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HEARING TO EXAMINE THE JOINT
PERFORMANCE OF APHIS, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE, AND CBP, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY IN
PROTECTING U.S. AGRICULTURE FROM
FOREIGN PESTS AND DISEASES

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 3, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HORTICULTURE AND ORGANIC
AGRICULTURE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:04 a.m., in Room
1300 of the Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Dennis A.
Cardoza [Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Cardoza, Etheridge, Davis,
Mahoney, Barrow, Gillibrand, Peterson (ex officio), Neugebauer,
Kuhl, Foxx, Conaway, and Goodlatte (ex officio).

Staff present: Adam Durand, Alejandra Gonzalez-Arias, Keith
Jones, Scott Kuschmider, John Riley, Kristin Sosanie, Patricia
Barr, Bryan Dierlam, John Goldberg, Pam Miller, Pete Thomson,
and Jamie Weyer.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS A. CARDOZA, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM CALIFORNIA

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning. This hearing of the Horticulture
and Organic Agriculture Subcommittee to examine the joint per-
formance of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, and the Customs and Border Protec-
tion, U.S. Department of Homeland Security in protecting the U.S.
agriculture from foreign pests and diseases will come to order. I
would like to welcome you all here. I heard from my Ranking Mem-
ber, Mr. Neugebauer, that one of the elevators is not working. That
is why he was late. And I assured him that I was not in charge
of that part of this. We are very happy to have him and the rest
of the Committee here today.

We are here to look at protecting the United States from agricul-
tural pests, from foreign pests and disease, but the issue at hand
as most of the audience is well aware; hidden within the authoriza-
tion of the Homeland Security Department was a little noticed pro-
vision that mandated Animal and Plant Health Inspection Services,
1,800 agriculture inspectors to move from USDA to the newly cre-
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ated Department of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Pro-
tection Division. This move was made in order to consolidate cus-
toms and border enforcement into one agency, a decision I am sure
was made with all good intentions in mind.

However, as the GAO reported in 2006 since the transfer of these
USDA employees to Customs and Border Protection has not devel-
oped sufficient performance measures that take into account the
agency’s expanded mission or to consider all the pathways by
which prohibited agricultural items or foreign pests may enter the
country. In essence, the GAO found that the Department of Home-
land Security was not meeting its mission to guard our domestic
agricultural industry from foreign threats at the border. This defi-
ciency cannot stand and should not be tolerated. Stopping foreign
pests and prohibited agricultural products from entering the U.S.
might not be as sexy a topic as stopping weapons or drugs, but it
is certainly as important.

These are six and eight-legged terrorists that can wreck havoc on
our nation’s agricultural industry by costing billions of taxpayer
dollars in eradication efforts and decimating our ability to access
new export markets. While I certainly would prefer to see these in-
spection employees moved immediately back to USDA where I be-
lieve they belong, my greater concern is that wherever they are
right now, they must certainly have the tools and the resources at
their disposal to do their job effectively and efficiently. Today with
the input from our esteemed panelists, I want to take an in-depth
look at the staffing, training, and morale problems that persist
within the homeland security apparatus.

With this information the Committee Members will be more pre-
pared when the Agriculture Committee and the Homeland Security
Committee hold a joint full Committee hearing now scheduled for
November 1. While today’s hearing will focus on the problems per-
sisting within our nation’s agriculture inspection programs the
joint hearing in November will focus on possible solutions to this
impending crisis including encouraging USDA and the Department
of Homeland Security to develop a standardized reputable training
program that properly identifies and assesses the major threats
posed by foreign agricultural pests and disease. Preventing pest
and disease infestation is a paramount concern to all of American
agriculture but primarily to our specialty crop industry. As Chair-
man of this Subcommittee, I have vowed to fight for them on this
issue, and I promise again today that I will not back down.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cardoza follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS A. CARDOZA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM CALIFORNIA

I would like to welcome everyone to the Subcommittee on Horticulture and Or-
ganic Agriculture’s review of the joint performance of the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture and Customs and Border Protec-
tion, U.S. Department of Homeland Security in protecting U.S. agriculture from for-
eign pests and disease.

But to the issue at hand, as most of the audience is well aware, hidden within
the authorization of the Homeland Security Department, was a little-noticed provi-
sion that mandated Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service’s 1,800 agricultural
inspectors to move from USDA to the newly created Department of Homeland Secu-
rity’s Custom and Border Protection Division.
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This move was made in order to consolidate customs and border enforcement into
one agency, a decision that I am sure was made with all good intentions in mind.

However, as the GAO reported in 2006, since the transfer of these USDA employ-
ees “Customs and Border Protection has not developed sufficient performance meas-
ures that take into account the agency’s expanded mission or consider all pathways
by which prohibited agricultural items or foreign pests may enter the country.”

In essence, the GAO found that the Department of Homeland Security was not
meeting its mission to guard our domestic agriculture industry from foreign threats
at the border. This deficiency can not and should not be tolerated.

Stopping foreign pests and prohibited agricultural products from entering the U.S.
might not be as sexy as stopping terrorists, weapons or drugs but it is certainly just
as important.

These are six and eight-legged terrorists that can wreak havoc on our nation’s ag-
ricultural industry, costing billions of taxpayer dollars in eradication efforts and
decimate our ability to access new export markets.

While I certainly would prefer to see these inspection employees moved imme-
diately back to USDA, where I believe they belong, my greater concern is that wher-
ever they are right now, they must certainly have the tools and resources at their
disposal to do their job effectively and efficiently.

Today, with the input from our esteemed panelists, I want to take an in-depth
look at the staffing, training and morale problems that persist within Homeland Se-
curity. With this information, Committee Members will be more prepared when the
Agriculture Committee and the Homeland Security Committee hold a joint Full
Committee hearing on November 1st.

While today’s hearing will focus on the problems persisting within the our nation’s
agricultural inspection programs, the joint hearing in November will focus on pos-
sible solutions to this impending crisis including encouraging USDA and the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to develop a standardized, reputable training program
that properly identifies and assess the major threats posed by foreign agricultural
pests and diseases.

Preventing pest and disease infestation is a paramount concern to all of American
agriculture, but primarily to our specialty crop industry. As Chairman of this Sub-
committee, I have vowed to fight for them on this issue and I promise again today
that I will not back down.

I greatly appreciate the panelists for their willingness to testify here today and
with that I would like to invite the first panel to begin.

The CHAIRMAN. I greatly appreciate the panelists’ work, and
their willingness to be here to testify. And with that, I would like
to recognize my friend and Ranking Member, Mr. Neugebauer.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RANDY NEUGEBAUER, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM TEXAS

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Well, thank you, Chairman Cardoza, for call-
ing today’s Subcommittee hearing. Much of what we do in Congress
is about national security, and protection of our country’s agri-
culture is an important component of national security, one that
the Agriculture Committee should take seriously, and does take se-
riously. Certainly it is impossible to prevent the introduction of all
foreign agricultural pests and diseases into our country but we also
know an effective agricultural inspection at our borders and ports
goes a long way in minimizing the introduction of these threats.
These pests and diseases cost farmers millions of dollars in lost
production and put many out of business; not to mention the huge
cost to states and the USDA to contain and eradicate these pests.

