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TUESDAY, MARCH 11, 2008.

RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS BUDGET

WITNESSES

GALE A. BUCHANAN, UNDER SECRETARY, RESEARCH, EDUCATION,
AND ECONOMICS

MERLE D. PIERSON, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY, RESEARCH, EDU-
CATION, AND ECONOMICS

EDWARD B. KNIPLING, ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH
SERVICE

COLIEN HEFFERAN, ADMINISTRATOR, COOPERATIVE STATE RE-
SEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EXTENSION SERVICE

KATHERINE R. SMITH, ADMINISTRATOR, ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERYV-
ICE

JOSEPH T. REILLY, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL AGRICUL-
TURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

W. SCOTT STEELE, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

Ms. DELAURO. The committee is called to order. Thank you. I
would very much like to welcome Under Secretary Buchanan, Dep-
uty Under Secretary Pierson, Administrators Knipling, Hefferan,
and Smith. Did I get everyone? And Mr. Reilly. Okay. Very good.
Sorry. And welcome to Scott Steele.

Mr. STEELE. Thank you.

Ms. DELAURO. We all know that the research, economics, and ex-
tension budget is critical to sustaining America’s agriculture place
in the world as a leader in the scientific discovery and develop-
ment. The results of the research are critical to crop development,
to nutrition, to food safety, competitiveness, international trade,
even homeland security.

Much of the good work is being done within our impressive land
grant university system and in our experiment station. Some Con-
necticut institutions, for example, have used a stable foundation of
predictable formula funds that had been available for years in
order to hone research and respond immediately to plant and ani-
mal disease outbreaks such as West Nile virus and Lyme disease.

Indeed, the Connecticut agricultural experiment station, which is
just about two blocks from my home in New Haven—and, by the
way, the first agricultural experiment station in the country—they
were instrumental in uncovering the problems involving imports
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from China last year that discovered components of antifreeze in
toothpaste imported from China, and played a key role in discov-
ering a high concentration of lead in toys imported from China. The
same station also was part of the network of labs that examined
pet food that was contaminated with melamine last year.

This is the type of work that represents an opportunity for the
state to become one of the first to detect potentially dangerous out-
breaks, as well as one of the first to respond. It is urgent work tak-
ing place at the Connecticut agricultural experiment station with
a clear purpose. It is not pork. It is not pet projects or a bridge to
nowhere.

I should note that I am concerned about your budget’s proposal
to redirect a significant percentage of Hatch formula funds and the
MecIntyre-Stennis funds to a national competitively awarded multi-
state project. Competition is not a bad thing; it is a good thing. But
this plan may destabilize our land grant and forestry funding sys-
tem. As a nation, we depend on the land grant system to provide
certain services, and we cannot afford to compromise its abilities
to meet those commitments.

I am also taken aback by the wholesale closure of 20 ARS facili-
ties across the country. I don’t think that this is the moment to
limit the capacity of groundbreaking agricultural research that is
performed at these labs. Let me further highlight some of the pro-
posed increases in research—bioenergy, water reuse in agricultural
systems, and funding for research into the obesity epidemic. I be-
lieve these are critical investments, and I am delighted and glad
to see that there is a renewed focus on these areas.

Your budget also includes an increase for food safety research,
particularly the study of E. coli and other pathogens in fresh
produce. Of course, we have witnessed an increase in the consump-
tion of fresh fruits and vegetables. In light of the spinach recall in
the latter part of 2006, it is clear that the results of your research
will be vitally important.

So I thank all of you again today. I look forward to discussing
these issues with you. I will yield time to the ranking member
virlhen he comes in for his opening comments, if he chooses to make
them.

What we will now do is to move to your testimony, Dr. Bu-
chanan. And you know that the testimony will be in the record.
And so we will ask you to summarize and make the points that you
would like to make, and then we can begin with the questioning.

I understand we have guests here this morning as well, the ARS
Fellows? Okay. Very good. Thank you, and welcome to the hearing.
Delighted to have you.

OPENING STATEMENT

Dr. BUCHANAN. Madam Chairwoman, members of the sub-
committee, I am very pleased to appear before you to discuss the
President’s fiscal year 2009 budgets for the Research, Education,
and Economics mission area of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and all of the agencies involved in that mission area.

I am accompanied by Dr. Merle Pierson, Deputy Under Secretary
of REE; Dr. Ed Knipling, Administrator of the Agricultural Re-
search Service; Dr. Colien Hefferan, Administrator of the Coopera-
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tive State Research, Education, and Extension Service; Dr. Kath-
erine Smith, Administrator of the Economic Research Service; and
Mr. Joe Reilly, Acting Administrator of the National Agricultural
Statistics Service. Also present is Dr. Scott Steele, Director of the
Office of Budget and Program Analysis for the Department. Each
administrator has provided written testimony for the record.

The President’s budget requests $2.3 billion for the four REE
agencies. The process for developing this budget required making
tough choices to hold spending in check in order to achieve the
President’s goals on the balanced budget by 2012. Within the total
$2.3 billion are requests for increases in higher priority programs,
including bioenergy and biobased products, food safety, and water-
related programs. These increases are offset by the elimination of
congressional add-ons and decreases in lower priority programs.

This has been a very productive year for the REE mission area
in this agency. We have achieved an increased level of collaboration
across the agencies in REE, across the Department, and across the
Federal government. While such collaboration is always extremely
valuable, it is close to a necessity during a tight budget.

I am particularly pleased with the REE agencies who are enthu-
siastically engaged in coordination of research and education and
other activities related to bioenergy and bioproducts, and in sup-
port of the President’s goal for achieving a greater degree of energy
security.

The REE mission area has worked hard this past year to develop
the USDA REE Energy Science Strategic Plan. This provides a
road map for the bioenergy and bioproducts programs of each of the
four agencies for the next five years. The plan identifies the unique
capacity of each of the REE agencies to address specific aspects of
the energy situation.

Among the many bioenergy initiatives, we are planning an inter-
national energy science conference on sorghum later in the sum-
mer, to be held in Houston, Texas. Also, I want to invite you to par-
ticipate in the Bioenergy Awareness Day, or BEAD II, which is
scheduled for June 21st, which is the summer solstice.

BEAD II will showcase advances in agricultural energy science,
and this year’s event will be held at both the National Arboretum
and on the lawn of the Jamie Whitten Building on the National
Mall. The Nation’s first energy crops garden, including over 20
biofuel crops, will be established at the National Arboretum.

Collaboration efforts across agencies and departments in bio-
energy and bioproducts has become more active and visible over
the last year. It has become the standard modus operandi for the
REE agencies. ARS routinely establishes effective collaboration
with scientists at universities where ARS labs are located.
CSREES collaborates with several other departments in planning
its research program. The agency also develops jointly funded com-
peStitive grant programs with other departments, such as DOE and
NSF.

We are also pursuing ideas for research collaboration in energy
science with the Department of Defense. Some other particularly
notable collaborations include research on colony collapse disorder
that is threatening the honeybee industry and the livelihood of
many fruit and vegetable growers.
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NASS is partnering with community-based organizations and
tribal governments at a unprecedented level for the 2007 Census
of Agriculture with the goal of increasing participation of minority
and American Indians. Historically, they have been under-rep-
resented in the Census of Agriculture.

With the CSREES funding and leadership, a network of land
grant universities has developed “eXtension.” This is a new Web-
based information system that will provide objective, scientific, re-
search-based information to the public. eXtension will serve the
needs of the anywhere-anytime generation of American users, giv-
ing them quick access to the organized customized resources they
need to make informed decisions. It is an excellent example of how
we are using the collaborative approach to improve the effective-
ness and make better use of limited resources.

Turning to the fiscal year 2009 budget, I would like to highlight
four priority areas identified for special attention in preparation of
the REE agency budget. These include bioenergy and bioproducts,
nutrition and obesity, food safety, and water.

The President’s 2009 budget proposes an increase of $29 million
of bioenergy and biobased products for the four REE agencies. This
includes: a $6 million increase for research focusing on the develop-
ment and use of energy crops and crop residues and efficient con-
version to biofuel; a $19 million increase in competitive grants for
bioenergy; $1.3 million to provide multidisciplinary undergraduate
and graduate level programs; $0.4 million to strengthen our ability
to analyze the regional impacts of bioenergy production; and $1.8
million to establish a data series on key elements of bioenergy pro-
duction and use.

Obesity continues to be a major health problem for America. The
incidence of overweight and obesity in children is of particular con-
cern, foreshadowing a lifetime of health problems associated with
being overweight, such as diabetes. The President’s budget pro-
poses a $12 million increase in ARS for research to determine the
efficacy of healthy eating and physical activity patterns in the Die-
tary Guidelines in preventing obesity. A particular focus will be in
preventing obesity in children and understanding the dietary pat-
terns that contribute to obesity in low socioeconomic and minority
populations.

The ARS budget proposes an increase of $14 million to enhance
research to safeguard the Nation’s food supply from foodborne
pathogens and pathogens of biosecurity concerns. For example, the
contamination of fresh produce remains an issue of concern for con-
sumers, as well as the produce industry. The funds will support en-
hanced research to better understand the fate and movement of
pathogens such as E. coli O157:H7 in vegetables and small fruit
production.

Competing human, industrial, recreational, and ecosystem de-
mands for water are challenging agriculture’s access to water sup-
plies. The ARS budget proposes $8 million to address several as-
pects of water reuse, including development of best management
practices for our food production systems and processing plants.
Under its national integrated water program, CSREES will support
projects that address water and wastewater reuse as well.
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The President’s fiscal year 2009 budget request for the four agen-
cies in the REE mission area provide a balanced research, edu-
cation, and economics portfolio to address high national priority
issues, and the proposed budget will enable the REE agencies to
continue to make new discoveries and develop new technologies
that contribute to the success of American agriculture. This success
allows Americans to enjoy the highest quality, safest, and lowest
cost food anywhere, while contributing to the Nation’s effort to
achieve a greater degree of energy security.

Thank you, and I look forward to responding to your questions
and hearing your comments.

[The information follows:]
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RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND ECONOMICS
Statement of Dr. Gale A. Buchanan, Under Secretary for Research, Education, and Economics

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

Madam Chairwoman, members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear before you to
discuss the President’s fiscal year (FY) 2009 budgets for the Research, Education, and
Economics (REE) mission area agencies of the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA). Iam accompanied by Dr. Merle Pierson, Deputy Under Secretary of REE, and the
Administrators of the four agencies: Dr. Edward Knipling, Administrator of the Agricultural
Research Service (ARS); Dr. Colien Hefferan, Administrator of the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service (CSREES); Dr. Katherine Smith, Administrator of the
Economic Research Service (ERS); and Mr. Joseph Reilly, Acting Administrator of the National
Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS). Also present is Scott Steele, the Department’s Budget

Director. Each Administrator has submitted written testimony for the record.

The President’s budget requests $2.3 billion for the four REE agencies. As we all know, we are
in an era of constrained government spending. In keeping with that reality, the process for
developing the budget required making tough choices to hold spending in check in order to
achieve the President’s goals of a balanced budget by 2012. Within the total of $2.3 billion are
requests for increases in higher priority programs, including bioenergy and biobased products,

food safety and peer reviewed competitive research grants. These increases are offset by the
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climination of Congressional add-ons and decreases in lower priority programs.

Before directly addressing the proposed budget, I would like to share with you some highlights of
what I believe has been a very productive year for the REE mission area and its agencies. In
addition to individual agency accomplishments, collaboration across the REE agencies, across
the Department, and across the Federal Government has improved and has been extremely

valuable.

I am particularly pleased with the manner in which the REE agencies, in support of the
President’s goal for achieving greater energy security, are enthustastically engaged in
coordination of research, education, and other activities related to bioenergy and bioproducts
efforts. These activities are often carried out in collaboration with other Federal Agencies and
Departments and Universities, with the goal of providing the research, education, and economic

information needed to enhance sustainable energy security.

Last fall the REE mission area convened a National Workshop that included stakeholders from
universities, other USDA agencies, and Federal Departments across the government to develop a
comprehensive strategic plan that defines the role of REE agencies engaged in contributing to the
Nation’s effort to achieve reliable sustainable sources of agricultural-based energy and industrial
products. The resulting Strategic Energy Science Plan for Research, Education, and Extension,
now posted on the REE website, will provide a road map for the bioenergy and bioproducts
program of each of the four REE agencies for the next 5 years. Key themes of the plan that

employ the unique capacity of the REE agencies include a local and regional emphasis, a systems
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approach to production, harvesting, handling, storage and conversion, and use of crop residues
and animal wastes as feedstocks. Other goals of the plan are efficient use of energy and energy
conservation and workforce development, and development of sustainable bioeconomies for rural

America.

REE has also been actively participating in the Federal Interagency Biomass Research and
Development Board, mandated by the Biomass Research and Development Act of 2000. The
Board has become a very valuable forum for Subcabinet policy officials from across the Federal
Government to coordinate activities and policies on a broad range of issues related to the
emerging bioenergy industry. Under authorization by the Board, ERS is currently leading an
inter-Departmental working group preparing an in-depth assessment, including costs and
availability, of the Nation’s biomass feedstocks for use in the generation of energy needed to
meet the goals outlined in the Energy Independence Security Act of 2007. To achieve this goal
will require annual production of 36 billion gallons of biofuels by 2022. This seminal report will
provide an excellent benchmark for understanding many critical issues related to bioenergy

production, such as the impact on biomass production on agricultural markets and sustainability.

Other REE bioenergy collaborations include an intra-REE Bioenergy Advisory Committee
composed of agency program leader that will be responsible for implementing the new strategic
plan, a scientist exchange with the Department of Energy (DOE), a new REE/Environmental
Protection Agency working group addressing bioenergy and sustainability research issues of
common interest, and a planned International Sorghum Energy Science Conference in later

summer.
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Finally, I want to invite all of you to participate in Bioenergy Awareness Day II, or “BEAD II”, to
be held on June 20", the summer solstice. BEAD I will showcase advances in agricultural
energy science. This year’s event will be held at both the National Arboretum and on the lawn of
the Jamie Whitten Building on the National Mall. As part of BEAD I, the Nation’s first “Energy
Garden” of over 20 biofuel crops will be established at the National Arboretum. Ribbon cutting
signifying the official opening of the Garden will take place on June 21%, 2008. The event,
lasting several days, will also feature research and education programs underway at ARS

laboratories and at the Nation’s land grant and other agricultural universities and colleges.

Productive research and development in bioenergy and biobased products is being conducted at
ARS- and CSREES-supported laboratories in collaboration with industry partners who take
innovative products to market. ARS researchers at the North Central Regional Research Center
in Peoria, IL, have developed a biobased aluminum hot rolling lubricant formulation that a
collaborating company has implemented in four different plants. The company has found that
the biobased lubricants have superior performance and are cost competitive, if not cheaper, than

currently commercially available lubricants.

The success of two CSREES funded research projects demonstrates how that agency’s
competitive programs are contributing to the development of agricultural-based energy and
industrial products. With funds provided by National Research Initiative (NRI) competitive
grant, Dr. Kaichang Li and his partners at Oregon State University developed a new high-

performance, environmentally friendly adhesive made from soybean products that is replacing
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conventional adhesive. In recognition of their research, Dr. Li and his associates received a
Presidential Green Chemistry Challenge award in 2007. Additionally, the first commercial-scale
biodiesel plant located in the upper Midwest was supported through a CSREES Small Business
Innovation Research grant. The biofuel, which is converting animal fat and recycled cooking oil
to biodiesel, meets industry biodiesel requirements and has potential for wide-scale commercial

production of a viable alternative fuel.

While the REE bioenergy and biobased products program activities, including collaboration
across Federal Agencies and Departments, have become more active and visible over the last
year, collaboration is the standard modus operandi for REE agencies. ARS routinely establishes
effective collaborations with scientists at the universities where they are located. CSREES
collaborates with several other Departments in planning its research program. The agency also
develops and jointly funds competitive grant programs with other Departments, such as DOE and
the National Science Foundation. We are pursuing research collaboration in energy science with

the Department of Defense.

Some particularly notable collaborations have been initiated over the last year. An excellent
current example of productive collaboration across USDA agencies focuses on colony collapse
disease (CCD) that is threatening the honey bee industry and the livelihood of many fruit and
vegetable growers. At stake are many of our crops, including California’s number one export
crop, almonds, as well as many fruits and vegetables. The participating agencies are ARS,
CSREES, the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, and the Agricultural Marketing

Service. Bees are responsible for over $15 billion in annual added crop value and are as essential
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to vegetable and fruit production as soil and water are to plant growth. CCD is a syndrome in
which forager bees leave their hive and do not return. This past year the average loss across the
Nation was 30 percent, but some beekeepers lost 80 to 100 percent. Reacting quickly to industry
needs, REE has led the Federal response to this crisis, holding workshops to determine the likely
causes of CCD; developing an Action Plan to address survey, analysis, research and mitigation
needs; and establishing a steering committee to coordinate all efforts. No cause for CCD has

been identified to date, but research continues.

NASS is partnering with community-based organizations (CBO) and Tribal Governments at an
unprecedented level for the 2007 Census with the goals of increasing participation of minority
farmers and American Indians who historically have been underrepresented in the Census.
Taken every 5 years, the Census of Agriculture provides comprehensive data on the agricultural
economy at the national, State, and county level that is used to assess trends and new
developments within the sector. Increased participation by minority and Native American
farmers and ranchers will enhance the accuracy of the survey findings. The questionnaires for
the 2007 Census were mailed to the Nation’s farmers and ranchers in December 2007. Last fall
NASS held a national CBO partnering workshop to provide training on the Census and develop
CBO-NASS partnering plans for Census Days at which staff would be available to assist

operators complete their Census report forms.

With CSREES funding and leadership, a network of land grant universities has developed
“eXtension.” This is a new Web-based information system that will provide objective, scientific,

research-based information to the public. We officially Jaunched eXtension at the recent USDA
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Outlook conference held in Washington, D.C. By creating high-quality research-based
information, eXtension will serve the needs of the anywhere-anytime generation of American
users, giving them quick access to the organized customized resources they need to make
informed decisions. It is an excellent example of how we are using the collaborative approach to

improve the effectiveness of limited resources.

Tuming to the FY 2009 budget, I would like to briefly discuss proposed increases in four high

priority program areas identified for special REE attention in the preparation of the REE agency
budgets: bioenergy and bioproducts, nutrition and obesity, food safety, and water. As part of the
budget formulation process, national program leaders from the REE agencies worked together to

identify opportunities for collaboration, with or without funding increases.

Bioenergy and Biobased Products: The President’s 2009 budget proposes an increase of $29
million in new bioenergy and biobased products activities for the four REE agencies. Successful
transitioning of agriculture from traditional food and feed production to include bioenergy
feedstock production will be extremely complex and require understanding of issues ranging
from plant chemistry and nutrition to economics and sociology. The ARS budget includes a $5.9
million increase for research focusing on the development and use of energy crops and crop
residues and efficient conversion to biofuels. With a $19 million increase in the NRI for
bioenergy, CSREES proposes a portfolio of interdisciplinary projects that will reflect the
diversity in feedstocks and geography. Also included in the CSREES budget is an increase of
$1.3 million to establish a Biobased Products and Bioenergy Academic Center of Excellence to

develop and provide muitidisciplinary undergraduate and graduate-level programs that will
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develop the workforce necessary to address issues related to the national bio-economy. The ERS
budget requests $0.4 million to strengthen the agency’s ability to analyze the regional impacts of
bioenergy production and evaluate issues related to such issues as feedstock storage and shifts in
commodity production. NASS would use a requested increase of $1.8 million to establish a data

series on key elements of bioenergy production and use.

The Administration’s Farm Bill proposals that were provided to Congress in June 2007 included
$50 million of annual, mandatory funding for bioenergy research and education for the REE
mission area. Neither the House nor Senate includes funding for this work in their Farm Bill

drafts, although the House includes discretionary authorization language.

Funding the bioenergy increases requested in the President’s budget is critical for the REE
mission area to significantly strengthen its capacity to effectively participate in and contribute to
the growing Federal effort to bring the Nation closer to achieving energy security through the

development of an economically and environmentally sustainable bioenergy industry.

Nutrition and Obesity: Obesity continues to be a major public health problem. The incidence of
overweight and obesity in children is of particular concern, foreshadowing a life of health
problems associated with being overweight, such as diabetes. While obesity research has most
often focused on the biomedical and clinical aspects of the condition and the role of food choice
and exercise is increasingly recognized as important factors in healthy weight maintenance and
obesity prevention. The President’s budget proposes a $12 million increase in ARS for research

to determine the cfficacy of the healthful cating and physical activity recommendations made in
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the Dietary Guidelines in preventing obesity. A particular focus will be preventing obesity in
children and understanding the dietary patterns that contribute to obesity in low socioeconomic

and minority populations.

Food Safety: The ARS budget proposes an increase of $7 million to enhance research to
safeguard the Nation’s food supply from foodborne pathogens, and pathogens of biosecurity
concerns. Concern regarding the contamination of fresh produce remains an issue for consumers,
as well as the produce industry. The possible sources of pathogens are numerous and their
characteristics and movement complex. The funds will support enhanced research to better
understand the fate and movement of pathogens, such as E. coli O157:H7, in vegetables and
small fruit production. Such understandings are critical for developing science-based

management practices in which the industry has expressed considerable interest.

Water: Competing human, industrial, recreational, and ecosystem demands for water are
challenging agriculture’s access to water supplies. In California alone, use of water in fruit and
vegetable operations account for over 40 percent of total national water consumption. The
increasing conflicts over allocation of fresh water points to the need to gain a better
understanding of how to safely and effectively reuse water in agricultural production. The ARS
budget proposes $8 million to address several aspects of water reuse, including development of
best management practices for food production systems and processing plants. Under its
National Integrated Water Program, CSREES will support projects that address water and waste

water reuse.
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REE FY 2009 Initiatives

1 will now briefly describe the budgets proposals of the four REE agencies.

Agricultural Research Service: ARS’ FY 2009 budget requests slightly over $1 billion in

ongoing research and information programs and facilities. Within the total, the budget proposes
increases to high priority programs, several of which were previously described. The budget also
proposes program redirections within ongoing base resources to enhance priority research
objectives and terminations of current projects, including earmarks, to offset increases. As the
principal intramural biological and physical science research agency in the Department, ARS
serves many USDA agencies and the larger agricultural community in conducting both basic and
mission-oriented research. Results from ARS’ basic research provide the foundation for applied
research carried out by ARS, academic institutions, and private industry. ARS’ applied research
and technology development address the research needs of other USDA agencies, as well as of

those engaged in the food and agriculture sector.

Over the last several years, great progress has been made in sequencing agriculturally important
animal and plant genomes. Using these new maps, scientists are now identifying, characterizing,
and manipulating the useful genes in thesc genomes. The President’s FY 2009 budget for ARS
proposes an increase for continued genomic research on plants and animals. In generating and
classifying new information on genes, their location, and their characteristics, this research will
move researchers closer to being able to apply the information and associated technology to a
broad array of production challenges. For example, an increase of $1.8 million in the proposed

budget would support functional genomics on beef cattle, with the long-term goal of increasing
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nutrient utilization in beef cattle production. An additional $1.7 million would be used to
improve plant genetic resources, specifically focused on enhancing the pest resistance and

efficiency of water utilization in specialty crops.

Preventing, controlling, and mitigating the impact of animal and plant diseases is a never ending
challenge in animal and crop production. Whether naturally occurring or intentionally
introduced, they have the potential to cause serious threats to human health and devastate
production. The ARS budget proposes a $4.6 million increase to enhance research in animal
diseases, including Brucellosis and Rift Valley Fever Virus, using recent advances in
immunology and genomics, among many techniques. A $4.3 million increase in plant diseases
will be used to develop new pest and disease management technologies to avoid or control such
diseases as citrus canker and soybean and wheat rust. An additional $780,000 proposed in the
ARS FY 2009 budget is specifically focused on determining the causes and finding practical
solutions to CCD. This research will be coordinated with research funded by CSREES through

the Department’s CCD Steering Committee.

