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MEMBER DAY

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 10, 2025

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:02 a.m., in Room
1300, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Glenn Thompson
[Chairman of the Committee] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Thompson, Austin Scott of
Georgia, Crawford, Kelly, Baird, Craig, Costa, McGovern, Hayes,
Brown, Davids of Kansas, Budzinski, McDonald Rivet, and Figures.

Staff present: Laurel Lee Chatham, Austin DeBerry, Sofia Jones,
Sam Rogers, John Konya, Clark Ogilvie, Michael Stein, and Jack-
son Blodgett.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN THOMPSON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM PENNSYLVANIA

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing of the Committee on Agriculture
will come to order.

Good morning everyone, and welcome to the House Committee on
Agriculture’s Member Day hearing. I appreciate my colleagues tak-
ing the time to share their priorities, perspectives, and their feed-
back.

Over the past year, our country has entered a new chapter with
the inauguration of President Donald J. Trump, the confirmation
of Secretary Brooke Rollins at the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
and Ambassador Jameson Greer as our U.S. Trade Representative,
partners across the Administration who share a commitment to re-
vitalizing American agriculture, expanding global market access,
restoring program integrity, and putting producers in rural commu-
nities back at the center of Federal policy where they belong. The
Committee has a magnificent mandate—strengthen American agri-
culture, expand opportunity, and safeguard the systems that un-
derpin our food and national security—and I am proud that we
have already begun to fulfill this mandate.

Earlier this year, Republicans in Congress passed the One Big
Beautiful Bill (Pub. L. 119-21), the most significant investment in
American agriculture in a generation, and this legislation strength-
ens the farm safety net, boosts conservation and ag research, and
restores accountability and opportunity to SNAP by rebuilding
guardrails that ensure the program works for those who truly need
it and for the taxpayers who generously fund it. I do want to say
most of those measures, if not all, came out of great bipartisan
work as we traveled the country listening, 43 states and one Terri-
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tory, and most of that was the basis for the Farm Food and Na-
tional Security Act of 2024 (H.R. 8467) that passed out of this Com-
mittee. Our reforms modernize and strengthen work requirements
for able-bodied adults without young children, incentivize states to
reduce improper payments, and ensure assistance will go to those
who genuinely need help. And by restoring those guardrails—rein-
forcing dignity and the value of work and prioritizing American
families and taxpayers—we are putting SNAP back on the path
Congress intended, one that protects the vulnerable while encour-
aging greater opportunity and self-sufficiency.

Our work on the farm bill reauthorization did not end with the
passage of H.R. 1, or the One Big Beautiful Bill. While extensions
of the previous farm bill and recently-announced economic assist-
ance provide some certainty to our producers, it is not and should
not be in lieu of a comprehensive and thoughtful bipartisan 5 year
reauthorization. As we look ahead to the new year, we will advance
what we are calling Farm Bill 2.0, a bipartisan piece of legislation
responsive to the needs of our agriculture community.

This Committee has a large jurisdiction, and I have always said
that we can walk and chew gum at the same time, and this year
we have done just that. Working with our colleagues on the Finan-
cial Services Committee, we passed the bipartisan CLARITY Act of
2025 (H.R. 3633, Digital Asset Market Clarity Act of 2025), estab-
lishing a clear, workable market structure for digital assets, and fi-
nally bringing clarity to the jurisdiction of the CFTC and SEC. Mo-
mentum to pass CLARITY continues to build in the Senate as well,
and this legislation will protect consumers, foster innovation, and
fortify America’s role as a global leader in financial markets. And
finally, as we consider additional authorities for the Commodity
Futures Trading Commission, we must also reauthorize the Com-
mission. A modern, well-functioning derivatives regulator is essen-
tial to the farmers, ranchers, energy producers, and manufacturers
who rely on these markets every day. As the Ranking Member and
I both agree, this is another critical piece of work for the Com-
mittee to undertake.

With that, I welcome my colleagues to today’s hearing. I look for-
ward to their testimony.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Thompson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM PENNSYLVANIA

Good morning, and welcome to the House Committee on Agriculture’s Member
Day hearing. I appreciate my colleagues taking some time to share their priorities,
perspectives, and feedback.

Over the past year, our country has entered a new chapter. With the inauguration
of President Donald J. Trump, the confirmation of Secretary Brooke Rollins at the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, and Ambassador Jamison Greer as our U.S. Trade
Representative, we now have partners across the Administration who share our
commitment to revitalizing American agriculture, expanding global market access,
restoring program integrity, and putting producers and rural communities back at
the center of Federal policy where they belong.

This Committee has a magnificent mandate: strengthen American agriculture, ex-
pand opportunity, and safeguard the systems that underpin our food and national
security. I'm proud that we have already begun to fulfill this mandate.

Earlier this year, Republicans in Congress passed the One Big Beautiful Bill, the
most significant investment in American agriculture in a generation. This legisla-
tion strengthens the farm safety net, boosts conservation and ag research, and re-
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stores accountability and opportunity to SNAP by rebuilding guardrails that ensure
‘fc.he ({)rogram works for those who truly need it and for the taxpayers who generously
und it.

Our reforms modernized and strengthened work requirements for able-bodied
adults without young children, incentivized states to reduce improper payments,
and ensured assistance will go to those who genuinely need help.

By restoring these guardrails, reinforcing the dignity and value of work, and
prioritizing American families and taxpayers, we are putting SNAP back on the
path Congress intended, one that protects the vulnerable while encouraging greater
opportunity and self-sufficiency.

Our work on the farm bill reauthorization did not end with the passage of the
One Big Beautiful Bill.

While extensions of the previous farm bill and recently announced economic as-
sistance provide some certainty to our producers, it is not and should not be in lieu
of a comprehensive and thoughtful bipartisan five year reauthorization.

As we look ahead to the new year, we will advance what we are calling “Farm
Bill 2.0,” a bipartisan piece of legislation responsive to the needs of our agricultural
community.

This Committee has a large jurisdiction, and I have always said we can walk and
chew gum at the same time, and this year we have done just that.

Working with our colleagues on the Financial Services Committee, we passed the
bipartisan CLARITY Act, establishing clear, workable market structure for digital
assets and finally bringing clarity to the jurisdictions of the CFTC and SEC.

Momentum to pass CLARITY continues to build in the Senate as well. This legis-
lation will protect consumers, foster innovation, and fortify America’s role as the
global leader in financial markets.

And finally, as we consider additional authorities for the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, we must also finally reauthorize the Commission. A modern,
well-functioning derivatives regulator is essential to farmers, ranchers, energy pro-
ducers, and manufacturers who rely on these markets every day. As the Ranking
Member and I have both agreed, this is another critical piece of work for the Com-
mittee to undertake.

With that, I welcome my colleagues to today’s hearing and look forward to their
testimony.

I now yield to the distinguished Ranking Member, Ms. Craig.

The CHAIRMAN. I would now like to welcome the distinguished
Ranking Member, the gentlelady from Minnesota, Ms. Craig, for
any opening remarks you would like to give.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ANGIE CRAIG, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MINNESOTA

Ms. CrAIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to start by thank-
ing the Members for being here today to testify to us, but we are
living in two different worlds when it comes to our opening state-
ments today.

As we look back on this year, it is absolutely clear that the
House Agriculture Committee plays a critical role in the daily lives
of the American people. Whether you are a rancher being undercut
by President Trump’s plan to import more foreign beef, a farmer
worried about their ability to sell to export markets overseas, a sin-
gle parent struggling to afford food for your child after Republicans
cut SNAP, or all of the above, worried about how everything seems
to cost more under President Trump’s America, one thing has be-
come clear this year: sound agriculture and food policy matters.
These issues affect every community in every Congressional district
in this nation. And so, the Member Day hearing serves as an op-
portunity for our colleagues to present testimony to the Agriculture
Committee on the issues that are most important to their constitu-
ents. I thank our colleagues for taking the time to share their pri-
orities as they relate to this Committee’s jurisdiction. My hope is
that my Republican colleagues on this Committee, who have a re-
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sponsibility to act as a check on the Executive Branch and to serve
the people who elected them to office, will listen and take their pri-
orities to heart.

It has become crystal clear that the White House is not listening
to farmers or families right now and that many of our Republican
colleagues, sadly, are not speaking up. An idiotic trade war, band-
aid relief programs that pick winners and losers in the ag economy,
nonstop lies and misinformation about SNAP, pretending that
there is no affordability crisis, rural hospitals closing, healthcare
costs everywhere going up, that is this Administration and today’s
Republican Party. Instead of admitting that tariffs are increasing
costs for all Americans, shutting farmers out of markets that took
years and billions of dollars to develop, and making food more ex-
pensive for American families, the Administration has prioritized
rushing a $40 billion bailout to Argentina instead of ending the
trade war that has contributed to increasing farm bankruptcies
this year compared to recent years and cost farmers nearly $30 bil-
lion in losses.

The Trump Administration announced a farm aid package for
row crops that fails to meet the moment of helping American farm-
ers after a challenging crop year, particularly leaving specialty crop
growers, sugar producers, and foresters out in the cold. Day after
day, week after week at press conferences, during TV interviews,
and in Cabinet meetings, President Trump and his Administration
make clear that they are not hearing the American people who are
telling us, “Help us. Life is getting too expensive.” Healthcare costs
are going up in America’s Heartland. Rural hospitals and clinics
are closing because of the “Big Ugly Bill’s” $1 trillion in Medicaid
cuts. Insurance premiums are skyrocketing due to the ACA tax
credits expiring, which nearly 30 percent of farmers and ranchers
themselves rely on for healthcare. Farmers are drowning in debt as
input costs remain high, and trade wars cost them their biggest
customers. Hungry seniors and children are getting less to eat be-
cause of nonstop attacks on food assistance.

Our Committee can do something about that. We can bring san-
ity back to our trade policy. We can make sure that basic needs
programs, whether in rural health or food affordability, are there
for hardworking Americans when we need them instead of helping
the President cut the heart out of these programs. We can show the
American people—the people who sent us to Washington—that we
hear them and we are doing something about the current afford-
ability crisis, if my colleagues in the Majority could find the cour-
age.

I look forward to hearing from our colleagues about their prior-
ities today, and thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Craig follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ANGIE CRAIG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
MINNESOTA

I want to thank the Members for being here today to testify to us.

As we look back on this year, it is clear that the House Agriculture Committee
plays a critical role in the daily lives of the American people.

Whether you are a rancher being undercut by President Trump’s plan to import
more foreign-grown beef, a farmer worried about their ability to sell their product
overseas, a single parent struggling to afford food for your child after Republican
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cuts to SNAP, or all the above worried about how everything seems to cost more
in President Trump’s America—one thing has become clear this year: sound agricul-
tural and food policy matters.

These issues affect every community and every Congressional district in the na-
tion, and so the Member Day hearing serves as an opportunity for our colleagues
to present testimony to the Agriculture Committee on the issues that are most im-
portant to their constituents.

I thank our colleagues for taking the time to share their priorities as they relate
to our Committee’s jurisdiction.

My hope is that my Republican colleagues on this Committee—who have a re-
sponsibility to act as a check on the Executive Branch and to serve the people who
elected them to office—will listen and take their priorities to heart. It has become
crystal clear that the White House is not listening to farmers or families right now
and that many of our Republican colleagues sadly are not speaking up.

An idiotic trade war. Band-aid relief programs that picks winners and losers in
the ag economy. Non-stop lies and misinformation about SNAP. Pretending there
is no affordability crisis. Rural hospitals closing. Health care costs everywhere going
up. That’s this Administration and today’s Republican Party.

Instead of admitting that tariffs are increasing costs for all Americans, shutting
farmers out of markets that took years and billions of dollars to develop and making
food more expensive for American families—the Administration has prioritized rush-
ing a $40 billion bailout to Argentina.

Instead of ending the trade war that has contributed to increasing farm bank-
ruptcies this year compared to recent years and cost farmers nearly %30 billion in
losses, the Trump Administration announces an farm aid package for row crops that
fails to meet the moment of helping American farmers after a challenging crop
year—particularly leaving specialty crop farmers, sugar producers, and foresters out
in the cold.

Day after day, week after week, at press conferences, during TV interviews and
in cabinet meetings, President Trump and his Administration make it clear that
they are not hearing the American people who are telling us: Help us, life is getting
too expensive.

Health care costs are going up in America’s heartland; rural hospitals and health
clinics are closing because of the Big Ugly Bill’s $1 trillion in Medicaid cuts; insur-
ance premiums are skyrocketing due to ACA tax credit expirations, which nearly 30
percent of farmers and ranchers rely on for health care; farmers are drowning in
debt as input costs remain high and trade wars cost them their biggest customers;
hungry seniors and children are getting less to eat because of non-stop attacks on
food assistance.

Our Committee can do something about that. We can bring sanity back to our
trade policy. We can ensure that basic needs programs—whether in rural health or
food affordability—are there for hardworking Americans when we need them, in-
stead of helping the President cut the heart of out of these programs.

We can show the American people, the people who sent us to Washington, that
we hear them, and we are doing something about the current affordability crisis.
If my colleagues in the Majority could find the courage.

I look forward to hearing from our colleagues about their priorities today.

The CHAIRMAN. The chair would request other Members submit
their opening statements for the record so our colleagues may begin
their testimony.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to welcome our colleagues who have
joined us today to provide testimony on issues important to their
Congressional districts. We have a bipartisan list of Members testi-
fying today, and each Member will be recognized for 5 minutes.
And I am pleased now to recognize the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
Gonzalez, for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF HON. VINCENTE GONZALEZ, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM TEXAS

Mr. GONZALEZ. Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking
Member Craig, for holding this morning’s hearing and giving us an
opportunity to advocate for our district. I represent the 34th Dis-
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trict of Texas in south Texas, and I want to talk about some of the
impacts on our region.

Earlier this year, Republicans enacted a bill that cut nearly $200
billion from SNAP, the largest cut of SNAP in American history.
As Americans are struggling with inflated grocery costs and sky-
rocketing healthcare prices, taking food assistance away is really
cruel. I represent a district that over Y4 of households are recipi-
ents of SNAP, the highest of all districts in the State of Texas, and
this is really a bipartisan issue. Seventy-five of the poorest districts
in America are represented by Republicans who also benefit greatly
from this program. What this cut will do is force families, and chil-
dren, and senior citizens, and veterans to go hungry. I urge this
Committee to work in a bipartisan manner to correct this wrong
imposed by the Republican Big Bad Bill. I would be happy to work
with any of you on this issue.