It is imperative that our Agricultural Quarantine Inspection
service, a cooperative effort between USDA-APHIS, and the De-
partment of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Protection
Division is performing at an optimal level. We know performance
has been sub-par in the past few years since the transfer of the in-
spection responsibilities to CBP. The DHS Inspector General, the
GAO, and the independent investigator from the House Agriculture
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Committee have all concluded that: staffing was insufficient; inter-
agency coordination was weak; vital data was not being collected
in the field; inspections and interceptions decreased; and staff mo-
rale suffered. These reviews have brought many shortcomings to
light. To their credit, CBP and APHIS have acted on many of the
recommendations, but the question is and what we want to hear
today, has enough been done?

The question before us now is whether agriculture is coming out
ahead in this transition of inspection services to Homeland Secu-
rity, is there sufficient emphasis in coordination within CBP for the
agriculture mission when the agency is tasked with other impor-
tant border security missions or are APHIS and CBP truly incom-
patible agencies keeping the agricultural security mission from be-
coming a success. The Agriculture Committee sent a strong mes-
sage through efforts to return the inspection functions to USDA in
the House farm bill, but we can’t make that change without the
concurrence of the Homeland Security Committee. I hope the wit-
nesses today can help us better understand why some of the things
have gone wrong, whether anything is going right, and what Con-
gress may need to do to help make sure that our nation has the
best agricultural pest and disease protection possible.

This Committee has a responsibility to make sure that agri-
culture is fully protected. And, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to
hearing from these witnesses today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Neugebauer follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. RANDY NEUGEBAUER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM TEXAS

Thank you, Chairman Cardoza, for calling today’s Subcommittee hearing. A cen-
tral and large part of Congress’ work concerns national security. Protection of our
country’s agriculture is an important component of national security that we on the
Agriculture Committee take seriously.

Certainly it is impossible to prevent the introduction of all foreign agriculture
pests and diseases into our country. But we also know an effective agriculture in-
spection at our borders and ports goes a long way toward minimizing introduction
of threats.

These pests and diseases cost farmers millions of dollars in lost production and
put many out of business, not to mention the huge cost to states and USDA to con-
tain and eradicate these pests.

It is imperative that our Agriculture Quarantine Inspection Service, a cooperative
effort between USDA-APHIS and the Department of Homeland Security’s Customs
and Border Protection division, is performing at an optimal level. We know for per-
formance has been sub-part in the first few years since the transfer of inspection
responsibilities to CBP.

The DHS Inspector General, the GAO, and an independent investigator from the
House Agriculture Committee have all concluded that staffing was insufficient;
inter-agency coordination was weak; vital data were not being collected in the field;
inspections and interceptions decreased; and staff morale suffered.

These reviews have brought many shortcomings to light. To their credit, CBP and
APHIS have acted on many of the recommendations. But has enough been done?

The question before us now is whether agriculture is coming out ahead in this
transition of inspection services to Homeland Security. Is there sufficient emphasis
and coordination within CBP for the agriculture mission when that agency is tasked
with other important border security missions? Or are APHIS and CBP incompat-
ible agencies, keeping the agriculture security mission from becoming a success?

The Agriculture Committee sent a strong message through efforts to return the
inspection functions to USDA in the House farm bill. But we can’t make that change
without the concurrence of the Homeland Security Committee.

My hope is that the witnesses today can help us better understand why some
things have gone wrong, whether anything is going right and what Congress needs
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to do from here to ensure our nation has the best agriculture pest and disease pro-
tection possible. This Committee has a responsibility to the American people to
make sure agriculture is fully protected.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Neugebauer. I would like to now
recognize the Chairman of the full Committee, a good friend, who
did a fabulous job getting the House version of the farm bill passed
before the farm bill expired. We are looking for our friends in the
Senate to get busy with their portion of the farm bill any day now.
But, Mr. Chairman, thank you for all the work that you did during
the writing of the farm bill on our side. And I would now like to
recognize you for an opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. COLLIN C. PETERSON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MINNESOTA

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
calling this hearing and for your excellent persistent work that you
have done on this issue. I know this topic has been a priority of
yours for some time and you called repeated attention to APHIS in-
spections during the farm bill process both in Committee and on
the House floor. And I know because of jurisdictional issues we
couldn’t do all that you wanted to do in this regard. We couldn’t
do all that we should have done, but we are going to keep the pres-
sure on and keep this topic on the front burner. I welcome today’s
witnesses, and particularly I want to welcome John Jurich, who is
on our first panel this morning. John is the Investigator of the
House Agriculture Committee having been with this Committee for
7 years.

Earlier this year John performed a review at the request of this
Committee under then-Chairman Goodlatte to examine coordina-
tion between APHIS and the Customs and Border Protection staffs
following the 2002 transfer. This Committee has had longstanding
issues with the APHIS transfer, and having read the report Mr.
Jurich compiled those concerns, and in my opinion, were well
founded. He visited almost 20 ports from coast to coast, interviewed
hundreds of employees and produced a very interesting report that
calls into question the priority of agricultural inspection under our
chief government agency responsible for protecting our borders
from threats of all shapes and sizes.

We will also hear from the Government Accountability Office and
from Homeland Security’s Inspector General, who will also testify
that much needs to be done at the border level to enhance security
of our nation’s food supply although they are getting a little carried
away. I don’t know if Members are aware but over the weekend the
duck and goose season started in Canada, and somehow or other
they got the bright idea that they were going to enforce the bird
flu deal and they apparently confiscated 4,600 ducks and geese, in-
cluding 160 from some friends of mine who went ballistic over this,
and they want some heads to roll. But I don’t know what in the
world is going on over there that they don’t know if these ducks
are dead and they probably don’t have much of a chance to go in-
fect anybody else at that point.

Apparently on Monday they realized the error of their ways and
changed the rule, but we may see if anybody knows any more
about that this morning. Anyway, these agriculture inspectors who
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were interviewed by our witnesses say that the agriculture inspec-
tion mission has been threatened by the transfer. Mr. Jurich’s in-
vestigation revealed that the transfer itself caused a major shake-
up in staffing where many experienced and able-bodied inspectors
were transferred to other agencies or left the workforce altogether.
Those who have remained feel as if the prevention of plant pests
and diseases are very low on the Customs and Border Patrol pri-
ority list. Even worse, people who should be performing vital in-
spections are tasked with data entry or other cursory exercises
which do nothing to protect our nation’s food supply.

We know that if foreign pests and diseases are allowed to threat-
en our food supply, they cause serious damage throughout the agri-
culture food chain from producer to processor to retailer to con-
sumer. Last month the State of California was forced to establish
a 114 mile quarantine zone around the City of Dixon after discov-
ering Mediterranean fruit fly infestation. Farmers and growers in
that area, big and small, are going to lose tens of thousands of dol-
lars a week in sale of fruits and vegetables and will continue to do
so until inspectors are certain that the medfly is no longer present,
a process that will take, we are being told, at least 9 months or
maybe longer.

If we do not get a handle on this situation and get these jurisdic-
tional issues ironed out, this kind of thing will continue to happen.
It is my hope here today that the discussion will provoke serious
and pointed questions when the full Committee gathers in the fu-
ture to take up this issue by speaking with Acting Agriculture Sec-
retary Conner and Homeland Security Chairman Chertoff. So I
welcome today’s witnesses. I look forward to their testimony and
appreciate the Chairman making time for me.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Peterson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. COLLIN C. PETERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM MINNESOTA

Thank you, Chairman Cardoza, for calling this hearing today and for the excellent
and persistent work you have done on this issue. I know this topic has been a pri-
ority of yours for some time and you called repeated attention to APHIS inspections
during the farm bill process, both in Committee and on the House floor. I know be-
cause of jurisdictional issues we couldn’t do all that we wanted to do in this regard.
We couldn’t do all that we should have done, frankly, but we are going to keep the
pressure on and keep this topic on the front burner.