Having a modem laboratory that meets both scientific needs and safety standards will be critical
in enabling ARS to make its potentially very valuable contribution to mitigating or controlling
any Avian Influenza (Al) outbreak, including a human pandemic. The President’s budget
proposes $13.2 million to complete the funding for the planning and design of the new
Biocontainment Laboratory and Consolidated Poultry Research Facility in Athens, Georgia. The
Athens and East Lansing, Michigan, labs currently housing poultry research are old and

inadequate for addressing high virulent poultry diseases that require increased biocontainment
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capabilities. When completed, this BSL-3 facility will consolidate our research on Al and
provide scientists state-of-the-art facilities to address emerging and exotic poultry diseases,
including AI and West Nile virus. Those diseases threaten not only the Nation’s poultry industry,

but potentially the health of all Americans.

Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service: The President’s FY 2009 budget

provides CSREES about $1 billion. In providing critical funding for the research, education, and
extension programs of the land grant system and other universities and organizations across the
country, CSREES continues to play a central role in the generation of new knowledge and

technology, and the transfer of that knowledge and technology to a broad range of stakeholders.

As in recent years, the proposed FY 2009 CSREES budget reflects the Administration’s policy of
supporting competitive research programs. The President believes that merit-based, competitive
research programs represent the most effective mechanism for attracting the Nation’s finest
scientists to address the Nation’s most pressing research challenges. Consistent with this policy,
the NRI, the agency’s flagship competitive research grant program, continues to be a very
effective program for supporting cutting-edge research focusing on high priority problems. The
FY 2009 budget proposes $257 million in the NRL This includes the $19 million increase for

bioenergy and biobased fuels research previously described.

An additional $2 million increase in NRI funding will support a new program emphasis on
disaster resilience in rural and agriculturally-based communities. The funds will support research

to identify factors that enhance the resilience of rural communities and families effected by
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disaster and, as a result, increased preparedness and reduce damage and economic loss. NRI
funding of $1 million will be used to establish an interdisciplinary research program on
agroecosystem, emphasizing long-term systems-level analysis to identify strategies to increase

the economic success and environmental sustainability of agriculture.

The budget proposes $43 million in the NRI to support on-going research, integrated and
education projects in water quality, food safety, organic transition and pest management that
were previously funded under Integrated Activities Account. While the focus of the programs
will remain the same, transferring these programs to the NRI will allow the agency to gain

greater efficiency in program administration.

Consistent with the policy of committing more resources to competitive research programs, the
FY 2009 President’s budget proposes to shift a significant portion of the funding for the Hatch
and MclIntire-Stennis formula programs to a competitive version of the current Hatch multi-State
research program. This will encourage more collaboration across regions and institutions. Under
the proposal, 70 percent of the total Hatch funding will be used to support the competitive multi-
State program. In the first year 42 percent will be competitively awarded with the remaining
being competed over the 4-year period, as current projects are completed. A similar proposal is
made for the Mclntire-Stennis formula program, with the introduction of a new nationally-
competed multi-State program, with all multi-State funds being competed in 2009. Both
proposals sustain matching fund requirements and leveraging of non-Federal resources and will
improve the quality of these research programs by using the competitive process to ensure that

the highest quality projects are selected. .
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Under the President’s Food and Agriculture Defense Initiative, the proposed CSREES budget
also includes a $2 million increase for the Higher Education Agrosecurity program, to provide
educational and professional development for personnel responsible for securing the Nation’s
agricultural and food system. Under the same initiative, $4.5 million is proposed to address the
Asian Soybean Rust Pest Information Platform for Education and Extension and the National
Animal and Plant Diagnostic Laboratory Networks to strengthen the networks’ response to pest

and pathogen threats.

The budget also proposes to eliminate the cap on indirect costs for competitively awarded grants,
consistent with other Federal competitive research programs. The current cap prevents recipients
from recovering legitimate indirect costs, discouraging participation in the CSREES programs.
This change is particularly important in implementing the programs CSREES is jointly funding

with other Federal science agencies.

Economic Research Service: ERS is provided $82 million in the President’s FY 2009 budget.

As the Department’s principal intramural economics and social science research agency, ERS
provides economic and other social science information and analysis on agriculture, food safety,
human nutrition, the environment, and rural development. ERS produces such information and
analysis to inform policy and program decisions made across the Department and makes the

information accessible to USDA stakeholders and the general public.

In addition to the increase described above for bioenergy, the ERS budget includes a $3.5 million
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increase to strengthen and enhance the agency’s market analysis and outlook program. In
response to rapid changes in agricultural commodity markets, the initiative will enhance the
existing ERS market analysis and outlook program by extending the coverage of global markets

and markets for increasingly differentiated products, including organics.

National Agricultural Statistics Service: NASS is provided $153 million in the President’s 2009

budget request. NASS’ comprehensive, reliable, and timely data are critical for informing policy
decisions to promote stable agricultural markets and ensure a level playing field for all users of
agricultural statistics. The President’s budget provides a total of $39 million for the Census of
Agriculture, which will fully fund the last year of the 2007 Census, processing and publishing the
data collected. The results of the 2007 Census of Agriculture are scheduled to be released in

February 2009.

Summary
In summary, the REE agencies’ budgets present a balanced research, education, and economics
portfolio with investments in a range of high national priority issues. The increases proposed
will enable the REE agencies to continue to make new discoveries and develop new technologies
that contribute to the success of American agriculture and allows Americans to enjoy the highest

quality, safest and lowest cost food anywhere.
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AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

Statement of Dr. Edward B. Knipling, Administrator
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
Madam Chairwoman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the
opportunity to present the Agricultural Research Service’s (ARS) budget
recommendations for fiscal year (FY) 2009. The President’s FY 2009 budget

request for ARS’ research programs is $1,037,016,000 which is a net decrease of

$84,025,000 or 7.5 percent below the agency’s current year funding level.

ARS’ FY 2009 budget will place greater emphasis on priority research initiatives,
targeting food safety, bioenergy and bioproducts, obesity prevention, livestock
and crop diseases, genomics, genetics resources, Colony Collapse Disorder, and
water reuse. These enhanced initiatives, totaling $47,080,000, will be
accomplished through the redirection and reallocation of current resources within
the same broad areas of our current program activities. The agency will address
these priority initiatives, to the extent possible, by utilizing existing expertise.
ARS’ FY 2009 budget includes $15,125,000 to partially cover pay costs. Pay
costs will also be funded from reallocated resources made available through

research projects proposed for termination.
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The specific priority research initiatives that ARS proposes for FY 2009 are:

Food Safety -~ $7,021,000

Consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables continues to increase in the
United States. However, the trend towards a more healthy diet has
coincided with an increased number of deaths and foodborne ilinesses
associated with produce contaminated with enteric pathogens, such as
E. coli 0157:H7 and Salmonella. Within the past several years,
produce outbreaks from domestically grown produce has far
outnumbered those from imported produce. Understanding these
outbreaks, such as E. coli 0157:H7 in fresh lettuce and spinach, and
preventing their reoccurrence is essential to the health of the general
public and to the economic viability of the U.S. produce industry.
ARS will develop management practices and intervention strategies to
prevent pre- and postharvest contamination of produce by enteric

pathogens.

Bioenergy and Bioproducts - $5,864.,000

America’s dependence on foreign oil for energy threatens the Nation’s
security and adversely impacts the country’s economy. Imports
account for over 60 percent of our oil consumption, forcing consumers
to spend more than $100 billion annually on oil from foreign sources.
A Department of Energy/USDA report indicated that one third of U.S.

petroleum demand could be replaced with biofuel produced from
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domestic cellulosic material. Sources of cellulose include agricultural
residues (e.g., corn stover, wheat straw, and sugarcane bagasse),
herbaceous energy crops (e.g., switchgrass and Bermuda grass),
animal wastes, and wood and forest residues. ARS will determine the
optimal crop combinations and cellulosic feedstock, crop residues, and
the technologies needed for their long-term sustainability, harvesting,
preprocessing, storage, and delivery to bio refineries for conversion to

energy and coproducts.

Obesity Prevention - $12,177,000

Obesity is the Nation's fastest growing public health problem affecting
every segment of the American population. Two of three adults are
overweight; the number of overweight children has doubled in the past
20 years. Obesity carries with it the elevated risk of diabetes,
hypertension, heart disease, and a number of other debilitating chronic
diseases. In addition, the health care costs resulting from obesity and
poor nutrition annually cost Americans over $260 billion. The
“Dietary Guidelines for Americans,” based on the best science
available, is used as the basis for recommendations in the Food Guide
Pyramid. They also serve as the primary source of dietary health
information for U.S. policymakers, nutrition educators, and health
providers. Unfortunately, few Americans follow the “Dietary

Guidelines.” This is particularly true for high risk populations, such as
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children, low income groups, and minorities. ARS will determine the
effectiveness of the healthful eating and physical activity patterns as
set forth in the “Dietary Guidelines” in preventing obesity, with
particular focus on preventing obesity in children. The results of this
research will be substantially relied upon in formulating the 2010
revision of the “Dietary Guidelines” and other Federal nutrition

policies and programs.

Emerging Zoonotic and Foreign Animal Diseases -- $4,598,000

As a result of human overpopulation in environmentally sensitive
geographic areas, industrial expansion throughout the world, and
global warming, emerging zoonotic diseases are surfacing as some of
the most significant threats to public and human health. The
intentional release of zoonotic pathogens (i.e., “bioterrorism”) also
poses a very real threat. Some of the most serious diseases include
Brucellosis, Exotic Newcastle Disease, Coccidiosis, Classical Swine
Fever, Bovine Viral Diarrhea Virus, Porcine Circovirus-2, Exotic
Bluetongue Virus, Babesiosis and Rift Valley Fever Virus (RVEV).
RVFV is just one example of a potentially devastating pathogen. It is
transmitted to caitle and other ruminants by mosquitoes, bat people
can be infected by handling raw animal products as well as being
bitten by mosquitoes. If RVFV is introduced from Africa to the

United States, its presence would result in the death of young animals,
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and could pose a direct threat to human life. Recent breakthroughs in
the fields of immunology and genomics have provided revolutionary
approaches for vaccine discovery research and the potential for
eliminating some of these devastating infectious diseases. ARS will
conduct comparative immunology studies and genomics research to
advance the discovery of diagnostic tools and vaccines to control
RVFV, Exotic Bluetongue Virus, and other serious emerging animal
diseases. The agency will also research a new anti-tick vaccine to
prevent the reinfestation of Boophilus ticks that transmit Babesiosis

(i.e., Texas Cattle Fever).

Crop Health —- $4,341.,000

Changes in crop management practices, modification of environments,
and genetic shifts in pathogen populations offer exotic pests/diseases
an advantage for their survival and spread. Potentially devastating
plant diseases include Citrus Canker, Citrus Leprosis Virus, Soybean
and Wheat Stem Rusts, and Corn Viruses. The emergence and spread
of any of these plant diseases poses a severe problem that, if
unchecked, could devastate U.S. agriculture. Since 2000, Stripe Rust
has caused hundreds of millions of dollars in loses to wheat growers.
ARS will expand its research into new pest/disease management
technologies, such as host plant resistance, biological control, and

cultural control. Also, the agency will identify new or unknown pests,
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determine their geographic origin, and biologically characterize them,

which is critically important in their management and control.

Applied Genomics to Enhance Livestock Production -- $1,843.000
The productivity of the American livestock industry is largely the
result of long-term research on genetic improvement conducted over
the past 75 years. While significant genetic change has been achieved
in output measures, such as growth rates, meat yields, and meat
quality, little change has been achieved in traits directly impacting
animal well-being, disease resistance, and the cost of production.
Providing feed nutrients makes up a majority of the total cost of
livestock and poultry production. For example, in beef production,
less than 20 percent of the consumed nutrients are converted into
desired products. This incomplete and inefficient utilization of
nutrients has adverse effects on production efficiency and accelerates
environmental degradation. Until the past decade it was almost
impossible to directly study the genes responsible for variations in
economically important traits. The relatively new field of molecular
genetics and genomics has expanded opportunities to meet this
challenge. ARS’ research will provide cattle, swine, and sheep
germplasm that is more nutritionally efficient. The research will also

result in enhanced disease resistance and animal well-being.
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Crop Genetic Improvement -- $1.677.000

Production of specialty crops is closely linked to the future
profitability of U.S. agriculture. These crops are also vital to the
optimal diet, health, and well-being of U.S. consumers. U.S. specialty
crop producers and processors need more genetic resources and new
varieties in order to respond to foreign competition, consumer health,
product quality concerns, rapidly shifting market factors, and
escalating production costs. ARS will expand its specialty crop
genetics and genomics research. Higher quality, more nutritious
speciaity crops will be bred with greater resistance to pests and

diseases.

Colony Collapse Disorder of Honey Bees -- $780.000

Honey bees are essential to the pollination of our Nation’s fruits, nuts,
berries, and vegetables, adding over $15 billion in farm gate value.
The beekeeping industry, and growers that depend on the honey bee
for pollination are facing a crisis because of Colony Coliapse Disorder
(CCD), a new syndrome that appeared throughout the country in late
2006, killing 30 percent of hives nationally and 80 to 100 percent of
hives in some apiaries. Mitigation will depend on determining the
causes of the syndrome and finding practical, cost effective solutions.
ARS will expand its research to determine the causes of CCD and

develop the means for mitigating its impact. Current hypotheses for



28

the causes of CCD include: a new pathogen, a new pest, or a change

in the way bees are managed.

Water Reuse in Agricultural Systems -- $7,779.000

Agriculture is the largest consumer of fresh water in the United States.
For example, fruit and vegetable processors in California alone use
over 62,000 acre fect of water per year in their operations. That
accounts for a significant amount of the total water consumed annually
in the Nation. The recent droughts across the United States and the
increasing conflicts over the allocation of the limited fresh water
supplies underscore the need for a better understanding of how to
effectively and safely reuse water within agricultural systems.
Agricultural producers, processors, and water suppliers need a well
coordinated approach to detect, monitor, quantify, and predict water
available for reuse. ARS will develop technologies and management

systems for reusing waste water and low quality water for agriculture.

Improvement and Expansion of the National Agricultural Library

(NAL) Products and Services -- $1.000,000

NAL’s collection of more than five million items and its staff of
experts constitute the Nation’s fundamental base of agricultural
knowledge and institutional history. NAL is leading the development

of a National Digital Library for Agriculture. AGRICOLA is the
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premier free-of-charge finding tool for agricultural information with
over 4.5 million iterns cited and many thousands of links to online full-
text. Customers worldwide include researchers, educators,
policymakers, information providers, agricultural producers, students,
and the general public. NAL will improve its products and services to
include a new Web portal to serve the information needs of veterinary
medicine practitioners, and expansion of its digital information

collections.

Due to the need to allocate resources to the highest priority needs, and to operate
ARS’ programs as efficiently and effectively as possible to accomplish the
agency’s research needs, it is necessary to recommend significant program and
resource reallocations and reductions. Included is the closure of 11 research
locations and worksites at: Grand Forks, North Dakota; Lane, Oklahoma;
Weslaco, Fexas; Coshocton, Ohio; Watkinsville, Georgia; East Lansing,
Michigan; Morris, Minnesota; University Park, Pennsylvania; Laramie,
‘Wyoming; Brooksville, Florida; and Brawley, California. In addition, nine
laboratory/management units and selected program activities as well as 48
research projects classified as earmarks in FY 2008 are proposed for termination.
Decisions as to the programs and locations to be proposed for redirection,
termination, and closure were difficult, but necessary, given the need to support
higher priority research initiatives and curtail Federal spending. The programs

were reviewed for relevance, quality, impact, and cost-effectiveness.
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ARS is proposing an increase of $13,220,000 under its Buildings and Facilities
account to complete the planning and design funding requirements for a new
Biocontainment Laboratory and Consolidated Poultry Research Facility in
Athens, Georgia. The new, modernized facility will replace existing research
facilities and house poultry research carried out at the Southeast Poultry Research
Laboratory in Athens, Georgia. Current research facilities are inadequate for
responding to the highly virulent poultry diseases that require increased
biocontainment capabilities and state-of-the-art facilities. The estimated cost for

construction of the new facility is $207 million.

The FY 2009 budget also proposes a rescission of $67,180,000 under the
Buildings and Facilities account. Under this request, unallocated appropriations
from partially funded earmarked construction projects, and funds from
unobligated balances of completed facilities are to be cancelled and returned to
the Treasury. Limited budgetary resources should be allocated to fund a critical
facility, such as the Athens Biocontainment Laboratory and Consolidated Poultry

Research Facility, rather than spread among multiple projects of less critical need.

Madam Chairwoman, this concludes my statement of ARS” budget
recommendations for FY 2009. T will be happy to answer any questions that the

Subcommittee may have.
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COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EXTENSION SERVICE

Statement of
Dr. Colien Hefferan, Administrator
Before the
Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies

Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to present
the President’s fiscal year (FY) 2009 budget for the Cooperative State Research, Education, and
Extension Service (CSREES), one of the four agencies in the Research, Education, and

Economics (REE) mission area of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA).

The CSREES FY 2009 budget proposal is just over $1 billion. CSREES, in concert with the
Secretary of Agriculture and the intent of Congress, works in partnership with the land-grant
university system, other colleges and universities, and public and private research and education
organizations to initiate and develop agricultural research, extension, higher education, and
related international activities to advance knowledge for agriculture, the environment, human
health and well-being, and communities. In addition, CSREES implements grants for
organizations to better reach and assist disadvantaged farmers and ranchers in accessing
programs of USDA. These partnerships result in a breadth of expertise that is ready to quickly
and efficiently deliver critical knowledge through innovative systems. The world looks to
USDA’s partnership with the land-grant university system and other institutions as a model for
developing and using knowledge in an effective and expeditious way to address the challenges

facing the food, agricultural, and human sciences.
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The FY 2009 CSREES budget request continues to align funding and performance objectives
with the USDA strategic goals. CSREES manages its many budget elements in support of
research, education, extension, and outreach programs as part of a cohesive whole supporting all
six of the Department’s strategic goals. The agency defines distinct performance criteria,
including strategic objectives and key outcomes, with identified annual targets. As part of an
integrated budget and performance process, CSREES conducts periodic portfolio reviews by
external experts. An external review of all major programs has been completed. Using the
Office of Management and Budget’s Program Assessment Rating Tool, the programs received an
“effective” or “moderately effective” score. CSREES is working to implement the
recommendations of the reviews in planning and managing its programs, and will continue to

conduct external reviews on a rotating basis.

The President’s FY 2009 budget proposes to expand and continuously recompete the Hatch Act
multi-State/multi-institutional allocations, and establish a similar, separately authorized, program
for McIntire-Stennis Cooperative Forestry (McIntire-Stennis) funds. This initiative for multi-
State/multi-institutional programming sustains the matching requirements and the leveraging of
Federal funds, and allows institutions to focus on program strengths they identify and sustain
through linking local issues to broad national goals. To ensure the continuity of projects, the
program is designed to allow five year projects, including the orderly completion of current
multi-State projects. This will support the important goal of targeting research to the highest

quality projects to meet critical national and regional needs.

CSREES will continue to distribute a portion of the Hatch Act and MclIntire-Stennis funds on the
basis of the formula. The requested $139 million of Hatch Act funding will support research at
the State Agricultural Experiment Stations related to producing, marketing, distributing, and
utilizing crops and resources; enhancing nutrition; and improving rural living conditions. In

addition, funds will support other research topics such as water and other natural resources, crop
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and animal resources, people and communities, and competition and trade. The $19 million of
Mclntire-Stennis program funding will support forestry, natural resources, and ecosystem

management related research at State designated college and university forestry programs.

CSREES proposes to eliminate funding for the Animal Health and Disease Research Program.
Alternative funding from the National Research Initiative (NRI) program could be used to
support aspects of this program. For example, three major projects addressing animal diseases,
Avian Influenza, Johne’s, and Porcine Reproductive and Respiratory Syndrome, as well as new,
multi-institutional work to develop veterinary reagents have been funded under the NRL In
addition, under the President’s Food and Agriculture Defense Initiative, funding is being used to
expand the veterinary diagnostic system to include untversity-based laboratories, to work in
collaboration with national [aboratories to survey, monitor, and respond to outbreaks of animal

diseases.

Through the NRI program, CSREES continues to support research, education, extension, and
integrated activities that address key problems of national, regional, and multi-State importance
in biological, environmental, physical, and social sciences relevant to agriculture, food, the
environment, and communities. To address these problems, the NRI program will offer new
opportunities such as efforts in bioenergy/biofuels development, disaster resilience, and the long
term integrated project in agroecosystems. The FY 2009 budget requests $256.5 million for the

NRI program.

CSREES is committed to supporting the development of bioenergy/ biobased fuels and processes
to efficiently convert renewable plant products to fuel in an economically, socially, and

environmentally sustainable manner. Recent NRI supported research efforts in renewable energy



34

holds great promise for discovering domestic and sustainable alternatives. For example, through
the establishment of the Oklahoma State University, University of Oklahoma, and Mississippi
State University Consortium, an ethanol gasification-bioconversion process that utilizes all of the
plant biomass, including lignin, is being developed. It is expected that this method will be more
cost efficient than other methods of ethanol production, because the process uses all portions of a
variety of biomass and feedstock material that includes grasses, crop residues, and processing
plant by-products. In another example, researchers at Purdue University in Indiana are mixing
soybean methyl esters (i.e. biodiesel fuel) with jet fuel, quantifying the physical properties and
measuring turbine jet engine combustion performance and emissions. The project has developed
a fractionation technology that removes the saturated components to produce workable fuel

blends with existing jet fuels.

In 2009, in support of the Bioenergy Initiative, NRI funding in the amount of $19.2 million is
requested to support interdisciplinary research projects that include genomics and genetics, basic
and applied plant sciences, novel methods of biological and chemical conversion of biomass,
social and economic impacts on rural communities, as well as education and extension. New
research will be solicited to: develop new and sustainable agricultural feedstocks; improve
biocatalysts for biomass conversion; improve the understanding of the impact of the biofuel
production on the agricultural ecosystem components including soil fertility and water use;
determine the impact of a renewable fuels industry on the economic and social dynamics of rural
communities; and reduce the overall cost of converting agricultural feedstocks to biofuels
through the development of valuable co-products from the bioenergy process. CSREES will
continue to leverage its bioenergy effort through coordination with key interagency committees
and collaborations such as those with the Department of Energy, National Science Foundation,
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Environmental Protection Agency, and the

National Institutes of Health.
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Under the NRI, funding will be used to identify factors that enhance the resiliency of rural
communities and families impacted by disasters. Activities include studies on the effects of
communication networks, economic structure, governance, and family systems on the survival
and the speed of recovery from disasters. Research conducted will address economic and social
consequences of alternative disaster recovery approaches; identify cost-effective communication
methods to alert and educate people; and be used to prepare communities for emergency response

and disaster recovery.

The NRI will support efforts to study, design, manage, and optimize long-term agroecosystems
using an integrated approach. The supported long term integrated project in agroecosystems will
examine agriculture as a part of an interactive system that provides food security, economic
viability, ecological goods and services, resource conservation, and increased production. Long-
term systems-level analyses will identify strategies to increase the economic success and

environmental sustainability of agriculture.

CSREES proposes $45.13 million for integrated research, education, and extension activities for
programs that focus on water quality, food safety, organic transition, and pest management
programs (which includes the pest related programs and methyl bromide) and that these

programs be administered through the NRI rather than the current 406 authority.

Within the integrated activities, CSREES requests funding for the National Integrated Pest
Management Initiative to broaden the program beyond food cropping systems to include forest,
urban (ornamentals and turf) and livestock pest management and production issues related to
ecosystem management. Additionally, funding support is requested for priorities within the
National Integrated Water Program to support projects that address water and wastewater reuse,
conservation, as well as water quality for agriculture, rural, and urbanizing watersheds. Also,

CSREES partnering with the Food Safety and Inspection Service and the Food and Drug
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Administration will support the Integrated Food Safety Initiative to provide the public with
access to resources, information, training, and education designed to meet the public health needs

as related to food safety issues.

CSREES, through cooperative efforts with the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, is
expanding its efforts for agricultural security utilizing a unified Federal-State network of public
agricultural institutions. The 19 key animal and plant laboratories, strategically located in States
around the country including New York, Louisiana, Georgia, Texas, Wisconsin, Iowa, Colorado,
California, Washington, Arizona, Florida, Michigan, North Carolina, Indiana, and Kansas are
identifying and responding to high risk biological pathogens in the food and agricultural system.
The FY 2009 budget requests $14.3 million in support of the Food and Agriculture Defense
Initiative. This request includes $2.3 million to address the Asian Soybean Rust Pest Information
Platform for Education and Extension. Funding will be used to maintain and enhance pest risk

management tools for Asian Soybean Rust and other pathogens of legumes.