Another issue I want to talk about that is specific to the entire
Gulf Coast in my district is I would like to take a moment to talk
about the shrimping industry, in no particular order. First, our do-
mestic shrimpers have really been hurt and experienced economic
hardships by increased foreign shrimp imports, fuel price increases,
labor shortages, and immigration regulations. As a result, the
south Texas shrimping industry and the shrimping industry across
the Gulf Coast is in peril. We are losing the American fishing in-
dustry to the disadvantage that they have competing with foreign-
and farm-raised seafood. We should work hard.

When we talk about America First, let’s also talk about Amer-
ican fishing industry, which is really shuttering. We have lost
about Y2 of it in the last decade. Hundreds of boats are sitting on
the docks. Many of them are being sold to other countries because
they cannot compete in today’s markets. The Federal Government
must do more to protect the shrimping industry and the fishing in-
dustry. I urge the Committee to allow commercial shrimpers to ac-
cess agriculture safety net programs, and increase FDA inspec-
tions, and provide resources to allow the USDA to purchase domes-
tic seafood and distribute them to our schools and local food banks.

The next issue I want to touch on is known as the New World
screwworm. As it inches closer to the border of Texas, we are really
concerned this could be devastating for the ranching economy, not
only in Texas, but across the country. I know for a fact—I have
been monitoring this since the issue was on the border of Mexico
and Guatemala. We met with the USDA, Dr. Kim Lohmeyer, in
central Texas. I think she is probably the global expert on this
issue. She told us at the time we needed to be producing 700 mil-
lion sterile flies weekly. At the time, we were producing about 200.
A few months from there, it moved from the border to Vera Cruz,
and now it is one state away from the State of Texas, and we just
celebrated the construction of a facility, which will take years. We
don’t have time to construct a facility. I think we are working with
Panama and Mexico and some other places. We are producing
about 300 million sterile flies weekly. We need to more than double
that, almost triple that, just to hold it back.

And I would urge the Committee to speak with her and speak
with experts on this because it has become a very political issue,
but we don’t have our facts straight, and I think we need to talk
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to the scientists and get up to par on what we really need. My of-
fice is at your disposal to work on this issue. There are facilities
in northern Mexico. There are facilities in south Texas. There are
places where we were housing migrants that are available. You
need about 200,000 square feet to produce these sterile flies, and
you need a lot of water. There are places that we can begin imme-
diately. We don’t have to wait years because that is what it will
be: years. And I can assure you right now that this problem is
about 150 miles away from our southern border. In 6 months, we
will probably have it in Texas, and it will continue to grow through
the country. We need to address this.

So, with that, I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gonzalez follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. VICENTE GONZALEZ, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM TEXAS

Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking Member Craig, for holding today’s
Member Day hearing. I appreciate the opportunity to speak before the Agriculture
Committee and advocate for south Texans.

Earlier this year, Republicans enacted a bill that cut nearly $200 billion from
SNAP—the largest cut to SNAP in history. As Americans are struggling with in-
flated grocery costs and skyrocketing health care prices, taking food assistance away
is cruel.

I represent the 34th Congressional District of Texas, where over a quarter of all
households use SNAP. The highest out of all districts in Texas, and one of the high-
est in the country.

This will force families, children, senior citizens, and veterans to go hungry.

I urge this Committee to work in bipartisan manner to right the wrong imposed
by the Republican “Big, Ugly Bill.”

I also want to take a moment to highlight the following issues currently facing
the agricultural industry in South Texas, in no particular order.

First, our domestic shrimpers continue to experience economic hardships caused
by an increase in foreign shrimp imports, high fuel prices, labor shortages, and im-
migration regulations.

As a result, many south Texas shrimpers are forced to remain docked or sell their
trawlers. And are on the verge of a major collapse, threatening many small family-
owned businesses and coastal communities in my district and along the Gulf Coast.

The Federal Government must do more to protect the shrimping industry. I urge
the Committee to allow commercial shrimpers to access agricultural safety net pro-
grams, increase FDA (Food and Drug Administration) inspections, and provide re-
sources to allow the USDA (U.S. Department of Agriculture) to purchase domestic
shrimp and distribute them to our schools and local food banks.

Second, as the New World Screwworm inches closer to south Texas, this rep-
resents a serious threat to our cattle producers and wreak havoc on our economy
and food supply chain.

For decades, the U.S. has worked with Mexico, Panama, and other Central Amer-
ican nations to control the New World Screwworm using the Sterile Insect Tech-
nique. However, I fear current infrastructure is not enough.

We need to procure more production and distribution facilities if we are to eradi-
cate this pest again. TX-34 stands ready to assist should the USDA consider the
procurement of a new or temporary site. Our proximity to the border and robust
transportation infrastructure makes us a prime candidate.

Last, I want to highlight the current H-2A visa backlog. The recent government
shutdown caused significant backlogs and processing delays for the Department of
Labor’s Office of Foreign Labor Certification—halting H-2A processing and leaving
farmers with deteriorating product in the fields.

Although operations have resumed, it’s not enough. We need a solution, so farm-
ers aren’t left with rotting product in their fields.

Therefore, I encourage the Committee to urge the Administration to deem the cer-
tification office as “essential.”

I also encourage you to support the workforce bill that I will soon introduce—the
Save the American Workforce Act. My bill would allow employers to temporarily
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sponsor migrants who have been in the country for at least 5 years with no criminal
record.

I urge you and your colleagues to join me in driving these initiatives forward and
focusing on concrete improvements for the American people.

Thank you, and I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Gonzalez, thank you for your testimony on
behalf of your constituents. Much appreciated.

Now working down through my list. I now recognize the
gentlelady from Michigan, Representative Tlaib, for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF HON. RASHIDA TLAIB, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM MICHIGAN

Ms. TrAIB. Thank you so much, Chairman Thompson and Rank-
ing Member Craig, for hosting this hearing.

I am here because I know that children can’t learn if they are
hungry. I am also here because I represent the 12th Congressional
District in Michigan, which houses one of the most beautiful,
blackest city in the country. I am also here as the co-founder of the
Congressional Mamas Caucus, and for me, I still remember years
ago having a mother in my office in tears. And I don’t know if you
have ever heard the cry of a desperate mother, but I have, and she
was crying because the Head Start program that her children were
in was closing, and I told her, “I will find you a different place. I
will figure out the transportation. Please, stop crying.” I was trying
to console her, and she said to me, “But you don’t understand. That
is the only place my children can eat twice a day.”

So, I think after watching what happened with the SNAP bene-
fits, which is a lifeline for food for our families, was treated as a
political pawn, it was devastating. It was incredibly heartbreaking
to get the calls and the emails and even the messages through so-
cial media, and they are so scared it is going to happen again, Mr.
Chairman. And so, I know that they are not alone and it is 42 mil-
lion Americans across the country, but understanding in the Budg-
et Betrayal Bill, it is a 15 percent cut to $6 a day average. Six dol-
lars. We are going to cut 15 percent across the board, and it is
going to be something that literally will take food off of the tables
of our families. And when children can’t learn when they are hun-
gry, when they can’t thrive because they are hungry, it is going to
hurt our whole country.

And so, for me, it is not just the children, of course. We know
that 40 percent of SNAP benefits and recipients are older adults—
or 40 percent of SNAP beneficiaries are children, that we know
that, also, we have a number of people that are senior citizens that
also benefit from it. I know, right now studies show that an esti-
mate of a dollar, Chairman, a dollar investment in children return
$62 in value over the lifetime. Investments like SNAP for childhood
development allows kids to learn without thinking about where
their next meal comes from, and it is not just children. It is 36 per-
cent in Michigan alone that are senior citizens that benefit from
SNAP benefits.

And so, Mr. Chairman, a 70 year old woman asked me to share
her story, and I think it is important because she doesn’t even get
the $6. She gets actually lower than that. She says, “I am 74 year
old single female senior citizen with Social Security as my only in-
come. I get $24 in SNAP benefits. This helps me purchase fresh
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fruits and vegetables.” She says she only buys a half gallon of milk,
margarine, and a loaf of bread, and I don’t know what to say to
her when I say are we really allowing—are we saying to her that
we don’t have the money to make our seniors—help them afford
milk and bread? And so, it is important to understand that the im-
pact is real, and it is not just Republicans and Democrats. It is the
American people, and we have a crisis around access to food. We
know this, and the cost is going up, but even in Michigan, it is my
ag community. The agricultural sector in Michigan is incredibly im-
portant, and the Michigan Farmers Market Association said they
rely 15 percent on benefits from SNAP investment from this body,
and so it is incredibly important to understand that connection.

I have to say this because it is heartbreaking to see us fighting
for our Pentagon budget, whether it was $890 billion for Pentagon
budget that can’t even pass an audit, yet where we cut is in SNAP
benefits, not where they are wasting all this money. And with my
residents, I am telling them we always have money for war, but
we don’t have money for food for them. And so, somehow, again,
it is lacking the priority and understanding why it is important to
make sure that we invest in SNAP benefits. Stories like this I am
hearing from residents are not isolated. We are all hearing them.
And so, I am asking all of you to please do your best investing into
SNAP benefits. Do more than what we are already doing, and it
is a win-win. It is not just the farmers. It is our whole country as
a community, as together that we understand the investment is im-
portant for our children.

Last, I also have urban farmers, Mr. Chairman, and don’t forget
the urban farmers. I say this because some of my families, the only
place they can get food is a gas station, and now we have urban
farmers creating these farmers’ market where people can get fresh
food. They can get access to food, that, again, they don’t have ac-
cess to at a gas station. And so, I am asking all of you as you
prioritize and when you talk about farmers, talk about all the
farmers. Don’t forget urban farmers. With that, I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Tlaib follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. RASHIDA TLAIB, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM MICHIGAN

Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking Member Craig, for hosting this
hearing.

I'm here today because my residents are reaching out in distress, and as co-found-
er of the Congressional Mamas’ Caucus, 'm here for the mothers and families
across the country.

After seeing their lifeline to food get treated as a political pawn by the Trump
Administration during the shutdown, they are scared it will happen again.

And they’re not alone: 42 million Americans will see their SNAP benefits cut as
a result of Republicans’ Big Ugly Bill. This is the largest cut to SNAP in our history.

You cannot cut SNAP this deeply without taking food off the plates of children,
seniors, and working families.

According to USDA, nearly 40% of SNAP recipients are children, so children will
bear the brunt of these cuts.

One study estimates that every SNAP dollar invested in children returns $62 in
value over their lifetime. Investments like SNAP in childhood help in development,
allmfz‘ving kids to learn without having to think about where their next meal 1s com-
ing from.

dA{ld it’s not just children, in Michigan, 36% of SNAP households also include older
adults.
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Hear it from a resident in our district, who wrote to us during the hostage taking
of SNAP during the government shutdown.

She said: 'm a 74 year old single female senior citizen with social security as my
only income. I get $24 on an EBT card. This helps me to purchase fresh fruits and
veggies. I can also get %2 gallon of milk, margarine, and loaf of bread.

Are we really saying we don’t have money to make sure our seniors can afford
milk and bread?

Almost 300,000 households in Michigan’s 12th Congressional District receive
SNAP benefits, and the average benefit is less than $6 per person, per day. Some
are even less, like the senior I just mentioned.

So let me get this straight, according to Republicans, $6 a day is too expensive
to help feed the hungry, but nearly $1 trillion in tax cuts to corporations and the
wealthy is okay. $40 billion to Argentina is okay. The gold-plated ballroom is okay.

There always seems to be enough money for war, just this week we're voting on
an $890 billion bill for the pentagon. Yet, somehow, there’s not enough money so
we can feed our most vulnerable community members.

I call BS.

Stories like those I'm hearing from our residents are not isolated; they reflect re-
ality in too many communities across this country. When SNAP is cut or disrupted,
our families are forced into crisis mode.

Cutting SNAP doesn’t make our families stronger, it makes them hungrier, sicker,
and less economically stable.

The Agriculture Committee should be strengthening and protecting SNAP, so it
is there when people need it, not gutting it at the very moment working families
are getting crushed by the high cost of food.

I call on Congress to reject these cuts and make children and families, like those
you represent, a national budget priority, not corporations, not billionaires, not spe-
cial interests.

Thank you and I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. If Members do have ques-
tions—I apologize. I missed that when Mr. Gonzalez was here, so,
yes, just indicate and let me know, and Mr. Scott has indicated——

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Thank you. Ms. Tlaib, you said the
lady was 74 years old?

Ms. TLAIB. Yes, she was 74.

Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia. Well, she is exempt from any of
the changes that we made.

Ms. TLAIB. Well, she was saying that during the shutdown, sir.
When she says, are we really political pawns with the SNAP cuts,
the benefits so

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Oh, well

Ms. TrAiB.—for her. Yes, and she always got it on—so every
state invests

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Let me—let me—let me finish.

Ms. TLAIB. Oh. Okay.

Mr. AUSTIN ScoOTT of Georgia. It is my time. You had your time.

Ms. TrAIB. Oh.

Mr. AUSTIN ScoOTT of Georgia. So, first of all, like, 99 percent of
the Republicans voted to keep the government open.

Ms. TLAIB. Yes.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. I know there were some Demo-
crats that voted to keep the government open

Ms. TrLAIB. I know, sir, but

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. But the fact is, if she is a senior,
seniors and children are exempt from the changes.

Ms. TLAIB. Oh, I am talking about during the shutdown, sir.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Okay. All right. That’s fine.

Ms. TLAIB. So, she gets it on the 30th, and she didn’t get it. She
waits for it.
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Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia. I understand, and that is why I
think what the Senate did——

Ms. TLAIB. And, sir, she doesn’t understand what is happening
here. She just knows that her card didn’t get reloaded.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Okay.