I welcome today’s witnesses and in particular I want to welcome John Jurich who
is on our first panel this morning. John is the Investigator of the House Agriculture
Committee, having been with the Committee for 7 years. Earlier this year, John
performed a review at the request of this Committee under then-Chairman Good-
latte to examine coordination between APHIS and the Customs and Border Protec-
tion staffs following the 2003 transfer of APHIS out of USDA and over to CBP as
part of the creation of the Department of Homeland Security.

This Committee has had long standing issues with the APHIS transfer and hav-
ing read the report Mr. Jurich compiled, those concerns were well founded. He vis-
ited almost twenty ports from coast to coast, interviewed hundreds of employees,
and produced a very interesting report that calls into question the priority of agri-
cultural inspection under our chief government agency responsible for protecting our
borders from threats of all shapes and sizes.

Indeed, we will also hear from the Government Accountability Office and from
Homeland Security’s Inspector General who will also testify that much needs to be
done at the border level to enhance the security of our nation’s food supply. After
reading the testimony presented today, it is clear CBP must address several man-
agement problems to reduce the vulnerability of U.S. agriculture to foreign pests
and diseases.
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Those agricultural inspectors who were interviewed by our witnesses say that the
agriculture inspection mission has been threatened by the transfer. Mr. Jurich’s in-
vestigation revealed the transfer itself caused a major shakeup in staffing, where
many experienced and able-bodied inspectors transferred to other agencies or left
the workforce altogether. Those who have remained feel as if the prevention of plant
pests and diseases are very low on the CBP priority list. Even worse, people who
should be performing vital inspections are tasked with data entry or other cursory
exercises which do nothing to protect our nation’s food supply.

We know that if foreign pests and diseases are allowed to threaten our food sup-
ply, they cause serious damage throughout the agricultural food chain, from pro-
ducer to processor to retailer to consumer. Last month, the State of California was
forced to establish a 114 mile quarantine zone around the City of Dixon after discov-
ering a Mediterranean fruit fly infestation. Farmers and growers in that area, big
and small, are going to lose tens of thousands of dollars a week in sales of fruits
and vegetables and will continue to do so until inspectors are certain that the med-
fly is no longer present, a process that will take at least 9 months, maybe longer.
If we do not get a handle on this situation and get these jurisdictional issues ironed
out, this kind of thing will continue to happen.

It is my hope that the discussion today will provoke serious and pointed questions
when the full Committee gathers in the future to take up this issue by speaking
with Acting Agriculture Secretary Conner and Homeland Security Chairman
Chertoff. I welcome today’s witnesses, I look forward to their testimony, and I yield
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to recognize
that you have been a tireless advocate in support of what we are
trying to do here, and thank you for your leadership in many areas.
Now I would like to recognize the Ranking Member of the full
Committee, Mr. Goodlatte, who initially sent out the investigator
to start looking into this area. Thank you for your work, Mr. Good-
latte, you are recognized for your opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB GOODLATTE, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM VIRGINIA

Mr. GOODLATTE. Thank you, and I want to first thank you,
Chairman Cardoza, for holding this hearing today, and for the
leadership that Congressman Neugebauer, our Ranking Member,
has shown as well. I have been concerned about how the Agricul-
tural Quarantine Inspection program has been faring in the De-
partment of Homeland Security for quite some time. Early in 2005
while serving as Chairman of the full Committee, I assigned our
Committee Investigator, Mr. Jurich, to look into this issue, and I
am pleased that he will be a witness at the witness table today to
share his results and conclusions with the Subcommittee.

As we consider this issue, there should be no mistake about the
fact that the Members of this Committee and all of our constituents
are fully committed to the war on terrorism. The creation of a De-
partment of Homeland Security struck many as a logical step in
that effort. Further, given the importance of protecting the produc-
tion capability of our rural areas this Committee recognized that
DHS should have a role in protecting agriculture as well. When 1
sat on the Select Committee on Homeland Security, I had hoped
that by raising concerns with DHS early in the process of merging
the legacy Agriculture Customs and Immigration inspectors into
the Customs and Border Protection Program DHS program man-
agers would understand the importance of the agricultural inspec-
tion mission which had been entrusted to them, and proper man-
agement of the program would be a priority. Yet, 5 years and at
least three audit investigations later, we remain concerned that
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AQI is not a priority, and many of us have come to the conclusion
that the AQI program simply does not fit in with the law enforce-
ment structure of the Customs and Border Protection program.

It is my understanding that DHS believes that its principal mis-
sion is to protect this nation against intentional acts of terrorism.
This is without a doubt a vital mission. Protecting our food supply
against the intentional or unintentional introduction of foreign
pests and disease is an equally important mission. When it comes
to plant and animal pests and disease the end result of crop or live-
stock illness or devastation is the same regardless of intentionality.
What DHS program managers have failed to appreciate is that the
AQI program mission is equally concerned with the intentional and
unintentional introduction of plant and animal diseases and pests.
In its efforts to prevent terrorist attacks, I believe that DHS has
relegated its responsibility of protecting agriculture to the back
burner as evidenced by the reduction in the number of inspections
and interceptions.

Over the years hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars, count-
less man hours, and a wealth of education and experience have
been devoted to the AQI function, and the current management of
the program stands to put all of that in jeopardy. Those with expe-
rience in this field understand the old adage, “An ounce of preven-
tion is worth a pound of cure.” If an accidental introduction of foot
and mouth disease were to occur it could cost our economy tens of
billions of dollars and possibly decimate our domestic cattle herd.
Compare this to the simple investment of time and personnel and
preventive measures to adequately safeguard our agricultural pro-
duction against the introduction of such foreign diseases, and you
could begin to understand our concern with reports that DHS is
dropping the ball in this mission.

In our zeal to focus the attention of the intentional threat to
America, we cannot afford to neglect our responsibility to protect
against the introduction of threats facing our agricultural pro-
ducers. After a trial period of nearly 5 years, I continue to be con-
cerned that the simple logic of this prevention equation is lost on
the program managers within the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. It is my hope that now that this and subsequent hearings will
be jointly held with the Committee on Homeland Security on this
issue we will finally raise awareness of our concerns within the po-
litical circles of DHS, and we will see a new found and permanent
commitment to insuring that the AQI program does not wither on
the vine.

Again, I want to thank Chairman Cardoza for his focus on this
issue, as well as Chairman Peterson, and I look forward to the tes-
timony of today’s witnesses. I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Goodlatte follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. BOB GOODLATTE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FrROM VIRGINIA

I want to first thank Chairman Cardoza for holding this hearing today. I have
been concerned about how the Agricultural Quarantine Inspection (AQI) operational
port inspection program has been faring in the Department of Homeland Security
for quite some time. Early in 2005 while serving as Chairman of the full Committee,
I assigned our Committee Investigator Mr. Jurich to look into this issue. I am



9

pleased that Mr. Jurich will be at the witness table today to share his results and
conclusions with the Subcommittee.

As we consider this issue, there should be no mistake about the fact that the
Members of this Committee and all of our constituents are fully committed to the
war on terrorism. The creation of a Department of Homeland Security struck many
as a logical step in that effort. Further, given the importance of protecting the pro-
duction capability of our rural areas, this Committee recognized that DHS should
have a role in protecting agriculture as well.