CSREES proposes $2 million for the Agrosecurity Education Program to help universities to
develop and deliver programs that address agro- and bio-security issues. The program will
develop and promote curricula for undergraduate and graduate level higher education programs
that support the protection of animals, plants, and public health. The program is designed to
support cross-disciplinary degree programs that combine training in food sciences, agricultural
sciences, medicine, veterinary medicine, epidemiology, microbiology, chemistry, engineering,

and mathematics (statistical modeling) to prepare food system defense professionals.

The CSREES higher education programs contribute to the development of human capacity and
respond to the need for a highly trained cadre of quality scientists, engineers, managers, and
technical specialists in the food and fiber system. CSREES requests $6.7 million for the

Institution Challenge Grants Program. The increase of $1.3 million will be used to establish a
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Biobased Products and Bioenergy Academic Center of Excellence. The center will create and
deliver multidisciplinary undergraduate and graduate level education, research, and extension
programs and curricula that will address issues relevant to the national bio-economy. The FY

2009 budget sustains support for most of the other higher education programs.

To build on specific international initiatives, and in support of the Administration’s commitment
to the U.S /India Agricultural Knowledge Initiative, CSREES proposes $2 million for the
International Science and Education program. CSREES believes it is positioned to play a central
role in expanding partnerships with scientists in India. Other higher education programs will
provide important and unique support to Tribal Colleges, the 1890 Land-Grant Colleges and
Universities, and the 1862 Land-Grant Universities as they pilot important new approaches to

expand their programs.

CSREES proposes $62.3 million for the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program
(EFNEP) which uses experiential learning to improve the diets of low-income families and youth
to reduce their risk of obesity and other nutritional problems. The FY 2009 budget maintains the
current general provision which provides that each institution eligible for EFNEP funds will

receive at least $100,000 for program activities.

CSREES continues to expand diversity and opportunity with activities under 1890 base and
educational programs, and 1994, insular areas, and Hispanic-Serving Institutions educational
programs. In FY 2009, the budget requests funds totaling $72.4 million for both the research and
extension 1890 base programs. Funding for our 1890 base programs provides a stable level of
suppott for the implementation of research and extension programming that is responsive to
emerging agricultural issues. Funding for the 1994 Institutions strengthens the capacity of the
Tribal Colleges to more firmly establish themselves as partners in the food and agricultural

science and education system through expanding their linkages with 1862 and 1890 Institutions.
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CSREES also will continue to effectively reach underserved communities through increased
support for the Outreach and Assistance for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers
(OASDFR) Program. CSREES will fund competitive multi-year projects to support outreach to
disadvantaged farmers and ranchers by providing grants to educational institutions and
community-based organizations to support these groups. Funds for the OASDFR program will
encourage and assist socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers in their efforts to become or
remain owners and operators by providing technical assistance, outreach, and education to
promote fuller participation in all USDA programs. CSREES requests $7 million for the
OASDFR program.

CSREES is requesting funds to support eXtension through the New Technologies for
Agricultural Extension (NTAE). The NTAE will expand access, understanding, and usefulness
of the valuable information and education that Cooperative Extension has to offer in order to
meet the changing needs of the Nation. With financial and personnel support from the System,
complemented by Federal funds, we will be able to expand deployment of Communities of
Practice (composed of experts from the land-grant universities and their partners) to develop high
quality C(lmtem for eXtension. The FY 2009 budget proposal includes $3 million for the NTAE

Program.

To ensure the highest quality research that addresses national needs within available funding, the
FY 2009 budget proposes to eliminate earmarked projects. By allocating funding to a
predetermined list of projects, earmarks reduce the ability of program administrators to aflocate
funding based on merit. Peer-reviewed competitive programs that meet national needs are a
more effective use of Federal taxpayer dollars than earmarks that are provided to a specific

recipient for needs that may not be national. Based upon its broad scope, including the expanded
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integrated authority, and proposed funding increase, alternative funding from the NRI could be
used to provide a peer-reviewed forum for seeking and assessing much of the work funded

through earmarks.

The FY 2009 budget proposes changes in the general provisions including increasing the amount
provided from the NRI that may be used for competitively-awarded, integrated grants from “up
to 26 percent” to “up to 30 percent”. Also proposed is the elimination of the cap on indirect costs
for competitively awarded grants. In the past indirect cost rate caps have resulted in recipients’
inability to recover legitimate indirect costs. The proposed elimination allows full indirect cost
recovery under competitive awards and places CSREES competitive programs on an equal
footing with other Federal assistance programs, so that top scientists will continue to apply for
CSREES grant programs. This is especially important in implementing the growing number of

jointly funded programs CSREES supports with other Federal science agencies.

CSREES, in collaboration with university and other partners nationwide, seeks to provide
innovative and timely responses to critical agricultural issues. This proposal provides support for
research, extension, higher education, and outreach and assistance activities in the food,
agricuitural, and human sciences that can make a difference in solving emerging problems facing

the Nation.

Madam Chairwoman, this concludes my statement. I will be glad to answer any questions the

Committee may have.
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Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to present
the President's fiscal year (FY) 2009 budget for the Economic Research Service (ERS), one of the
four agencies in the Research, Education, and Economics (REE) mission area of the United

States Department of Agriculture (USDA).

The ERS FY 2009 budget proposal is $82.1 million. ERS informs and enhances public and
private decision making on economic and policy issues related to agriculture, food, the
environment, and rural development. The FY 2009 ERS budget request aligns funding and
performance with the USDA strategic goals. ERS manages its budget for research and analysis
that supports all six of the Department's strategic goals. The agency defines distinct performance
criteria, including strategic objectives and key outcomes with identified annual targets. In FY
2005, ERS was reviewed via OMB's Program Assessment Rating Tool, and received an
“Effective” score. External peer reviews of all research programs have also been completed and
found ERS’ research program “Excellent.” ERS is working to implement the recommendations
of the reviews in planning and managing its programs, and will continue to conduct external

reviews on a rotating basis.

The President's FY 2009 budget proposes an increase of $3,523,000 to enhance the ERS market

analysis and outlook program. This initiative will strengthen our ability to provide timely analysis
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of global agricultural markets for the Department and the public. Agricultural commeodity
markets are experiencing rapid changes driven by external forces, including globalization,
increased product differentiation, and a growing biofuels industry. The uncertainty resulting from
these developments, along with the potential for significant changes in both domestic farm
programs and trade policy over the next five years, means that in-depth commodity market
information and analysis are even more critical to policy makers and to the private sector than in
the past. In FY 2008, ERS began enhancing the existing ERS market analysis and outlook
program by extending coverage of global markets and markets for differentiated products,
including organics. ERS has added questions about organic costs and practices to the Agricultural
Resource Management Survey (ARMS), and data collection on organic apples is currently in the
field. A report on the retail and consumer demand aspects of the organic milk market was
completed in 2007, and a comparison of traditional and organic milk production based on data

that were collected in 2006 is being completed.

For 2008, ERS plans an update for the data series on certified organic cropland and pasture in the
U.S. ERS has hired staff, acquired data and developed extramural programs to leverage USDA
analysis and encourage research in support of commodity market analysis and forecasting.
Additional monies through this initiative in FY 2009 will further strengthen the ERS market
analysis and outlook program by further extending the coverage of global and differentiated
product markets. We will sustain our new staffing plan through succession planning, appropriate
recruitment, and human capital development to ensure the continuity and quality of ERS market

analysis and outlook.

The President’s budget for FY 2009 requests a $357,000 increase to extend its research to address
the implications of increased ethanol production on U.S. agriculture and infrastructure. The
requested funds will sirengthen the ability of ERS to analyze the regional impacts of bioenergy

production. We plan to evaluate issues related to transportation networks associated with
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feedstock delivery to ethanol plants and consumers, feedstock storage, marketing channels for
ethanol byproducts, and ethanol/industrial development’s effect on rural economic growth, ERS
will conduct spatial analysis of the shifts in crops, resource use, and potential environmental

impacts.

In FY 2008, ERS strengthened research and modeling capacity in bioenergy and market impacts
associated with bio-energy development. The funds are being used to strengthen existing
research in emerging U.S. and international dspects of bioenergy developments. Collaborating
with research partners and stakeholders, ERS is working on the determination of long-term supply
and demand factors for feedstocks and ethanol, and the impacts on domestic feed and livestock
industries. Modeling tools are being developed to assess the impacts of energy-induced land-use
changes on conservation goals and environmental quality. In 2008, ERS will continue investment
into improving the domestic and international models to evaluate bioenergy impacts on domestic
markets, international food security, environmental quality, and rural development. The specific
areas of ERS research are bioenergy impacts on long-term supply and demand factors, domestic
feed and livestock industries, U.S. and global policies, environmental quality, rural communities,

and food prices.

The President’s budget for FY 2009 requests an increase of $1.1 million to fund pay costs. This
increase is necessary to maintain the current ERS program and to avoid a reduction in the
university cooperative research agreements program. Cooperative research agreements are
critical for building links between university and ERS research, strengthening USDA land-grant

partnerships, and leveraging ERS research.

I would also like to highlight key areas of ERS research, including issues covered in last year’s
testimony on rural development. Talent and education are key determinants of economic well-

being for rural people and their communities. Education continues to be a focus of rural



43

development research at ERS due both to its economic importance and to the stark differences in

education levels across rural areas. Local human resources are in part the outcome of local

schools and graduation rates. However, rural areas often lose much of their talent as young adults

leave for college, the military, and to see the world. This talent tends to return to rural settings

when people start to raise families, make mid-career changes, or retire. Areas unable to attract this

talent back often fail to thrive. ERS has three on-going projects relating to rural human resources.

Education and earnings. In 2007, ERS researchers studied how differences in
education levels and in monetary returns to education affected the gap in average
wages between urban and rural workers. Although part of the urban-rural wage-gap
can be explained by higher urban education levels, higher urban pay-off for a college
degree actually plays a larger role. Research on the relationship between earnings and

education will continue this year.

Return migration. Economic success for rural communities in the U.S. often depends
more on attracting new or returning residents than on retention. Return migration is a
major component of in-migration to most rural communities, especially to remote
areas lacking scenic amenities. ERS is conducting research to identify community

characteristics that encourage return migration.

Rural America in the knowledge economy. While some places may attract new low-
skill employers such as prisons, meat-packing plants or casinos, for much of rural
America, the local ability to adapt and grow depends on a combination of talent,
entreprencurship and creativity. An ERS report summarizing this research is planned

for the end of 2008.
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In accordance with the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2008, ERS began research on “the
economic impact of not having broadband service on rural communities and their growth,
community facilities, access to healthcare, and well being.” Broadband access has increased
dramatically nationwide over the last few years, but is not readily accessible in all rural areas.
Surveys indicate that access for rural households continues to be less than for urban households.
ERS is examining the economic impact of broadband service on rural communities. Through
comparing rural communities with low access to otherwise similar communities that have had
access, ERS researchers are investigating how access to broadband affects various rural
businesses, households, and community facilities, such as health clinics, schools, and libraries.
The findings are expected to provide a framework for better evaluating policy options for

expanding broadband access to nonmetropolitan America.

ERS analysis shows that poor rural counties generally receive more grants and fewer guaranteed
joans than rural counties in general. Poor communities often lack the ability to repay loans given
their limited tax base, and this problem is exacerbated in small communities, where the per-person
costs of providing public services are high. Consequently, the recent shift from rural development
grants to direct or guaranteed loans may make it more difficult for Jower-income rural
communities (and lightly populated areas) to finance local environmental infrastructure (water
supply and treatment), telecommunications services (broadband and distance learning), and
community facilities (libraries, schools, etc.). ERS is currently examining the geographic
distribution of Federal programs of importance to rural development using data provided annually
by U.S. Census Bureau. The information will show how much each State or region received from
specific programs by type of assistance, such as grants, direct loans, and loan guarantees. A

report is planned for FY 2009 that will examine the geographic distribution of Federal programs,
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with particular focus on how these programs are targeted with respect to measures of rurality,

poverty, and population decline.

Farmers in the U.S. produce a wide variety of commodities for food and fiber. They also produce
a variety of non-commodity outputs, or “ecosystem services.” These services can include such
things as improved water quality, carbon sequestration, wildlife, recreation, and open space. Each
of these has value, but it is typically difficult for farm operators to benefit financially from
providing ecosystem services, so these services tend to be underprovided. ERS is currently
examining different mechanisms for providing ecosystem services that could potentially provide
additional income to farmers. This research assesses factors thought to be important in
preventing farmers from benefiting from these markets, such as high transactions costs and
uncertainty. Markets being studied include water quality trading, wetland mitigation, fee hunting,

greenhouse gas reduction, eco-labeling, and agritourism.

Agritourism provided income to about 52,000 farms (2.5 percent of all farms) in 2004 according
to a 2007 ERS report.  ERS is conducting research on the characteristics of farmers who
participate in farm recreation businesses, and on factors determining how much income can be
gained from agritourism. This provides an alternative source of farm income for farm operators,
and also a way for rural communities to diversify and stimulate their economies. The work on
agritourism complements ERS research aimed at better understanding the complex

interrelationships existing between the farm and the rural community.

Congress provides ERS with funds specifically to study and evaluate the USDA’s food and
nutrition assistance programs. ERS uses these funds to supplement its internal research base with

strong extramural research collaborations. This year marks the 10" anniversary of the extramural
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program—the Food Assistance and Nutrition Research Program (FANRP)—at ERS.

Some key findings from FANRP studies include the following:

» Food Stamp Program expenditures provide a stimulus to the economy. ERS research has
found that an increase in Food Stamp Program benefits increases aggregate production

and income in the economy by 1.8 times more than the direct benefits provided.

¢ Income volatility causes low-income households to cycle in and out of eligibility for
nutrition assistance and may affect food insufficiency. Food stamps reduce the effects of

income volatility on the household and stabilize food consumption.

¢ In 2006 eleven percent of all U.S. households were food insecure, including 30 percent of
all households headed by single women with children. The finding comes from the most
recent annual report Household Food Security in the United States. FANRP sponsors the

annual food security survey on which the annual reports are based.

* A number of FANRP studies have examined factors associated with childhood obesity,
especially those within parents’ control. Other studies have highlighted the linkages
between obesity and the consumption of certain types of food and beverages. These
studies have found no evidence that participation in food assistance programs substantially

increases childhood obesity.

Fiscal year 2009 kicks off the second decade of FANRP research. Among the key issues we
expect to address in the coming year are the affordability of healthful food and factors influencing

the rising cost of infant formula to the WIC Program.
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In 2007, The Senate Appropriations Committee in its report accompanying the annual
appropriations bill (S. Report-110-134, pg. 17) requested that “The Economic Research Service
prepare and publish a report regarding consumer perceptions and consumption of canned fruits
and vegetables.” ERS has completed a draft report which examines trends in fruit and vegetable
consumption, including the consumption of canned fruits and vegetables, using data from ERS’s
Food Availability Data System. The report also presents analysis of the determinants of demand
for canned fruits and vegetables and consumption along income and demographic factors. The

report is currently under review.

ERS received funding in fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to develop a consumer data and
information program. ERS has used micro-level household and store scanner food sales data
obtained under this program to conduct research on consumer and market reactions to food safety
concerns, such as Mad Cow Disease and Avian Influenza. A recent ERS report using this data
showed that after the discovery of Mad Cow Disease in the U.S. in December 2003, consumers
may have purchased less beef in the week or two after the announcement, but that it was a short-
lived response. This year, we will use these food sales data to examine consumer reactions to
highly-publicized outbreaks of foodborne illness caused by microbial contamination in fresh

produce.

ERS is collaborating with the National Center for Health Statistics to field a Flexible Consumer
Behavior Survey (FCBS) as a supplement to the National Health and Nutrition Examination
Survey. The FCBS collects additional information to explain consumer dietary behavior and
assess the impact of USDA’s nutrition assistance and education programs. Currently, the 2008
data are being collected. In FY 2009, ERS will begin using this data to conduct research on
changes in dietary behavior, including changes in the use of food labels, changes in consumer
nutrition knowledge and attitudes, and the association between these changes and changes in diet

quality and obesity.
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In FY 2008, ERS collaborated with the National Institutes of Health, National Cancer Institute, to
collect information on how Americans spend their time on shopping, preparing, and eating food.
These data are being collected using a Bureau of Labor Statistics’ American Time Use Survey
module. In FY 2009, data collected during 2007 will be analyzed to examine various
socioeconomic factors associated with differences in time use for food preparation and eating
across individuals, particularly income levels, and the relationship between time use for eating

and obesity.

U.S. exports of agricultural products have increased dramatically in recent years. A forthcoming
report builds on earlier ERS analysis of the factors affecting growing food demand in middle
income countries to look in more detail at changing global markets. Using food expenditures and
food sales data over 1990-2004 the report, Convergence in Food Demand and Delivery: Do
Middle-Income Countries Follow High-Income Trends?, examines whether food consumption
and delivery trends are converging across 47 high- and middle-income countries. Middle-income
countries, such as China and Mexico, appear to be following trends in high-income countries,
measured across several dimensions of food system growth and change. Convergence is apparent
in most important food expenditure categories, and in indicators of food system modernization
such as supermarket and fast-food s‘ales‘ Convergence is an important source of increased export

demand for agricultural products and high value processed foods.

ERS is also examining the impact of higher food prices in global markets. A recent ERS article
“Rising Food Prices Intensify Food Insecurity in Developing Countries”, reported on initial
research on the impact of higher food prices in food insecure developing countries. ERS plans to
continue this work with more detailed analysis of the impact of higher prices on consumers, local

producers and trade in selected sub-Saharan African countries.
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It is the intent of ERS to look beyond the immediate horizon to conduct anticipatory research, the
findings of which will be available when a topic “heats up.” In that regard, issues arising from
debate and deliberation on new farm and energy bills have led us to initiate research projects in

2008 that will:

* Study the impacts of local food sourcing on rural communities and urban and rural
consumers. The research will examine a wide range of potential costs and benefits,
including those associated with potential environmental and nutritional changes due to

increased reliance on local food production.

e Evaluate the potential roles of agriculture as a producer of offscts in proposed national
carbon markets. This analysis will consider interactions with USDA Conservation

Programs, as well as alternative proposals for design of the carbon market.

¢ Study farmland values and ownership, utilizing a range of Geographic Information System
-based information being assembled in the agency’s data lab. Focusing on general patterns
of changing land values and the ownership of farmland will allow us to identify who
stands to gain from recent increases in agricultural land values and some of the
consequences if agricultural land values decline. This study will also examine how
changing land-use patterns affect the viability of local communities and conversely how

agricultural viability affects land use patterns.

o Hvalnate the impact of alternative definitions of a farm or an active farmer. The present
definition of a farm ($1,000 of agricultural commodities that were sold or normally would
have been sold in a year) is quite inclusive, and captures many operations with very little

production. Definitions of active farmers vary across programs, but are also generally
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quite inclusive. ARMS data will be used to summarize how many current farms, and how
much production, farmland, farm expenses, and government payments, would still be
captured by alternative definitions. The research shall also evaluate the impact of

alternative definitions of family farms.

» Report on the current economic organization of contract broiler producers, using data from
ARMS survey of broiler operations in 2006. Research will be initiated on the impacts of
farm size, farm age, adoption of technologies, location, operator characteristics and

contract terms on the efficiency and financial performance of contract broiler operations. -

ERS shapes its program and products principally to serve key decision-makers who routinely
make or influence public policy and program decisions. This clientele includes White House and
USDA policy officials and program administrators/managers; the U.S. Congress; other Federal
agencies, and State and local government officials; and domestic and international environmental,
consumer, and other public organizations, including farm and industry groups interested in public

policy issues,

Madam Chairwoman, this concludes my statement. I will be glad to answer any questions the

Committee may have.
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Madam Chairwoman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to submit a

statement for this Subcommittee’s consideration in support of the fiscal year (FY) 2009 budget

request for the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS). This agency administers the

U.S. agricultural statistics program, which began at the United States Department of Agriculture

(USDA) in 1863. NASS also conducts the quinquennial U.S. Census of Agriculture, first

collected by the Department of Commerce in 1840. Both programs are aligned with the basic

mission of NASS to provide timely, accurate, and useful statistics in service to U.S. agriculture.

FY 2009 Budget

The agency’s FY 2009 budget request is $153.5 million. The FY 2009 budget proposes

redirecting funds to improve quality of existing higher priority annual surveys in the agency’s
Agricultural Estimates program; seeks new funds to implement an annual renewable energy
program to monitor agricultural production and utilization of energy inputs; uses Census of

Agriculture funds to finalize processing and publish the 2007 Census of Agriculture and conduct
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Census of Agriculture follow-on studies focused on farm and ranch irrigation and on-farm

energy production; and provides partial pay costs.

Agricultural Estimates

NASS’s annual agricultural estimates reports are critically important to assess the current supply

and demand in agricultural commodities. They are extremely valuable to producers,

agribusinesses, farm organizations, commodity groups, economists, public officials, and others

who use the data for decision-making. The statistics disseminated by NASS support fairness in

markets ensuring buyers and sellers have access to the same official statistics at the same pre-
announced time. This prevents markets from being unduly influenced by “inside” information,
which might unfairly affect market prices for the gain of an individual market participant. The
efficiency of commodity markets is enhanced by the free flow of information, which minimizes
price fluctuations for U.S. producers. Statistical measures help the competitiveness of our
Nation’s agricultural industry and have become increasingly important as producers rely more on

world markets for their sales.

The U.S. food and agricultural sector relies on reliable statistical information. The USDA-NASS
statistical program serves most U.S. agricultural commodity data needs and supplies important
economic, environmental, and demographic data that informs policy decisions that impact the

livelihood and quality of life of rural residents.
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The proposed FY 2009 budget redirects funding from lower priority data series to continue a
roulti-year effort to improve the statistical precision of existing agricultural data series in the
agency’s Agricultural Estimates Program. This will allow us to maintain the improved statistical
precision gained through the FY 2004 through FY 2006 increases. Beginning in FY 2007,
NASS greatly curtailed its Chemical Use Program after careful review of the entire NASS
program based on the need for market sensitive information, data needed to implement USDA
programs, and the availability of other similar data series. The FY 2009 budget request will
continue to redirect funds from reports such as the quarterly Agricultural Labor report, the July
Cattle report, the July Sheep and Goats report, and the Aquaculture Survey Program in order to

maintain and improve the quality of other annual programs.

The FY 2009 President’s budget also includes funding for NASS to respond to the need for
better agricultural data on the production and utilization of energy crops. Based on meetings
with industry and Department stakeholders, NASS has identified several key areas of interest
where data collection could benefit and provide information for program development and future
research in bioenergy. These include, but are not limited to: production and utilization of
biomass materials; transportation grids for commodities to ethanol plants; and the availability

and use of co-products, such as dried distillers grain.

Census of Agriculture

NASS is currently conducting the 2007 Census of Agriculture. The initial mail out to the

Nation’s farmers and ranchers was in December 2007. The Census of Agriculture is taken every
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5 years and provides comprehensive data at the national, State, and county level on the

agricultural sector. The Census of Agriculture is the only source for this information on a local
level and is extremely important to the agricultural community. These data were used
extensively by USDA to help answer both internal and Congressional questions during the
current Farm Bill debate. Detailed information at the county level helps agricultural
organizations, suppliers, handlers, processors, and wholesalers and retailers better plan their
operations. Demographic information supplied by the Census of Agriculture also provides a
very valuable database for developing public policy for rural areas. In addition to the 50 States,
the Census of Agriculture programs are conducted in Puerto Rico, Guam, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. Results from all of the censuses are made

available on the NASS website.

The budget request includes an increase of $1.2 million to allow NASS to transition the Census

of Agriculture budget from cyclical funding to a flat-line funding concept for each of the 4 vears

leading up to the data collection vear for the quingquennial census. This flat-line concept results

in a tota] FY 2009 Census of Agriculture budget of $39.4 million, $12.5 million below the FY

2008 appropriations. FY 2009 is the fifth year of the 2007 Census of Agriculture cycle and
includes data summarization and publication, scheduled for February 2009. Additional funds are
required to prepare and conduct long standing follow-on surveys. Included in the funding are
activities associated with final preparation and conducting the Farm and Ranch Irrigation Survey
(FRIS) and a new on-farm energy production follow-on study. The feasibility of updating the
FRIS to evaluate current access to reuse water, quantities of water used, and cost associated with

various water delivery systems is being explored.
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The Census of Agriculture funding has historically been on a five-year cycle, keyed to the
funding needs for each of the 5 years of the census cycle. The FY 2009 budget proposes a one
time adjustment following the peak data collection year for the 2007 Census of Agriculture. This
will allow NASS to maintain a flat budget during FY 2009 through FY 2012. The only increases
to the Census of Agriculture during the 4 year period will be for pay costs and new initiatives
proposed during the cycle. FY 2013 is the data collection year for the 2012 Census of
Agriculture and will include an increase for data collection and processing activities. A new

base will then be established for FY 2014 through FY 2017.

