
(I) effectively implemented as outlined in the joint agreement with the Office of the General 
Counsel and the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, and (2) sufficiently 
addressed workplace concerns. The audit will cover fiscal years 20 14 to the present. 
Additionally, if allegations of sexual misconduct/harassment occurring at any agency within 
USDA are received, the Office of Investigations will review the allegations and initiate an 
investigation when appropriate. 
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67. If so, in comparison to forest service, were the other agencies more/less responsive to 
investigating similar claims? Explain. 

Response: We have not audited any other USDA agencies on this topic. 

Management Improvement Initiatives 

68. OIG annual report states one performance measure is "calculating the percentage of audit 
recommendations where management decisions are achieved within one year." After the one
year period, does OIG conduct reinvestigations/perform after action reviews to 1- assess 
agency's response to the recommendations and 2- assess the effectiveness ofOIG 
recommendations in overcoming the issue? 

Response: Due to OIG's responsibilities to provide oversight for all of USDA and its many 
high-risk programs, we do not routinely conduct such reviews. However, when planning 
audit coverage, we consider the results of prior audits. In order to allow sufficient time for 
the implementation of corrective actions, we wait between 12 and 18 months after 
implementation before considering follow up in a specific area. In addition, when starting 
any audit, we assess prior audit coverage of the subject area and evaluate any subsequent 
corrective actions, including assessing the effectiveness of the actions. Of course, each year, 
OIG has many new audit topics to consider, such as emerging new problems and risks within 
USDA's wide-ranging portfolio. 

USDA's OCFO is responsible for accepting final action on OIG audit recommendations (i.e., 
determining the agreed upon corrective action has been implemented). We are currently 
conducting an audit to review Departmental oversight of final action on OIG audit 
recommendations. Specifically, our objectives are to determine if(!) Departmental controls 
over the final action on OIG's audit recommendations are adequate, and (2) Departmental 
resources provided to achieve final action are sufficient. We expect to issue this report 
before the end ofFY 2017. 

69. If so, what is that schedule? If not, it may be another measurement tool to determine the 
return on investigative investments. 

Response: As discussed in response to the previous question, we are currently conducting 
an audit ofOCFO's process to monitor and close OIG audit recommendations. 

Diversity within USDA 

70. Ms. Fong stated an audit ofOASCR was recently completed and closed. What were the 
results of the completed audit (statistics on demographics, position types currently held, 
etc.)? 

Response: In September 2016, we initiated an audit to evaluate the controls in place for the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights (OASCR) to ensure that Equal Employment 
Opportunity (EEO) civil rights complaints, including those against high-level USDA 
officials, were processed in a timely manner and in accordance with applicable procedures. 
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During the early stages of the audit, we found that a review by OIG Investigations covered 
areas similar to those outlined in our audit objectives. In addition, in July 2016, OASCR 
issued new policies and procedures regarding USDA's processing ofEEO Discrimination 
Complaints. Based on OIG Investigations' recent coverage of the EEO complaint process 
and the recent issuance of new policies and procedures, we determined that additional audit 
coverage was not warranted at that time and closed the subject audit. We currently have no 
ongoing audits related to Civil Rights. Additional coverage may be considered as we 
develop our plan for FY 2018. 

71. Where we are now in ensuring diversity within the USDA- across the agencies- is 
increased throughout the ranks (including scientists, technicians, economists, program 
managers, etc.)? 

Response: OIG has not performed audit work related to employment diversity within 
USDA. Instead, our audit work has focused on program complaints and Departmental 
outreach. We continue to report in our annual management challenges that USDA needs to 
improve outreach efforts to USDA participants. USDA has emphasized its efforts to improve 
outreach to new and beginning farmers and ranchers, local and regional food producers, 
minorities, women, and veterans. 

We have an ongoing audit ofFSA's Commodity Purchases for International Food Assistance 
Programs that includes steps to evaluate the outreach efforts FSA performs to promote 
competition and assign awards to small and disadvantaged businesses. In addition, we are 
conducting a series of audits of the FNS Summer Food Service Program in California, Texas, 
New York, and Florida that include steps addressing outreach as well ensuring that 
participants have access to the program. 

72. What steps are being taken? 

Response: As noted in response to the previous question, OIG has several audits that will be 
assessing agencies' outreach efforts in their respective programs. 
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APPENDIX A 

Response to Question 18 as follows: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Washington D.C. 20250 

The Honorable Mick Mulvaney 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 

Kathleen McGettigan 
Acting Director 
Office of Personnel Management 

Phyllis K. Fang 
Inspector General 

National Security and Public Safety Position Exempted from Hiring 
Freeze 

Please find below the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office oflnspector General's list of positions that 
we have exempted in accordance with the Office of Management and Budget and Office of Personnel 
Management Memorandum M-17-18, paragraph 3r, related to national security (including foreign 
relations) or public safety (including protecting life and property). 

Job Series* Title 

1801 General Inspection, Investigation, Enforcement, and 
Compliance 

1810 General Investigation 

1811 Crimina11nvestigation 

--
2210 Information Technology Management 

... *The exemptton may mclude other JOb senes that are dtrectly related to carrymg out these acl!vtlies as 
determined by the Inspector General. 

If you have questions or need additional information, please have your staff contact Nicole D. Early, 
Director, Human Resources Management Division, on 202-720-8285 or via email at 
Nicole.Early@oig.usda.gov 
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