When I sat on the Select Committee on Homeland Security, I had hoped that by
raising concerns with DHS early in the process of merging the legacy agriculture,
customs and immigration inspectors into the Customs and Border Protection pro-
gram, DHS program managers would understand the importance of the agricultural
inspection mission which had been entrusted to them and proper management of
the program would be a priority. Yet, 5 years and at least three audit investigations
later, we remain concerned that AQI is not a priority and many of us have come
to the conclusion that the AQI program simply does not fit in with the law enforce-
ment structure of the Customs and Border Protection program.

It is my understanding that DHS believes that its principal mission is to protect
this nation against intentional acts of terrorism. This is, without a doubt, a vital
mission.

Protecting our food supply against the intentional or unintentional introduction
of foreign pests and disease is an equally important mission. When it comes to plant
and animal pests and disease, the end result of crop or livestock illness or devasta-
tion is the same regardless of intentionality. What DHS program managers have
failed to appreciate is that the AQI program mission is equally concerned with the
intentional and unintentional introduction of plant and animal diseases and pests.
In its efforts to prevent terrorist attacks, I believe that DHS has relegated its re-
sponsibility of protecting agriculture to the back burner as evidenced by the reduc-
tion in the number of inspections and interceptions. Over the years, hundreds of
millions of taxpayer dollars, countless man hours, and a wealth of education and
experience have been devoted to the AQI function. And the current management of
the program stands to put all of that in jeopardy.

Those with experience in this field understand the old adage: “An ounce of preven-
tion is worth a pound of cure.” If an accidental introduction of foot and mouth dis-
ease were to occur, it would cost our economy tens of billions of dollars and possibly
decimate our domestic cattle herd. Compare this to the simple investment of time
and personnel in preventive measures to adequately safeguard our agricultural pro-
duction against the introduction of such foreign diseases and you can begin to un-
derstand our concern with reports that DHS is dropping the ball in this mission.
In our zeal to focus the attention on the intentional threat to America, we cannot
afford to neglect our responsibility to protect against the introduction of threats fac-
ing our agricultural producers.

After a trial period of nearly 5 years, I continue to be concerned that the simple
logic of this prevention equation is lost on the program managers within DHS.

It is my hope now that this and subsequent hearings to be held jointly with the
Committee on Homeland Security on this issue will finally raise awareness of our
concerns within the political circles of DHS and we will see a new-found and perma-
nent commitment to ensuring that the AQI program does not wither on the vine.

Again, I want to thank Chairman Cardoza for his focus on this issue. I look for-
ward to the testimony of today’s witnesses and I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Congressman Goodlatte. The Chair
would request that other Members submit their opening state-
ments for the record so that witnesses may begin their testimony
and it will be assured that there is ample time for questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mahoney follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. TIM MAHONEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FroM FLORIDA

I want to thank Chairman Collin Peterson, Subcommittee Chairman Dennis
Cardoza, and my colleagues on the Committee. I would also like to thank Commis-
sioner Bronson and our other distinguished guests for taking the time to talk with
us on this important matter.

I'd like to start by saying that the stakes are high for Florida. On average, Florida
sees the introduction of one new pest every month! This one statistic alone is stag-
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gering in its implications for prevention, control, and eradication of devastating
pests and disease.

The effects of invasive pests and diseases can be devastating. In my district, the
Village of Wellington is home to a large equestrian industry and is the home of the
National Horse Show. When several horses tested positive for equine herpes, the
show was nearly cancelled and many competitors chose to stay away anyway.
Through the efforts of the Florida Department of Agriculture, this outbreak was lim-
ited to 10 premises, with 18 infected or presumed infected horses, and six deaths.
These efforts required approximately 4,000 man hours of Division employee time
and other Department related expenses exceeded $130,000. Without the rapid detec-
tion and an immediate response provided by FDACS, the potential losses could have
been enormous.

In this year’s Agriculture Appropriations bill alone, the House appropriated $1.7
million for Citrus Canker/Greening research, on top of the millions of dollars that
the state and Federal Government have already spent to eradicate this problem
from Florida. The Ag Appropriations bill also provides $36 million for a Citrus
Health Response Plan as a management tool for citrus canker because USDA
APHIS has determined that complete eradication is just not feasible. I am proud
that we are able to provide this level of support to our states and our local pro-
ducers who are on the front line.

However, I much prefer an ounce of prevention instead of millions of dollars worth
of cure. I hope that we all walk away from this hearing with a clear understanding
of the threat that pests and disease pose to agriculture. But I also hope that we
walk away with a clear path to a solution.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I now would like to introduce the first panel of
witnesses. We have to my left Mr. John Jurich, Investigator, House
Committee on Agriculture, Washington, D.C. Welcome, Mr. Jurich.
Ms. Lisa Shames, Director, Natural Resources and the Environ-
ment, U.S. Government Accountability Office, Washington, D.C.
Mr. James L. Taylor, Acting Assistant Inspector General for the
Office of Audits, Office of Inspector General, U.S. Department of
Homeland Security, Washington, D.C., accompanied by Ms. Kath-
leen S. Tighe, Deputy Inspector General, Office of the Inspector
General of U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. Mr.
Jurich, the floor is yours. Please feel free to proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOHN JURICH, INVESTIGATOR, COMMITTEE
ON AGRICULTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. JuricH. Chairman Cardoza, Ranking Member Neugebauer,
Chairman Peterson, Ranking Member Goodlatte, and other Mem-
bers of the Committee, my name is John Jurich, and I am the In-
vestigator for the House Agriculture Committee. I have been em-
ployed by the Committee for the past 7 years as an investigator.
Prior to that, I was an Investigator for the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral, U.S. Department of Agriculture, for 22 years. I am pleased to
testify before you this morning about the review I performed on be-
half of the Agriculture Committee this past year. The review exam-
ined the degree of coordination and cooperation between the Ani-
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service, APHIS, and the Customs
and Border Protection staff, CBP, between APHIS’ policy making
and CBP’s program implementation of the AQI function at ports of
entry across the country.

The review also examined the effect of the split authorities on
the performance of the agricultural mission. During the course of
the review, I visited nine cities and 19 ports of entries on the East
and West Coasts and at land border stations on both the Canadian
and the Mexican borders. I formally interviewed over 250 APHIS
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and CBP employees at these ports of entry, at district state and re-
gional field units, and in headquarters offices in Riverdale, Mary-
land and Washington, D.C. I also examined performance and finan-
cial data provided by both agencies to confirm or to complement the
oral statements from field and headquarters personnel.

As my formal report to the Committee this past April indicates,
the results of the review are definitely mixed and often troubling.
The effect of the transfer of the AQI function from the Department
of Agriculture to Homeland Security has been both traumatic and
quite polarizing, especially for the legacy agricultural field per-
sonnel. The transition itself from APHIS to CBP was rife with tur-
moil. The CPB agricultural inspectors lost their internal leader-
ship, their professional status, much of their independence and au-
thority, many of their managers and supervisors, considerable over-
time, offices, cars, computers, desks, a career ladder, and contact
with their former colleagues and technical resources in APHIS.

As a result of these negative factors, there was a consequent exo-
dus of agricultural officers from CBP back to APHIS, to other agen-
cies, and to retirement. As one legacy inspector said to me in the
field, “the inspection staff voted with their feet on the effect of the
changes upon the agricultural mission.” A few examples of the ini-
tial problems the agricultural staff at the ports have faced over the
past few years are instructive. At one location in the field the agri-
cultural compactor, which was used to destroy wet products such
as confiscated fruits and vegetables, broke down. When the agricul-
tural supervisor asked CBP management for the equipment to be
repaired or replaced, he was told there was no money in the budget
to do so. He was instructed by management to use the facility’s in-
cinerator for such products.