The authority to conduct the Census of Agriculture was transferred to USDA in 1997. During
the past 11 years, NASS has made significant strides to continually improve this vital data series.
For the first time in history, respondents had the option of reporting electronically through the
Internet on the 2007 Census of Agriculture. NASS also targeted improved coverage for the 2007
Census of Agriculture by working closely with Community Based Organizations and American
Indians tribes and reservations to increase awareness of the importance of being represented.
Finally, NASS continues to listen to Congress and industry on the ever expanding need for
additional agricultural statistics. For example, the 2007 Census of Agriculture includes an entire
section on organic agriculture. This will allow the most comprehensive look ever of organic
agriculture production in the United States. NASS will also publish, for the first time, a report
by watershed using data from the 2007 Census of Agriculture. These are just a few of the
improvements and successes achieved over the first decade of the Census of Agriculture at

USDA.
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Major Activities of the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS)

The ongoing expansion of global markets for U.S. goods and services continues to increase the

need for modem and reliable statistical information. The surveys and censuses conducted by
NASS contribute significantly to economic decisions made by policymakers, agricultural
producers, lenders, transporters, processors, wholesalers, retailers and, ultimately, consumers.
Lack of relevant, timely, and accurate data contributes to wasteful inefficiencies throughout the
entire production and marketing system. An example of one of the many important surveys
conducted by NASS is the Agricultural Resource Management Survey. This survey is conducted
in cooperation with the USDA’s Economic Research Service and is the primary input in
developing the Nation’s farm income statements used as one of the Nation’s principal economic

indicators.

The need for timely, accurate, and useful statistics on U.S. agriculture continues to be

emphasized throughout the sector. A few examples highlight the importance these data have on

the market place and agricultural producers ability to manage their operations. The importance

of accurate agricultural data can be demonstrated through the ever expanding use of the NASS
county estimates for administering farmer éafety nets. Specifically, NASS county estimates
impact billions of dollars insured through the Risk Management Agency’s Group Risk Program
and Group Risk Income Program. The difference of one bushel in an average county yield
estimate may result in the incorrect decision on indemnity payments. Farmers trust and demand

that these data be an accurate gauge for administering these very important safety nets.
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NASS works cooperatively with each State Department of Agriculture throughout the year to

provide commaodity, environmental, economic, and demographic statistics for agriculture. This

cooperative program, which began in 1917, has served the agricultural industry well and is
recognized as an excellent model of successful State-Federal cooperation. Approximately sixty
percent of the NASS staff is located in its 46 field offices; 21 of these offices are collocated with
State Departments of Agriculture or land-grant universities. Working together helps meet both
State and national data needs while minimizing overall costs by consolidating staff and
resources, eliminating duplication of effort, and reducing the reporting burden on the Nation’s
farm and ranch operators. The forty-six field offices in NASS, covering all fifty States and

Puerto Rico, provide statistical information that serves national, State, and local data needs.

NASS has been a leader among Federal agencies in providing electronic access to information.

All reports issued by NASS's Agricultural Statistics Board are made available to the public at a

previously announced release time to ensure that everyone is given equal access to the

information. All national statistical reports and data products, including graphics, are available

on the Internet, as well as in printed form, at the time they are released. Customers are able to

electronically subscribe to NASS reports and can download any of these reports in an easily
accessible format using standard software. NASS also provides free Rich Site Summary and
Podcast feeds to interested data users. This technology sends an alert or audio clip directly to
data users when content of interest is posted to the NASS Web site. A summary of NASS and
other USDA statistical data are produced annually in USDA’s Agricultural Statistics, available

on the Internet through the NASS home page, on CD-ROM disc, or in hard copy. All forty-six
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NASS field offices have home pages on the Internet that provide access to special statistical

reports and information on current local commodity conditions and production.

The primary activity of NASS is to provide reliable data for decision-making based on unbiased

surveys each vear, and the Census of Agriculture every five years, to meet the current data needs

of the agricultural industry. Farmers, ranchers, and agnibusinesses voluntarily respond to a series

of nationwide surveys about crops, livestock, prices, chemical use and other agricultural

activities each vear. Surveys are conducted during the growing season to measure the impact of
weather, pests, and other factors on crop production. Many crop surveys are supplemented by
actual field observations in which various plant counts and measurements are made.
Administrative data from other State and USDA agencies, as well as data on imports and
exports, are thoroughly analyzed and utilized by the agency to supplement survey data. NASS
prepares estimates for over 120 crops and 45 livestock items which are published annually in

more than 500 separate reports.

NASS’s Statistical Research Program is conducted to improve methods and techniques used for

collecting, processing, and disseminating agricultural data. This research is directed toward

achieving higher quality census and survey data with less burden on respondents, producing

more accurate and timely statistics for data users, and increasing the efficiency of the entire

process. Graphical products simultaneously displaying progress and condition were developed
to make it easier for data users and analysts to see the effects of conditions on the crop.
Research has also allowed NASS to utilize real-time acreage and yield indications based on

remote sensing methodology to assist in estimating acreage and production for select major corn
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and soybean States. This adds another objective measure to aid in accurately forecasting current
year crop production. The growing diversity and specialization of the Nation’s farm operations
have greatly complicated procedures for producing accurate agricultural statistics. Developing
new sampling and survey methodology, expanding modes of data collection, including electronic
data reporting, and exploiting computer intensive processing technology enables NASS to keep

pace with an increasingly complex agricultural industry.

NASS conducts a number of special surveys, as well as provides consulting services for many

USDA agencies, other Federal or State agencies, universities, and agricultural organizations on a

cost-reimbursable basis. Consulting services include assistance with survey methodology,

questionnaire and sample design, information resource management, and statistical analysis.
NASS has been very active in assisting USDA agencies in programs that monitor nutrition, food
safety, environmental quality, and customer satisfaction. In cooperation with State Departments
of Agriculture, land-grant universities, and industry groups, NASS conducted over 200 special
surveys in FY 2007 covering a wide range of issues such as farm injury, nursery and horticulture,
farm finance, fruits and nuts, vegetables, and cropping practices. All results from these

reimbursable efforts are made publicly available.

NASS provides technical assistance and training to improve agricultural survey programs in

other countries in cooperation with other government agencies on a cost-reimbursable basis. The

NASS international program focuses on the developing and emerging market countries in Asia,
Central and South America, and Eastern Europe. Accurate foreign country information is

essential for the orderly marketing of U.S. farm products throughout the world. NASS works
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directly with countries by assisting in the application of modern statistical methodology,
including sample survey techniques. This past year, NASS provided assistance to Argentina,
Armenia, Brazil, China, El Salvador, Georgia, Madagascar, Mexico, Mongolia, Russia, and the
Ukraine. In addition, NASS conducted training programs in the U.S. for 119 visitors
representing 15 countries. These assistance and training activities promote better U.S. access to

quality data from other countries.

NASS annually seeks input on improvements and priorities from the public through the

Secretary of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee on Agriculture Statistics, interaction with

producers at major commodity meetings, data user meetings with representatives from

agribusinesses and commodity groups, special briefings for agricultural leaders during the

release of major reports, and numerous individual contacts. As a result of these activities, the

agency has made adjustments to its statistics program, published reports, and expanded

electronic access capabilities to better meet the statistical needs of customers and stakeholders.

This concludes my statement, Madam Chairwoman. Thank you for the opportunity to submit

this statement for the record.
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FOOD SAFETY INCREASE

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Dr. Buchanan.

You just mentioned that under food safety, the ARS budget pro-
poses an increase of $14 million. In the testimony, it says the ARS
budget proposes an increase of $7 million to enhance research to
safeguard the nation’s food supply from foodborne pathogens. I am
more excited about 14. Is it 7 or 14?

Dr. BUCHANAN. It is 14. Am I right, Dr. Knipling?

Dr. KNIPLING. That would include some of the related homeland
security work that also has potential food safety implications.

Dr. BUCHANAN. And also, there is an increase in CSREES.

Ms. DELAURO. Can you just break down and get that to me, the
breakdown of that $14 million, so I can see where

Dr. BUCHANAN. We can certainly get that to you. Yes. Yes,
ma’am.

[The information follows:]

The FY 2009 Budget for ARS includes a $7 million increase in food safety re-
search for enhanced activities on management and intervention strategies to pre-
vent pre- and post-harvest pathogen contamination of produce. In addition, $7 mil-
lion of ARS food safety research projects funded in FY 2008 have been reclassified
in support of Homeland Security. This reclassification, of existing food safety

projects, increases the amount of research that supports Homeland Security, but
does not enhance overall food safety research activities.

Ms. DELAURO. Lovely. That is fine. Thank you.

COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

I guess, Dr. Smith, this is about ERS, the commodities supple-
mental food program urban report. You have contracted with the
Urban Institute to do a report on the Commodity Supplemental
Food Program, CSFP, entitled, “New News about an Old Program.”
Now, the program is a significant source of nutritional assistance
for low income seniors, and the package can be a substantial por-
tion of seniors’ monthly allowance for food.

I know the report has not been published yet, but I was won-
dering if you could talk a little bit about the findings in the report
and, more specifically, why the CSFP participants either are ineli-
gible or unwilling to participate in the food stamp program.

Dr. SMITH. Thank you. I would be delighted to——

Ms. DELAURO. Just pull it over towards you.

Dr. SMITH [continuing]. To speak to that. The CSFP was founded
in 1969, which was before the WIC Program, and has always been
for eligible individuals who are pregnant or postpartum, children
under the age of 6, or seniors above the age of 60. When WIC came
into being, most of the pregnant and nursing mothers went to WIC.
And at the present time, 91 percent of all of the participants in
CSFP are seniors. There are several reasons for——

Ms. DELAURO. Low income seniors. Correct?

Dr. SMITH. Not necessarily. Not necessarily, no. There is more
flexibility in the CSFP.

Ms. DELAURO. Right.

Dr. SMITH. You can have assets that are substantial, so you can
own your own home and be a senior and get benefits from that pro-
gram, which is not true for food stamps. You can benefit from the
food packages under the Commodity Supplemental Food Program



62

if you have income one-third above the poverty line without the
benefits being ratcheted down, as is the case for food stamps.

And there is also some stigma in the senior group that appears
not to be as significant in younger groups. And therefore, the sen-
iors have no real incentive to go over to food stamps.

Ms. DELAURO. Say that again, that last part?

Dr. SMITH. The seniors have no real incentive to go to food
stamps if they are stigmatized, if they have assets, or if they have
a relatively high income. It still has to be below 130 percent of the
poverty level.

Ms. DELAURO. Right. It is 130 percent of the poverty level.

Dr. SmITH. Yes.

Ms. DELAURO. But what about the findings in the report? What
have you found out about this program?

Dr. SMITH. I don’t have the specifics, but I will be happy to pro-
vide those to you.

Ms. DELAURO. Is the report going to be published?

Dr. SMITH. Yes, it will.

Ms. DELAURO. When?

Dr. SMITH. I am not sure. Within the next six months.

Ms. DELAURO. Well, is the report complete? Is it——

Dr. SmiTH. Preliminary findings are available. I just don’t have
them.

Ms. DELAURO. You don’t have the preliminary findings?

Dr. SMITH. Right. But I can get them to you.

Ms. DELAURO. Yes. And I would just love to see that. I mean, it
seems like a program that is meeting its goals in terms of what you
said, what, 90, 91 percent of seniors are participating in it.

Dr. SMITH. It has its constituents, and it is the best program for
them.

[The information follows:]

Preliminary Findings of the Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP):

Participation by women and children in the CSFP is low—about 7 percent of all
participants. CSFP predated the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), which has now superseded it as the dominant
nutrition assistance program serving this category.

The overwhelming majority—93 percent of—current CSFP participants are low-
income seniors. Much of the current policy debate focuses on this group, how the
program serves them, and why seniors may choose that program in preference to
the Food Stamp Program (FSP).

Some CSFP-eligible seniors are not eligible for FSP because of asset limitations.
The CSFP does not have an asset test, whereas the FSP limits eligibility to low-
income seniors with assets of $3,000 or less.

Of those who are eligible for both CSFP and FSP, many seniors believe they re-
ceive more valuable benefits from CSFP than they would receive from FSP. The
CSFP provides the same food package to all participants, whereas FSP benefit levels
are adjusted on the basis of household size and income. Interviews indicated many
seniors were deterred from participating in FSP by the belief that they would re-
ceive only a minimum benefit.

Some seniors may prefer receiving a food package to redeeming food stamp bene-
fits in supermarkets—particularly those with mobility or transportation problems,
or living in areas not well served by retail (based on focus group interviews).

Enrollment in CSFP is simpler than in FSP and WIC. Focus group interviews
suggest many participants prefer CSFP for this reason.

A few may participate in both programs. CSFP participants may legally partici-
pate in the FSP as well. Focus group interviews with CSFP participants, however,
indicated low rates of participation in the FSP.
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FOOD PRICES

Ms. DELAURO. Let me ask a further question. This is in the 2008
conference report: “Direct the department to provide monthly re-
ports on the program performance and estimated funding require-
ments to fully fund the WIC program. The department is to con-
sider and include in these estimates current participation trends
and current Economic Research Service food cost estimates in de-
veloping updated WIC estimates.”

The first report from the department was over a month late and
does not include current ERS food cost estimates as required. How
often is ERS updating the WIC food cost estimates?

Dr. SMITH. I am not sure about that, either. We do update our
estimates of food price projections on a monthly basis, but I don’t
know whether that is the same as the costs that go into the WIC
Program. They are probably defined more specifically. And again,
I will have to find that out for you, too.

[The information follows:]

ERS monitors trends in food prices. The Consumer Price Index (CPI) for food is
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). ERS uses food prices indices
from BLS and makes one year to 18 month forecasts for overall food prices and com-
ponents. These are posted on our Web site and updated if the conditions on which
they are based should change significantly. ERS provides USDA’s Food and Nutri-
tion Service (FNS) with forecasts of CPI for the specific food categories that are in-
cluded in the WIC package. FNS then uses the ERS-provided information to update
WIC cost estimates. ERS does not estimate nor does it forecast WIC costs. The ERS

forecasts of future food price changes provided to FNS are updated on a quarterly
basis as market conditions change.

Ms. DELAURO. Please. Thank you. It sounds like it is from the
way you have described it.

Will ERS comply with the mandate in the fiscal year 2008 con-
ference report to provide monthly updated food cost estimates?

Dr. SmITH. Yes.

Ms. DELAURO. Can the committee expect to receive the updated
WIC food cost estimates in future monthly reports from the Depart-
ment?

Dr. SMITH. I can’t answer for the Department, but we will cer-
tainly make sure that they are available for incorporation.

Ms. DELAURO. Let me yield to the ranking member, who has
joined us, for opening comments.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, thank you, Madam Chair. I was with the
mayor of the city of Atlanta, and as you know, they are having a
big drought issue. So I appreciate your courtesy in letting us use
Martha’s office. While I was there, I rearranged some files. I didn’t
know she was such a Bush supporter, by the way. [Laughter.]

Ms. DELAURO. When mayors come to town, you have to meet
with them.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me yield to Mr. Latham. I do have a number
of questions, but he has been sitting here, so I wanted to—and I
appreciate it. And I welcome Dr. Buchanan and all of you guys.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Latham.

HATCH ACT

Mr. LATHAM. Thank you very much, and welcome everyone.



64

It is like deja vu all over again. On research funding, your re-
quest seeks to move 42 percent of Hatch Act monies into the com-
petitive grant category, which you have asked for previously. I
guess my question would be, number one, why do you continually
ask for this? It isn’t going to happen.

But, I mean, don’t you believe that it would certainly hurt rural
areas of the country? Are you planning on changing the law? Do
you have a request to change what the law says as far as Hatch
Act?

Dr. BuCHANAN. I don’t think so.

Mr. LATHAM. So you are not requesting any change as far as the
mission of Hatch Act?

Dr. BUCHANAN. It would be in the appropriation but not

Mr. LATHAM. But do you have any kind of feeling what you
would do to ongoing research or in rural areas? Those competitive
grants would probably go, as we have seen in some other

Dr. BucHANAN. Well, I will like to respond and ask Dr. Hefferan
to respond. But clearly, the Administration feels that the process
of identifying RFAs and then competing to identify the best labora-
tory or the best scientist to address a problem is the most effective
way to go.

I have been an experiment situation director. I have been a dean.
And clearly, the most important thing is to provide the availability
of resources. And I see this as a very positive development.

Now, another thing is that these have been moved to what we
call multi-State competitive programs, which is a way of competing,
but it does involve multiple states, which encourages exactly one
of the things that we try to encourage, and that is collaboration
among scientists and among different institutions in different
states.

So there are some real positive things that have been developed
out of this concept. I would like for Dr. Hefferan to amplify on that,
if she would, if I may.

Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, certainly there is a substantial cut in the
formula-based programs. I will say it is not for the purposes of re-
direction specifically. As you noted, the request for the competitive
programs this year is exactly what it was last year. There certainly
are challenges——

Mr. LATHAM. Did you request this to OMB?

Dr. HEFFERAN. No. The budget process is a long and com-
plicated

Mr. LatHAM. That is not a hard question. Did you request this
to OMB?

Dr. BUCHANAN. Yes.

Mr. LATHAM. Okay.

Dr. HEFFERAN. Essentially, what we are working to do is to re-
balance the portfolio so that there is a larger proportion focused on
competitive awards. We are not proposing to completely cut out the
state-allocated formula funds, but to focus on this rebalance con-
sistent with science funding across all Federal agencies. Although
I certainly wouldn’t characterize universities as endorsing this, I
will say that they have been very——

Mr. LATHAM. You are right there.

Dr. HEFFERAN. No. No, and I wouldn’t do that, obviously.
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Mr. LATHAM. Perfect.

Dr. HEFFERAN. But I will say that they have been very helpful
in thinking about how one would develop a program in response to
a growth in funding that could be used for multi-State programs.
It is challenging, in a budget that wants to focus on the highest
level national programs in science, to find a way to do that. And
competitively awarded programs are the gold standard for the way
research is funded by the Federal government, and this budget re-
flects that.

Mr. LATHAM. Have you done any kind of study as to what the
effect would be as far as regional-based long-term agricultural re-
search? I mean, stuff that is in place that there is certainty out
there that you can actually look 20 years down the road rather
than have to look to the next appropriations bill?

Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, I will say that in the proposal that we have,
we are not proposing to cut off any of the five-year projects that
are currently going on, for example, under the multi-State pro-
gram. Those would be completed.

Mr. LATHAM. But you wouldn’t have any new five-year programs,
would you?

Dr. HEFFERAN. Yes. Well, we would compete new programs, but
we wouldn’t discontinue anything that is currently ongoing.

Mr. LATHAM. And if you are subject to an annual appropriation,
you don’t know that those five-year plans are going to work, do
you? You are not going to have the funding for the five-year plan
if in fact the whim of the dollars aren’t there?

Dr. HEFFERAN. That is true. Certainly all of our multi-year plans
are subject to the availability of appropriations.

Mr. LATHAM. So for somebody to plan to hire a research scientist,
there is really no certainty for them, is there?

Dr. HEFFERAN. There is no certainty. Typically, however, Federal
funding for university-based science is awarded through competi-
tive processes across government. We are trying to be consistent
with the standard of science.

Mr. LATHAM. In ARS, we have the national animal disease cen-
‘&e}rl', obviously—I am sorry. I am out of time. Thank you, Madam

air.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Farr.

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Madam Chair. I wish we could
have this panel for about a week because I think what you are—
America’s seed corn for inventiveness is in your domain, Dr. Bu-
chanan. And I always appreciate it because of all these agricultural
fights we have, we have to remember that we are only going to
stay ahead of the competition as long as we are smarter and can
get a better bang for the buck.

And I was very pleased to see that your priority issues on food
safety, obesity prevention, crop diseases, and water reuse all come
together in my district. And I like to think that all agricultural pol-
itics is local, as they say around here, and everything that the
USDA does, does it in someone’s back yard.

My backyard is—the Census Bureau just pointed out the Mon-
terey County was the highest farm income county in the United
States. And people don’t think of coastal crops as being that, but
we grow 85 different crops. And one of the things that I would kind
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of like to get into is that your research initiatives certainly the E.
coli breakout last year with spinach and found it in fresh lettuce,
and the impact it had on the market, you know, we never got any
help for all those voluntary recalls. And I do appreciate the empha-
sis in food safety and the new money in there on E. coli research.

BIOENERGY

I am also interested in your bioenergy and bioproducts. What I
missed in your document, I guess I have the testimony of Dr.
Knipling’s before the subcommittee, the authorizing subcommittee,
but there was no mention of biodiesel. And I wondered whether
that is part of your research as well. We have the only certified bio-
diesel production plant in California in our district.

Maybe you can just answer: Is that going to be part of your en-
ergy research?

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes, very much so. In addition to the budget pro-
posals for fiscal 2009, ARS has a substantial base research pro-
gram ongoing, approximately $20 million of what we would classify
as renewable energy research. And that does include a portfolio of
activities, including biodiesel, particularly from soybeans, but from
other oil seed crops as well. And in fact, the proposed initiative for
next year does include some enhancement of and reallocation of
money now associated with peanut research, but to explore the use
of peanuts as a biodiesel feed stock.

Mr. FARR. Well, I am keen on biodiesel. Why? Because every
tractor out there is running on diesel. So why not just keep it in
the same genre of fuels? And I think there is a great potential here
of having a switchover right away with—I mean, this guy in our
district does it all with local products; I don’t think he has to im-
port anything.

NUTRITION PROGRAMS

A big concern to this committee, and high on your priority list,
is obesity prevention. And I think, and I want to know if perhaps
Dr. Smith could do this: We have a hunger caucus in my district
that is all the feeding programs, from WIC to Meals on Wheels to
Second Harvest to food banks, you name it. And every time I meet
with them, they are all in a different silo. They can’t even collabo-
rate.

And I wondered whether your research could help us see how we
could get a better bang for the buck of just pulling together all
these different agencies who are interested in feeding and nutri-
tional food. And certainly, I mean, if Marcy Kaptur were here, one
of the things that we are really keen on is promoting these farmer
markets.

But in these farmer markets, we are finding that people don’t
have—some of them, but most of them don’t have any way of ac-
cepting food stamps or accepting WIC vouchers. And it seems to me
that is just one of those easy things to do. I mean, cab drivers can
accept your credit card, so I don’t know why vendors can’t accept
those vouchers. And perhaps you could look into that.

But the biggest problem I have, and I hope you will really look
into it, is that when we buy material for the school lunch and
school breakfast program, we buy it through the military depot in
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Philadelphia. And they are buying all the commodity crop. This is
a big problem because commodity crops, you know, you could store
them and pack them and send them around easily.

Now that we are field to fork fresh food, and the packaging of
that food has gotten very good, why don’t we try to get more of
those fresh vegetables? I mean, it is a disaster when you look at
what we procedure in the Department of Agriculture for those pro-
grams and we give out, where a lot of it is peanut butter and wheat
products and so on.

And you are about to redo your Dietary Guidelines. I don’t think
it is a lack of reading the guidelines. It is a lack of getting food
on the plate. And there is just logistics that could easily be changed
to do that.

Did my time go that fast? You don’t get any brownie points for
getting here before anybody else, huh? [Laughter.]

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Kingston.

Mr. KINGSTON. You have got to say the chairwoman is very gen-
erous of letting us get a lot of questions in. And I am with you.
I think we could keep this panel for a week.

WATKINSVILLE RESEARCH LABORATORY

Dr. Buchanan, I have to pick on you as a friend of mine and as
a fellow Athenian. You know, the ARS lab in Watkinsville, which
I believe you have received a letter from Senators Isakson and
Chambliss about your decision to close it or the Secretary’s decision
to close it, among other things, this is what that lab does.