Ms. TLAIB. So, just so you know.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. All right. So, let me say this. I had
a lady at Walmart that I know. Her husband is disabled. She
works full time. She asked me if her benefits were going to be cut,
and the answer was, no, her benefits were not going to be cut. I
mean, o, again, just the way you said it, you were indicating that
they were going to be cut because she was 74, the way I understood
it. You were talking about during the shutdown.

Ms. TLAIB. No, I was sharing the story

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. That is fine.

Ms. TLAIB.—because I told her we had $5 billion, as you know,
in money that we could have used as emergency response money,
that we could have used to make sure she didn’t go hungry for
those few days.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Seniors and children were exempt
from the changes that we made to the SNAP benefits.

Ms. TLAIB. Sir, I am talking about the shutdown and the polit-
ical—the back——

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. I voted to keep the government
open

Ms. TLAIB. I know. I get what you are saying.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia.—and you voted to shut it down.
So, I will yield the remainder of my time.

Ms. TrAIB. And, Mr. Chairman, through you, just please know,
even that little bit of few days, if we didn’t—we should have used
the $5 billion that we all appropriated and agreed to, and she
wouldn’t have—I mean, again, the anxiety and fear that we just in-
flict on our families. They don’t know what is happening here.

The CHAIRMAN. Right.

Ms. TrAIB. They just know their card wasn’t reloaded.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. The shutdown was absolutely unforgivable.
Mr. McGovern.

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. Well, let me just say for the record, my
friends voted for nearly a $200 billion cut to SNAP in the “Big Ugly
Bill,” right? And so, when they talk about not cutting benefits, they
are. Number two, this is the first Administration in history that ac-
tually withheld food assistance from people even during a shut-
down. This was a conscious decision. Federal courts were telling
them that they had to administer it, and they kept on appealing
it.

Ms. TLAIB. And they appealed it.

Mr. MCGOVERN. That is where they are coming from, and I
would just say the cuts to SNAP that this Congress has enacted
represent a moral failing in this Congress. The idea that making
sure that no one in this country goes hungry, that somehow it is
a radical idea is unconscionable, and by the way, the SNAP benefit
is inadequate. It is, on average, about $2 per person per meal. I
mean, try living on that, and that is why so many people on SNAP




12

are looking for additional help from food banks and food pantries
mid-month because it doesn’t go far enough.

And the other thing I want to put to rest, too, I keep on hearing
people say, “People on SNAP ought to work.” Well, the majority of
people who are able bodied who are on SNAP do work. Some of
them are working not just one job, but two jobs just to try to make
ends meet. And the idea that somehow we are nickel and diming
this program, that we are taking benefits away from people at the
same time we are giving tax cuts to millionaires and billionaires
and big corporations, I think is pathetic. And so, I thank you all
for being here and raising the issue of SNAP.

The CHAIRMAN. I recognize Mrs. Hayes.

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you. Representative Tlaib, I just have a ques-
tion. The woman who shared this story with you, what is her polit-
ical affiliation?

Ms. TrA1B. I don’t know. I don’t ask.

Mrs. HAYES. Pretty much.

Ms. TLAIB. Yes.

Mrs. HAYES. And I think that is the point I am trying to make:
it doesn’t matter. And I just want to make sure that we level set
this Member Day hearing because it is not about what you did or
you did. It is bringing forth the priorities and the concerns from
constituents, because at the end of the day, that 74 year old woman
who gets $24 a month doesn’t really care the letter behind the
names of the people sitting on this dais. What she cares about is
her fear and frustration with how am I going to continue to buy
that loaf of bread, that margarine, that gallon of milk, so

Ms. TLAIB. Yes.

Mrs. HAYES. Right. So, I just think that that is the important
part of the testimony that you just gave because I think what we
experienced during the shutdown, and what everyone saw, and
something that I have been well aware of is that every part of the
country, the fragility of our food security systems. And then the
second part of what you said about many people in the places
where you represent having to literally only get groceries from a
gas station or—and I think that is very important because a lot of
times on this Committee we are talking about what people can pur-
chase. There really isn’t a lot of availability in a lot of these com-
munities. So, can you talk just a little bit about what you see in
that respect for what is available to people in these communities
that you represent?

Ms. TLAIB. You should see it.

Mrs. HAYES. Absolutely.

Ms. TrAIB. If you go into a gas station—and I know some of you
have seen these massive kind of new gas stations—these are not.
These are the old gas stations. If you remember going in there to
get—I used to go in there to get my Now & Laters and

Mrs. HAYES. Yes.

Ms. TrLAIB. But it is because I actually go and look. Next to
where the auto-related supplies, is, like, bread, cookies, chips.

Mrs. HAYES. Yes.

Ms. TraiB. It is not healthy foods, but when you don’t have ac-
cess, that is what happens. That is why it was so important that
all of you worked really hard to make sure that EBT cards and
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food assistance could be used at some of the farmers’ markets. And
I will tell you, it is transformative the way on Saturdays and some-
times during the week they have these pop-up farmers’ markets for
our families, and they are taking fresh tomatoes, zucchini, you
name it. I mean, it is amazing to see, but if you ever get a chance,
just go into some of the gas stations. I am talking about the old
school gas. I am not talking about the really fancy ones that come
up now. The ones in my community are the ones with—literally,
Congresswoman Hayes, it is like

Mrs. HAYES. Oh. I used to do

Ms. TLAIB.—two rows, and it is just, that is it, and then every-
thing else is just really junk food.

Mrs. HAYES. Absolutely. Thank you. I think that is very impor-
tant. I used to do an assignment with my students on urban revi-
talization, and one of the tasks was how long it would take for you
to find a fresh tomato in your community. I would give the stu-
dents a radius. You couldn’t have any transportation. How long
would it take for you? Not tomato paste, not canned tomatoes, not
tomato sauce, but a fresh tomato. And the discussions that came
out of that when my students realized how difficult it was to access
fresh fruit and some vegetables in their surrounding communities
and how that looked very different in some other communities.
Thank you so much for your testimony. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. With that, Representative Tlaib, thank
you so much for your testimony.

We have two Members of the Committee that are testifying. I am
going to go to them next so that they can then take their place on
the dais in case they have questions of other witnesses. So, I will
first recognize the gentleman from California, Mr. Costa.

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM COSTA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM CALIFORNIA

Mr. CosTA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Ranking
Member Craig, for the opportunity to speak at Members Day.

This morning, I speak on behalf of California, the constituents I
represent in the 21st District, and the great, beautiful San Joaquin
Valley that is one of the most productive agricultural regions in the
entire country, therefore, the world.

I speak as a third-generation farmer. California’s 70,251 farms
and ranches are remarkably productive. Given the average size, 70
percent of these farms are less than 100 acres, 89 percent are less
than 500 acres, and yet I represent as a third-generation farmer
those individuals, those families that really put food on America’s
dinner table every night, and food is a national security issue. We
don’t treat it that way, I don’t believe, often enough, but it is. Food
on America’s dinner table is a national security issue, and in Cali-
fornia, the number one agricultural state, we produce 50 percent
of the nation’s fruits, nuts, vegetables, 20 percent of the milk sup-
ply, over 400 agriculture commodities that we grow, $61 billion at
the farm-gate.

It is imperative, given the current economic conditions we are
facing with input costs and the cost of what farmers and ranchers
and dairymen are getting for their products, that it is not making
it. It is not making it these days across the country, and we know
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that specialty crops are so critical to good nutrition. Robust Con-
gressional oversight in the area of specialty crop insurance is nec-
essary.

The recent Farm Bridge Assistance Program announced this
week by the Administration, $12 billion of which only $11 billion
is going to row crops, $1 billion to specialty crops. I don’t get it.
This is déja vu all over again, as Yogi Bear once said. We went
through this in the first Trump Administration where we were ac-
knowledging that tariffs had a negative impact upon the farm-gate
economy, and there was an effort for the Administration then to
provide $28 billion out of the Commodity Credit Corporation to try
to put in the safety net. Once again, we see specialty crops being
left out. I don’t get it. Forty billion dollars for Argentina? Twelve
billion dollars for American agriculture? Somebody has got their
priorities woefully in the wrong place.

I have always said that tariffs don’t win trade wars, and I think
the actions this Administration prove that. The fact of the matter
is, is that we need to deal with the issues with our longstanding
trading partners and allies. I have consistently led the charge for
Market Access Program, Foreign Market Development Program,
and peace programs, USAID, that, frankly address the issues of
nutrition, not only for the people in our country, but around the
world. Our farmers, ranchers, and dairyman want to provide their
neighbors and communities food on their dinner table. They don’t
want to cut them off.

The “Not So Beautiful Bill” took food assistance away from near-
ly 5 million Californians. Five million Californians. In my district
alone, almost 30 percent of the households rely on SNAP: 67,000
out of 237,000 homes. These homes include 60 percent of them with
a child, 34 percent with an elderly person. Forty-six percent include
someone living with a disability. We must ensure that we strength-
en and improve these programs, not weaken them, and the exam-
ples that was used in the cutoff that took place earlier this year
is a separation of the nutrition programs from the other titles. And
I fear—this is my fourth farm bill reauthorization that we will
never be able to put the toothpaste back in that tube as a result
of the separation of nutrition from the other title programs.

Let me just talk about some other areas that I am concerned
about. Conservation programs are key to reducing fire risks. We
need to be bolstering our efforts there. Converting Our Waste
Sustainably Act (H.R. 5875) is another area: headwaters protection,
improvement, and flexibility. Each of these bills will strengthen the
programs. The Chairman, I don’t know where you continue to get
your sense of enthusiasm. I appreciate that, and if we can come to-
gether to deal with some of these issues next year, God bless all
of us. We need to do it.

Let me close by saying the following. This reorganization of the
United States Department of Agriculture has been going on for 6
months. The reductions and the separation into four hubs, I don’t
understand. We have not had the Secretary of Agriculture testify
before the Committee to justify the reorganization plan. We don’t
know what the appropriate priorities are with the reorganization
plan. I do not get it. This Committee needs to provide the proper
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amount of oversight for reorganization to understand where the
Department of Agriculture is going in the future.

We got work to do, we must work together, and I want to thank
the Chairman and the Ranking Member for giving me the oppor-
tunity to give you a little sentiment of my views and the concerns
that the people of California have, whether you are on food assist-
ance or whether you are part of the vital, incredible agriculture
economy that California represents. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Costa follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JIM COSTA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
CALIFORNIA

Good morning Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Craig, thank you for the op-
portunity to speak for Member’s Day. On behalf of California’s 21st District, I look
forward to giving testimony and hearing from my colleagues here in Congress on
their priorities as we look towards reauthorizing the farm bill and important mat-
ters under the jurisdiction of the Committee.

The first farm bill, the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 was a key part of the
New Deal to support our nation in a time of dire need.! Since 1933, the farm bill
has become known as the bill that is vital to America’s production of food and fiber.
The twelve title farm bill that we have come to know today did not appear overnight
but was shaped by the unique periods of time in American history. From the Great
Depression to World War II, the Civil Rights Movement to the Cold War, and from
Y2K to the 2020s. Throughout each of these time periods, our nation went through
periods of difficult challenges, which tested the will of our democracy and the will
of the American people. The twelve titles in the farm bill are viewed as America’s
safety net with each title containing pertinent programs that contribute towards
building a stronger food supply network, improving the livelihood of our nation, re-
ducing food insecurity, and taking meaningful steps in combating climate change.
As I have always stated, food security is national security. Any attempt to cut our
food safety net is an attempt to cut our national security.

California’s 70,251 farms and ranches are remarkably productive given their aver-
age size: 70% of these farms are less than 100 acres, and 89% are less than 500
acres. California produces 50% of the nation’s fruits, nuts, and vegetables; 20% of
our nation’s milk supply; and more than 400 different agricultural commodities.
This food production goes towards supporting nearly five million Californians who
rely on SNAP,2 who are a part of the 47.4 million plus who are food-insecure. Our
farmers, ranchers, and dairymen and woman want to provide for their neighbors
and communities, not cut them off from accessing America’s dinner table. When our
communities cannot afford food, it means our neighbors have one less tool to help
in their daily life. The not-so-Beautiful Bill took food assistance away from nearly
five million Californians. In my district alone, there are nearly 30% of households
who rely on SNAP—over 67,000 out of 230,000 homes. Among these households—
60% include a child, 34% include an elderly person, and 46% include someone living
with a disability. When it comes to WIC—it is estimated about 43,000 families rely
on it—combining WIC and SNAP—it equals 256,000 people who are reliant on Food
Safety Net Programs, which is 33% of California’s 21st District. We must ensure to
work together to strengthen and improve such programs, not cut them when Ameri-
cans are struggling with the high cost of food. The COVID-19 pandemic dem-
onstrated SNAP still needs additional strengthening—such as including my bill, the
Dairy Nutrition Incentives Program Act of 2025 which aims to enhance access to
dairy products for SNAP recipients by providing incentives for the purchase of pro-
tein dairy items such as milk, yogurt, and cheese. Additional improvements include
adding hot foods to SNAP, ensuring college students are eligible for SNAP, and en-
suring our Veterans have continued access for their families.

California produces $61 billion annually at the farm-gate and has a total export
value of $22.4 billion. Out of the $22.4 billion, 24% of those exports ($5.4 billion)
go to Canada and Mexico. With many of those specialty crops and dairy coming from
my district, it is critical we continue to prioritize our trading relationships with our

1https: | |www.loc.gov | ghe | cascade | index.html?appid=1821e70c01de48ae899a7ff708d6ad8b&
bookmark=Farm%20Bills.

2 hitps:/ [ public.tableau.com | app | profile | california.department.of.social.services [ viz | CFdash
board-PUBLIC/Home.
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North American partners and other allies globally to ensure sustained market ac-
cess. Tariffing our allies and partners is not a conducive way to gaining market ac-
cess. Crops cost more than ever to produce—it is critical market access sustains and
are not eliminated because of this Trump Administration’s decisions to continue to
impose tariffs on our longstanding trade partners and allies. I have consistently led
the charge on ensuring the Market Access Program, Foreign Market Development
Program, and Food for Peace Program, continues to have dedicated funding in the
farm bill and will continue to do so.