He immediately objected to this order saying that such use would
also harm the incinerator. However, his objection was ignored and
he was told to follow orders. Within a few months the seals of the
incinerator gave out too, and that piece of equipment was broken.
Again, there was no money to repair or replace the incinerator. The
staff from that area which included three ports of entry was obliged
to transport all of their seized items to a port many miles distant
for destruction at a time when they could not spare the officers.
When this became too onerous for the staff, the port management
hired a contractor to assume such a role. Eventually, CBP manage-
ment realized how expensive the contractor was and finally, after
nearly 2 years, replaced both pieces of equipment. What the agri-
cultural staff told me at those ports of entry that this never would
have occurred under APHIS. When something broke in APHIS, it
was immediately repaired or replaced.

At another port of entry a microscope used by the staff at the air-
port wasn’t used for years because the port officials simply refused
to buy a replacement bulb. Similar complaints about the inability
to obtain routine supplies and to replace broken equipment sur-
faced at many of the ports I visited. In a third port agricultural
specialists were working out of the trunks of their cars because
they didn’t have sufficient desks and cabinetry in the warehouse to
accommodate their equipment, their manuals, and other inspection
materials. That warehouse was rather aptly called the “house of
pain.” It was dank, it was dark, and it was uncomfortable for the
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staff. They simply didn’t have accommodations to allow them to do
their work correctly.

With respect to the interviews of field staff, many of the senior
inspectors and supervisory staff at the ports of entry stated that co-
ordination and cooperation between the two agencies, APHIS and
CBP, was basically subordinated, was either nominal or non-exist-
ent, and that the agricultural mission at the ports of entry was ba-
sically subordinated to the agency’s terrorist, illegal alien, and il-
licit drug concerns. A minority of the field inspectors held just the
opposite view and stressed the positive accomplishments of the
transfer of function for the agricultural mission. These accomplish-
ments included improved cooperation between the agriculture spe-
cialist and CBP officers at the ports of entry, increased use of elec-
tronic technology in administrative and programmatic areas, better
targeting capabilities, more discipline and greater staff account-
ability. The performance data like statements of field personnel is
also somewhat contradictory in character. Many of the general per-
formance results have suffered since CBP assumed full responsi-
bility for the agricultural function at the start of Fiscal Year 2004.

The numbers of inspections, clearances, and violations trailed off
in 2004, 2005, and 2006, in many major categories and pathways.
This was most evident at the airports with dramatic reductions in
the number of inspections, the number of interceptions, and the
number of written violations involving both passengers and air-
craft. There has been on the other hand an increase in the number
of regulated cargo clearances and inspections and interceptions
under CBP over the past 3 years. Overall interceptions when you
look at all the pathways, both for cargo and for passengers, have
declined. Animal products, plant pathogens, and pests have all
gone down since the transfer of function from APHIS to CBP by 25
percent in pests, 21 percent in plant pathogens, and 11 percent in
animal products. Overall violations also dropped off markedly by 43
percent.

Communication and coordination between APHIS and CBP staffs
was also marked by contrasts. At headquarters levels in Riverdale
and Washington, D.C., the leadership and the liaison staffs of the
agencies worked well together. In the field there was generally
similar cooperation between CBP staff, the ag specialists, at the
ports of entry and the APHIS entomologists, plant pathologists,
and safeguarding specialists at local PPQ inspection stations who
carried out the identification of interceptions, the inspection of via-
ble plant products, and the fumigation of infested commodities.
There was, however, somewhat less success at the port level within
the pest risk committees which were set up by CBP for the sole
purpose of promoting interagency coordination and cooperation.

Some CBP ports were much more successful than others in es-
tablishing rapport with their local APHIS counterparts in the Plant
Protection and Quarantine Division, Smuggling Interdiction and
Trade Compliance units, Veterinary Services, and Investigations
and Enforcement Service. They met regularly, discussed and re-
solved problems, provided physical access to ports, shared program
information and intelligence, assessed risk and participated in joint
blitzes or other cooperative activities. Other port committees served
only in a perfunctory and formal manner as a forum to meet and
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greet without any genuine collaboration between subordinate field
units.

There was a fundamental conflict in the field between some
APHIS policy mandates and CBP inspection practices and proce-
dures. Such conflicts involved wood packing prohibitions, the con-
duct of AQIM surveys, the in bond transit of regulated products,
and the release of cargo and passengers at the expense of inspec-
tions. There were also systemic changes in the organization of ports
and the assignment of personnel into compartmentalized units and
shifts by CBP that have left the actual inspection staff under-
manned. The conflicts and changes cited upon have compromised
both the quality and the quantity of AQI inspections in the field.

For example, at one border port I visited, two ag inspectors spent
the bulk of their time on computers inputting data into CBP’s ACE
system and then sealing the trucks, while a single specialist scur-
ried from bay to bay in the warehouse performing quick and cur-
sory tailgate inspections of trucks laden with agricultural products.
All three inspectors said this kind of inspection simply did not
serve or protect American agriculture. It should be noted that this
port of entry was a potential avenue for the entry of Mediterranean
fruit flies from Mexico into Southern California. Finally, I asked all
of the CBP ag personnel I interviewed what changes would im-
prove the present AQI function at the ports of entry. Many simply
said return the function to USDA. Others said basically to increase
the number of ag inspectors and technicians at inspection points,
near terminals, and at cargo examination sites, supply the budg-
etary resources to fund needed overtime, provide routine supplies
and replace broken down equipment, give agriculture a position
and a voice in management at the ports of entry that was sorely
missed. There simply was not an agriculture person in the decision-
making process at the ports of entry.

Fourth, promote the agricultural staff to the supervisory and
chief levels rather than relying on legacy Customs and Immigration
personnel to serve as first and second line supervisors, and finally
provide a means for better communication and coordination be-
tween disparate agricultural elements both within and among CBP
ports. They also ask for basically a much better means of commu-
nication and coordination with both APHIS elements in the field
surrounding the ports and with state and with county health au-
thorities. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jurich follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN JURICH, INVESTIGATOR, COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Subcommittee Chairman Cardoza, Ranking Member Neugebauer, and members of
the subcommittee:

I am pleased to testify before you this morning about the review I performed on
behalf of the Agriculture Committee this past year. The review examined the degree
of coordination and cooperation between the Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service and Customs and Border Protection staffs, between APHIS’ policy making
and CBP’s program implementation of Agricultural Quarantine Inspections at ports
of entry across the country. The review also examined the effect of the split authori-
ties on the performance of the agricultural mission.

During the course of the review I visited nine cities and nineteen ports of entry
on the east and west coasts and at land border stations on both the Canadian and
Mexico borders. I formally interviewed over two hundred and fifty APHIS and CBP
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employees at these ports of entry; at district, state, and regional field units; and in
headquarter offices in Riverdale, Maryland, and Washington, D.C. I also examined
performance and financial data provided by both agencies to confirm or to com-
plement statements from field and headquarters personnel.