Develop soil management practices that increase infiltration of
rainfall and irrigation to help mitigate Georgia’s water crisis. They
work on increased adoption of conservation tillage in Georgia’s row
crops; doing so could conserve 110 days equivalent of the State’s
annual water use. Particularly with Atlanta having a drought, that
is of great relevance.

They work with poultry litter applications for crop and pastures,
and develop soil management practices of all sorts. And it appears
to me what their research is in terms of not just the national pic-
ture but the immediate backyard picture in the State of Georgia
with the drought, it seems odd that that lab is slated to be closed.

Dr. BuCHANAN. Well, let me comment first, Congressman, and
then I will ask Dr. Knipling to provide input. I am personally
knowledgeable of that laboratory, having been Dean at University
of Georgia and had many collaborative relationships with:

Mr. KINGSTON. I knew you were, and I know you are probably
in a little bit of a jam on this one. That is why I didn’t ask Dr.
Knipling. [Laughter.]

Dr. BUCHANAN. But really, we had to make hard decisions. And
I would say that every laboratory we are proposing to close is doing
good work. It is not a matter of not being effective. It is just a mat-
ter of having to make tough choices in order to meet our budget.

And much of the work—and I am going to ask Dr. Knipling to
talk about where we are going to do other work. But we are going
to continue some of that work at other locations. But you are right
in that it has played a key role and it has made a lot of contribu-
tions.
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But we believe that the reasons that we propose to close it are
sound. They fit the criteria that we established to make closures.
And we will continue some of that work at other places.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, our office was kind of going through the mo-
tions on this one. And then last Friday I had a staffer go down and
spend a half day there, and we were a lot more impressed after the
tour with what they were doing. And again, it is relevant to what
is going on in Georgia right now. And that is why we really have
a little bit more intensity, and join the Senators on this one.

LABORATORY CLOSURES

Dr. BUCHANAN. Well, we certainly had a very established list of
criteria that we use to make closures. And Dr. Knipling, do you
want to amplify on that?

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes. There are several specific reasons and criteria
associated with the Watkinsville lab. But I would just emphasize,
as Dr. Buchanan did, in the context of our total budget allowances
and the difficult choices that we had to make, some 20 laboratories
and locations across all of ARS are affected, and Watkinsville is
one of those.

There are programmatic criteria and resource management cri-
teria. For the most part, the Watkinsville program is a very mature
program. That lab has been there for over 70 years. And in the
grand scheme of things, we consider its activities, missions, largely
accomplished.

We are doing that work or have the capability to do that work
elsewhere, including in the Southeast, in Georgia at Tifton, at Flor-
ence, South Carolina, and a number of other soil and water con-
servation labs throughout the United States, where we have a co-
ordinated program.

Resource management-wise, that program is of marginal varia-
bility. We have actually had to reduce staff in the past few years
to maintain satisfactory resources for those that are remaining. So
it is really not a sustainable, viable program in that sense.

There are also infrastructure costs, facility maintenance. And
this is a form of cost-avoidance, if you will, for future out-year li-
abilities for facility modernization.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, now that I have chastised you for that, I
have got to go down the road a few miles and praise you for the
Southeast poultry lab. You have great wisdom on that. [Laughter.]

I want to close on Watkinsville lab. We have been working with
Congressman Brown’s office on this, and we will continue to stay
in touch with you.

SOUTHEAST POULTRY LABORATORY

But on the Southeast poultry lab, one of my questions is: Does
the $13.2 million in the budget take care of it? Because I know that
as you look at the history of these labs through the design phase,
and then the longer the lag is between the design and the construc-
tion, the bigger the cost. And this thing has kind of been out there
for a while. I have been a big proponent of it.

Dr. KNIPLING. As you know, we have been working on this con-
cept for several years and had several previous conversations with
you. The total construction project is targeted at $207 million. The
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first phase is the architectural and engineering design, and this
committee provided, this fiscal year, 2008, $2.8 million toward that.

So our request in 2009, the $13.2 million, brings us up to a total
of $16 million. And that is sufficient to get the architectural and
design activity underway, and that is a normal part of the process.
That would be completed in approximately 15 to 18 months after
the monies are received, and then we would be seeking full con-
struction funding in out-year budgets.

Mr. KINGSTON. How much money does it save if you are doing
it lump sum? And that is my last question.

Dr. KNIPLING. If we were to phase it in, say, two phases, it would
be at least 10 percent higher cost. And then if it were more than
two phases over a number of years, we can probably, as a rule of
thumb, probably add a 10 percent additional cost every year that
it is phased or delayed.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Kingston.

FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH

I want to ask about food safety research, Dr. Buchanan, because
I was interested in the proposal for an increase of more than $7
million for research into food safety issues and its relation to fresh
fruits and vegetables. You spoke about 14, but I must tell you that
the budget justification here says an increase of $7 million for food
safety research. I will wait to see what else has been lumped into
food safety research, but I am troubled about that.

Let me ask—I will give you a chance to answer—but the budget
justification talks a lot about E. coli and salmonella. Would your
work focus primarily on those pathogens? What about other patho-
gens?

Dr. BUCHANAN. First let me say that our commitment to food
safety research in 2008 is some $130 million. And of course, we are
proposing a substantial increase, particularly in CSREES. Dr.
Hefferan?

Ms. DELAURO. We are talking about ARS at the moment. Cor-
rect?

Dr. BucHANAN. ARS is almost flat. But we have replaced—elimi-
nated some earmarks. Dr. Knipling, do you want to comment on
that, the earmark situation?

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, I think we are kind of mixing up different
categories of numbers here. But——

Ms. DELAURO. We are. But when Dr. Buchanan spoke about food
safety research in his opening remarks, he talked about $14 mil-
lion. We have a budget document here that says we have got $7
million for food safety research. And I will tell you further, I see
you are only showing a net increase in 2009 for food safety re-
search of $1.267 million rather than the $7 million that you are re-
questing.

So if you can, I really would like you to explain to me what we
are spending for food safety research. And then I would like to get
to the questions on what are you going to spend that on in terms
of the pathogen.

Dr. KNIPLING. With respect to ARS, we have an ongoing base
program across the United States of about $85 million in food safe-
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ty, all aspects of food safety—meat, poultry, produce, pre-harvest,
post-harvest, a whole array of different pathogens.

With respect to the fiscal 2009 budget request, the ARS proposal
does call for a $7 million enhancement. That is in fact a realloca-
tion of existing food safety research from lower priorities to the
higher priorities and in fact would address those issues you men-
tioned—E. coli, pre-harvest——

E. COLI AND SALMONELLA

Ms. DELAURO. Are you going to focus primarily on E. coli and
salmonella?

Dr. KNIPLING. Those would be the principal pathogens, particu-
larly E. coli as it affects produce, to address both pre- and post-har-
vest. There is a portion of that $7 million, roughly $1 million, that
would deal with the so-called antimicrobial resistance that is devel-
oping in swine and dairy from the use of antibiotics.

Back to the $14 million. That broadly lumps some enhancements
in support of homeland security research. In terms of pathogen re-
duction, it would be $7 million.

Ms. DELAURO. Now, was your research proposal developed in
consultation with the FDA?

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes. Very much so. We have worked very close
with FDA for the—well, over many years, but certainly in the last
two years with respect to the spinach and lettuce issues. FDA, as
you know, has regulatory responsibility over produce.

Ms. DELAURO. Yes, I do. Right.

HUMAN NUTRITION RESEARCH

Let me also talk about research at ARS. I was glad to see nutri-
tion research, an increase for nutrition research. It is a little bit
disturbing to see that most of the increase would go to research
after the fact, and this is the effectiveness of the Dietary Guide-
lines for Americans, also known as My Pyramid, which were re-
leased in 2005.

Just cart before the horse here: Shouldn’t this work have been
done before the guidelines were issued?

Dr. KNIPLING. It is an ongoing process. Of course, the guidelines
have been issued every five years since 1990, the last set in 2005
and the next revision in 2010. So the guidelines continue to use the
latest scientific understandings and advancements. So it is a roll-
ing process.

Our proposal for 2009 is in fact to do several things. One is to
verify and validate the guidelines that are out there now, but also
provide a foundation for updating the guidelines in 2010. But even
then that will be a continuing process for future ones.

One of the primary concerns with the guidelines is that many
Americans are not following the guidelines and that would be a
part of the study as well, to understand some of the behavioral pat-
terns as to why Americans are not following the guidelines, and to
develop a cross-sectional study among all population groups.

Ms. DELAURO. My time is up, but let me just make these couple
of points which I think are important.

Last year ARS proposed an increase of $6.9 million for this same
work on dietary guidelines. The 2008 budget justification said,
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“The guidelines”—this is the quote—“have never been tested to as-
sess if the expected health benefits accrue.”

You proposed an increase of $6.9 million last year for the same
research. This year you are requesting $9.7 million for the same
work. I will hold the question of why the cost has gone up so much
because I am mindful of my colleagues. But also just let me note
that the 2009 and the 2008 budget justification contained word for
word the same description of what you would do with the increase.

So I am laying the question out. I am not going to ask you to
answer it now, but I will ask you: We have gone from $6.9 million
to $9.7 million for exactly the same thing. Why has it gone up?

And I yield now to Mr. Latham.

Mr. LATHAM. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

NATIONAL VETERINARY MEDICAL SERVICES ACT

Dr. Buchanan, Congress has given you about $2 million to de-
velop a loan repayment program for veterinary student graduates
who get their degrees and agree to practice in underserved areas,
especially large animals. And you have transferred some of those
dollars to FSIS, but you haven’t yet created the program that was
intended under Congress’s mandate with the appropriation.

I just wondered where you are. Are you going to ask FSIS to pay
back money that was never, ever meant to just be transferred out
of the department without actually establishing a program?

Dr. BUCHANAN. Well, first, as you know, we have had a number
of meetings. In fact, we had a hearing on this just the other day.
And——

Mr. LATHAM. Where was that? In the ag committee? Authorizing
committee?

Dr. BucHANAN. The Ag. Subcommittee on Livestock, I believe.
And there of course is perhaps a bit of a misunderstanding, but
when we developed that approach, the original legislation, I think,
provided for three different categories: for veterinarians in rural
areas; it also provided for veterinarians for underserved areas of
veterinary science, such as in food safety and health and that area;
but also in underserved areas in the Federal Government.

In trying to identify what was the most effective way that we
could allocate funds, we chose the route that we did have the mech-
anism to use. We identified these areas, and of course the proposal
that we had would cover two of those. It would cover food safety;
it would also cover underserved areas in the Federal Government.
We thought that that would certainly be a way because we don’t
have mechanisms within any of our agencies for loan repayment
programs. This is a system we would have to develop.

But the upshot of it, after the hearing the other day, is we
agreed that our staff would work with your staff to identify the
best way to move forward. And I made a commitment that cer-
tainly we would try to find a way to accomplish the objectives that
you have laid out in the future.

I have gotten information that of the money that has been identi-
fied for FSIS, only $150,000 of that has been committed for five
vets over the next five years, and those are food safety inspectors
at FSIS. And they are to be identified for use in areas that are in
rural parts of the country.
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Mr. LATHAM. If T could—are you paying off student loans with
those vets, or are you just hiring more vets?

Dr. BUCHANAN. No. These are students who were hired by FSIS.

Mr. LATHAM. I know. But are you paying off their student loans?

Dr. BUCHANAN. Yes. Yes.

Mr. LATHAM. To go and work in FSIS? Okay. You understand the
purpose of the money was to go into underserved areas, and no
one—the intent that I have ever heard of wasn’t to give more
money to FSIS to hire.

Dr. BUCHANAN. But we are not going to give any more, because
we are now trying to identify what is the best way, working with
the staff, to see what is the best way to accomplish the objectives
that Congress wants us to do.

Mr. LATHAM. This has been going on—what, this is the third,
fourth year now?

Dr. HEFFERAN. This is the third year.

Mr. LATHAM. The third year, and we still don’t have a clue as
to what we are doing. Is that correct?

Dr. BucHANAN. Well, no. I would say that we are making
progress and that we have finally identified that you are most in-
terested in the rural areas, not necessarily the other two areas that
were identified in the original legislation. So we are making
progress, I think, Congressman.

Mr. LATHAM. Do you know how frustrated—I mean, really, it is
very clear, the intent

Dr. BuCHANAN. I understand, sir.

Mr. LATHAM [continuing]. Of what we are trying to do. Every-
body in vets today want to do small animal practice. That is where
the money is. It is very difficult, and the growth we have in live-
stock today, to get them out into rural areas.

Dr. BucHANAN. Of course, as you know, we had proposed dif-
ferent proposals to try and accomplish that. And I think you are
right in that there will be a challenge to get people that have inter-
est in small animal companion pets to really work on hogs and
cows. I understand that.

Mr. LATHAM. That is why we did it. Right.

EQUIPMENT FOR THE NATIONAL ANIMAL DISEASE CENTER

I guess one other—a lot of areas to go. But on the National Ani-
mal Disease Center at Ames, there was a request in the 2008 sub-
mission for funding for equipment at the lab there, which was not
funded. There is no request this year for equipment. Is there a rea-
son for that? Somehow did we find equipment there that was fund-
ed, or what?

Dr. KNIPLING. No. We did not get that funding, as you said, and
we don’t have the equipment, either. Of course, our budget guide-
lines for 2009 was different than they were, so it is a different situ-
ation. So we had to respond to the situation as it now exists for
next ﬁear. So that equipment need for both ARS and AFIS is still
a need.

Mr. LATHAM. So the fact of the matter is we have spent $462 mil-
lion on that facility in the past to modernize the whole facility, but
we can’t get a small amount of money, or no request for a small
amount of money, to put the equipment in for them to do their job?
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Dr. KNIPLING. We will have to use existing resources, to the ex-
tent they are available at the location, to do that piecemeal. Yes.

Mr. LATHAM. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you. Mr. Bishop.

1890 RESEARCH AND EXTENSION

Mr. BisHop. Thank you very much. Let me welcome the panel,
especially my friend, Dr. Buchanan. I have got a couple of areas
of inquiry. I am going to do the one that is closest to my heart first,
and then I want to go to the second one. And that has to do with
the 1890s extension and research.

The President’s budget for the 1890s extension is down from
$35,205,000 in fiscal year 2008 to a requested amount of
$34,073,000 in 2009. Can you kind of explain to me the justification
for the decrease? I don’t understand why we are decreasing exten-
sion activities for the 1890s land grant institutions when these
schools have historically had problems competing in the extension
arena because of a lack of—the disparity in allocation of resources.
And we have been trying to correct that to catch up.

The President’s budget also includes a decrease for the Evans
Allen program, I think for $38,331,000, down from $41,051,000.
Why are we decreasing funding for these institutions when they
have historically been shortchanged and we are trying to bring
them up to par?

Dr. BucHANAN. Well, first, Congressman, thank you for your
question. And certainly I agree the 1890s play a very vital role in
the agricultural research, education, and extension process in this
country.

And I am going to ask Dr. Hefferan to explain exactly the num-
bers. But clearly, there are a number of categories in which we
have strengthened the 1890 programs. But the specific numbers for
the decrease, Dr. Hefferan, do you want to comment on that?

Dr. HEFFERAN. Yes. The numbers that are requested in this
year’s President’s budget are the same as requested in last year’s
President’s budget. Of course, there has subsequently been an ap-
propriation action that increased those allocations. And the dif-
ference that you are citing is the difference between the final 2008
appropriations and what we are requesting for 2009. And those es-
sentially in the President’s budget are flatlined from the previous
President’s budget.

We have of course been working very hard with the 1890s to ex-
pand their participation in a number of programs, and again are
seeking funding for the—sorry, funding allocations from the
EFNEP, the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program, to
include the participation of the 1890 institutions.

And just yesterday and today we are meeting with 160 research-
ers from the 1890 community in Memphis to talk about the keys
to success in our competitive grants programs. We found that when
the 1890 institutions choose to compete in the National Research
Initiative and in other competitive programs, they are as successful
as other institutions. And we really want to encourage their growth
and competition in those programs.

Mr. BisHop. Thank you. I appreciate that. But I do want to let
you know that I and I know Mr. Jackson and others in the Con-
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gress have a very, very keen interest in the well-being and the
growth of the 1890s institutions. And we would like to see an
equally keen interest on the part of the department.

ARS WATKINSVILLE LABORATORY

My second question has to do with the ARS facility in
Watkinsville, Georgia. That facility is slated for closure in the
President’s proposal, and the reduction in operating expenditures
will certainly save some money. Is USDA going to consider moving
the professional scientists and their teams to another ARS facility
in the state as a unit to continue the research that they are doing?

And also the farm there has been used for ag research, and of
course the University of Georgia College of Agricultural and Envi-
ronmental Sciences has partnered with ARS on projects in the
past, and it has an adjoining farm next to that ARS facility that
is slated for closure. Is the USDA going to consider, ARS going to
consider, the farm being used by the University of Georgia for con-
tinuing that research?

I would hate to see the property lost to development so that we
got mansions being built out there when available agricultural re-
search land is really dwindling because of the development. Now,
probably more than ever, we really need to have that agricultural
land and we need to preserve it.

Dr. BUuCHANAN. Well, let me make a general comment and then
I will ask Dr. Knipling to provide more detail.

But clearly there are established procedures when we do close fa-
cilities that we follow. And when we have property that is no
longer needed, we have specific procedures that have to be followed
for disposal of government-owned land. So Ed, do you want to am-
plify on that?

Dr. KNIPLING. With respect to your first question, the staff at
Watkinsville, we do not have a plan to relocate them intact as a
unit. But we systematically look at programs elsewhere in the
agency that are not impacted by the budget process where we have
vacancies that fit the qualifications of those staff, and we would
give priority placement to those employees, scientists and support
personnel alike, in other programs.

If we are not able to place them, again we go through prescribed
sequential procedures to offer incentive programs—early out retire-
ment, buyout, and so forth. Certainly the last resort would be sepa-
ration.

Regarding the facilities, as Dr. Buchanan said, we go through
prescribed procedures. We actually turn the Federal properties over
to the General Services Administration, and generally speaking,
they would offer it to another Federal agency if there was a need
for it; if there is no interest there, State agencies, and I presume
that could include the university; and then our local government
agencies. But that is the prescribed procedure. I believe we have
roughly 1,200 acres of land there on that site.

Mr. BisHOP. I mean, you don’t have to pay taxes on the land. You
don’t have to do anything to maintain it. Could you lease it, have
a low-cost lease on it, which wouldn’t be a strain on the govern-
ment, on your budget, would it?
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Dr. KNIPLING. Again, those procedures would be up to GSA to
prescribe. But I doubt if there would be a lease, but I am not sure
about that.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Kingston.

NAFTA

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. Dr. Buchanan, there has been a lot
of talk about NAFTA and kind of revisiting it. Can you tell me
what benefits to the farmer NAFTA has brought?

Dr. BucHANAN. Well, first, again let me make a general com-
ment, and I would like Dr. Smith to amplify on it.

Clearly, exports are an important part of the agricultural port-
folio in this country. In fact, I heard yesterday our exports are over
$100 billion for this coming year, which is very substantial. And
certainly anything that enhances, supports, and encourages exports
is extremely important. And you want to give us some details about
it, Kitty.

Dr. SMITH. Sure. NAFTA is directly responsible for increasing ag-
ricultural exports from the U.S., unequivocally. Thirty-seven per-
cent of the increase in agricultural exports from 1993 to the
present has been due to Canada and Mexico importing more U.S.
products.

The trade is complementary. It benefits the partners as well as
it does the United States, so that, because we have different prod-
ucts to produce. They are different, so we trade with each other
and both benefit. And agricultural trade with NAFTA countries has
stimulated positive, although fairly modest, employment growth in
the U.S.

Mr. KINGSTON. So should we modify NAFTA or is—you say it has
been very good for agriculture, 37 percent increase.

Dr. SMITH. Should we modify it?

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, there has been a lot of discussion of—people
say, let’s fix NAFTA.

Dr. SMITH. It certainly would depend on the modifications. But
there isn’t a problem identified that would warrant it. Even the en-
vironmental benefits are positive, as we had feared would be nega-
tive. They are not. They are positive.

Mr. KINGSTON. So the case for NAFTA and its positive impact on
agriculture is there?

Dr. SmITH. It is.

Mr. KINGSTON. For the consumer as well as for the producer?

Dr. SMITH. Yes. Oh, yes, because they are getting cheaper im-
ported food from those trading partners in NAFTA.

BIOFUELS AND AGRICULTURE

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me ask you something. This committee is a
great supporter of alternative fuel, but there has been a real
pushback of corn ethanol being such a big mandate. And where
should we go on that?

And I will have my friend from Iowa who may have a dog in that
fight; I don’t know—Dbut there is concern of getting fuel from your
food source, and also the fact that corn, for example, uses a tre-
mendous amount of energy, nitrogen and so forth.
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And I was just—have we set too high of a mandate to use corn?
And I am an alternative fuels guy with this committee, but this is
not—it would be good to kind of have a discussion here.

Dr. SMITH. I think the jury is out on what the long run implica-
tions are going to be. Certainly the switch to producing fuel has
some impacts on food prices, though not

Mr. KINGSTON. Some impacts? Didn’t groceries go up about 5 per-
cent last year?

Dr. SMITH. They did, and we are projecting them:

Mr. KINGSTON. And how much of that was because of fuel?

Dr. SmiTH. How much I can’t tell you exactly. But a lot of it, the
majority, was probably due to droughts in Australia and New Zea-
land, and weather patterns worldwide.

Mr. KINGSTON. I think that is Iowa. They have put those
droughts over there.

Dr. SMITH. But we are projecting another 4 percent increase.

Mr. KINGSTON. Now, we see articles that say relying so much on
corn as a fuel source is really irresponsible. Just tell me if that is
right or wrong. I am not trying to put you against somebody from
TIowa, but I just really—I am genuinely interested in this, as I
think all of us are.

I have noticed no one else on the panel is volunteering to answer
the question. You all are just going to let her dangle out there,
aren’t you?

Dr. BUCHANAN. All right. Let me take a stab. I am convinced
that we have entered into a new paradigm in agriculture. That
means that in the past we thought of agriculture as food, feed,
fiber, and flowers. Today agriculture is food, feed, fiber, flowers,
and fuel or energy. And I don’t think we are ever going back to
where we were five years ago. I think we are simply going to look
to the future as energy is a part of the portfolio of agriculture.

Another point is I don’t think we are ever going to see cheap oil
again. And if all of those facts are true, then clearly we have the
importance of agriculture being involved in the energy picture.
Corn was the first choice, and I have read all the articles, just as
all of you have, about the negative side of using a food crop for fuel.
But this is what we could do.

And this is the first step. I don’t think anybody really believes
that this is going to be the final step. I think corn is what we are
using now, but there is a lot of work going on in a lot of parts of
the Federal government, and every university that I know of is also
working, looking at trying to develop cellulosic ethanol. And that
certainly would take some pressure off of the emphasis of a food
crop.

But Congressman, I think we are just beginning. And this is why
it is such a high priority in our mission area as well as in other
parts of the Federal government to find other ways to make eth-
anol or biofuels, I should say. The question a while ago about bio-
diesel is very relevant and very important.

But I think that the important point is that we have to look at
all opportunities to develop the—to address the energy security pic-
ture. It is going to take ethanol. It is going to take biodiesel. It is
going to take conservation. It is going to take everything you can
think of, as well as all aspects of renewable energy.
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The conference that was held here in D.C. last week was a tre-
mendous event, and there was a number of good presentations
about the whole spectrum of the energy picture. This is why a year
ago we started in our mission area to identify what is the plan for
our mission area. And we started by holding a conference and in-
viting representatives of all of our agencies, as well as universities
from around the county, to develop a strategic plan to develop the
energy picture from our perspective.

And I am pleased to say that that plan is essentially finished.
It is in final review now and should be issued within the next few
days. It lays out our goals as to what we want to try to do to help
address the President’s initiative of achieving energy security.

So the questions you ask, I think every part of the country is
going to have a role to play. Right now Iowa and the Midwest is
in the driver’s seat because they produce corn. But I am going to
tell you, they don’t produce many pine trees in Iowa. We produce
a lot of pine trees in the Southeast. We produce other things. The
Southwest has potentials that we don’t have.

So I think every part of the country is going to be involved in
t}fle energy picture, and I am getting on a soapbox. I will get off
of it.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you.