It also is imperative to ensure no more further cuts are made by USDA regarding
agriculture research. Funding in the farm bill must reflect continued investment in
programs such as the Specialty Crop Research Initiative and the Specialty Crop
Block Grant. Farm bill funding must expand USDA’s participation and research
support through the University of California System, California State University
system, and minority-serving institutional agricultural research programs. Funds
must be sustained for these research programs, and investments must be made for
programs that showcase the future of agricultural research and technology. These
programs are critical towards enhancing the future workforce for farms and ranches
as we continue to ensure farmworkers are able to use the best and safest available
technology. These programs are also key to USDA plant pest and disease prevention
research and inclusion of a waiver of matching fund requirements would allow for
enhanced research. Additional investments in supporting organic research and a ro-
bust specialty crop insurance program is critical for producers throughout the state.

Since the enactment of the 2018 Farm Bill, California has continued to experience
record wildfires and drought. Conservation programs, hazardous fuels reduction,
and managing our forests effectively continues to be a top priority for California.
My priorities include the Conserving Our Waste Sustainably (COWS) Act, the Head-
waters Protection Act, and the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) Improvement
and Flexibility Act. Each of these bills would strengthen existing programs and add
new conservation practices. The COWS Act aims to add a list of new alternative ma-
nure management practices to the Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP) and ensure carbon and nitrous oxide reductions are prioritized. The Head-
waters Protection Act would reform and increase authorization for the Water Source
and Protection Program to allow for further public and private partnerships in for-
estry and watershed management. The CRP Improvement and Flexibility Act would
increase the annual CRP payment limitation and provide a cost-share for establish-
ment of grazing infrastructure, reinstate mid-contract management cost-share pay-
ments, and permanently establishes State Acres for Wildlife Enhancement (SAFE)
practices. Such enhancements are needed and necessary to ensure our sustainable
groundwater goals and greenhouse gas reductions.

The Good Neighbor Authority program is also a key tool in wildfire risk reduction
and can be more effective in providing jobs in rural and Tribal communities. Reform
to the program must center around increased funding that promotes benefits for
California as a whole. These benefits include access for counties and Tribal partners
to retain and expand Good Neighbor Authority timber sales revenue, in addition to
reducing wildfire risk while providing jobs to rural and Tribal communities. Stew-
ardship contracts should be considered as a vital tool to help encourage partnerships
towards critical projects. Lastly, reduction of hazardous and additional biomass ma-
terials helps provide for long-term ecological sustainability of our forests while se-
questering carbon and providing material for new sustainable products.

It is beyond unfortunate that my colleagues across the aisle had moved forward
with the not-so-Beautiful Bill. I still am in disbelief, but we must work to strength-
en and improve our safety net programs, conduct appropriate oversight, ensure our
farmers, ranchers, and dairy men and woman have the tools to feed our nation and
the world, and ensure Americans have continuous access to America’s dinner table
with no interruption. I want to remind my colleagues that we have a duty to defend
the Constitution, represent our constituents, and protect our nation. Gutting our
food security is leaving our national security vulnerable.
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History of the United States Farm Bill

Highsmith, Carol M. Photographe. “Idaho farm and field.”1 2005 June
19. Library of Congress Prints and Photographs Division.

Researched and written by Sidonie Devarenne, co-authored and published
by Bailey DeSimone, Digital Resources Division, Law Library of Congress

The origins of agricultural legislature are accessible through the Law Library’s?
Statutes At Large3 collection. Keep scrolling to learn about the first farm bill, and
the laws that evolved over time.

Lhttps: | [www.loc.gov | pictures [ item [ 2012649300/ .
2 hitps: /| |www.loc.gov [law /.
3 hitps:/ www.loc.gov / law | help | statutes-at-large |
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Harris & Ewing, photographer. Last study of farm bill. Washington, D.C.
Senator Ellison D. “Cotton Ed” Smith, Chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee, makes a last-minute study of the newly drafted farm bill before
introducing it on the floor of the Senate today.* 11/22/37. United States
Washington D.C. District of Columbia Washington D.C., 1937. Photograph.

External-facing links throughout the Story Map are indicated by an “(E)”.

4 hitps:/ www.loc.gov [ item [ 2016872627 | .
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What is the Farm Bill?

® e * U | “ w : - : \
Highsmith, Carol M., photographer. Wintertime Farm Scene.5 United
States, None. [Between 1980 and 2006] Photograph.

The farm bill® is an omnibus bill (E)7 governing policy in many areas related to
the agricultural sector, including farm income support, food assistance, trade, and
more. This bill is renewed on a regular basis, about every five years. This gives pol-
icymakers an opportunity to regularly address agricultural policy issues. The U.S.
has passed 18 farm bills, the most recent being the Agricultural Improvement Act
of 2018.8

To read more about the farm bill, visit the author’s blog post® on In Custodia
Legis. 10

5https:/ [www.loc.gov [item /2011633426 / .

6 hitps:/ | crsreports.congress.gov [ product / pdf/ RS /| RS22131.

7 hitps:/ [ thelawdictionary.org [omnibus-bill /.

8 hitps:/ | www.govinfo.gov | content | pkg | PLAW-115publ334 /pdf/ PLAW-115publ334.pdf.
9 http:/ /blogs.loc.gov /law /2021 /03 | history-of-the-united-states-farm-bill | .

10 http:/ | blogs.loc.gov [law /.
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Trikosko, Marion S., photographer. President Carter signs Farm Bill Food
and Agriculture Act.1! 1977. Photograph.

Agricultural Policy Prior to the Farm Bills

Agricultural policy in the United States prior to the farm bills (E)12 focused on
land distribution, support for education and research programs to increase agricul-
tural productivity, and programs to provide farmers with market information.

Barnett, A.L. “In the rice fields of La.” 13 1910. Library of Congress Prints
& Photographs Online Catalog.

1 https: | | www.loc.gov [ item [ 2018645720/ .

12 hitps: | | wayback.archive-it.org /5923 /20110915024912 | hitp: | ers.usda.gov  publications |
agoutlook | mar2000/ao269g.pdf.

13 https: | |www.loc.gov [ pictures [ collection [ pan [ item | 2007662175/ .
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The First Farm Bills

othstein, Arthur. “Farmer and sons walking in the face of a dust storm.
Cimarron County, Oklahoma.” 4 1936. Farm Security Administration—Of-
fice of War Information Photograph Collection. Library of Congress Prints
and Photographs Division.

The Agricultural Act of 1933 was replaced five years later by the Agricultural Act
of 1938.15 The 1938 Act continued the 1935 Soil Conservation Act'® and the 1936
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act,1” two laws designed to address the
ecological crisis of soil erosion. These soil conservation acts established the Soil Con-
servation Service to conduct surveys and develop preventative measures against soil
erosion. Farmers were compensated for planting soil supporting crops such as soy-
beans and reducing production of crops that contributed to soil erosion.

14 hitps: | | www.loc.gov | pictures [ collection | fsa | item [ 2017760335/ .

15 hitps: | |www.loc.gov [ law | help | statutes-at-large | 75th-congress | session-3 [ ¢75s3¢ch30.pdf.
16 hitps:/ | www.loc.gov | law | help / statutes-at-large | 74th-congress | session-1/c74s1ch85.pdf.
17 https: | [www.loc.gov / law | help | statutes-at-large | 74th-congress | session-2 [ c74s2ch 104.pdf.



22

Harris & Ewing, photographer. Discuss farm bill. Washington, D.C., Jan.
5. Chairman Ellison D. ‘Cotton Ed’ Smith of the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee and Secretary of Agriculture Henry A. Wallace were in happy moods
today as they discussed the Administration Farm to be introduced at this
session of Congress, 1/5/39.18 United States Washington D.C. District of
Columbia Washington D.C. 1939. [January 5] Photograph.

Supporting Farmers

Supporting farmers is a primary purpose of the farm bill. Over time, farm bills
have been used to authorize a variety of programs to support farm income, though
the nature of agricultural commodity support varies depending on prevailing eco-
nomic policy.

18 hitps:/ /www.loc.gov [ item | 2016874689/ .
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'] HOPE WE MAKE IT BY JANUAR)

Wood, Art, Artist, and Copyright Claimant American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration. “I hope we make it by January 1!”19/Art Wood AFBF. United
States. [198] Photograph.

One of the main funding outlays to support farm income in farm bills is for Fed-
eral crop insurance. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 established the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Corporation (E).20 Farm bills continue to support farmers by
authorizing funding for Federal crop insurance, an important risk management
tool.[]

19 https: | [www.loc.gov [ item | 2005685921 / .
20 https:/ |www.rma.usda.gov / feic/ .
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Nutritional Trials

Highsmith, Carol M, photographer. Rural Tennessee farm scene.21 United
States Tennessee, None. [Between 1980 and 2006] Photograph.

With the addition of a nutrition title, the 1973 Farm Bill is considered the first
of the “omnibus” farm bills. It expanded the focus of the farm bill beyond farm sup-
ports to other policy areas affecting the agricultural sector. The omnibus nature of
farm bills after 1973 involves a broader range of stakeholders in the negotiation
process.

21 https: | www.loc.gov [item /2011631227 /.
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Conservation Titles

Highsmith, Carol M., photographer. 'Farm, rural Wyo}ﬁing.ZZ United
States Wyoming, 2007. Photograph.

Farm bills have also addressed conservation by including titles on climate change,
renewable energy, and forestry. The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act
of 199023 included the Global Climate Change Prevention Act and the first forestry
title. The Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 200224 was the first farm bill
to include an energy title.

2018 Farm Bill
The most recent farm bill is the Agriculture Improvement Act of 2018. The bill
includes 12 titles and makes few major changes to agricultural policy. Most of the

provisions in the bill will last until 2023, when it will be time to pass the next farm
bill.

22 hittps: | www.loc.gov [item | 2010630973 /.
23 hitps: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-104 / pdf/ STATUTE-104-Pg3359.pdf.
24 https: | | www.govinfo.gov | content /| pkg | STATUTE-116 / pdf/ STATUTE-116-Pg134.pdf.
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Highsmith, Carol M. “Farm machinery at the Dunnum Family’s Top of
the Town dairy farm near Westby in Vernon County, Wisconsin.”25 2016.
Highsmith (Carol M.) Archive. Library of Congress, Prints and Photographs
Division.
Timeline of U.S. Farm Bills from 1933 to Present

25 https: | www.loc.gov [ pictures [ collection | highsm [item /2016631243 ] .
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Highsmith, Carol M., photographer. Tall corn stretches to the horizon at
Century Farm, near Luzerne in Benton County, Iowa. United States Iowa
Benton County, 2016.26 —08-08. Photograph.

Agricultural Adjustment Act (1933) (48 Stat. 31) 27

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 31) 28

Agricultural Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 1247)2°

Agricultural Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 1051) 3°

Agricultural Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 897) 31

Agricultural Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 188) 32

Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1187) 33

Agricultural Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1358) 34

Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 221) 35

Food and Agriculture Act of 1977 (91 Stat. 913) 36

Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (95 Stat. 1213) 37

Food Security Act of 1985 (99 Stat. 1354) 38

Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 3359) 3°
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 888) 40
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (116 Stat. 134) 4!

Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (122 Stat. 923) 42
Agricultural Act of 2014 (128 Stat. 649)43

Agriculture Improvement Act of 2018 (132 Stat. 4490) 4+
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26 https: | |www.loc.gov [item [ 2016630370/ .

27 hitps: | Jwww.loc.gov [ law | help | statutes-at-large | 73rd-congress [ session-1/c73s1ch25.pdf.
28 hitps: | www.loc.gov [law | help | statutes-at-large | 75th-congress [ session-3 [ ¢75s3ch30.pdf.
29 hitps: | Jwww.loc.gov [ law | help | statutes-at-large | 80th-congress | session-2 | c80s2ch827.pdf.
30 https: | Jwww.loc.gov [ law | help | statutes-at-large | 81st-congress [ session-1/c81s1ch792.pdf.
31 https: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-68 /pdf | STATUTE-68-Pg897.pdf.

32 hitps: | [www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-70 /pdf/ STATUTE-70-Pg188.pdf.

33 hitps: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-79 | pdf | STATUTE-79-Pg1187.pdf.

34 hitps: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-84 /| pdf /| STATUTE-84-Pg1358-2.pdf.

35 hitps: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-87 | pdf | STATUTE-87-Pg221.pdf.

36 hitps: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-91 /| pdf /| STATUTE-91-Pg913.pdf.

37 hitps: | | www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-95 | pdf | STATUTE-95-Pg1213.pdf.

38 hitps:/ |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-99 | pdf | STATUTE-99-Pg1354.pdf.

39 hitps: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-104 / pdf/ STATUTE-104-Pg3359.pdf.

40 https: /| |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-110/ pdf/ STATUTE-110-Pg888.pdf.

41 https: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-116/ pdf/ STATUTE-116-Pg134.pdf.

42 https: | |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | STATUTE-122 [ pdf/ STATUTE-122-Pg923.pdf.

43 https:/ |www.congress.gov /113 /plaws /publ79 /| PLAW-113publ79.pdf.

44 htips:/ |www.congress.gov | 115/ plaws /| publ334 | PLAW-115publ334.pdf.
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Quick Facts
October 2025

CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt ettt et et e eeesbeeseesnaeens
CF households .....ccccceeviiiiiiiiiiiiieie ettt
Applications received ...............
Online applications received ...
Applications approved .........cccceeeeveeeeeiieeeeiiee e eeenes
Applications denied .........ccoceceririininieninieeee e
Total issuances * ..........

Federal issuances *
State ISSUANCES .....occeiriiiriiiiieeieete ettt

July 2024:
Child-only households .........ccceecvieerciiieriiieeniieeeiieeeiee e

Child-0nly persons ........cccccceceerieenieniieenie et

CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cceecverrvvveencnreennnnnnn.
Point-in-time 2024:

CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccccoeviieeeiiiieeiiieeeeeeeeee.

CalFresh persons age 18-59 ...........