As my formal report to the Committee this past April indicates, the results of the
review are definitely mixed and often troubling. The effect of the transfer of the AQI
function from the Department of Agriculture to Homeland Security has been both
traumatic and quite polarizing, especially for the legacy agricultural field personnel.
The transition itself from APHIS to CBP was rife with turmoil. The CBP agricul-
tural inspectors lost their internal leadership, their professional status, much of
their independence and authority, many of their managers and supervisors, over-
time, offices, cars, computers, desks, a career ladder, and contact with their former
colleagues in APHIS. As a result of these adverse factors, there was a consequent
exodus of agricultural officers from CBP back to APHIS, to other agencies, and to
retirement. As one legacy inspector said to me, the inspection staff voted with their
feet on the effect of the changes upon the agricultural mission.

A few examples of the initial problems the agricultural staff at the ports have
faced over the past few years are instructive. At one location the agricultural com-
pactor, which was used to destroy wet products such as confiscated fruits and vege-
tables, broke down. When the agricultural supervisor asked CBP management for
the equipment to be repaired or replaced, he was told that there was no money in
the budget to do so. He was instructed to use the facility’s incinerator for such prod-
ucts. He immediately objected to this order saying that such use would also harm
the incinerator which was used for destroying dry goods, not wet products. However,
he was ordered to do so. Within a few months the seals of the incinerator gave out
too. Again, there was no money to repair or replace the incinerator. The staff then
from three ports in the immediate area was obliged to transport all of their seized
items to a port many miles away for destruction at a time when they could spare
few officers. When this became too onerous for the staff, the port management hired
a contractor to assume such a role. Eventually, management realized how expensive
the contractor was and finally, after nearly 2 years, replaced both pieces of equip-
ment. The agricultural staff was adamant that such conduct would never have oc-
curred under APHIS management.

At another port, a microscope went unused for years because the port officials
simply refused to buy a replacement bulb. Similar complaints about the inability to
obtain routine supplies and to replace broken equipment surfaced at many of the
ports I visited. In a third port, agricultural specialists were working out of the
trunks of their cars because did not have sufficient desks and cabinetry in a ware-
house to accommodate their equipment, manuals, and other inspection materials.
The warehouse was aptly called “the house of pain.”

With respect to the interviews of field staff, many of the senior inspectors and su-
pervisory staff at the ports of entry stated that coordination and cooperation be-
tween the two agencies was either nominal or non-existent and that the agricultural
mission at the ports of entry was basically subordinated to the agency’s terrorist,
illegal alien and illicit drug concerns. A minority of the field inspectors held just the
opposite view and stressed the positive accomplishments of the transfer of function
for the agricultural mission. These accomplishments included improved cooperation
between agricultural specialists and CBP officers at the ports of entry, increased use
of electronic technology in administrative and programmatic areas, better targeting
capabilities, more discipline and greater staff accountability.

The performance data, like statements of field personnel, is also somewhat con-
tradictory in character. Many of the general performance results have suffered since
CBP assumed full responsibility for the agricultural function at the start of Fiscal
Year 2004. The numbers of inspections, clearances, and violations tailed off in FY
2004, FY 2005, and FY 2006 in many major categories and pathways. This was most
evident at the airports with dramatic reductions in the number of inspections, inter-
ceptions, and written violations involving both passengers and aircraft. There has
been, on the other hand, an increase in the number of regulated cargo clearances,
inspections, and interceptions under CBP over the past 3 years. Overall intercep-
tions—the animal products, plant pathogens, and pests that have been confiscated
at the ports of entry—have declined since the transfer of function from APHIS to
CBP—by 25% in pests, 21% in plant pathogens, and 11% in animal products. Over-
all violations also dropped off markedly by 43%.

Communication and coordination between APHIS and CBP staffs was also
marked by contrasts. At headquarters levels in Riverdale and Washington, D.C., the
leadership and liaison staffs of the agencies worked well together. In the field there
was generally similar cooperation between CBP staff at the ports of entry and the
APHIS entomologists, plant pathologists, and safeguarding specialists at local PPQ
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inspection stations who carried out the identification of interceptions, the inspection
of viable plant products, and the fumigation of infested commodities.

There was, however, somewhat less success at the port level within the pest risk
committees which were set up for the sole purpose of promoting inter-agency coordi-
nation and cooperation. Some CBP ports were much more successful than others in
establishing rapport with their local APHIS counterparts in Plant Protection and
Quarantine; Smuggling Interdiction and Trade Compliance; Veterinary Services,
and Investigations and Enforcement Service. They met regularly; discussed and re-
solved problems; provided physical access; shared program information and intel-
ligence; assessed risk; and participated in joint blitzes or other cooperative activi-
ties. Other port committees served only in a perfunctory manner, as a forum to meet
and greet without any genuine collaboration between subordinate field units.

There was a fundamental conflict in the field between some APHIS policy man-
dates and CBP inspection practices and procedures. Such conflicts involved wood
packing prohibitions; the conduct of AQIM surveys; the “in bond” transit of regu-
lated products; and the release of cargo and passengers at the expense of inspec-
tions. There were also systemic changes in the organization of ports and the assign-
ment of personnel into compartmentalized units and shifts by CBP that have left
the actual inspection staff undermanned. The conflicts and changes cited above have
compromised both the quality and the quantity of AQI inspections in the field.

At one border port I visited two agricultural inspectors spent the bulk of their
time on computers inputting data into CBP’s ACE system and then sealing trucks,
while a single specialist scurried from bay to bay in the warehouse performing quick
and cursory tailgate inspections of trucks laden with agricultural products. All three
inspectors said that this kind of inspection simply did not protect American agri-
culture. It should be noted that this port of entry was a potential avenue for the
entry of Mediterranean fruit flies from Mexico into Southern California.

Finally, I asked all of the CBP agricultural personnel I interviewed what changes
would improve the present AQI function at the ports of entry. Among their principal
recommendations were the following: (1) increasing the numbers of agricultural in-
spectors and technicians at inspection points in air terminals and at cargo examina-
tion sites; (2) supplying the budgetary resources to fund needed overtime, provide
routine supplies, and replace broken down equipment; (3) giving agriculture a posi-
tion and a voice in management at the port level; (4) promoting agricultural staff
to the supervisory and chief levels rather than relying on legacy customs and immi-
gration personnel to serve as their first and second line supervisors; and finally (5)
providing a means for better communications and coordination between disparate
agricultural elements both within and between CBP ports.

I would ask that my report and the accompanying transmittal memorandum be
made a permanent part of the record of the Subcommittee hearing.

Thank you,

JOHN JURICH,
Investigator,
House Agriculture Committee.
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ATTACHMENT 1

.S, Bouse of Vepregentatives
Committee on Agriculture
Washington, B.E. 20515

April 7, 2007

MEMORANDUM

TO:  Collin Peterson, Chairman, Committee on Agriculture
Bob Goodlatte, Ranking Member, Committee on Agriculture

THRU:  Rob Larew, Democratic Staff Director
Bill O’Conner, Republican Staff Director

FROM: | John Jurich, Investigator

SUBJECT:  Investigative Report on the Coordination of Agricultural Inspection
Functions by the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA, and
the Customs and Border Protection, DHS

Attached is a copy of an investigative report following the completion of a staff inquiry
into the joint activities of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Customs and Border Protection (CBP), U.S.
Department of Homeland Security (DHS). The inquiry focused on the degree of
coordination between APHIS policy making and CBP program implementation for the
agriculture inspection function at ports of entry throughout the United States. It also
examined the effects of the split authorities on the actual conduct of agricultural
inspections of passengers and products at ports of entry in the field.