STAFFING REDUCTIONS

Ms. DELAURO. Dr. Buchanan, let me ask a question about staff-
ing cuts. The budget shows 211 fewer staff years in 2009 than in
2007 and 2008. It also says that 700 employees would be affected
by the proposed lab and facility closures. It estimates the cost for
their relocations and terminations, and for disposal of assets at
ARS sites, to be about $30- to $50 million.

You say you would need reprogramming or a supplemental to
cover those costs. I must say, and I know that this was probably
not your doing, that the budget should have shown those costs. Let
me just give you a for instance.

In the final 2007 bill, we had no earmark. And this meant that
some accounts in the NRCS—this is not your jurisdiction—they
were zeroed out, just as the administration had proposed. But the
agency was shocked, had to scramble to be able to cope with this
effort. And when we asked why, they said they never expected any-
one to actually do what they proposed.

Do you have a plan to carry out what you propose?

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes. The proposed budget reductions and termi-
nations in ARS do affect approximately 700 positions and employ-
ees. Perhaps a few of those are actually vacant at this time, but
it is still close to 700.

We really don’t know for sure at this point how many of that
staff would be relocated because of some of those other procedures
I spoke about earlier that would offer other opportunities.

But yes, the estimated cost, if all of them were to sever or relo-
cate, as the case might be, is in the $30- to $50 million range. And
no, we have not requested that in this budget. We would have to
deal with that at the time, and perhaps request reprogramming au-
thority from this committee to use other agency existing resources
to do that.
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Ms. DELAURO. Don’t you think that the budget should have re-
flected those costs so that we have an accurate picture of what is
happening here? Or do we just say, well, it is not going to happen
and therefore we shouldn’t have to worry about it now?

It is a little bit like a campaign I was once involved in. We said,
we are going to jump off that bridge when we get there. Literally,
it was a campaign slogan in a campaign I was involved in many,
many years ago. And we are going to jump off that bridge when
we get there.

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, we did make specific mention of this issue
and the estimate of costs in the explanatory note so it would be
visible. But no, we did not request those funds in the budget.

Ms. DELAURO. And we have no plan. We have no plan for how
to deal with these 700 employees.

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, the plan would be to use existing agency re-
sources. We would perhaps have to assess all of our other programs
and seek reprogramming authority to use existing resources to do
that once we knew the exact amount that would be involved.

Ms. DELAURO. And then we will cut those programs. So that is
what we have going on here.

BROADBAND

Let me try to ask a couple of quick questions in my remaining
time. This is ERS on broadband. Fiscal year 2008, the conference
report provided $250,000 to research, deployment of broadband
service to households with no or limited broadband access. Can you
provide us with a summary of what you are finding on the eco-
nomic impact of broadband service on rural communities?

Dr. SMITH. We have initiated the most comprehensive national
study ever on who is using broadband services and how. And we
are doing this in cooperation with the National Ag. Statistics Serv-
ice. Following the collection of up-to-date data, then we will be able
to determine the effect on services. We are going to compare simi-
lar counties that are similar in all ways except that and then be
able to distinguish how it affects investment and development.

Ms. DELAURO. When do you expect to finalize this report to help
the Congress better evaluate policy options for being able to expand
broadband and its access to rural areas and underserved areas?

Dr. SMiTH. We should have a report about this time next year.
But preliminary results will be available this fall.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you.

Mr. Latham.

ETHANOL

Mr. LaATHAM. Thank you. Mr. Kingston and I have got the eth-
anol thing all figured out, so we are in total agreement. Right,
Jack? Anyway, no, I just think——

Mr. KINGSTON. We decided corn liquor is better yet [Laughter.]

Mr. LATHAM. No. I think it is an unbelievable opportunity for
places like Georgia, and with the cellulose part of it. But the one
drawback is the lack of research to efficiently convert those wood
chips and cellulose into ethanol.

But I take strong opposition to any idea that it affects the price
of food just because we don’t lose any protein. I mean, food is pro-
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tein. We don’t lose the protein in converting corn into ethanol. We
take the starch out. Anyway, we won’t get into all that, Jack.

A couple of things. Number one, and you probably don’t need to
elaborate too much. But there is a proposal to close the swine odor
and manure management lab in Ames. That proposal stinks, as far
as I am concerned. [Laughter.]

And it is extremely important for livestock producers environ-
mentally and everything else that we continue that.

IMPACT OF A CONTINUING RESOLUTION

One thing that I have been asking in a lot of different sub-
committees is the Senate basically has said that they might pos-
sibly do Defense appropriations, maybe Homeland Security, but
there is no intention of actually doing anything else. The House
will do all the appropriations bills.

You get into a CR at the end of the fiscal year. We are prob-
ably—depending on what happens in November, there is probably
a very good likelihood that we don’t have any bills actually until
March. What does that do to you?

Dr. BucHANAN. I would like each of the Administrators to talk
about their specific agencies, and start with Ed. How would you
deal with it?

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, on one hand, having a continuation of what
we now is a positive. But we are one year further down the road
in terms of cost escalation.

Mr. LATHAM. So you would like to see a CR?

Dr. KNIPLING. It causes us to not have Pay Act covered and in-
creased costs. It causes us additional stress. And what we find is
all of our research units, regardless of their priority, are suffering
from this. And we have had those flat budgets now for three years
in a row.

Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, certainly a CR is disruptive to the processes
of moving money to universities and others, particularly with spe-
cialized grants. Certainly the case of earmarks is one where we
don’t have any basis on which to make awards, and so there can
be continuity in programs that are programmatic.

I think the biggest concern that we have—two concerns—is that
all changes in the budget tend to be concentrated in a short period
of time; and the ability of the agency, and more importantly, the
recipients, to respond to those changes is truncated by that short
period of time.

And the other challenge is for all the parties involved, the ability
to get the work done of actually managing the processes of moving
forward with funds.

Mr. LATHAM. If we were March, we would be six months into the
next fiscal year. I don’t know how you

Dr. HEFFERAN. It is very problematic.

Dr. SmiTH. As Dr. Hefferan said, it takes time to spend money
and the ways that you plan it. And if you don’t have the full
amount of time, you end up not being able to do

Mr. LATHAM. That is a news flash around this place.

Dr. SMITH. You can’t do as good a job. If you have planned from
the beginning of the year to spend money in a particular way and
you get it midway through, it is difficult to compensate.
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Mr. REILLY. This year would have been difficult if the CR had
gone a little longer for the Census of Agriculture. This is our peak
data collection year, and we were very close to making a decision
one way or the other at the end of December whether we had the
funds to be able to do the census.

Looking ahead to next year, the census data collection will have
been completed and our funds start dropping back down. So the CR
won’t hurt us as much.

Mr. LATHAM. Anything else? I am going to submit—I have got
some people waiting—several questions to submit for the record.
Thank you all very, very much, and I don’t really mean to be such
a bad guy with you guys. I really do appreciate what you do. But
obviously, there is frustration. We want to see you do more better.
Okay? Thank you very much.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Latham.

Mr. Farr.

SALINAS VALLEY RESEARCH

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much.

Dr. Buchanan, I have always liked your attitude. You are a can-
do guy and a thinker, and you pull it all together. And I really ap-
preciate your prioritization coming before the committee.

But let me just put something into perspective with you. You
want to put more money into food safety, and particularly E. coli
research. And the ground zero for E. coli research in spinach and
lettuce is in the Salinas Valley.

You are going to put money into bioenergy, and you have got
some ongoing incredible—the only one in California that has been
in biodiesel, and that is in the Salinas Valley.

You are going to work on obesity and getting more money into
figuring out how to reduce obesity, particularly in school children.
And the only state and counties that have required in state law to
have a nutritional program in schools is the state of California, and
Monterey County has become the model for that.

You are going to look at crop diseases, and we have not only dis-
eases but pests that we have been battling that have been high pri-
ority—the glassy-winged sharpshooter, the LBAM, the verticillium
wilt, and some other things.

And you want to go into water reuse because the best manage-
ment practices and the largest reclamation project in the United
States on agriculture is in the Salinas Valley.

It seems to me that all the things you want to solve are being
done—and we have the largest monitoring and water quality and
changing tilling practice, the best conservation, water conservation
[S)ractices, and the largest organic growing area in the United

tates.

It seems to me that there is a jurisdiction, a locality out there,
where all of the things that you will put on the front lines of your
highest priorities, that there is the ability to do that somewhere,
to see how they are integrated. And yet, at the end of the testi-
mony that Mr. Knipling gave, you said, “In the fiscal year 2009
budget, we have a rescission of $67 million under the buildings and
facilities account. Under this request, unallocated appropriations
from partially funded earmark construction projects”—Salinas Val-
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ley being one of them—“and funds from the unobligated balances
of completed facilities are to be cancelled and returned to the
Treasury. Limited budgeted resources should be allocated to fund
a critical facility such as the Athens biocontainment laboratory and
consolidated poultry research facility rather than spread them
among multiple projects and less critical need.”

How can there be less critical need when you have got an ARS
station in Salinas that is working, now has the only organic re-
searcher, and it has the viticulture research program, and it has
the sugar beet research program, and it has the integrated pest
management and methyl bromide research—I mean, all of these
things seem to come to a head in one of your research stations,
which is—it is World War II Quonset huts. And rather than com-
plete that project, you want to take the money out of that and put
it in Athens.

What Mr. Kingston and I—we want a win/win here. The Univer-
sity of California, under their new leadership, under new manage-
ment, is coming in, last week was in my office, and said they are
willing to put some money on the table in Salinas because they
want to partner in the building. They want to partner.

Now, if you are pulling out, then what I want to do is get that
research facility built. And if you are going to do all these prior-
ities, you are going to have to go to Monterey County because they
have the experiences in an awful lot of these areas that you have
just said are the most important issues in the nation.

And that facility, it should be one of the exciting front line facili-
ties. And instead, you want to cut the money out and put it all into
Athens.

Dr. BUCHANAN. Let me respond, and I will let Dr. Knipling re-
spond.

This is the frustration that we have in setting priorities. Because
we set the priorities because the only real facility we have in this
year’s budget at ARS is the poultry lab. It is important because
poultry is a critically important part of agriculture in this country.
We are one of the world’s leaders in poultry, if not the world’s lead-
er. We also have some real challenges.

Mr. FARR. But it is a biocontainment laboratory. So why isn’t
Homeland Security, why isn’t the Department of Health, why
aren’t they all putting some money into this? It is in their inter-
ests, too. Why should it be on your back?

Dr. BUCHANAN. I can’t answer that one. Can you answer it, Ed?

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, let me start with acknowledging certainly
the importance of the issues you have raised. Certainly Salinas and
Monterey County are a very important agricultural area. And we
have many important areas across the country.

Mr. FARR. And they do without any subsidies, either, water or
any kind.

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes. Regarding the facilities, over the last several
years the National Centers for Animal Health at Ames that Con-
gressman Latham spoke about earlier, has been the agency’s and
the department’s highest priority because of the concerns of animal
health and the renewed concerns of potential counterterrorism or
terrorism threats since 2001.
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The Athens facility, the biocontainment for avian influenza, has
emerged as the second highest priority for the agency and the de-
partment. And it is clearly within ARS’s mission to do——

Mr. FARR. Well, but look. There are other kinds of resources that
can be pulled to that if it is as critical as you say, and I think it
is. And I am not trying to degrade from the importance of those.
But I do think that the only school that teaches a masters degree
in homeland security and beginning to move into food safety is in
Monterey, California.

So the conversions of all these issues is in an area where you are
not investing in the research facility. And that is my point, is that
you can’t get there from here and answer the kinds of questions
you want to do without modeling places that have had some experi-
ence in it.

We have those experiences. We have the program. That is ground
zero. Why aren’t we investing, as we did in poultry and as we did
in livestock, but do it in a place where you can get a big bang for
the buck?

And that is my point, and I am just really upset that you are not
just championing the ARS facility in Salinas. You were supposed
to be the cheerleaders for that. And in your testimony, the issues
are there but not the money for the facility.

Dr. BUCHANAN. Well, we do have major commitments to that fa-
cility, as we have identified. Let me talk about one other thing, too.

Mr. FARR. Excuse me. What facility? The one in Salinas?

Dr. BUCHANAN. The research program, yes, sir. We have a num-
ber of research

Mr. FARR. How are you going to research? They are in Quonset
huts. You can’t even put the equipment that they need in there be-
cause the buildings aren’t electrically or otherwise can’t hold the
equipment.

Dr. BucHANAN. Well, of course, the nature of facilities is you can
only ask for so many. And of course, we made the priority of the
Athens facility. We propose to close a lab in Michigan and consoli-
date all of our poultry disease work at the Athens facility, at the
southeastern lab. So——

REDUCTION IN FACILITY APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. FARR. The testimony is you are giving $67 million back to
the Treasury Department.

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes. This was part of the overall budget allowance.
And speaking for the whole panel here and all of the department,
the 2009 budget does reflect curtailed Federal spending. It does re-
flect returning money to the Treasury for offsets outside of agri-
culture, even.

The $67 million rescission is for some 17 different projects that
are partially funded for which there is not sufficient money to move
ahead with. And then given the new priorities of the avian influ-
enza biocontainment

Mr. FARR. Right. So your testimony says, “Unallocated appropria-
tion, partially funded earmark construction projects.” These aren’t
just research projects.

Dr. KNIPLING. That is correct. This is in the building and facili-
ties account. We have two accounts. What we call the salary and




83

expenses, that supports our research programs themselves; and
then a building and facilities account. So that rescission is from the
building and facilities account.

Mr. FARR. I would like to know exactly how much more money
you need to get finished with the ARS building that you have de-
signed and proposed for Salinas.

Dr. KNIPLING. The total project is estimated at $68 million.

Mr. FARR. Phases. Right?

Dr. KNIPLING. I think that is for all phases, although it would
be some sub-phases that would constitute that total. A total of $12
million had been appropriated over several fiscal years, and this re-
scission affects about half of that, about $6 million.

Mr. FARR. So you need how much for the first phase? $20 mil-
lion? And you are going to rescind 12?

Dr. KNIPLING. I don’t recall the actual phase amounts. But the
total would be about an additional $62 million.

Mr. FARR. What are you going to tell the University of California
when they walk in and say they are willing to put millions of dol-
lars on the table to partner with you?

Dr. KNIPLING. I don’t know what we would say. Right now we
don’t have any matching funds, and we don’t have the capability
to match Federal and State funds for construction projects.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Kingston.

PLUM ISLAND ANIMAL DISEASE CENTER

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Dr. Buchanan, I am concerned about this Plum Island Animal
Disease Center which the Department of Homeland Security is pro-
posing to revamp and changing the location because there is dis-
cussion of allowing hoof and mouth research on the mainland as
opposed to an island. I know that law has to be changed. Maybe
it can be done through the Secretary’s office. I don’t—you might be
able to clarify that for me.

But is the USDA working with DHS on that lab? And how much
of a voice do you have? How much of a vote do you have? And then
in terms of the risk between animal and human diseases regarding
the CDC lab BSL—4 in Athens, Georgia, which seems to be a theme
today—it has nothing to do with the other stuff we have been talk-
ing about—but how would that compare to Plum Island?

Dr. BUCHANAN. Let me make a comment, Congressman, and then
again, this is an ARS issue so I will let Dr. Knipling also comment.

We have been working with Homeland Security. In fact, my
counterpart, who I have met with on a number of occasions—in
fact, we have been briefed. I know in the visits that they have
made, we had representatives from ARS on the review panel for
the sites. We also had a person from one of our mission areas, not
our mission area, but another mission area in the department that
was on the review committee that looked at the different sites.

And I know my counterpart at DHS has made it abundantly
clear that while the facility would be their facility, we would be a
prime occupant of it because much of the research that would go
on there would be ARS as it is at Plum Island at the present time.
Even though when it was transferred to DHS, and they assumed
ownership of the facility, ARS still continued to have a major pres-
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ence there. And many of the personnel—what, 65 percent, Ed— are
ARS people. Do you want to——

Dr. KNIPLING. DHS will clearly have the decisionmaking author-
ity on the site, but USDA has been very much involved with the
entire process, to define the criteria and the program requirements
that will have to be met by that facility to accommodate USDA pro-
grams.

Both ARS and APHIS will be primary occupants of the facility
along with DHS, so although it’s their decision, their decision has
to meet our criteria in terms of program requirements.

Regarding the bio-safety level 4, USDA believes, Department of
Homeland Security believe that a bio-containment facility that
meets those standards, it is very safe to use those foreign patho-
gens on the mainland, and so in essence it would be the same as
the bio-safety level 4 in Georgia, for human pathogens.

Mr. KINGSTON. So you guys will be in on the decision on where
to locate, definitely, even though DHS might have the lead?

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, it'll be their decision, but they will seek our
input. It won’t be a vote.

They will make the decision based upon our input, and we've
been involved all along, and in essence, the six sites that are still
open for consideration have already met the USDA criteria.

But there is some ongoing environmental impact assessment ac-
tivities, and so that additional information that arises from that
will again be reviewed by USDA.

Mr. KINGSTON. Could you send a letter to me updating me on
where that thinking is?

Because I know this is beyond the scope of this hearing, but I'd
like to know more about where that decision is and what direction
it’s going in. I'd love to hear from you on it.

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes, we can speak to the USDA role.

FOREST SERVICE

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. And Dr. Hefferan, I have a question for
you. On the farm bill, why is it that the Forest Service is staying
in the Department of the Interior?

And I hold you personally responsible. [Laughter.]

Mr. KINGSTON. I'd like to know why the Forest Service is staying
in the Forest Department of the Interior, because we have the pas-
sion, we have the expertise on this committee, and Dr. Hefferan ap-
parently is a big advocate of it.

Dr. HEFFERAN. We certainly are an advocate of forest research.

We have a substantial program through McIntire-Stennis and
through our National Research Initiative.

We also have a joint program this year which we’re funding with
the Forest Service research programs that will focus on genomics
of conifer trees.

So we have a lot of collaboration, a lot of work.

I think maybe Mr. Steele or somebody else would be best able
to answer your question to the degree of why this is—why the ap-
propriations for the Forest Service come out of the Department of
the Interior much more effectively than I ever could.

Mr. KINGSTON. I would like to stump him on a question. That
would be good.
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Mr. STEELE. Well, I think it’s a historical issue.

I think it’s tradition that it has been, you know, the Forest Serv-
ice has reported to the Appropriations Subcommittees, and that
would take, I think, a change in Congress to make a decision as
to which.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, it would appear to me that that would be
done on a farm bill.

Mr. STEELE. I don’t think we would propose—I don’t think the
Federal Executive Branch would want to propose how Congress or-
ganizes its control over appropriations.

Mr. KINGSTON. Just can’t get that guy.

Ms. DELAURO. It’s always and ever about turf [Laughter.]

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, the history may have been that the Interior,
with BLM or something, had more trees than cultivated land or
something?

Mr. STEeLE. We’d have to provide that information for the
record, if we could.

[The information follows:]

FOREST SERVICE APPROPRIATIONS

The Act of February 1, 1905, established the Forest Service within the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture (USDA), and President Theodore Roosevelt named Gifford
Pinchot the first Chief Forester. Questions soon arose regarding whether the Forest
Service should be managed by USDA or by the Department of the Interior (DOI).
On one occasion, Chief Pinchot offered the following explanation: “In the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, where they are now, the Forest Service and the national forests
are safe, and so well managed that (except for certain special interests) they have
won the unanimous support of the nation. Their purpose is to grow trees, and they
belong naturally in the department which has to do with growing all crops, includ-
ing tree crops, from the soil. Forestry is a part of agriculture and is so recognized
the world around.”

A reorganization of the House Appropriations Committee in 1955 moved the re-
sponsibility for appropriating funds from the Agriculture Subcommittee to the Inte-
rior Subcommittee, starting with fiscal year 1956. According to the Congressional
Record, the intent was to prevent overlap among agencies administering public
lands. The Interior Subcommittee already had jurisdiction over the appropriations
for the National Park Service and Bureau of Land Management. With the reorga-
nization, the Interior Subcommittee gained the Forest Service, the Smithsonian In-
stitution, the National Gallery of Art, and a number of commissions. However, the
Subcommittee lost other responsibilities, including the Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration, the Southeastern and Southwestern Power Administrations, and the Bureau
of Reclamation. According to one Interior Subcommittee member, “If it were not that
the Forest Service had been placed under our jurisdiction, I do not know what we
would have taken care of.”

Agriculture Subcommittee Chairman Sam Rayburn continually expressed con-
cerns regarding the shift, arguing that, “This is an entering wedge to transfer the
Forest Service from Agriculture to Interior. If it is, I certainly would regret it deep-
ly, because I think this is a function of the Department of Agriculture and not a
function of the Department of the Interior to look after our Forest Service.” The
Chairman was reassured by Committee members that the jurisdiction for the Forest
Service was not placed in Interior, only the appropriations, which would show the
Forest Service as a related agency to DOI. The budget request would go through
the Secretary of Agriculture, and funds would go directly to the Department of Agri-
culture and would not be administered by the Department of the Interior. Appro-
priations hearings would be held by the Interior subcommittee, but the Forest Serv-
ice would be represented at the hearing by an Assistant Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would say one thing, that we do have a lot of
collaboration with forestry, so a lot of our research programs are
very much interconnected, so we talk all the time.

So we do work together, very effectively.
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Mr. KINGSTON. Well, thank you.
FACILITY CLOSURES

Ms. DELAURO. Just let me see if we can get from you, in terms
of the closing of the labs and facilities, if you could tell us what
were the criteria on which these decisions were made to close these
particular areas and where, in terms of the criteria, where these
various facilities and laboratories fit, in terms of, you know, in your
decisionmaking process.

It also would be helpful, as a separate item, to Mr. Farr, that,
as well the criteria on these construction areas, as well. That would
be helpful to us.

[The information from USDA follows:]

Criteria for Proposed ARS Base Program Reductions and Redirections: (One or
more apply to each location, program, and/or activity identified for closure or redi-
rection.)

¢ Marginal or below threshold funding for leveraging program viability and sus-
tainability.

¢ Programs are mature and objectives mainly accomplished, diminishing returns
and impacts from continued research.

« Lower priority research; have not been priority-funded initiatives by either Ad-
ministration or Congress.

¢ Disproportionally high and/or inefficient operating costs when considered in con-
text of value and priority of research.

¢ Redundant or duplicative capacity; research is also underway and/or can be
done effectively and efficiently elsewhere in ARS.

¢ Facilities inadequate and/or modernization/maintenance costs are prohibitive
and involve out-year cost liabilities (a cost avoidance criterion).

¢ Programs are not mainly research and therefore are outside or tangential to
ARS core mission and program responsibility.

* Low customer and stakeholder interest and support.

VETERINARIAN SHORTAGE

The other thing, I would like unanimous consent to enter into
the record this newspaper article which has— references what Mr.
Latham was talking about.

It’s an article from the New Haven Register, Sunday, March 9,
2008: “Food Experts Worry as Demand Grows for Livestock Vets.”
A very appropriate article, given the nature of the discourse.

[The information follows:]
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Food experts worry as demand grows for
livestock vets

Sunday, March 9, 2008
By Associated Press

CONNELL, Wash. Bill Bennett has spent 45 years feeding and herding 2,500 cattle on his
rolling eastern Washington ranch. He's also had to act as a doctor because he’s unable to find a
veterinarian who will come to his rural spread.

He’s not alone, as farmers and ranchers across the country complain of a shortage of large-animal

veterinarians. A federal program created in 2003 to help the situation sits dormant while the U.S.
Department of Agriculture writes rules.

In addition to caring for livestock and pets, veterinarians monitor and inspect a large portion of
the food supply and work as disease researchers. Food safety experts fear that public health is
being endangered by the shortage.

Many states recognize the critical need and are approving or considering bills to provide tuition
reimbursement or scholarships to veterinarians who agree to work in underserved areas. Those
states include Washington, where Bennett has been championing rural veterinary care for years.

I can't get a vet to save my life. I've tried for years to get one to move in here and start a practice

and they don’t want to do it. They want to do bigger cities and small animals, Bennett said.
complain about them spending all our money educating dog and cat doctors.

Recent studies for the American Veterinary Medical Association indicate that demand for
veterinarians nationally will increase by as much as 14 percent by 2016 but the shortfall will

remain 4 to 5 percent annually. The nation's 28 veterinary schools graduate about 2,500

veterinarians annually, a number that hasn't grown for at least a couple of decades.