CalFresh persons age 60 and over .
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccoooiiiiiiiiiniiieeceeeceeeeee e

CF PETSONS cuviveiniiiieieiiteienit et ettt et sbe et sttt et enae e enees
CF households .....ccoccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee et
Applications received .........cccocveeeviierieeiiienie et
Online applications received ..........ccccecvveeerciieeeriieeeenreeeeenenn.
Applications approved ..........cocceeeveerieeciienieeiienie e
Applications denied ..........ccccoveeeiiiiieeiiieeniee e

5,365,657
3,189,003
174,564
101,653
111,893

74,787
$1,063,758,807
$1,053,858,716
$9,900,091

175,448
360,987
5,116,047

1,913,371
2,355,072
1,139,052
1,430,424

173,100
109,808
5,978
3,896
3,633
2,974
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Quick Facts—Continued

October 2025
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ....cveeevieeieriereeeeereeeee ettt e e ereeseaaeas $34,962,236
Federal issuances * $34,393,984
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnnveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeseaeeeseeeeeene $568,252
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........cocceiniiiiiiiiiiiiieicee e, 4,401
Child-only persons ........cc.ccceevennnene 7,892
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccoevueeriienieeniennnnennne. 154,980
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........ccccoovvveeeieiiiiiirieee e 46,775
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 71,549
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 45,192
CalFresh persons ESL .....cccccoiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeee e 49,909
Alpine
CF PEISOMNS ..ueviiieiiiieeiieeeciteeeteeeetteeestreeesareeesssseeesssseeesssseennnns 169
CF households ... 102
Applications received ............... 2
Online applications received ... 0
Applications approved .............. 1
Applications denied .........cccccoeeieriieiieniiieniieeieeeeee e 2
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ...ocveevieeieiiceeeeeeteeee ettt aaean $32,573
Federal issuances * $32,573
SEALE ISSUATICES w.eveeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeseeseneesnesnes $0
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c..ccccevvieviiniiieniiieneeieeeeeeeee 1.0
Child-only persons.
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccceeveeriieneenniennieenne. 173.0
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........ccccoeviiiiiinieeiieieeieeee e, 58.00
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 93.00
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 29.00
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooiiiiiiiiiiniiniiecceeceeeee 0.00
Amador
CF PEISOMS oueviiieiiiiieiieeeriteeeiteeeiteeeeiteesireeesabeeessneessseeesnnne 4,423
CF households ........cccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 2,778
Applications received ............... 133
Online applications received ... 44
Applications approved .............. 90
Applications denied ..... 51
Total issuances* .......... $808,966
Federal issuances * $807,498
SHALE ISSUATICES wnnneeeeeeeeeeeeee e et e et eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee $1,468
July 2024:
Child-only households .........ccccoveeeiiiiieiee e 23
Child-only persons ........ccccceeeenunene 37
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccceeeeeveeeecrieeecieeeennns 4,056
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccoeoieieviiieeciee e 1,325
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 1,983
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 1,034
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiniiiiieieieeee e 88
Butte
CF persons ...... 42241
CF households ............. 27,553

Applications received ........cccvveereieeeiiiieeeiiee e 1,628
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Quick Facts—Continued

October 2025
Online applications received ..........c.coceeveerereenienieriienenseenenns 1,083
Applications approved 1,449
Applications denied .........ccccoevieriiiiieniiieieeee e 589
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ...ocveeevieeieeieeeeieeeeeee ettt aaean $8,652,698
Federal issuances * $8,630,654
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nneeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeee e e eeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeaee $22,044
July 2024:
Child-only households .........ccccceeriiiiiieniieiieieeieesee e 243
Child-only PErSONS ....ccceeeevviieeiieeeeiieeeeireeesreeeesreeesareeeseeeensnns 453
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........ccoceeeevvieencriieenieeennns 38,278
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ........cccccoovvviiiiiieeeiiieeerieeeereeeens 11,265
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 22,761
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 6,789
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccooiiiiiiiiniiiiniiieecieeeeeeeieniene 2,718
Calaveras
CF PEISOMS ..uvviiieiiiiieiieeeciieeerieeeeireeeetreesssraeeessseeesssseeessseeennnns 6,240
CF households ............. 3,925
Applications received .. 191
Online applications received ... 88
Applications approved .............. 115
Applications denied ........ccccooeveeririiiineneeeeen 40
Total ISSUANCES * ...ovieeiieieeeeeeeee ettt ee e aaeas $1,195,453
Federal issuances * $1,194,648
State ISSUANCES ....cevveeiniereiiieiiieieeeeeeeetereeetee et e s sesesenees $805
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c..ccooeiiiiniiiniiiiiieeeeee 25
Child-only persons ........ccccceveenunene 55
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccceeeeviieenciieennvieennnns 6,047
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvvveeeeeeciiireeeeeeeeireeee. 1,770
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 2,995
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 1,386
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooviiiiiiiiiiiniecieceeeieeee e 88
Colusa
CF PEISOMNS .cceeviiieiiiieeiiee ettt e ecveeeeiveeestaeessareeeeesaeesssaeessssseannnns 2,705
CF households ............. 1,490
Applications received ............... 84
Online applications received ... 36
Applications approved .... 57
Applications denied ........ 28
Total issuances * .......... $450,183
Federal issuances * $447,605
SHALE ISSUATICES wneveeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e seeeeeseeseesseeeeenne $2,578
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c..ccoooiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiceeee, 129
Child-only persons ........cccccceeeevuenne 282
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 2,705
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........cccccooiiieiiiieecieeeecieeeeieeeees 1,247.0
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......... 1,092.0
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 529.0

CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoooviiiiiiiieiiieeeeceeeeee e, 793.0
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Quick Facts—Continued

October 2025
Contra Costa
CF PEISOMS .oveviiieiiieieiieeesiieeeiiteeeireeeeireessireeeeaseeesssneesnssneennnes 108,520
CF households ............. 64,201
Applications received ............... 3,284
Online applications received ... 1,926
Applications approved .............. 1,882
Applications denied ........ 1,690
Total issuances * .......... $21,741,004
Federal issuances * $21,467,183
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnneeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeeeaene $273,821
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........coceiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiieee e 3,474
Child-only persons ........c.cceceerieenienieenienieeiteeee e 6,523
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........cccceevveriienierienninennee. 98,632
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........cccccceoieiiiiiieeiieeeciee e 35,597
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 42,891
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 21,180
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccocooiiiiiiiiiiiiececeeeeee e 18,313
Del Norte
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiiieiiieiie ettt ettt ettt et ettt e e e e 6,109
CF households .....c..coooviieiiiiieiiieceee e 3,793
Applications received ............... 153
Online applications received ... 33
Applications approved ..........ccceeceeeeieriieeniieniieeieeeee e eae e 130
Applications denied .........ccccocceerriiieiiiiieeeiiee e 42
Total issuances* .......... $1,145,196
Federal issuances * $1,143,848
StALE ISSUATICES .ovvevverierieririerieieeeeetestesteseeeseesessessessessesassessenss $1,348
July 2024:
Child-only households ........cccceceeierieeeiiiiieriee e 28
Child-only PErSONS ....ccceeeevviieeiieeeeiieeeeiieeerreeeesreeesaneeesseeensnns 55
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees .............cccoeevvvvveeeeeeccnnnnnnnn... 6,159
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccoovvveeeeeeieiiirieeeceeeeeeee. 1,930
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 3,307
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 1,197
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccocoviiiiiiiiciiee et 181
El Dorado
CF PEISOMS ..cueviiieiiieeeiieeeciieeeteeeeiveeeerveeessraeeesseeesssneeessseeennnns 14,463
CF households ............. 9,467
Applications received ............... 571
Online applications received ... 287
Applications approved .... 369
Applications denied ........ 170
Total issuances * .......... $2,876,448
Federal issuances * $2,868,242
State issuances ...... $8,206
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........ccocceeriiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 112
Child-only persons ........cccccceeeeruveennne 226
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccoceeeevieeeecriieecneeennnns 13,367

Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccoovvvvveiiiieiiiieeiee e 4,073
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Quick Facts—Continued

October 2025
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......cccceviieiiiiniiiniieniienie e, 7,027
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 3,272
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiniieceeeeeeeeeeeee e 786
Fresno
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiuiiiiiieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt ebe e e e 244,436
CF households ............. 124,707
Applications received ............... 6,598
Online applications received ... 4,151
Applications approved .............. 4,417
Applications denied ........ 2,511
Total issuances * .......... $47,347,625
Federal issuances * $47,071,694
SHALE ISSUATICES wnnneeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e et e e e e eee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeaenee $275,931
July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccccccveeerieiieiiieieiiee e eee e 8,063
Child-only persons .........c.ccceeuveennene 18,063
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........c.cccoeevvvvveeeeeeccnnnnnnn... 233,376
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .... 107,346
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 100,845
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 30,872
CalFresh persons ESL .......cccccooiiiiiiiiniiiiiieecieeeeeeeeieee e 52,383
Glenn
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiieiiieiie ettt ettt ettt et e et e e saeeeabeeaeeeneas 4,446
CF households ........cooovvviiiiiiiiiiiieieee e 2,449
Applications received ............... 101
Online applications received ... 44
Applications approved ..........coccecceeeeiierieeniienieeeeee e 67
Applications denied ..........cccocceeereieeeiiiereeiiee e 28
Total issuances* .......... $786,696
Federal issuances * $784,001
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnneeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeee e e e e eee e e eeeeeeseeeeesaeeeeane $2,695
July 2024:
Child-only households .........cccccveeeiieieciieeeiee e 116
Child-0nly PerSons ........ccccceeeeerieenieniieeneeeieeneeeieeseeeseesenesnnes 240
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........ccccoeevvvvveeeeeeccnnnnnnn... 4,543
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........ccccoovvvveeeeeiiiiirieee e 1,668
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 1,971
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 761
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiicecee e 750
Humboldt
CF PEISOMS ..cuvviiieiiieeeiiieeciteeeteeeeireeesrreesssraeeessseeesssseessssneennnns 29,050
CF households ............. 19,462
Applications received ............... 906
Online applications received ... 376
Applications approved .............. 669
Applications denied ........ 323
Total issuances * .......... $5,763,940
Federal issuances * ...... $5,751,421
SEALE ISSUATICES wenveeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseeeeereesnes $12,519
July 2024:
Child-only households ..........ccccevirininiiniicinininincccceceee 364

Child-only PErSONS ....ccveeecviieeiiieeeiieeerireeerreeeereeeeereeesneeesaens 531
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CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccoeveeriienieeniennieennee. 27,677
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccoooiiiiiiiieeciee et 7,650
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 16,382
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 5,222
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccoviiiiiiiiiiiieccceeeeeeeeee e 852
Imperial
CF persons ...... 49,705
CF households ............. 25,905
Applications received ............... 1,185
Online applications received ... 558
Applications approved .............. 721
Applications denied ........ 317
Total issuances * .......... $8,885,980
Federal issuances * $8,835,434
State ISSUANCES ....cvvvevieiereeiietiieteseeteieteteeete et ese s resees $50,546
July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccceccveeriieririiieiiieeeieeeeeee e 685
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeeuvennnne 1,460
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccceeveeriennienienneeennne. 48,156
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 18,664
CalFresh persons age 18-59 20,565
CalFresh persons age 60 and OVEr .........ccccceeeeeveeeeciveeenveeennnns 9,966
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccovviiiiiiiiiciie et 26,323
Inyo
CF PEISOMS .veviiieiiiiieiieeeeiieeerieeeeteeestreessnreeesssseeesssneesssseaennnes 2,025
CF households ............. 1,251
Applications received 54
Online applications received ...........cccocvveeerceeeeeciieeescieeencieeeennns 30
Applications approved ........c.ccoeevereriienenrienenteneeeeeee e 33
Applications denied 23
Total issuances * .......... $380,513
Federal issuances * $379,879
StAte ISSUANCES .oveverierirrerieieieteieete ettt beaas $634
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........ccoceiriiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee, 32
Child-only persons ........cccccceeeeeuveenne 58
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 2,043
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccocceiiiiiiiiniiniiiieneeeeee, 758.0
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......... 959.0
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 455.0
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeceeeeeeeeeee e 136.0
Kern
CF PEISOMNS .uvviiieiiiieeiieeeciteeeiveeeesiteeestteessereeeesseeesssseessssseennnns 205,782
CF households ............. 104,768
Applications received ............... 5,463
Online applications received ... 3,009
Applications approved .............. 3,453
Applications denied ........ 2,095
Total issuances * .... $39,582,229
Federal issuances * $39,349,602

SEALE ISSUATICES ~vvvvvoooooomooooeemeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseseeseeeeeee oo o $232.627
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July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccceccveirrierieiiieiriieeeieeeeiee e 6,676
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeunen. 15,111
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees .............cccceevvvvvveeeeeeecnnnnnnn... 204,762
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccccovvvveiieieiiireeee e 90,559
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 86,442
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 27,256
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoviiiiiiiiicciee e 42,047
Kings
CF persons ...... 29,418
CF households ............. 15,207
Applications received ............... 894
Online applications received ... 319
Applications approved .............. 619
Applications denied ........ 307
Total issuances * .......... $5,476,103
Federal issuances * $5,445,456
SHALE ISSUATICES wnneeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e seeeeeseeeeeeseeeeeane $30,647
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........ccoceiniiiiiiiniiiiiieieeee e, 833
Child-0nly Persons ........ccccccecierieenieniieenieenieeniteeie e seeeee e 1,911
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........ccccceeeeeieeeecrireecneeennnns 29,190
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 12,891
CalFresh persons age 18-59 13,173
CalFresh persons age 60 and over ..........c.cccoeveeiieneencieenenennne. 3,761
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooiiiiiiiiiiieeiececeeeee e 6,276
Lake
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiiieiiieiie ettt ettt ettt sttt e et eebeeaneeneas 16,083
CF households ............. 10,153
Applications received 426
Online applications received .........ccccevvieeviiereeecieeneeeireenneennes 187
Applications approved .......ccccceeeeeeeeerieeeniieeenieee e e eaee e 272
Applications denied 134
Total issuances * .......... $3,008,666
Federal issuances * $3,001,284
SHALE ISSUATICES wnneveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeseeeeeeeeeeeenee $7,382
July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccccccveeeiieiieiieeeriiee e 255
Child-only persons .........cccceeeevvennne 527
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 16,070
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccocovvvveieeeieiiiireeee e 5,104
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 7,930
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 3,670
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoviiiiiiiiiiieeceeeee e 1,169
Lassen
CF PEISOMS ..eevviieiiiieeiieeeciieeeieeeesiveeesreeeseraeeesseeesasseeesssneennnns 3,900
CF households ............. 2,373
Applications received ............... 104
Online applications received ... 47
Applications approved .............. 85

Applications denied 34
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Total ISSUANCES ¥ .....oeieeiiiieeiieeeiteeeee et eeere e e sree e eeveeeens
Federal issuances *
State ISSUANICES ...c.eeeeeeuiiieiiieeeieeeeiieeeeieeeeereeeeetreeeerree e aeeeenens

July 2024:

Child-only households ...........cociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e,
Child-only PErSONS ....ccceeeevvieeeiiieeeiieeeeieeeerreeeecreeesareeesaeeensnns
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccoeveeeiieneeerreennnennne.

Point-in-time 2024:

CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccccoeviiiiiiniieiieniecieeeeene,
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ...........
CalFresh persons age 60 and over .
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccooiriiiiiiniiiineiieeciceeeeieeeeniene
Los Angeles

CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiieeiiieiieeiieeiteeieeriteeteesteeebeesseeesseesseeenseesnesnnas
CF households .............
Applications received ...............
Online applications received ...
Applications approved ..............
Applications denied ........
Total issuances* ..........
Federal issuances *
State ISSUANCES ...cveieeeuiiieeiieeceiee ettt e eereeeevreeeeaeeeenens

July 2024:

Child-only households ...........ccoceiniiiiiiniiiiiiiecee e
Child-0nly pPersons ........cccceceerieenieniieenienieeeeeie e see e
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........cccceevueeriieneenienninennee.

Point-in-time 2024:

CalFresh children under 18 ........cccoceieriiiinieniinieierenieniene
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ...........
CalFresh persons age 60 and over .
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooviiiiiiiiiiiieiceeeeeee e

CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt st e e e
CF households ......occueeiiieiiiiiieiieieeieeee e
Applications received ...............
Online applications received ...
Applications approved ..........cccceeeveeiierieeniienieeeeee e
Applications denied .........ccccocceeeriiiieeiiiieeniiee e
Total issuances * ..........

Federal issuances *
State ISSUANCES ....cooouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieete ettt

July 2024:

Child-only households ........ccccccueierierieiiieiriiee e eree e
Child-only PErSONS .....ccceeevvvieeiieeeeiieeeeiieeerreeeesreeesareeesseeesnnns
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........cccoceeeeevieencireeenieeennns

Point-in-time 2024:

CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccoeoiiiiviiieeiiieeeiee e
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ...........
CalFresh persons age 60 and over .
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoiiiiiiiiiciieeeeeeee et

CF PEISOMS ..ueviiieiiiieeiieeeciieeerieeeeiteeesraeesssreeeessseeeessneeesssneensnes
CF households .............
Applications received

$793,122
$791,247
$1,875

30
85
3,924

1,388
2,160
762
73

1,516,683
960,433
44,446
23,713
30,581
18,076
$311,623,063
$308,110,729
$3,512,334

59,340
116,857
1,464,570

521,571
701,388
378,869
498,842

255
$6,397,460
$6,363,754

$33,706
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Online applications received ..........c.coceeveerereenienieriienenseenenns 250
Applications approved 318
Applications denied .........ccccoevieriiiiieniiieieeee e 169
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ...ocveeevieeieeieeeeieeeeeee ettt aaean $3,133,983
Federal issuances * $3,076,080
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nneeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeee e e eeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeaee $57,903
July 2024:
Child-only households .........ccccoveeeiiiiieiiee e 1,115
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeeuvenne 2,038
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccceeveerienniienienneennne. 14,756
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccooeviiieiiiieeiieeeeiieeeeieeeeans 4,854
CalFresh persons age 18-59 6,222
CalFresh persons age 60 and over .........c..cccoeceevieeneencieenieennn. 4,032
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiececeee e 4,736
Mariposa
CF PEISOMS .ooueviiieiiiieeiieeeriteeeiteeeiteeesireessareeessaseesssneessssneennnes 2,909
CF households ............. 1,793
Applications received ............... 86
Online applications received ... 46
Applications approved .............. 60
Applications denied ........ 24
TOtAl ISSUATICES ¥ ..ot et e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeas $550,918
Federal 1SSUANICES ™ ..oeeeueeeeeeeeeeeeeee et e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens $550,172
SHALE ISSUATICES wnneveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenne $746
July 2024:
Child-only households ..........ccccceeviiiiiieniieiieieeieeee e 18
Child-only persons ...........cccecvernennne 36
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 2,966
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccocceiiiiiiiiniiniiinicneeeeee, 878
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 1,516
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 692
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooviiiiiiiiiiiniecieeeeceeee e 71
Mendocino
CF PEISOMNS ..evviiieiiiieeiiee ettt e eeveeeetreeeeaeeeereeeeeseeessseeesasseennnns 16,387
CF households ............. 10,299
Applications received ............... 435
Online applications received ... 223
Applications approved .... 283
Applications denied ........ 145
Total issuances * .......... $3,188,688
Federal issuances * $3,178,186
SHALE ISSUATICES wnneveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeseeeseeeeesns $10,502
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c.c.ccoceiiiiniiiniiiiiiiieeee, 349
Child-only persons ........ccccceceeveenne 731
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 16,144
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........cccccooiiiiiiiieecieeeeciieeeeieeeeaes 5,325
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......... 8,049
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 3,501

CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccocovviieiiiiciiieeceeeeeeeee e, 1,741
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Merced
CF PEISOMS .ueviiieiiieieiieeeriteeeieeeeiteeeeiteesereesesaneeessneessssnasnnnes 61,467
CF households ............. 31,810
Applications received ............... 1,589
Online applications received ... 706
Applications approved .............. 1,066
Applications denied ........ 689
Total issuances * .......... $11,913,901
Federal issuances * $11,875,269
SHALE ISSUATICES wnnneeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeesaeeeeane $38,632
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........coceeiiiiiiiiniiniece e 2,239
Child-0nly persons ........c.cceceerieenieniieenienieeieesie e 5,031
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccoeveeriieneenienninennne. 61,382
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccceoiiieeiieeecieeeeiiee e 28,394
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 28,136
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 8,125
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccocooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiecteeeeeeeeeeee e 14,970
Modoc
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiieiiieiieeite ettt ettt ettt ettt e st e e e 1,769
CF households .....c..coooviiiiiiiieiiieceee et 1,057
Applications received ............... 48
Online applications received ... 21
Applications approved ..........cccecveeeeierieeniienieeeeeee e 31
Applications denied ..........cccocceeeriiieeiiiieeniiee e 14
Total issuances* .......... $299,051
Federal issuances * $298,801
SHALE ISSUATICES w.neeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenee $250
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c..cccoceiiiiniiiniiiniiieeecee, 9
Child-only PErSONS ....cccceeevvvieeiieeeeiieeeeireeerreeeesreeessreeesseeensnns 20
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees .............cccoeevvvvveeeeeeecnennnnn... 1,825
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccocceiiiiiiiiiiiniiiniinceeeee, 634.0
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 918.0
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 417.0
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoviiiiiiiiiiiee et 52.0
Mono
CF PEISOMS .cceviiieiiiieeiiieeciieeesieeeesireeeetreesssraeeesseeesssseessssneensnns 0.00
CF households ............. 0.00
Applications received ............... 30.00
Online applications received ... 18.00

Applications approved ....
Applications denied .........ccccoevieiiieiiiniiieiieeeeee e 13.00
Total issuances *.

Federal issuances *.

State issuances.

July 2024
Child-only households ...........cccccerniiiiiiiniiniiiieeeeeeee e, 26.0
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeeuveennne 58.0
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccoceeeevieeeecriieecneeeennns 642.0

Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccceeoieiiviiieeciie et 217.0
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CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......cccceviieiiiiniiiniieniienie e, 342.0
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 142.0
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiniieceeeeeeeeeeeee e 86.0
Monterey
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiuiiiiiieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt ebe e e e 54,179
CF households ............. 29,091
Applications received ............... 2,502
Online applications received ... 1,039
Applications approved .............. 1,562
Applications denied ........ 806
Total issuances * .......... $10,164,740
Federal issuances * $10,131,582
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nneveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeene $33,158
July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccccccveeerieririiiiieiiee e 5,817
Child-only PErSONS ....cccceeevvrieeiiieeeiieeeeireeerreeeesreeesaeeeesseeensnns 13,067
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees .............cccoeevvvvveeeeeeecnnnnnnn... 54,647
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvvveeieiiiiiieieee e 28,153
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 18,560
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 7,008
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoviiiiiiiiciiee et 24,082
Napa
CF PEISOMS ..ueviiieiiiieeiiieeciieeesteeeeiteeesrreesssveesessseeesssseeessssaennnns 10,562
CF households ........cocovvviiiiiiiiiiieiiieee e 6,520
Applications received ............... 394
Online applications received ... 181
Applications approved .........ccocccevceeeiienieeriienieeeee e 216
Applications denied .........ccoccoevieiiiiiiiniiieiieneee e 154
Total issuances * .......... $1,961,995
Federal issuances * $1,950,479
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnneeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeeeeane $11,516
July 2024:
Child-only households.
Child-only persons.
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees.
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........ccccovvvviieeiiiiiirieee e 3,503
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 3,744
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 2,144
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicteceee e 2,938
Nevada
CF PEISOMS ..cueviiieiiieeeiiieeciieeerieeeeiveeeereeesssreeeessseeesssseeessseeeannes 11,506
CF households ............. 7,660
Applications received ............... 402
Online applications received ... 220
Applications approved .............. 253
Applications denied ........ 128
Total issuances * .......... $2,309,403
Federal issuances * ...... $2,306,946
SEALE ISSUATICES weeveenreeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseeseeesrnesnes $2,457
July 2024:
Child-only households ..........ccccevirininiiniiiininininecicceceee 74

Child-0only PErSONS ....ccveeeeviieeiiieeeiieeerireeerreeeereeeeereeesaeeennens 147
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CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccoeveeriienieeniennieennee. 10,754
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccoooiiiiiiiieeciee et 3,092
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 5,786
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 2,526
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccoviiiiiiiiiiiieccceeeeeeeeee e 253
Orange
CF persons ...... 304,051
CF households ............. 188,456
Applications received ............... 11,289
Online applications received ... 5,945
Applications approved .............. 6,694
Applications denied ........ 5,079
Total issuances * .......... $59,799,703
Federal issuances * $59,064,167
State ISSUANCES ....cvvvevieiereeiietiieteseeteieteteeete et ese s resees $735,536
July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccceccveeriieririiieiiieeeieeeeeee e 12,561
Child-only persons ........ccccceveenuenne 26,175
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccceeveeriennienienneeennne. 289,766
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 96,843
CalFresh persons age 18-59 120,940
CalFresh persons age 60 and OVEr .........ccccceeeeeveeeeciveeenveeennnns 81,106
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeeeeeee 103,882
Placer
CF PEISOMS .uvviiieiiiiieiiieeeiieeeieeeeiteeeerreessareeeessseeesssneesnssnaeannes 28,453
CF households ............. 16,779
Applications received 953
Online applications received ...........cccecveeercveeeeeiveeescreeeeieeeennns 608
Applications approved ........ccccoeevererrieneniieneneeneeeeeeee e 517
Applications denied 353
Total issuances * .......... $5,435,920
Federal issuances * $5,347,123
StALE ISSUATICES ...vecvvevieeieiiiiieieeieeie et ere et eae e eseeseesesseesesaeens $88,797
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........ccoceiniiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 323
Child-only persons ........cccccceeeeruvennne 658
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 24,621
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvvveeieiiiiiieieee e 7,616
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......... 10,899
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 5,444
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeceeeeeeeeeee e 2,962
Plumas
CF PEISOMNS ..ueviieeiiiieeiieeeciteeeiieeeesteeestveesssseeeessseeesnsseessnsseennnns 2,322
CF households ............. 1,545
Applications received ............... 95
Online applications received ... 60
Applications approved .............. 7
Applications denied ........ 47
Total issuances * ... $464,038
Federal issuances * $463,203

SHALE ISSUATICES wnneveeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeee e e eereeeseeeeeeeeeeeenne $835
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July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccceccveirrierieiiieiriieeeieeeeiee e 10
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeunen. 23
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees .............cccceevvvvvveeeeeeecnnnnnnn... 1,990
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccoeiiiviiiiieiiiieeeieeeeieeeeee 651
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 1,144
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 549
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoviiiiiiiiicciee e 38
Riverside
CF persons ...... 338,605
CF households ............. 189,617
Applications received ............... 12,138
Online applications received ... 8,041
Applications approved .............. 7,142
Applications denied ........ 6,052
Total issuances * .......... $66,407,877
Federal issuances * $66,117,673
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eseeeeeseeseesseeeeeane $290,204
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........coceiviiiiiiiniiiiieieeee e, 7,969
Child-0nly persons ........cccccceeeerieenieniiieniienieenieeeie e eeeeiee e 17,565
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........ccccceeeeeieeeecriieecnieennnns 311,627
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 129,815
CalFresh persons age 18-59 145,058
CalFresh persons age 60 and over ..........c.cccoeceeeieeneencieenieenne. 57,541
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooviiiiiiiiiiinieciececeieeee e 57,051
Sacramento
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiiieiiieiieeiiteite ettt sttt sttt este e e e eabeeaeeennas 265,038
CF households ............. 145,124
Applications received 7,746
Online applications received .........ccccevvveeireereeecieeneeeireenneennes 4,445
Applications approved .......cccccceeecveeeeiieeeniieeereee e eaee e 4,733
Applications denied 3,221
Total issuances * .......... $51,275,718
Federal issuances * $50,403,081
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnneeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenne $872,637
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c..ccooeiiiiniiiniiiiieeeeee, 3,124
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeuvennne 6,360
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 241,901
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvvveeieiieiiieieee e 88,801
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 115,785
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 47,846
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoviiiiiiiiiiiee e 65,040
San Benito
CF PEISOMS ..ueviiieiiiieeiieeeciieeecteeeesiteeeereeessaraeesssseeessseessssneeannns 7,109
CF households ............. 3,812
Applications received ............... 218
Online applications received ... 95
Applications approved .............. 116