The review entailed interviews of both APHIS and CBP staff at headquarters offices in
Riverdale, Maryland, and Washington, D.C., and at subordinate offices in nine cities and
nineteen ports of entry in the field. I interviewed over two hundred and fifty APHIS and
CBP managers, supervisors, and officers. More than one-half of these interviews were of
CBP staff, mainly agricultural specialists, supervisors, and managers in the field who are
actively engaged in various aspects of the inspection process at airports, seaports, and
land border stations. The review also involved the analysis of program data and financial
information provided by APHIS and CBP staff to complement and confirm oral
statements provided by headquarters and field staff.

The results of the inquiry are decidedly mixed and difficult to summarize. Ports differed
markedly one from another, as did personnel interviews. Both APHIS and CBP field
staff, and to a lesser degree headquarters staff, were either decidedly in favor of, or
hostile to, the transfer of function. Such attitudes deeply colored their remarks on the
degree of coordination and cooperation between the two agencies and on the effects of
the transfer of function on the inspection process itself.
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Many of the staff, indeed a majority of the legacy agriculture personnel I interviewed
with many years of field experience, spoke of the transfer as a kind of “hostile takeover,”
of coordination between the two agencies as simply nominal or non-existent, and of the
result as a complete devaluation of the agriculture mission in the field. However, others
spoke of the transfer as a positive step forward for the agricultural mission with much
greater professionalism and accountability, a sharper focus on specific safeguarding
duties, better access to information technology, increased targeting capabilities, and the
imposition of much needed discipline. Some even managed to cite elements of both
points of view in single interviews.

The analysis of the programmatic and performance data was almost as conflicting as the
statements in interviews. Major performance measures, the numbers of inspections and
interceptions, declined in 2004, 2005, and 2006 in many significant pathways. The
impact was most severe at the airport terminals where inspections, interceptions, and
viclations show the most marked declines. The impact in the cargo arca was more mixed
with an increase in regulated cargo inspections, clearances, and pest interceptions, and a
corresponding decline in miscellancous cargo inspections and clearances. Overall
quarantine material interceptions of pests, animal products, and plant products also
declined.

There are several reasons for such equivocal results: the turmoil inherent in the
consolidation of staffs from three separate agencies; the integration of personnel with
very different backgrounds and skill sets; the division of equipment and space; systems
incompatibilities; and other administrative hurdles. The decline in many core
performance measures, the number of inspections and quarantine material interceptions,
reflects the impact of adverse changes that followed rather quickly upon the transition.
The increase in regulated cargo clearances, inspections, and pest interceptions probably
reflects the agency’s recognition of the threat posed by cargo pathways and the
consequent assignment of its more seasoned agricultural staff to manifest review,
targeting, and inspection sites.

Adverse changes over the first three years include the exodus of many agricultural
specialists and supervisors from CBP; the lack of adequate numbers of replacements; the
transfer of the legacy agricultural leadership out of positions of line authority; the
installment in their place of legacy customs or immigration managers and supervisors
unfamiliar with the inspection process or the science that supports it; the resultant
contretemps with agricultural staff struggling, often futilely, to explain to non-agricultural
supervisors and managers why they did things the way they did and why the CBP way
would not necessarily work well in the agricultural area; and the severance of many
forms of communications with APHIS staff and other partner agencies. They also reflect
the loss of many perquisites that officers enjoyed under APHIS including a wide degree
of autonomy and independence, as much overtime as they wanted, and ready access to
ample office space, desks, cabinetry, supplies, and equipment.

Many other changes, although not in and of themselves adverse, differed from the
accustomed norms and proved difficult for many of the legacy agricultural staff:
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scheduling changes, compartmentalization of work assignments, loss of rotations,
learning new computer systems, and adherence to a strict chain of command to mention
but a few. Some agricultural officers resented the effect of the legislation itself, the
creation of the Department of Homeland Security, the attendant loss of the parent
organization, APHIS, with its abundance of technical resources and opportunities for
professional advancement, and the subordination of the agriculture mission to the fight
against terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. Others did not appreciate the
addition of legacy customs and immigration duties such as looking out for illegal aliens,
illicit drugs and alcohol, currency violations, or intellectual property rights items during
the inspection process. All of these factors stressed significantly both the agricultural
mission and the agricultural specialists who were engaged in the inspection process.
Morale generally plummeted and the work suffered significantly the first few years of the
merger.

However, many of the personnel I interviewed, both critics and partisans of the change,
acknowledged that there have been decided improvements over the past year and a half at
the ports of entry for the agricultural specialists and the agricultural mission. Staffing has
finally increased, although not nearly in the numbers needed. Performance data, too, has
shown some improvement. Coordination at the headquarters level has always been high.
buttressed by regular contacts between senior executive staff and strong personal
relations among CBP’s Agricultural Policy and Liaison staff and APHIS” Quarantine
Policy and Analysis Staff. Coordination at field levels still varies widely from port to
port. Ata few ports such as Miami and Long Beach, cooperation was excellent between
APHIS and CBP personnel. At other ports there were still various barriers to
communication and subsequently less cooperation between APHIS field units and CBP
port authorities.

There remain many challenges for both APHIS and CBP in coordinating policy
requirements with inspection procedures in the field. Primary among the challenges is
redressing the manpower shortages that severely affect the ability of CBP staff to provide
adequate inspection coverage to major sea, air, and land pathways. In many of the ports I
visited the numbers of inspection personnel, those actually looking at fruits, vegetables,
flowers, herbs, meat products, and packing materials for pests, prohibited products, and
plant diseases, were simply inadequate for the tasks at hand. This has occurred even
though CBP has filled all of the early vacancies and increased the number of agricultural
staff at the ports of entry. An explanation for this anomaly is given in the attached report.

Additional challenges include improving feedback mechanisms from field levels to
managers and policy makers. CBP’s chain of command works well in tasking from the
top to the bottom, but it seems also to frustrate communications in the opposite direction.
A simple example of this was field managers’ general assumption that low morale among
their agricultural staff was due to the loss of overtime which had been doled out in lavish
amounts by APHIS prior to the transfer of function. Although mentioned now and then
by agricultural staff, the primary reason for the discontent was their inability under CBP
procedures, staffing, and supervision to perform their safeguarding mission. CBP
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managers invariably told me that they supported the agricultural mission in their districts
and ports. The specialists stated, not quite as often, just the reverse.

The Committee inquiry began with an eventual hearing in mind. Therefore, 1 have
attached to this memorandum not only the report but also a list of APHIS and CBP
officials, of the leadership in Washington and of personnel in the field, who I believe
would make good witnesses. The list includes their titles and general duties with APHIS
or CBP.
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POTENTIAL WITNESS LIST

Headquarters I.eadership

1. W. Ralph Basham, Commissioner, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, DHS —
agency head

2. Dr. Ron DeHaven, Administrator, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA
— agency head

3. Jayson P. Ahern, Assistant Commissioner, Office of Field Operations, U.S. Customs
and Border Protection, DHS — in charge of 19,000 field inspectors, including the
agricultural specialists

4. Richard L. Dunkle, Deputy Administrator, Plant Protection and Quarantine, Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA — in charge of plant protection headquarters
units and field staff

Headquarters Liaisons

1. Jeffrey J. Grode, Executive Director, Agricultural Policy and Liaison, U.S. Customs
and Border Protection, DHS - the primary CBP liaison with APHIS at the headquarters
level and a former special assistant to the administrator of APHIS

2. William Thomas, Director, Quarantine Policy and Analysis Staff, Plant Protection and
Quarantine, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA - the primary APHIS
liaison with CBP at the headquarters level

Field Office Officials

1. Pete Mayea, CBP Chief , Cargo Operations, Miami, FL, U.S. Customs and Border
Protection, DHS — in charge of agricultural air cargo and express mail operations at
Miami Airport who can give a CBP perspective on APHIS staff and absorption into
CBP’s structure and culture, a chief praised by both APHIS and CBP staff for agricultural
knowledge and leadership abilities.