The seriousness of the shortage was highlighted with the recent recall of 143 million pounds of
beef from a Chino, Calif., slaughterhouse. The recall launched a series of congressional hearings
and close scrutiny of the USDA’s meat and poultry inspection system.

The USDA has said it is short about 500 inspectors.

Considering the huge amount of the food supply that veterinarians monitor, it’s not like the
remaining veterinarians can pick up the slack, said David Kirkpatrick, spokesman for the
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American Veterinary Medical Association at Schaumburg, Ill. We're seeing more and more
states taking steps to address the situation.

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures, eight states have implemented loan
forgiveness programs for veterinarians who agree to work in underserved areas, and eight others
are considering similar programs,

URL: htp://www.nhregister.com/articles/2008/03/09/past_stories/19923228.prt

© 2009 nhregister.com, a Journal Register Property



89

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Dr. Smith, on the broadband effort,
because I think that is going to be a very, very helpful document.

It looks like it’s a very expansive study, and in depth, so I think
we look forward to that.

TOBACCO RESEARCH

Let me move to some questions with regard to that, and this is
another ARS question, that I understand the ARS recently stopped
gathering, updating, and disseminating key information on tobacco,
tobacco products, tobacco use.

This information was provided in the past, it was important for
Congress researchers, policy analysts, and others who are trying to
understand the tobacco industry, the tobacco use in the U.S., or
trying to develop effective ways to prevent and reduce tobacco use
and its many harms.

Of course, much of the information simply is not publicly avail-
able from any other source, much less in any convenient, readily
accessible form.

For a few examples, no one other than USDA’s ARS service has
in the past publicly provided comprehensive information on the
consumption of cigarettes and other tobacco products in the U.S.
along with information on amounts manufactured, exported, im-
ported, and taxed, that on such things as the average prices
charged for cigarettes, the amount of U.S. versus foreign grown to-
bacco in American made cigarettes, and where each dollar spent on
tobacco products goes.

From what we understand, neither USDA nor any other govern-
ment agency is working to ensure that this information, important
information will continue to be collected, analyzed, and made pub-
licly available in a readily accessible form.

Given, in my view, its critical importance and the small related
costs, I want the department to go back to collecting, developing,
and disseminating this information.

Can you give us your commitment today that the USDA will go
back to doing this important work and making important informa-
tion publicly available?

Dr. SmrtH. It will be difficult to do that.

The outlook program for tobacco was set up in order to serve the
needs of the tobacco program, which of course has ended, and much
of the primary data, especially that collected by the Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, for foreign production and consumption, ceased,
because they stopped collecting it after the tobacco program was
eliminated.

And furthermore, it’s hard to find good ready-made tobacco ana-
lysts. Ours went to the legislative branch.

And it would at least take a few years to train somebody to un-
derstand a very complex market, and we had no backup for that
one analyst.

But I'll certainly think about it.

Ms. DELAURO. Well, I'd love to pursue that with you, because the
data is important, just, you know, because of—you know, for all
kinds of public health reasons, that is still ongoing. That’s a dy-
namic situation.
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We may have ended, you know, that we’ve had the buy-up, but
the need for the data and the information as we look to issues of
public health are, I believe, critical, and this was, it looks like, the
only source of data that exists.

And so I would like to pursue that with you, to see what our op-
portunities are there.

Dr. SMITH. Okay.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Ms. DELAURO. Let me try to see if I can get in, as I say, a quick
question here.

Rural development followup, Dr. Smith.

You came up here, we talked about rural development, the condi-
tions and trends and rural communities.

I asked at that time to get your view of the movement in rural
development, the evolution from grants and direct loans to loan
guarantees, to get your view as to what that process and its effect
on community facilities, on housing, on utilities, and on business
development, the rural development budget.

Again, we’re looking at a budget that’s come up here proposing
to eliminate most of the grant programs and some of the direct
loan programs in favor of guaranteed loan programs.

What research has ERS done on this issue since the hearing, and
are lower income rural communities able to repay loans to finance
local environmental infrastructure, telecommunications services,
and community facilities?

Dr. SMITH. Since those hearings, we have investigated the capac-
ity of smaller communities to repay loans.

It is the smaller and more isolated communities that have dif-
ficulty repaying the loans, and therefore, have depended on grants.

We are following up to get some more specifics on the actual ef-
fects on infrastructure within those communities and their develop-
ment potential.

But the general conclusion is there is a large number of commu-
nities that can’t guarantee that they can pay back even guaranteed
loans.

Ms. DELAURO. Dr. Smith, this is very relevant information as to
how we move forward with this appropriations cycle, given, again,
the scale of the elimination of the grant programs, the direct loan
programs.

So I would like to have the information that you currently have
and know what is still missing, et cetera, but this is the kind of
very valuable information that helps us to make informed policy
decisions that are not based anecdotally, but on substance and fact,
so that we can really, truly have public policy that is assisting
those communities that we are charged with trying to assist.

Dr. SMITH. I can get you a summary.

[The information follows:]

Since the hearing in the spring of 2007, ERS has committed to obtaining Bureau
of the Census Consolidated Federal Funds Report data and assigning staff to sum-
marize the data, update the information annually, and make the findings available
on the ERS Web site. ERS will aggregate the data to reveal the urban-rural dis-

tribution of Federal fundings, and summarize the information by selected character-
istics of counties, program function, and type of payment. Preliminary findings indi-
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cate that poor rural (nonmetro) counties generally receive more grants and direct
loans, and fewer guaranteed loans than rural counties in general.

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

OBESITY PREVENTION RESEARCH

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you.

Dr. Knipling, question in terms of PE for life, which has broad
bipartisan support around here.

It’s about, you know, physical fitness programs in schools and
getting kids to basically commit, to understand that exercise and
eating right is a lifetime commitment.

The ARS has $12 million for obesity prevention, but don’t we al-
ready understand what’s making kids obese?

And isn’t it time maybe to quit studying it and do something
more than what we’re doing about it?

And it almost seems like we’re spinning our wheels here. We've
identified a problem and we’re pointing it out and we're trying to
educate people, but I don’t know if we’re getting anywhere with it.

Dr. KNIPLING. There are so many variables, and in fact, I'm not
sure we always understand the dynamics of food consumption and
weight gain among different population groups, age groups, income
groups, and so forth.

Some of it’s certainly behavioral research, along with biological
research.

We need to get that sound base of information for policy making,
and to develop the appropriate guidelines and interventions.

And so that’s what this $12 million enhancement for obesity pre-
vention, and it goes back to what we talked about earlier, vali-
dating, verifying the guidelines as they’re now used by different
groups, and a basis for improving the guidelines, but then also im-
prove those interventions, so to speak.

There will also be one component of that that does address the
relationships between nutrition, eating, and exercise.

Mr. KINGSTON. Can you tell me some success stories here?

I mean, it just really sounds like, yeah, we’re going to study obe-
sity, because that’s a safe thing to say you’re going to spend money
on.

But do you have any success stories where you can say—I mean,
we’ve been studying obesity for years.

Do you have any success stories to say this particular pilot pro-
gram in this particular area has really shown some good results?

Dr. KNIPLING. I'm not sure I do have a good example.

We have worked in the Mississippi Delta with a program in Ar-
kansas, Louisiana, and Mississippi, through an intervention pro-
gram, and that in fact has not yielded the response that we had
hoped for. That’s been going on for 10 years.

And in fact, that program, although it will continue, will in fact
kind of go back to some of these basics, to understand what in fact
Americans are eating in these different groups, to get that funda-
mental understanding.

Mr. KINGSTON. We've been studying this for years, though.

I mean, it just seems to me like at this point you would say, hey,
you know, we've gone as far as we can go, maybe USDA ought to
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get out of it and let the Department of Education do it, maybe it
should be all done through state grants, maybe it’s only education,
not research, maybe it’s all research and not education, maybe we
should be pursuing some magic pill.

It seems to me at this point USDA ought to be able to say, here
is what we’re finding to be effective.

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, the obesity part of our program, prevention
part of our program is, in fact, a relatively new dimension to our
human nutrition research, and we have not focused on that in the
past.

And we do not believe, do not agree that we know everything we
need to know. We in fact need to know much more about——

Mr. KINGSTON. We know enough.

Dr. KNIPLING [continuing]. Behavior.

Mr. KINGSTON. We know enough to get somewhere, should we as
a society choose to.

EXPANDED FOOD AND NUTRITION EDUCATION PROGRAM

Mr. BUCHANAN. Let me comment, too.

We have programs as to research and education. The EFNEP
program by Dr. Hefferan is one that really works with a group of
people that really need help, and how do they use the food they
have in a more efficient way.

So it’s like many things in research. We know a great deal about
the whole area of obesity as well as human nutrition, but there’s
new things that’s found every day.

I was up at our nutrition lab in Boston, what’s the name of the
place—and saw where they were doing work on finding more effec-
tive ways of things that blueberries do for human nutrition.

So while there’s a lot known about obesity, there’s a lot known
about nutrition, there’s still a lot more yet to be learned.

But I'd like Dr. Hefferan to comment on the EFNEP and how it
impacts on this whole issue.

Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, certainly the Expanded Food and Nutrition
Education Program, which is almost 40 years old, has been one of
the most effective intensive nutrition education programs, and I'll
give you one example.

In a study of the long-term impact of the program, participants
in the program showed an increase of more than one-and-a-half
servings of fruits and vegetables per day, probably the best bell-
wether for diet improvement of any measure we have.

I will also say that the cooperative extension system between the
U.S. government, and the universities, and local levels supports
and implements the Food Stamp Nutrition Education Program
through agreements with the Food and Nutrition Service as well as
EFNEP, as well as a variety of other programs that involve part-
nerships with organizations such as the Walk Across a State move-
ment, Walk Across Kansas, Walk Across Connecticut, walk across
your State, and other physical fitness programs, because clearly the
research that the universities have supported and certainly ARS
shows that long-term nutritional health is a combination of good
eating patterns and physical activity.
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OBESITY

Mr. KINGSTON. Do you have any idea of the percentage of people
who are on food stamps who are obese?

You don’t have any numbers on that?

Dr. HEFFERAN. I don’t know.

I believe the Food and Nutrition Service would have that infor-
mation, and certainly the ARS has.

Mr. KINGSTON. Do you know what they are offhand? Could you
provide that to me?

Why should food stamps have on its allowed list junk food?

Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, I certainly can’t answer that question, but
I will tell you that there have been some recent analyses that have
shown that the incidence of obesity is not coincident with food
stamp receipt.

There may be other corollary factors, but receiving food stamps
does not lead to obesity. There’s no causal effect.

It may well be an education issue, it may be.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, that’s what I'm getting at, if there’s an edu-
cation opportunity that we’re not taking advantage of by allowing,
say, potato chips, or a particular product, maybe not potato
chips——maybe, maybe not—that have no nutritional value, and
we're allowing it to be something that on food stamps people can
have, you’re not using that opportunity to educate people.

Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, again, the Food and Nutrition Service can
address this more effectively than I can, but I will say, while the
Food Stamp Program allows recipients to purchase a very broad
range of foods, programs that are focused on women, children, and
infants and children have a particular market basket of foods
which emphasizes the kinds of nutritional products that are needed
to promote growth and development.

And so the design of the programs does vary. Their purposes
vary.

And we certainly have found that, in all of these programs, hav-
ing substantial educational components can have an effect on what
people actually choose to eat in the programs, and then coupling
that with education that links together physical.

Mr. KINGSTON. Are we missing that opportunity, though, on food
stamps?

Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, there is a Food Stamp Nutrition Education
Program where there is a set-aside that’s ranged from 100 to 200
million dollars a year that is provided to contractors, the majority
of whom are state extension programs, to provide that nutrition
education.

So there is an educational component, as well as other program.

Mr. KINGSTON. And has that shown where that money is, has it
shown to be effective and helpful?

Dr. HEFFERAN. It’s shown to be effective.

I agree with the premise of your question, though. These pro-
grams are challenging.

It’s obviously a continuing need for research, a continuing need
to evaluate what is effective in influencing what children eat.

I think it’s the reason that experiments such as the movement
of healthy snacks, fruit and vegetable snacks, into schools have
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been so exciting for people, because they have shown that they
change behavioral patterns.

Basically, I think our message is that you need to work in part-
nerships with lots of public health and other citizen groups to be
effective in nutrition education, and it does, there is great value in
having that education research base.

Ms. SmITH. Mr. Kingston, a quick clarification for the record.

What we have is the information on the probability that food
stamp recipients are obese, based on sample data, so we don’t
have

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I can see the cause and effect is not there,
but what I'm just curious about is if you have an ongoing customer,
so to speak, for example, and I know I'm out of time, but nowadays
when you fly on an airline, they try to sell you a credit card.

And, you know, it’s not a bad marketing idea. You are a truly
captive audience. So why not try to get everybody signed up for a
credit card?

And it would appear to me that if you have people on the food
stamp program, you have an opportunity to educate them on nutri-
tion and a need there, and maybe we’re not capitalizing on that.

Ms. DELAURO. Important to note that EFNEP, the 2009 budget
will be cut by $3.2 million.

Mr. FARR.

INTEGRATED FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH

Mr. FARR. I want to comment, I think, Mr. Kingston.

And Ms. DeLauro said that the frustration that we have is we
have a panel like yours for the entire department of all the dif-
ferent agencies, and with the Food and Drug Administration, but
where I find the frustration is that we have created all these stove-
pipes.

One, the old issue about, you know, how the forestry department
got into the Department of Agriculture, is one of those old stove-
pipes.

But these stovepipes just don’t, in the modern era, seem to want
to get together to apply what we’'ve—it’s not so much that we need
more money. We need to apply what we’ve learned and coordinate
it better.

And I'm very pleased with the Integrated Food Safety Initiative
that you've put together, and bringing together in CSREES, the
Food Safety and Inspection Service and the Food and Drug Admin-
istration.

But I wonder if you've got other efforts going on, because when
I go home, what I run into is programs that are receiving some fed-
eral funds but on the other hand, a lot of the federal folks don’t
even know what happens when they hit the ground, because they
haven’t gone out there and seen how to have them applied.

And so what other efforts with state, and state universities that
are doing research, particularly in the food safety research related
and fresh produce?

Have you got other entities that are tying into the integrated
food safety initiative, or are they just federal agencies?
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Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, we have a number of activities supporting
food safety, the integrated program which does link together a vari-
ety of programs.

Through the National Research Initiative, we have two major
programs in food safety, one on microbial contamination that looks
at what we've talked about, as well as campylobacter and other
kinds of microbial contaminants, and it is through that program
that we have funded jointly research between the University of
California at Davis and the ARS in California to look actually in
advance of the most recent concerns about spinach contamination,
have had work going on in advance of that.

We also have a program that links together food safety issues
with epidemiology, which has been very critical to helping us un-
derstand

Mr. FARR. Could you give me a list of the other:

Dr. HEFFERAN. We will be pleased to give you a list of the other
programs, and even some samples of the awards and the work
that’s being done, that is being done with the universities, and
often in collaboration with ARS and with the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration.

[The information follows:]
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Examples of Collaborative Food Safety Research:

1.

One of the most difficult issues to solve in food safety
research, particularly produce, is the detection of pathogens in
complex matrices, e.g. fecal matter or cantaloupe. Numerous
agencies are pursuing this research. In a collaborative effort,
CSREES partnered with the Department of Homeland Security and the
Food and Drug Administration to hold two workshops on the current
methods and activities. These workshops involved industry,
Federal agencies and laboratories, and academia to develop future
research directions with the goal to leverage resources and
expertise.

Several Salmonella foodborne outbreaks occurred and were traced
to tomatoes. At the request of the Center for Food Safety and
Nutrition (FDA) and the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, the Food Safety Coordinated Agricultural Program
(FSCAP) initiated several small field studies. The Coordinated
Agricultural Program is a consortium of universities with
expertise in microbiology and epidemiology which was created by
CSREES to be responsive to emerging issues. These initial studies
identified several potential risk factors for contamination of
tomatoes, and the consortium worked with industry to implement
and evaluate potential interventions. CSREES and the university'’'s
role enabled the dissemination of these results through extension
and also to provide needed research to other Federal agencies.

The FSCAP has enabled CSREES to provide FSIS with necessary
expertise for small projects, such as a facilitated peer review
by external experts of on-going risk assessments. The FSCAP
currently has launched a multi-region longitudinal project to
evaluate pathogen load in broilers at the farm through the
processing plant. This information will provide FSIS with needed
baseline data and will help identify potential interventions.

The grant programs within CSREES have provided several grants to
ARS researchers that are collaborating with academia, as well as
universities that are working with FDA researchers. The topics
include oysters and noroviruses and several major produce
studies. One of the major projects was the “Ecology and
Epidemiology of E.coli 0157:H7 in fresh produce in the central
California coast {(and Salinas Valley)” {(over $1.5 million total).
This research was already being done at the time of the spinach
outbreak and allowed CSREES and ARS to be at the cutting edge of
the research and response. Research findings will be used to work
with growers to prevent contamination and to educate livestock
producers. This project combines epidemiologic and
microbiological methods followed by outreach and educational
activities.

CSREES awarded in 2007 a special emphasis grant of $2.5 million
to Ohio State University and multi-investigators as a response to
the produce research needs. This project will integrate social
and biological sciences to enhance the adoption of vegetable
safety behaviors from farm to table.
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CSREES program leaders interact closely with multi-

university/consortium projects as advisory members,

with industry
in workshops,

and with numerous other Federal partners. CSREES
program staff were involved significantly with the numerous

produce research workshops sponsored by Federal agencies and by
industry.
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STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON LEAFY GREENS RESEARCH

Mr. FARR. California has created a mandate in state law that
every school district, and there’s 1,200 school districts in California,
has to come up with a nutritional plan.

I mean, for the first time, you know, everybody has been inter-
ested in what you teach in the classroom.

Now, they’re interested, parents are interested in what are you
eating in the lunchroom.

And that plan is really going to radically change, I think, the
feeding traditions in schools, which is where you’re going to begin
to fight this obesity program.

Mr. Kingston asked about the educational, the effort you're doing
in food and nutrition, the food and nutrition departments doing in
early childhood education.

They’re getting these young kids to go in and learn the values
of fruits and vegetables.

And where it is effective is the store manager in Salinas, the
Safeway store manager, asked the parents, “There’s something
going on in your schools, because kids are coming in here making
their parents buy Kiwis, and I've never had to order so many Kiwis
in my life.” So it has a marketplace effect.

I want to ask you, it’s my understanding that CSREES, you con-
vened a research panel and they presented a report in November
from the produce industry’s leading scientists, that gave you the
priority of leafy green research, that would address some of the im-
portant research priorities, including intervention strategies, as-
sessment of risk, and risk reduction, and microbial ecology of
pathogens.

And I just wondered what you’ve done with that report, and how
you’ve implemented it, the recommendations of that panel, of that
research panel.

Dr. HEFFERAN. That’s part of our ongoing efforts to listen to
stakeholders, as we design our competitive programs.

And that actually is being reviewed and used right now as we’re
writing the request for applications for the National Research Ini-
tiative and the Integrated Food Safety Program for this coming
cycle.

We've also used that in collaboration with some detailed guid-
ance that we have from the Food and Drug Administration about
their research priority.

So those are the primary inputs to the design of our food safety
calls for proposals in several programs.

Mr. FARR. Have those been passed on to the Secretary and were
they considered in this—in the administration’s priorities for—in
their budget request for these specialty crop initiatives?

Dr. HEFFERAN. Well, the Secretary’s office certainly has a sub-
stantial interest in specialty crops, and food safety is one of the pri-
mary issues within that.

I guess I'm avoiding the obvious answer.

To my knowledge, we did not pass those letters on to the Sec-
retary’s office, or the results of that particular workshop, at least
not in a specific sense, but it’s the basis
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Mr. FARR. That means that changing that—if they recommend
priorities, are those priorities getting into the ask, or the appro-
priations process?

Dr. HEFFERAN. I think the priorities of food safety are absolutely
central to the considerations in our programs, but directly, they
have an influence on how we allocate the funding that is ongoing
funding in our food safety programs, both, as I say, in our inte-
grated program, for which we’re asking for a small increase, and
in the National Research Initiative.

Mr. FARR. I guess that’s a yes answer, but I am concerned, if you
use all that brainpower and they give you some great recommenda-
tions, does it make any difference to the way we prioritize funding
for the department?

I would hope the answer is yes.

Dr. HEFFERAN. The answer is yes, that it makes a tremendous
difference in how we utilize the ongoing funding that we’re request-
ing through this committee.

SALINAS VALLEY RESEARCH

Mr. FARR. I'm just going to complete my statement, is that I real-
ly, to this research station in Salinas not just because it’s in my
district, but because so much of what’s happening in agriculture,
in fresh—you know, I stated an early comment that the Census De-
partment indicated that the largest farm income per county in the
United States, the five largest counties are in California, and Mon-
terey was the largest.

I mean, there’s something very magical going on there, in the
fact that, without any subsidies, just private investment, that this
is the most successful agricultural county, growing all of, you know,
85 different crops—you know, all the things we’re talking about,
these are all fresh fruits and vegetables—that how do you dis-
tribute those? How do you get them into the feeding programs?

If you look at all the dietary recommendations, the foods that
they tell you to eat are grown in that county and in other parts
of California, primarily, and yet very little of, other than U.C.
Davis and Riverside, very little of the department’s—you know, all
the things that the department does gets into California. The one
area that is, is research.

And, you know, I applaud you for that, but I still think you’re
way behind the eight ball on trying to match up what is essentially
going on in the street with what you have in resource capability
here at the federal level.

And I don’t know how you can do that without having—you have
a station in Salinas.

It’s really been one of your more important stations, because I
saw the rankings in the United States, and I think it ranks 16th
and five, and yet it’s literally living in sheds.

And we need to fix that missing link, particularly now that
you've got partners that want to come in, local partners, with the
University of California and local agriculture itself.

We've got so much going on, I just hate to see that—to not have
the whole gamut of where you’re best, which is research, having a
first-class establishment in an area that is doing so much to turn
the corner on the issues that you're trying to solve.
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Kingston.
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you.

COLONY COLLAPSE DISORDER

Dr. Buchanan, tell me what’s going on with colony collapse dis-
order, because I think last year you got $7 million and this year
you got 800,000, so, you know, we’re appreciative that you need
less money, but I hope that means you found something out.

Dr. BUCHANAN. I'm not sure we found the solution, but I do know
that we have certainly been active over the past year.

In fact, ARS has an active program and CSREES has a CAP
grant that will be awarded sometime this spring, Dr. Hefferan?

Dr. HEFFERAN. That’s right.

Dr. BucHANAN. That involves a number of universities and a
number of different scientists working, so it’s one of those issues
that a lot of work is going on, but we haven’t solved the problem
yet, Congressman.

Mr. KINGSTON. But that’s a big drop in your request.

I'm right on that number, aren’t I, 7 million last year and you
want 800,000 this year?

Dr. BUuCHANAN. I think that was additional, wasn’t it?

Mr. KINGSTON. Oh, that was the increase? Okay. So you
want——

Dr. BUCHANAN. I think that was the additional.

Dr. HEFFERAN. Yes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. About a 10 percent increase over last year.

Mr. FARR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes.

Mr. FARR. I was in my orchard last week, and there were no
bees. And all of the trees are flowering. It’s tragic.

BEE POLLINATION

Mr. KINGSTON. How long could we survive without bees, if there
was a serious wipeout of the bee population?

How long before it would drastically affect the food supply?

Dr. KNIPLING. We don’t really know the answer to that.

There are, in addition to the honeybees, though, there are alter-
native pollinators, other kinds of insects though, that can

Mr. KINGSTON. The pollinators are affected by this, also, as I un-
derstand it.

Dr. KNIPLING. We think this malady, the Colony Collapse Dis-
order, is just affecting the honeybee.

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay.

Dr. KNIPLING. Not the other pollinators.

b But it would be a tremendous impact if we did not have honey-
ees.

It’s hard to put a value on pollination, but there have been var-
ious estimates of at least $15 billion of, especially the horticulture
specialty crops that are dependent upon pollination.

Mr. KiNGgsTON. If it’s only affecting honeybees, that’s got to be
some clue in itself, right?

Dr. KNIPLING. Oh, yes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Because what would make it affect the honeybee
and not a pollinating bee?
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Dr. KNIPLING. Well, it would be, as you say, it would be specific
to the honeybee.