Applications denied 82
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Total ISSUANCES * ...oviieiieeeeeeeieee ettt aaeas $1,367,005
Federal issuances * $1,363,751
SHALE ISSUATICES wnnneeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeee e e e eee e e eeeeeeeeeeeesseeeeeenee $3,254
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........cociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e, 295
Child-only PErSONS ....ccceeeevvieeeiiieeeiieeeeieeeerreeeecreeesareeesaeeensnns 648
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccoeveeeiieneeerreennnennne. 6,707
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ........cccccoovvvieeiiiieeiiieeerieeeereeeenns 2,897
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 2,890
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 1,044
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiececeeeeeee e 1,894
San Bernardino
CF PEISONS .oveiieniiiieieeitetenitet st ettt sttt e sbeesesbeesenaeens 368,887
CF households ............. 197,795
Applications received ............... 10,248
Online applications received ... 5,970
Applications approved .............. 6,031
Applications denied ........ 5,092
Total issuances * .......... $72,128,426
Federal issuances * $71,889,203
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnneeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeeeeseeeeeeseeeeane $239,223
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........ccoceiniiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e, 9,877
Child-0nly pPersons ........cccceceerieenieniieenie et see e 20,960
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........ccceevueeriienieenieenieennee. 357,319
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccccooviieiiiieeciee e 154,903
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 166,154
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 58,434
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeteeeee e 56,048
San Diego
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiiieiiieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt e e e 387,587
CF households .....c..coooviieiiiiiiiiieccee et 233,565
Applications received ............... 17,154
Online applications received ... 12,835
Applications approved ..........cccceceeeevieriieeniienieeeeeie e 10,316
Applications denied ..........cccocceeeriiieriiiieeniiee e 8,581
Total issuances * .......... $76,117,141
Federal issuances * $75,273,131
StALE ISSUATICES w.nneveeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseereeeeeeeeenee $844,010
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c.cccoceiiiiniiiiniiniieeeee 7,003
Child-only PErSONS ....ccceeeevvieeeiieeeeiieeeeireeerreeeesreeesseeeesseeennnns 13,964
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..............ccoeevvvveeeeeeeecnnnnnnnn... 354,067
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccoovvvveeiieeciiirieee e 119,827
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 169,569
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 87,441
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccocoiiiiiiiiicieeeeeeeree e 116,034
San Francisco
CF PEISOMS .cueviiieiiiiieiiieeciteeecieeeereeesrveeessreesessseeesssseasnssneensnes 109,078
CF households ............. 80,970
Applications received 3,663
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Online applications received ..........cccevvieeriieneeeriienieeiieeneeennes 2,311
Applications approved 2,347
Applications denied .........ccccoevieriiiiieniiieieeee e 1,511
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ...cvvevievirereeiereereere ettt e e eaeereee $21,467,949
Federal issuances * $21,018,327
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nneeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeee e e eeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeaee $449,622
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........coceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee 2,705
Child-only persons ........ccccceceevuenne 4,385
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccceeveerienniienienneennne. 96,411
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 17,956
CalFresh persons age 18-59 42,198
CalFresh persons age 60 and over .........c..cccoeceevieeneencieenieennn. 44,979
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiececeee e 48,322
San Joaquin
CF PEISOMS .ooueviiieiiiieeiieeeriteeeiteeeiteeesireessareeessaseesssneessssneennnes 122,404
CF households ............. 67,057
Applications received ............... 3,319
Online applications received ... 1,972
Applications approved .............. 2,040
Applications denied ........ 1,266
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ....cveevieveeriereereereeee ettt eee e re e anean $23,299,795
Federal 1SSUANICES ™ ..oeeeueeeeeeeeeeeeeee et e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens $23,159,699
SHALE ISSUATICES wnneveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenne $140,096
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c..ccccevieviniineniiiiinecieeeeeeeee 3,154
Child-only persons ...........cccecvernennne 7,058
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 118,056
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvveieeeieciiieieeeceeeeeeeeee. 48,771
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 52,636
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 21,193
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooviiiiiiiiiiiniecieeeeceeee e 21,906
San Luis Obispo
CF PEISOMNS .cevviiieiiiieeiieeeciteeeteeeetreeeevaeeeeveeeesseeesasseeesssseannnns 28,908
CF households ............. 21,083
Applications received ............... 2,398
Online applications received ... 1,927
Applications approved .... 2,235
Applications denied ........ 869
Total issuances * .......... $6,049,389
Federal issuances * $6,036,402
SHALE ISSUATICES wnneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e seeeeeseereesseeeeenne $12,987
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c...coceiiiiiiiiniiiiiieeee, 974
Child-only persons ........ccccceveevnene 1,975
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 21,694
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........cccccooiiieviiieecieeecireeeeieee s 7,098
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......... 12,302
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 4,730

CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccocoviieiiiiciiieeeeeeeeeee e, 3,233
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San Mateo
CF PEISOMS .oveviiieiiieieiieeesiieeeiiteeeireeeeireessireeeeaseeesssneesnssneennnes 33,909
CF households ............. 22,119
Applications received ............... 1,561
Online applications received ... 831
Applications approved .............. 672
Applications denied ........ 849
Total issuances * .......... $6,576,785
Federal issuances * $6,476,035
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnneeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeeeaene $100,750
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........coceiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiieee e 2,282
Child-only persons ........c.cceceerieenienieenienieeiteeee e 4,090
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........cccceevveriienierienninennee. 31,664
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........cccccceoieiiiiiieeiieeeciee e 10,509
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 11,098
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 10,388
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccocooiiiiiiiiiiiiececeeeeee e 12,007
Santa Barbara
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt st e e e 54,017
CF households .....c..coooviieiiiiieiiieccee et 33,556
Applications received ............... 2,908
Online applications received ... 2,069
Applications approved ..........ccceecveeeieriieeniienieeieeeee e 2,160
Applications denied .........ccccocceeeriiieriiiieeniiee e 1,197
Total issuances * .......... $11,056,799
Federal issuances * $11,008,694
StALE ISSUATICES .evvevverierieririerieieeeestestesteseeeeseesessessessessesassassenss $48,105
July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccccccveeerieririiieieiiee e e 5,029
Child-only PErSONS ....ccceeeevviieeiieeeeiiieeeeiieeesreeeesreeesareeesseeensnns 10,888
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........c.cccoeevvvvveeeeeeecnnnnnnnn... 49,819
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........ccccovvveeeeeeiciiirieeeeeeeereeee. 22,926
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 22,953
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 8,158
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccovviiiiiiiiiiee et 18,405
Santa Clara
CF PEISOMS .coueviiieiiiieeiiieeciteeeieeeeireeessreesssraeeessseeesssseaenssneennnns 131,152
CF households ............. 85,846
Applications received ............... 4,458
Online applications received ... 2,398
Applications approved .... 2,486
Applications denied ........ 1,662
Total issuances * .......... $25,907,660
Federal issuances * $25,640,846
State issuances ...... $266,814
July 2024
Child-only households ...........cccceeriiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e, 5,474
Child-only persons ........ccccceceevnenne 10,329
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........cccceevueeriieneenieenieennee. 124,841

Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........ccoovvvvviiiiiiiiiiiieee e 36,957
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CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......cccceviieiiiiniiiniieniienie e, 48,719
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 40,765
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiniieceeeeeeeeeeeee e 47,291
Santa Cruz
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiuiiiiiieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt ebe e e e 30,494
CF households ............. 20,639
Applications received ............... 1,672
Online applications received ... 1,113
Applications approved .............. 1,235
Applications denied ........ 638
Total issuances * .......... $6,232,705
Federal issuances * $6,219,422
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nneveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeene $13,283
July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccccccveeerieririiiiieiiee e 1,507
Child-only PErSONS ....cccceeevvrieeiiieeeiieeeeireeerreeeesreeesaeeeesseeensnns 3,182
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees .............cccoeevvvvveeeeeeecnnnnnnn... 27,375
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvvveeieiiiiiieieee e 10,197
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 13,827
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 5,749
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoviiiiiiiiciiee et 8,789
Shasta
CF PEISOMS .cvvviiieiiieieiieeeciieeeteeeeiteeeeraeeessseeeessseeessseeesssneennnns 0
CF households .....cccceiiiiniiiiiiiiieneeeeeeeee e 0
Applications received ............... 1,029
Online applications received ... 516
Applications approved .........ccccceeceeeiieenieeniienieeeee e 645
Applications denied .........cccccoevieriiiiiiniiieiieeeeeee e 394
Total issuances *.
Federal issuances *.
State issuances.
July 2024:
Child-only households .........ccccoveeeiieieeiiee e 115
Child-0nly PerSons ........ccccceeceeeieenieeiieeneeeieeneeeieeseeeveesenesnnas 224
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ............ccccoeevvvveeeeeeeecnennnnnn.. 28,747
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccoovvveeeeeiiiiiinieee e 8,939
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 15,303
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 6,181
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieteeeeeeeee e 813
Sierra
CF PEISOMS ..cueviiieiiieeeiiieeciieeerieeeeiveeeereeesssreeeessseeesssseeessseeeannes 330
CF households ............. 230
Applications received ............... 9
Online applications received ... 2
Applications approved .............. 5
Applications denied ........ 2
Total issuances* .......... $59,767
Federal issuances * ...... $59,767
SEALE ISSUATICES weeveenreeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseeseeesrnesnes $0
July 2024:
Child-only households ..........ccccevirininiiniiiininininecicceceee 1.0

Child-only persons.
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CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccceeeeeveeeecriieecneeennns 294.0
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........ccccoooiiiiiiiieeciee et 64.0
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 166.0
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 110.0
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccoviiiiiiiiiiiieccceeeeeeeeee e 5.0
Siskiyou
CF persons ...... 9,125
CF households ............. 5,574
Applications received ............... 249
Online applications received ... 142
Applications approved .............. 184
Applications denied ........ 132
Total issuances * .......... $1,705,170
Federal issuances * $1,701,296
SEALE ISSUATICES wevvveereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseeeeseesnes $3,874
July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccceccveeriieririiieiiieeeieeeeeee e 62
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeeuvennnne 113
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees .............cccooevvvvvveeeeeeecnnnnnnn... 8,825
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 2,658
CalFresh persons age 18-59 4,465
CalFresh persons age 60 and over .........ccccceceeeieeneenienneennne. 2,167
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeeeeeee 316
Solano
CF PEISOMS .uvviiieiiiiieiiieeeiieeeieeeeiteeeerreessareeeessseeesssneesnssnaeannes 53,633
CF households ............. 32,958
Applications received 1,689
Online applications received ...........cccecveeercveeeeeiveeescreeeeieeeennns 903
Applications approved ........ccccoeevererrieneniieneneeneeeeeeee e 1,102
Applications denied 645
Total issuances * .......... $10,585,860
Federal issuances * $10,530,102
State ISSUANCES ...vecveveereerierirerereereete ettt ereere et er s easereereenas $55,758
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........ccoceiniiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 1,309
Child-only persons ........ccccceceevuenne 2,678
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 48,989
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvvveeieiiiiiieieee e 17,507
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......... 23,839
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 9,743
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeceeeeeeeeeee e 7,430
Sonoma
CF PEISOMNS ..ueviiieiiiieeiieeeciteeeteeeesiteeesraeessereeeesseeesssseeesssseennnns 42944
CF households ............. 27,547
Applications received ............... 1,558
Online applications received ... 745
Applications approved .............. 1,039
Applications denied ........ 618
Total issuances * .... $8,623,237
Federal issuances * $8,512,816

T o $110.421
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July 2024:
Child-only households ........ccceccveirrierieiiieiriieeeieeeeiee e 1,888
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeunen. 3,748
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees .............cccceevvvvvveeeeeeecnnnnnnn... 37,076
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccccovvvveiieieiiireeee e 13,197
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 15,607
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 9,108
CalFresh persons ESL ......cocccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiceeeeeeee e 9,042
Stanislaus
CF persons ...... 92,039
CF households ............. 50,943
Applications received ............... 2,470
Online applications received ... 1,195
Applications approved .............. 1,685
Applications denied ........ 1,212
Total issuances * .......... $17,521,649
Federal issuances * $17,443,000
SHALE ISSUATICES wneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeseseeeseeeeasns $78,649
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........coceiniiiiiiiiiiiiieieee e, 2,445
Child-0nly Persons ........ccccceceerieeniieniieeniieeieeniteeieesiee e eiee s 5,268
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........ccccceeeeeveeeecrieeecneeennnns 89,145
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 35,097
CalFresh persons age 18-59 41,431
CalFresh persons age 60 and over ..........c.cccoeveeieeneeeieeninennne. 15,368
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccccooviiiiiiiiiiinieeieceeeieeee e 18,198
Sutter
CF PEISOMS ..eiiiiiiiieiiieiieeiiteite ettt sttt sttt este e e e eabeeaeeennas 16,483
CF households ............. 8,409
Applications received 451
Online applications received .........ccccevvveeireereeecieeneeeireenneennes 232
Applications approved .......cccccceeecveeeeiieeeniieeereee e eaee e 271
Applications denied 152
Total issuances* .......... $3,101,456
Federal issuances * $3,065,226
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnneeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenne $36,230
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c..ccooeiiiiniiiniiiiieeeeee, 358
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeuvennne 761
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 15,337
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvvveeieiieiiieieee e 5,857
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 6,309
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 2,243
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccccoviiiiiiiiiiiee e 2,754
Tehama
CF PEISOMS ..ueviiieiiiieeiieeeciieeecteeeesiteeeereeessaraeesssseeessseessssneeannns 11,738
CF households ............. 6,900
Applications received ............... 336
Online applications received ... 183
Applications approved .............. 196