2. Mike Wright, Assistant Director, Trade Operations, District Field Office, Miami. FL,
U.S. Customs and Border Protection, DHS — former APHIS Port Director for Miami,
now an Assistant Director for Trade Operations in Miami district field office.

3. David G. Talpas, Assistant Director, Agriculture Policy & Planning, District Field
Office, San Francisco, CA. U.S. Customs and Border Protection, DHS — former APHIS
Port Director for San Francisco, now an agricultural program advisor to the District Field
Director in San Francisco.
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4. Lisa Krekorian, Agricultural Supervisor and Acting Agricultural Chief, Air Passenger
Operation, International Airport, San Francisco, CA, U.S. Customs and Border
Protection, DHS — knowledgeable about air passenger operations, also a former canine
officer

5. Hal S. Fingerman, Agricultural Chief, Philadelphia, PA, and Acting Agricultural
Liaison for the District Field Office in Baltimore, MD, U.S. Customs and Border
Protection, DHS — former port director for Philadelphia, now in charge of all agricultural
operations at the airport and seaport in Philadelphia and a temporary advisor to District
Field Director in Baltimore.

6. Terry London, Agricultural Chief, Long Beach, CA, U.S. Customs and Border
Protection, DHS — responsible for agricultural cargo inspections for the busiest container

port in the country. She was also a supervisor at the land border station in San Ysidro,
CA
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ATTACHMENT 2
¢.5. Bouse of Repregentatites

Committer on griculture
@Wasghington, B.E. 20315

April 7, 2007
MEMORANDUM REPORT
Scope

This inquiry was conducted to review the joint activities of the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS), U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Customs
and Border Protection (CBP), U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in
coordinating policy making and program implementation of the agriculture inspection
function at ports of entry throughout the United States. The staff inquiry supplements in
many ways recent reports by the General Accounting Office (GAO) and the USDA and
DHS Offices of Inspector General (OIG) on various aspects of this agricultural inspection
function. Our inquiry focused on the degree of cooperation and coordination between the
two agencies, both at headquarters and field office levels, and on the effect of the split
authorities on the conduct of the agricultural inspections at the ports of entry.

Methodology

The inquiry involved visits to nine port cities: Baltimore, Philadelphia, Miami, New
York, Detroit, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Long Beach, and San Diego for interviews of
APHIS and CBP field staff, as well as interviews of APHIS and CBP program staff at
headquarters offices in Washington, D.C., and Riverdale, Maryland. I tried to visit major
airports ands seaports, as well as busy land border stations adjoining both Canada and
Mexico, to get a sense of how APHIS policy and CBP procedure interacted at the larger
ports of entry into this country.

The field work encompassed interviews of one hundred and thirty CBP agricultural
chiefs, supervisors, specialists, and technicians who worked at eight airports, seven
seaports, and four land borders stations in or near the aforementioned cities. I also
interviewed twenty-one CBP managers, supervisors, and agriculture liaisons assigned to
district field offices or ports of entry. These included directors of field offices, port
directors, assistant port directors, program managers, chiefs, first line supervisors, and
operations officers. Finally, I interviewed an additional thirty-five CBP agriculture staff
who between 2003 and 2006 returned to USDA, both to Riverdale and to offices in the
field. These returnees were primarily agriculture specialists from field locations. Their
duty stations while in CBP were the Detroit land border; San Francisco airport;
Wilmington seaport; Buffalo land border; Philadelphia airport and seaport; Trenton
airport; Anchorage airport; Blaine land border; Orlando airport; Oakland airport and
seaport; Miami airport and seaport; New York airport, and Bangor airport.

The field interviews of CBP agricultural staff were for the most part a selected sample. 1
first contacted legacy agricultural staff, who had worked for CBP at the ports [ intended
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to visit and then returned to APHIS. I also contacted APHIS officials presently working
close to these ports in nearby field units. I asked all of these contacts to provide me with
a list of names of those CBP senior agriculture specialists, supervisors and managers who
in their opinions had the highest professional reputations for doing good work. I asked in
particular for the names of CBP agriculture specialists who were known for conducting
thorough inspections and finding significant numbers of interceptions. I next provided
the names of the officers I was given to CBP liaisons at each district field offices along
with a request for additional interviews with port managers having oversight of
agricultural functions, a few recent graduates from the new officer training academy in
Frederick, Maryland, and at least one dog handler. The selection of these latter CBP
personnel was made by the liaisons and port officials.

In addition to the field interviews of CBP staff, I visited as many of the APHIS State
Plant Health Director (SPHD) offices and Plant Inspection Stations (PIS) as time and
location permitted for interviews of APHIS field personnel. Iinterviewed state plant
health directors from New Jersey, Florida, Michigan, and California; a variety of PIS
personnel including officers-in-charge, veterinary regulatory officers, entomologists,
botanists, and safeguarding officers from Miami, South San Francisco, Detroit, Los
Angeles, and San Diego; and several managers, supervisors, and field investigators from
Smuggling Interdiction and Trade Compliance (SITC) and Investigations and
Enforcement Services (IES) assigned to locations in regional offices and in the field.

To complement the interviews of CBP and APHIS field personnel, I met with many of
the headquarters cadre of managers and support staff working in CBP’s Agriculture
Policy and Liaison (APL) office in Washington and APHIS’ Quarantine Policy and
Analysis Staff (QPAS) in Riverdale. Both staffs act as the primary interface between
CBP’s Office of Field Operations and APHIS” Plant Protection and Quarantine at the
headquarters level.

Finally, I spoke with various stakeholders from the National Association of State
Departments of Agriculture, the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services, the New York State Department of Agriculture & Markets, the North Carolina
Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services, the California Department of Food and
Agriculture, the National Plant Board, and the Floral Importers of Florida, to obtain their
perspective on the transfer of function.

It should be noted that the interviews were conducted in private with the assurance that
the information would be considered confidential and that statements would not be
attributed by name in a report to the committee. It should also be noted that both
agencies, CBP and APHIS, were wholly responsive to the committee’s review and my
requests. All of the personnel I asked to speak to were made available with only a
handful of exceptions. The few whom I did not interview were either on leave or
extended assignments elsewhere. Both agencies provided accommodations that ensured
privacy. CBP and APHIS personnel, both the liaison staff who assisted in arranging the
field visits and the employees whom [ interviewed, were extremely courteous,
accommodating, insightful, and in my opinion absolutely forthright. I am appreciative of
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their thoughtfulness, help, and candor. I also applaud the dedication of both APHIS and
CBP staffs who carry out the agricultural safeguarding mission.

The interviews of field and headquarters staffs were augmented by an analysis of
program and financial data provided by both APHIS and CBP. These included fiscal
year summaries of APHIS” Work Activity Data (WADS); Agriculture Quarantine
Inspection Monitoring (AQIM); and Pest Interceptions (PIN 309), as well as summaries
of CBP’s financial and program activity data.

Merger Background

The immediate effects of the transfer of function in 2003 were ve