We think it’s a combination of things. We don’t know the cause.
(Ii‘g’s probably not a single thing, but a combination of many mala-

ies.

Mr. KINGSTON. What’s the difference between one bee and the
other, in terms of genetic design?

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, they’re distinct species.

Many of the alternative pollinators are not social insects. They
don’t aggregate in hives. They're more individual insects.

And that, in itself, probably lends itself to less risk and vulner-
ability to a disease or some other causal factor that affects the
whole colony, so to speak.

Mr. KINGSTON. So it would be maybe a behavior difference rather
than a biological difference?

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, I think the behavioral difference then pre-
disposes or lends itself to the biological.

We do believe it’s biological, or perhaps nutritional, other kinds
of environmental stresses. We think it’s a combination of those.

And we have a number of experimental activities underway to
test those theories, or to get some facts and get away from just
speculation and anecdotal indicators of what’s going on.

But we are—we have a—we have four honeybee research labora-
tories around the country that are working together in a coordi-
nated fashion, in cooperation with the university and the industry,
for that matter. And so we are

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Farr and I have to ask, are any of those ARS
labs slated to be closed?

Dr. KNIPLING. The honeybee laboratory at Weslaco, Texas is to
be relocated and consolidated with the other three.

So we’re not losing any resources on honeybees, and in fact, this
budget does have a slight enhancement of the program to address
this CCD problem, plus we’re mobilizing, remobilizing what we al-
ready have to address this problem.

Mr. KINGSTON. All right, now, I'm going to yield back my time,
but I would like to know what happens in the food chain and what
happens to a society without a honeybee.

I mean, to me, I did not know that this was only for honeybees,
because I thought it did affect pollinators, but I'd like to know, if
you can send me, you know, what happens if your honeybee popu-
lation greatly decreases.

Mr. FARR. You'd have no apples, or avocadoes.

Mr. KINGSTON. But if it’s not a pollinator?

I'd like to know the answer to that, as much as possible.

Dr. BucHANAN. We are very much aware, Congressman Farr,
that almonds is the largest export crop from California, and bees
are very critical for almonds.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Ms. DELAURO. Let me, just a piece of information, and then I’ll
just have a couple of questions.

We were talking about the food stamp program before.

As I understand it, the average benefit for food stamps is about
$101.53. That’s for 30 days, about 90 meals. It’s $1.13 per meal.
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Try to buy all the healthy food that you can get—milk, cereal,
fruit—for $1.13 a meal.

This tells you something about what folks are potentially forced
to buy in order that they can feed their family and make that $1.13
stretch.

As my colleague Mr. Kingston leaves, I'm going to enlist your
help in the farm bill, if we ever get to a farm bill, to move on the
nutrition portion of the farm bill, which we did a good job of in the
House, but the Senate wants to cut that back.

And part of that nutrition package is the fruit and vegetable
snack program.

In addition to that, it increases the standard benefit for food
stamp recipients, so that in fact they might be able to avail them-
selves of products that are more healthy and less destructive to
their health and to the health of their children.

Mr. KINGSTON. I think we have—do we have Mrs. Johner coming
up?

AGRICULTURE WATER USE

Ms. DELAURO. She’s coming on Thursday.

I have a question on the water use.

Dr. Buchanan, it’s an unbelievable statistic. Maybe I got it
wrong.

It said, in California alone, the use of water in fruit and vege-
table operations accounts for over 40 percent of total national
water consumption.

Is this total water consumption for all purposes or total national
agriculture water consumption? And how was the calculation
made?

Dr. BUCHANAN. I'm not sure I can answer that. I can get that an-
swer for you.

Ms. DELAURO. Okay. That’s fine. Okay.

And I don’t know whether or not the level has gone up or down
in the past eight, ten years.

So if you can get back to me on that. I thought it was a stag-
gering number.

Dr. BucHANAN. I know water consumption is extremely high, but
I don’t know the particular. I'll have to get them back to you.

[The information follows:]

Fruit and vegetable processors in California alone use over 62,000 acre feet of
water per year (55 million gallons per day) in their operations. Agriculture accounts
ﬁor 43 percent of the total surface and ground water consumed annually in Cali-
ornia.

Nationwide, agriculture is a major user of ground and surface water, accounting
for 80 percent of consumptive use. Based on the data currently available, national
agriculture consumption appears to have been relatively stable during the period

1985-2000. Water use data is compiled in five-year intervals by the U.S. Geological
Service.

Ms. DELAURO. Let me ask you a quick question, and I'm not ask-
ing this question without my colleague from Georgia knowing that
I'm asking the question. I'm not blindsiding him since he left, he
left the room.
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SOUTHEAST POULTRY LABORATORY

This is on the Georgia ARS facility. I understand that $16 mil-
lion for planning and design of the bio-containment facility, I know
it’s a BSL—-3 facility, 16 million for planning and design seems very
high.

Why? Why does it cost so much?

How was the contract for planning and design awarded? Was it
put out competitively for bid? What did you do to limit the cost as
much as possible?

Dr. KNIPLING. The architectural and engineering cost phase of
any construction project is generally on the order of 10 percent, and
this is actually a little less than that.

So that’s kind of a standard cost of any construction project,
roughly 10 percent for the up-front planning and design and feasi-
bility studies, and then 90 percent for construction.

Yes, the contract for—well, that contract has not been let yet, but
it will be competitively allocated.

There was a pre-designed phase that is complete, and that actu-
ally was the basis for arriving at the cost estimates. That also was
under a competitive contract.

Ms. DELAURO. That’s all. That really is a serious amount of
money.

And what it prompts me to do, to be very honest with you, is to
look at some of these other, you know, design phases here where
some of these are planning and designing this one facility, to take
a look at the others, and see what the heck we’re doing here, and
with the cost of these efforts.

NUTRITION RESEARCH

Let me, ARS again, on nutrition assistance and education pro-
grams.

Where do you think the department should focus its resources for
nutrition education?

You've studied various nutrition issues over the past two dec-
ades.

We've got just a few minutes of time here.

What have you learned, and what do we still not understand?

Dr. SMITH. I would love to be able to reply after some consider-
ation and briefing.

Ms. DELAURO. Yeah, that’s fine. That’s very good. Thank you.

I have—this is—all the results of the research, we were talking
about research before, how does it get out?

How does the information get out? What happens? What’s the—
how does it get into the public domain? What is its utilization?

What’s the followup on the research? Did it make sense? Didn’t
it make sense?

What’s the evaluation process of all of this research we’re doing
with the universities, with other—what happens to it all?

DISSEMINATING RESEARCH INFORMATION

Dr. BUCHANAN. All scientists publish the results of their research
in respect, refereed journals.
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That’s the first step in the publication process, is to publish origi-
nal research findings in refereed journals.

That’s for ARS scientists, for university scientists, for anyone
that does research.

Then there’s multiple ways to go from there, and certainly, one
of the ways is through the Cooperative Extension Service, which is
a research-based organization in which the Extension Service takes
findings from research and translates them then to applications
and delivers that information to the end user, whether it’s a home-
owner or whether it’s a farmer or whoever could use the informa-
tion.

I'm pleased to report that, just two weeks ago, three weeks ago,
the Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service
rolled out eXtension, which is a new way of using Web-based infor-
mation to get information out, plus it brings together information
from all over the country.

It’s truly a coordinated effort to get the best information out to
everybody that has access to the Web, and that’s important.

ARS also has other ways of getting information out. It has, in ad-
dition to the publications, it has the tech transfer unit, in which
they are very effective in getting information out.

And of course then you have all kinds of other ways, such as field
days, in which we have open houses.

In fact, right here on Capitol Hill this past week, we had an op-
portunity, Science on the Hill. I don’t know if any of you went.

But it had some tremendous displays of research from land grant
unive}t;sities, from ARS and others, on nutrition and food safety re-
search.

So there’s all kinds of ways of getting information out that’s, I
think, very effective.

Ms. DELAURO. Yes, Dr. Hefferan.

Dr. HEFFERAN. Certainly, the eXtension program is important to
us, and it’s not only because it’'s Web-based, but it’s built on some-
thing called communities of practice, where experts from across the
country, university and other experts review the latest research,
and vet it.

I think that’s one of the big problems. Certainly nutrition is a
good example.

There’s so much information that goes out to citizens, and they
don’t know what is based on many studies, what’s based on an epi-
sodic study, how do you really use that information to make deci-
sions?

So one of the qualities of eXtension is that it does that with real
experts looking at information before it’s made available.

We also use the Small Business Innovation Research Program to
try to expedite the movement of new findings.

I know ARS has a very comprehensive program of cooperative re-
search and development agreements with a number of private ven-
dors to try to make sure that findings are quickly moved into the
marketplace.

But I will tell you, having said all of that, it’s one of our biggest
concerns and the area we work on the most.

I think the one thing that USDA can take great pride in over the
last several years is that we have integrated our research and our



105

extension programs, and even our higher education programs in a
more deliberate way that has fed the use of science in the labs, and
looked at what needs to be fundamental, what needs to be applied,
and how quickly can you move it out. So that is a very high pri-
ority for us.

One last example I'll give is that we, of course, in our budget,
support a laboratory network for diagnostics for plant and animal
systems around the country.

We brought that together with ARS, with the Risk Management
Agency, with APHIS and others, to work with the universities to
help plot the movement of soybean rust across the country, which
had the effect of giving producers information that helped them
manage their work.

That was integrating all that research and a variety of systems
together to solve a very real problem.

And we'’re looking in this budget to expand that kind of network
and to really make relevant the science that we’re producing.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you. Thanks very, very much.

Mr. Farr, you have one last question?

ORGANIC RESEARCH

Mr. FARR. I do. I wanted to just hit for a moment on the organic
research.

I understand that you’ve got a long-term dialogue with stake-
holders, and ARS has developed an excellent organic research plan
within ARS in the integrated agricultural systems program, and
NP-216.

And I just wondered what the implementation status of this plan
was, and its objectives, and what progress is being made by ARS
towards redressing the historical deficit of scientific investigation of
organic systems and their potential benefits.

And I also thought that, as Dr. Knipling outlined in his six prior-
ities, of what research investments are being made in those re-
search priorities for the potential contribution of organic systems in
meeting the needs of those priorities.

Dr. KNIPLING. As you point out, the Organic Agricultural Re-
search Program is significant and identifiable.

We did have this stakeholder meeting in 2006 to develop a set
of priorities and an action plan.

We have organic agricultural research at about a dozen locations
in ARS, including a significant amount at Salinas.

We classify the organic research in several different ways, but we
identify roughly $15 million among these dozen locations of effort,
annual effort toward organic agriculture, and about half of that is
actually field-based research under organic production systems,
conditions.

Then beyond that, much of our research related to pest manage-
ment, genetic improvement, the specialty crop production systems,
maybe not specifically organic, but it’s highly relevant to organic,
to develop the tools, the use of non-pesticidal tools that can be ap-
plied to organic.

So in the broadest sense, I would say we probably have on the
order of 5 percent of our total ARS program directed, either di-
rected or indirectly relevant to organic agriculture production.
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Mr. FARR. [Not on microphone]—historical deficit. It’s only 5 per-
cent for scientific investigation.

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, I'm not sure I would characterize that as a
deficit.

Now, that 5 percent is ARS-wide of everything we do. If we just
focus on the crop science, the crop production part of that, that per-
centage would be a much higher amount.

Mr. FARR. Okay. Then perhaps you can submit in writing how
you can address the organic potential contribution organic systems
can make in meetlng your pI'lOI'ltIES?

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes.

[The information follows:]

ARS organic agricultural systems research provides both organic and conventional
producers with scientific information and technology to increase production effi-
ciency and food safety, safeguard the environment, and reduce production risks and
product losses. Researchers are identifying system-wide strategies to overcome soil
fertility limitations to replace the need for synthetic petroleum-based fertilizers;
whole-system biological-based management strategies for weed, insect pest, and dis-
ease control based on an understanding of the biological and physical properties in-
nate to plants, soils, invertebrates, and microbes to naturally regulate pest prob-
lems; whole-farm management strategies to economically bridge the three-year pe-
riod required to certify fields before selling organic products; and partnering with
other agencies to help producers define new market outlets for regionally produced
products. All of this research benefits not only the organic industry, but conven-
tional producers as well, by reducing their need for increasingly more costly syn-
thetic agricultural chemicals.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I'd like to comment that the Farm Bill proposals
that were put forth by the Administration included $100 million a
year for specialty crop research and education, and of course, obvi-
ously, organic would be a major part of that.

In fact, there was $10 million specifically requested for organic
research.

Mr. FARR. And how much for the rest of it——

Dr. BUCHANAN. Well, this was—in the farm bill, the only two cat-
egories that was requested was for specialty crop and for bio-en-
ergy.

There was a request for $50 million a year for bio- energy re-
search and $100 million a year for specialty crops. That was the
only two categories.

Mr. FARR. Yeah, they’re the new kids on the block.

And I'm just wondering, in the total picture of research, what do
those $100 million represent, out of what?

Dr. BUCHANAN. Well, of course, we have a major commitment in
addition to our ongoing program in specialty crops, so that would
be a hard question for me to answer.

RESEARCH BUDGET

Mr. FARR. What’s our total research budget?

Dr. BUCHANAN. For the four agencies, it’s 2.3 billion.

Mr. FARR. 2.3 billion, and so 100 million for organic and——

Dr. BUCHANAN. Well, certainly, a good part of the rest of the pro-
grams do pertain to specialty crops.

This is not the only thing. This is just an enhancement that we
requested.

Dr. KNIPLING. I could perhaps add to that, specifically for ARS,
plant science/crop science is the largest part of our total program,
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% would say roughly 40 percent, and for ARS, that’s about $400 mil-
ion.

About half of that we would classify as horticultural crops versus
the other half, agronomic crops.

Now, to the extent we consider horticultural crops and specialty
crops one and the same, were close to 50 percent of our plant
science/crop science effort oriented toward horticultural crops or
specialty crops.

Mr. FARR. Well, I’d just like to point out in your testimony point-
ed out that one of the major organic research ARS stations is in
Salinas, and I might add that that Salinas station is falling apart.

Ms. DELAURO. Let me say thank you to our panel, for your time,
your patience, and for the work that you do, and for your candid-
ness in our questions here this morning.

Obviously, we will be submitting questions for the record.

There were some questions asked, and we’ll get more information
from you, but we’re appreciative of the good work that you do on
a regular basis.

Thank you for being here this morning.

The hearing is adjourned.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRWOMAN DELAURO
AFLATOXIN RESEARCH

Ms.DeLauro: Please provide a brief update on some of the agency’'s
accomplishments in aflatoxin research in fiscal years 2007 and 2008.

Response: ARS accomplishments from aflatoxin research for fiscal year
2007 include the following:

Near infrared reflectance spectra were analyzed to determine if they
could be used to identify single whole white corn kernels contaminated with
aflatoxin. It was found that using the wavelength pair of 500 nanometers and
1200 nanometers, approximately 87% of individual kernels having high levels
of aflatoxin (>100 parts per billion) were correctly classified.

Fungi treated with antioxidant, results in the complete “turning off”
of the genes that make aflatoxin. This finding is a major breakthrough in
attempts to solve the aflatoxin contamination problem and is expected to lead
to identification of natural compounds in crop plants that can be augmented
through breeding to suppress aflatoxin production.

Commercial cottonseed crops in South Texas and Southern Arizona were
sampled across vast areas over a 4-year period, and a randomized
representative sample of A. flavus associated with the crop was subjected to
vegetative compatibility analyses. The results suggested that AF36 is the
atoxigenic strain best adapted to cotton production in Arizona and Texas and
may be the best biocontrol agent for contamination of cottonseed in those
states.

Field studies are continuing using the pin-bar inoculation technique to
characterize the colonization patterns of corn by various strains of A.
flavus including afla-guard®, K49 and CT3 as biocontrol agents. Field studies
optimizing formulation for improvement of delivery of non-toxigenic A. flavus
strains is in its second season. The potential for using the yeast, Pichia
anomala, and two bacteria isolated from corn field soil, to control aflatoxin
and fumonisin on corn have also been initiated in field studies.

An application was submitted to EPA for an experimental use permit
(EUP) that would allow large-scale field testing of the aflatoxin bioccontrol
product, afla-guard®, to be carried out on corn grown in Texas. Although afla-
guard® has been registered by the EPA for commercial use on peanuts, its
efficacy in corn must be demonstrated before it can be registered for that
crop. Obtaining the EUP and carrying out this large-scale study represents
significant progress in having a proven biocontrol product registered for use
in another aflatoxin-susceptible crop.

Studies suggest that A. flavus reproduces and disperses clonally in
agricultural conditions and that biocontrol strains of A. flavus are unlikely
to obtain the ability to produce aflatoxins from aflatoxin producing species.

ARS accomplishments from aflatoxin research for fiscal year 2008 are
not available until after the end of fiscal year 2008.
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Ms. DeLauro: By location, please provide the funds devoted to
aflatoxin research in fiscal years 2006 through 2008 and proposed for fiscal
year 2009.

Response: The dollars devoted to aflatoxin research are provided for
the record.

Location FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
Maricopa, AZ $926,200 $931, 100 $924,200 $924,200
Albany, CA 2,198,700 2,240,900 2,289,200 2,289,200
Dawson, GA 891, 900 1,080,800 976,200 976,200
Tifton, GA 837,800 843,000 976,900 976,900
Peoria, IL 1,135,500 1,277,600 1,325,200 1,325,200
New Orleans, LA 4,074,700 4,198, 900 4,610,100 4,610,100
Miss. State, MS 1,818,100 1,826,100 1,884,600 1,884,600
Stoneville, MS 748,600 752,300 763,600 763,600
Headquarters 838,200 838,200 -~ -
Total $13,469,700 $13,988, 900 513,750,000 $13,750, 000

AID AND OTHER FUNDING AND TRANSFERS

Ms. Delauro: Please provide an update on the collaboration between ARS
and the Former Soviet Union. How much funding did ARS receive from USAID or
other agencies or departments in fiscal year 2007? Bow much do you
anticipate receiving in fiscal year 2008 and 20097

Response: ARS received $2.0 million in FY 2007 from the Department of
State’s Nonproliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining and Related Programs
appropriation for the ARS - Former Soviet Union (FSU) Scientific Cooperation
Program. ARS expects to receive approximately the same level of funding in
FY 2008 and FY 2009. The purpose of the program is to engage former Soviet
chemical and biological weapons (CBW) scientists to redirect their efforts to
peaceful, agricultural research and help reduce the risk of proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. BApproved ARS-FSU projects involve over 1,000
FSU scientists, half of whom are former CBW scientists, in 91 approved
projects (56 on-going, 21 completed, and 14 under development) in the areas
of plant and animal health, food safety and natural resources. ARS
collaboration with institutes in Russia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and
Tajikistan continues to grow, presenting an opportunity to engage many more
former biological and chemical weapons institutes and scientists in
agricultural research of mutual benefit. 1In FY 2008, ARS plans to fund its
first projects in Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan and the Republic of Georgia in the area
of animal health.

NON-FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES

Ms. DeLauro: How much of your fiscal year 2007 and 2008 funding came
from non-federal, miscellaneous contributions? Please list the top five
sources and amounts under this category. What do you anticipate for 20092

Response: For FY 2007, we received $12,319,012 from non-federal,
miscellaneous contributions and estimate $13,244,870 for 2008 and 2009. The
top five sources for miscellaneous contributions from non-federal funds are
as follows:
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Source FY 2007 FY 2008

State of California $964,459 $1,036,957
State of Washington 704,852 757,836
National Cattlemen's Beef Association 671,872 722,377
State of Florida 456,708 491,039
Mars, Incorporated 404,743 435,168

Ms. DeLauro: For what purposes does ARS receive non-federal and
miscellaneous contributions?

Response: ARS receives funds from states, universities and colleges,
associations, companies, organizations, and individuals for the purpose of
supporting in-house research or research related services of mutual interest
to the agency and the contributing party.

HOMELAND SECURITY TRANSFER

Ms. DelLauro: Does ARS plan to transfer any funds to the Department of
Homeland Security in fiscal year 2008 or 20092

Response: No funds were transferred from ARS to the Department of
Homeland Security in fiscal year 2008. ARS has no plans to transfer funding
to the Department of Homeland Security in fiscal year 20092. ARS has ongoing
research programs that help protect the Nation’s animal and plant resources.
Funding for these efforts contribute to the Department’s Food and Agriculture
Defense Initiative (FADI). ARS research funding for Homeland Security
activities in fiscal years 2007 and 2008 was $35,704,000 and $35,454,000 and
funding in fiscal year 2009 is estimated at $64,346,000.

HOMELAND SECURITY: PLANT AND ANIMAL DISEASES AND PEST

Mgz, DeLauro: Please update your response in last year’s hearing record
with respect to those plant and animal diseases and pests that are included
under ARS’ homeland security research programs. Provide funding levels for
fiscal years 2006 through 2008, and proposed for 2009.

Response: ARS homeland security research programs include studies on
the following animal diseases: Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD), Classical Swine
Fever (CSF), Vesicular Stomatitis, Rift Valley Fever (RVF); Bovine Virus
Diarrhea, Transmissible Spongiform Encephalopathy, Porcine Respiratory and
Reproductive Syndrome (PRRS), Newcastle Disease, Avian Influenza (AI) and the
following plant diseases: Soybean rust, bacterial wilt caused by Ralstenia
solanacearum, citrus variegated chlorosis, and Aspergillus flavus which
produces aflatoxins.

Studies are also being conducted on the bacteria Yersinia pestis and
Bacillus anthracig; the bacterial neurotoxins from Clostridium botulinum, the
superantigenic enterotoxins from Staphylococcus aureus; and the plant toxins
ricin and abrin.

In response to Homeland Security Presidential Directive-9 (HSPD-9),
signed by President Bush, ARS continues to work with Federal agencies, State
and local governments, and the private sector to develop a National Plant
Digease Recovery System (NPDRS) capable of responding to a high conseguence
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plant disease. USDA-ARS has assumed leadership of this effort in 2006 and
2007 and initiated a roadmap for implementation. NPDRS will be capable of
responding to a high-consequence plant disease by implementing sufficient
control measures and developing resistant seed varieties for ecconomically
important crops. ARS scientists working on crop diseases have developed rapid
tests for plant threat agents. These highly sensitive and accurate tests
provide diagnosticians with an accurate means to detect pathogens as part of
a national surveillance system. ARS is alsoc discovering and exploiting
naturally occurring and engineered genetic mechanisms for plant pathogen
control by developing germplasm with effective and durable defensive traits.
These genetic resources and improved crop varieties with significantly
improved disease resistance are being transferred for commercial use in the
event of a devastating disease outbreak.

BRS worked on developing rapid diagnostic tests for threat agents in
livestock, crop, and food. These highly sensitive and accurate tests will
provide diagnosticians with an accurate means to detect pathogens.

ARS exploits naturally occurring and engineered genetic mechanisms for
plant pathogen control by developing germplasm with effective and durable
defensive traits. These genetic resources and improved crop varieties with
significantly improved disease resistance will be transferred for commercial
use in the event of a devastating disease outbreak.

The agency develops technclogies capable of detecting low levels of crop
pathogens in environmental samples (e.g. soil, plant debris), grain
harvesting and/or transport equipment or agricultural products such as seed
or processed materials. Rapid detection allows decisions to be made regarding
the phytosanitary status of samples, and provides a means to identify
engineered DNA marker sequences.

The Agency continues research to produce vaccines and diagnostics for
threat agents including FMD, CSF, RVF, PRRS, AI and New Castle Disease. One
vaccine for FMD has been provided to DHS to continue development for
commercialization.

Homeland Security funding in fiscal year 2006 was $35,587,000; fiscal
year 2007 was $35,704,000; fiscal year 2008 was §$35,454,000; and fiscal year
2009 is estimated at $64,346,000.

AIR QUALITY RESEARCH

Ms. DeLauro: Please update your response in last year’s hearing record
on the ARS locations involved in Air Quality research. Please briefly
describe the research underway.

Response: Agriculture produces particulate matter (PM) and gases that
influence air quality, while air quality can in turn impact crop and animal
production. The goal of ARS air quality research is to develop management
practices and technologies for measuring, controlling and predicting emission
of gases and particulate matter from agricultural operations. This research
will provide producers and their advisors with tools to reduce or eliminate
harmful emissions from agricultural operations. The research will also
provide scientific background for policy and regulatory d