Applications denied 138
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Total ISSUANCES ¥ ....cveeevieeieriereeeeereeeee ettt e e ereeseaaeas $2,076,705
Federal issuances * $2,074,576
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nnnveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeseaeeeseeeeeene $2,129
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........cocceiniiiiiiiiiiiiieicee e, 308
Child-only persons ........cc.ccceevennnene 612
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccoceeeeeieeeecriieecneeennnns 12,481
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........ccccoovvveeeieiiiiiirieee e 4,339
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 5,630
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 2,312
CalFresh persons ESL .....cccccoiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeee e 1,200
CF PEISOMS .oueviiieiiiiieiiieeeiteeerieeeeiteeeeiteeesireeessseeesssneeenssnesnnnes 2,990
CF households 1,889
Applications received ........cccovieereieeeriieeeeiieeeeree e eree e 76
Online applications received ...........cccecveeerevieeeeiieeescieeeeieeeenns 25
Applications approved 49
Applications denied ........ 23
TOtAl ISSUATICES ¥ ..ottt e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeas $574,043
Federal 1SSUANICES ™ ..oeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesaeeeeseeeeeens $573,678
SHALE ISSUATICES wnnneeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeee e e e eee e eeeeeeeseeeeeeseeeeeane $365
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........ccoceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiece e, 5
Child-only persons.
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccoceeeeeieeeecriieecneeennnns 3,041
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........cccccoooiiieviiieeciieeeiiee e 766
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......ccccoeviieiiiiiiiniieniierie e, 1,550
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 695
CalFresh persons ESL ......cocccooiiiiiiiiiniinieeiceeeeeeeee 59
Tulare
CF PEISOMS ..iiiiiiiieiiieiieeiieeiteeteesieeeteeteeeveesaeeesseesseeenseesneennas 128,382
CF households ........cocovviiiiiiiiiieeiee e 63,276
Applications received ......c.cooocevirieiinenieneeeneeeee e 2,578
Online applications received ... 896
Applications approved .............. 1,911
Applications denied ..........cccccvveeeiiiieeiiieeeeiee e 957
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ...cvecvieverereeiereeteereereeeer et et e e reereereee $24,938,490
Federal issuances * $24,775,954
StAte ISSUANCES ...veovvvieveeeeriereeeeeeeteecre et e ereeeteeereeeaeeeereeeaeeennes $162,536
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........cooceiniiiiiiiiiiiieee e, 4,923
Child-only persons ....... 11,015
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccceeeevivieenciieeeniieennnns 129,018
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvvieeieieeiiirieee e 59,339
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 54,699
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 16,490
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecteeeeeeeeee e 37,637
Tuolumne
CF persons ...... 6,522
CF households ............. 4,419

Applications received ........ccovveeieieeeiiiieeeiiee e 257
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Online applications received ..........cccevvieeriieneeeriienieeiieeneeennes 87
Applications approved 162
Applications denied .........ccccoevieriiiiieniiieieeee e 83
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ...ocveeevieeieeieeeeieeeeeee ettt aaean $1,228,058
Federal issuances * $1,226,999
SHALE ISSUATICES w.nneeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeee e e eeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeaee $1,059
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........coceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee 34
Child-only persons ........ccccceceevuenne 56
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ..........ccccceeveerienniienienneennne. 6,109
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 1,630
CalFresh persons age 18-59 3,285
CalFresh persons age 60 and over .........c..cccoeceevieeneencieenieennn. 1,678
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiececeee e 79
Ventura
CF PEISOMS oueviiieiiiiieiiieeriieeeiieeeeiteeesireessereeesssseeessneesnssnesannes 75,646
CF households ............. 44,407
Applications received ............... 2,517
Online applications received ... 1,377
Applications approved .............. 1,346
Applications denied ........ 1,155
Total ISSUANCES ¥ ....cveevvieveeriereeeeereeee et ettt e ere e re e anean $14,719,141
Federal 1SSUANCES ™ ..oeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeas $14,630,449
StALE ISSUATICES w.nnnveeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeenne $88,692
July 2024:
Child-only households ..........ccccevininiiniiniiiininininecicceceee 4,000
Child-only persons ...........cccecvevenennne 9,246
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 73,090
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 ..........cccooovvveeeieiviiiirieee e 30,756
CalFresh persons age 18-59 ........... 31,508
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 15,492
CalFresh persons ESL ......cccocooviiiiiiiiiiniececeeeeeee e 22,331
Yolo
CF PEISOMNS .cevviiieiiiieeiieeeciteeeteeeetreeeevaeeeeveeeesseeesasseeesssseannnns 27,653
CF households ............. 18,834
Applications received ............... 2,134
Online applications received ... 1,614
Applications approved .... 1,280
Applications denied ........ 789
Total issuances * .......... $5,956,091
Federal issuances * $5,914,302
SHALE ISSUATICES wnneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e seeeeeseereesseeeeenne $41,789
July 2024:
Child-only households .......c...coceiiiiiiiiniiiiiieeee, 496
Child-only persons .........ccccceeeeeuveennne 957
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees 22,375
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........cccccooiiieviiieecieeecireeeeieee s 6,844
CalFresh persons age 18-59 .......... 13,975
CalFresh persons age 60 and over . 4,175

CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccocoviieiiiiciiieeeeeeeeeee e, 4,941
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CF PEISOMS ..ueviiieiiiieeiiieeciieeesteeeeireeestaeesssreeesssseeesssneessssneennnes 18,941
CF households .....ccccuieviiieiieiiiiiiieeeeie et 10,419
Applications received ......c.ccocveeiiieiiiniiieieee e 458

Online applications received .........cccccooveerieineeniieenienieeeneenne. 217
Applications approved ........ccccoeevereriienennienenteneeeee e 311
Applications denied .........ccccoevieriiiiiiniiieeeeeee e 157
Total ISSUANCES * ...oviieeieieeeeeeeee ettt aaeas $3,649,397
Federal iSSUANCES ¥ .......ceeevieeeeiiieieeeceeeee ettt aaeas $3,631,543
SHALE ISSUATICES wnneeeeeeeeeeeee e e et eeeeeeeee e e eereeeseeeeeeseeeaeaee $17,854
July 2024:
Child-only households ...........cociiniiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 274
Child-only PErSONS .....cceeeevviieeiiieeeiieeeerreeerreeeesereeesareeessneeennnns 581
CalFresh/Medi-Cal dual-enrollees ...........cccoevuveeiiereenreenenennne. 18,532
Point-in-time 2024:
CalFresh children under 18 .........cccccooiiieiiiieecieeeciiee e 6,888
CalFresh persons age 18—59 .......cccccceveiieeeciieeecieeeeieeeeeiee s 9,031
CalFresh persons age 60 and over ..........c.cccoeceeeveenvenieenneenne. 2,849
CalFresh persons ESL ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 1,749

*Due to the issuance of CalFresh Emergency Allotments in response to COVID-19, issuance data for the
period April 2020 through July 2020 is inconsistent. For trend and analysis purposes, these months should
be_excluded.

First Published Date: Jun. 3, 2019.

Last Published Date: Dec. 11, 2025.

SUBMITTED LEGISLATION

1. H.R. 605, Headwaters Protection Act of 2025: https:/ /www.govinfo.gov/
content /pkg | BILLS-119hr605ih [ pdf/BILLS-119hr605ih.pdf (See p. 280).

2. H.R. 2496, Dairy Nutrition Incentives Program Act of 2025: hitps://
www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | BILLS-119hr2496ih | pdf/ BILLS-119hr2496
ih.pdf (See p. 316).

3. H.R. 5111, CRP Improvement and Flexibility Act of 2025: https://
www.govinfo.gov [ content [ pkg | BILLS-119hr5111ih / pdf/ BILLS-119hr5111
th.pdf (See p. 362).

4. H.R. 5875, Converting Our Waste Sustainably Act of 2025 (COWS Act
of 2025): hitps:/ /www.govinfo.gov /content/pkg/BILLS-119hr5875ih [ pdf/
BILLS-119hr5875ih.pdf (See p. 405).

The CHAIRMAN. Well, Mr. Costa, thank you, and thank you for
your service on this Committee. Anyone have any questions for Mr.
Costa? I will be real specific. What I am asking from Members are
%ues;ions for him to answer versus long statements. Anyone over

ere?

Ms. BROWN. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Go ahead, Ms. Brown.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Representative Costa, if
you could touch a little bit more on how the ranchers, in your dis-
trict, if they have expressed the concerns around the Argentina
bailout as opposed to this new pool of money that is supposed to
assist them.

Mr. CostAa. Well, the expressions range from outrage, to being
mystified, to frustration, because the input costs have continued to
rise as a result of inflation. And as I told President Obama a num-
ber of years ago, farmers and ranchers, dairymen, they are price
takers, not price makers. You grow your commodity or product, or
if you have a dairy, it is 365 days a year, and you put all this in-
vestment in it, but at the end of the year, you get paid for what-
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ever the market prices are. And so, they see their costs increasing,
but yet, what they are getting for their product, their commodity,
not increasing, and the tariff war is a real critical part of that.
Forty billion for Argentina. Twelve billion dollars for American ag-
riculture. They don’t get it. Neither do I.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you. And as we talk about those input costs,
I, too, have had the opportunity to visit some farmers across the
country in Michigan, Illinois, of course Ohio where I represent, and
the sentiment that has been shared with me is that—I will give the
Administration a little bit of credit because we have been so de-
layed with getting a farm bill over the finish line for this $12 bil-
lion, but it just does not seem to meet the moment. And the param-
eters that have been established capping it at $150,000 will not
help some of the most impacted farmers, cattle ranchers, and
dairymen, as I see it. Would you agree with that assessment?

Mr. CosTA. No, I would agree with that assessment, and I must
say this is a difficult time in farm country, whether you are in any
region of the country or out in California because of inflation, be-
cause of the input costs, and because, again, farmers are price tak-
ers, not price makers, and clearly, this tariff war has impacted
their ability to access those markets. And guess what? The other
countries have the ability to retaliate, and they do: Canada. We
have the trade agreement with Canada and Mexico. Forty percent
of California wines have gone from California. By the way, they are
good wines, but you can hardly find a bottle of California wine in
a supermarket or in a restaurant in Canada today. Why? Because
they are acting in response to this tariff war, and they have other
markets where they can access those products and enjoy them, and
in some cases, we never regain those markets. So, it is of great con-
cern, and that is but one example.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you. And as I close, I think that you men-
tioned the tariffs being part of the major problem as it relates to
this situation that we are in, which is a self-induced problem, if
you ask me. And the fact that the President is touting that the re-
lief that he is offering the farmers is coming from tariffs, I believe,
is questionable because, if I understand the resource correctly, the
source of these funds are coming from the CCC, not actually the
tariffs. And we have industry folks who are in litigation to question
the legality of the tariffs and to fight for getting the recuperation
of the resources that they had to spend on tariffs in their own com-
panies: Costco, for example.

Mr. CosrtA. I think you are correct, and the Administration won’t
say it, but I will flat out make a point. The fact that they are re-
ducing some of these tariffs is an acknowledgement that it is im-
pacting the costs. Why else would they reduce in the last week
some of these tariffs and some of these products if, in fact, we are
not impacting the bottom line? And so, it is a de facto way of ac-
knowledging that the tariffs are impacting the cost to consumers,
and this is their response to try to address it, but, it is not work-
ing.

Ms. BROWN. All right. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
unanimous consent to submit for the record a REUTERS article from
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November 11: The U.S. profited from Argentina currency swap deal,
Treasury chief Bessent says.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

[The article referred to is located on p. 129.]

The CHAIRMAN. I would ask that our focus be on——

Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman, but,
the Members of this Committee know that it is a false narrative
to call a currency swap a bailout. We actually profited from the
currency swap. It was an effort to stabilize the economy in that
country, and the facts will show that what we did worked, and we
actually profited from it. It was a currency swap, not a bailout.
With that, I yield.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you so much [inaudible].

STATEMENT OF HON. SHOMARI FIGURES, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM ALABAMA

Mr. FIGURES. Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking
Member Craig, for allowing us the opportunity to testify here
today. As you know, I serve on this Committee, and it is with great
pride that I serve on this Committee given what it means to my
district. I represent Alabama’s 2nd Congressional District, which
consists of 13 counties. Eleven of them are completely rural, and
the two non-completely rural counties are likely the only two places
in my district that most people on this Committee or in America
have ever heard of in my district, and that is Mobile and Mont-
gomery, and both of those have significant rural portions of those
counties as well.

So, the work of this Committee is not abstract to me or to the
district that I represent back in Alabama. For my community, ag
issues are a daily reality, from soybean farmers and specialty crop
growers, to row crop growers, to our forestry industry. Agriculture
and the work of this Committee has real-life ramifications on my
neighbors across the 2nd District, and, historically, this Committee
has met those needs with a spirit of bipartisanship that puts the
needs of rural America first, and that is the way I try to operate
myself on this Committee. I think many people know that I go
above and beyond to attempt to work across the aisle in ways that
will bring tangible benefits to the people of my district and of this
nation. And I believe that commitment right now matters more
than ever, and we can start with what has been touched on, I
guess, a lot already, so I won’t beat a dead horse, as we say back
home, but I think it is worth noting.

Earlier this year, we did witness the largest SNAP cut in the his-
tory of this country by this Administration through the bill, and we
also saw throughout the shutdown process the refusal to spend
available money on SNAP beneficiaries. And so, that is something
that was very concerning and something that my colleagues here
have touched on. So, I am going to spend my time touching on an-
other aspect of those SNAP changes, and it is the fact that in the
Big Bill, we held a hearing on SNAP after we made the SNAP cuts.
We held our first hearing on SNAP, and every witness on the panel
testified that we had put into control of the states the ability of
whether or not they would even participate in a SNAP program or
not.
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And that is one of the biggest, most concerning pieces that I hope
we can come back together in a bipartisan way and rectify, because
as it is now, if states do not meet or cannot or refuse to meet the
cost-sharing provisions for whatever reason, whether they are polit-
ical reasons, whether they are financial reasons, every witness on
this panel testified at that hearing that there is no SNAP in that
state, and that is not where we should be from a policy standpoint.
I don’t think it is good policy, I don’t think it is good law, and it
is certainly not good patriotism to allow 50 different states to say,
“Well, we are not going to feed hungry people even though they
would qualify in other states.” And so, that is something that I cer-
tainly hope that we can come together and work in a bipartisan
way to at least fix that issue.

The rising costs and tariffs is something that is huge. It is some-
thing that is impacting all of our districts in a variety of ways. I
represent a community where the median individual income is just
north of $32,000. To say that a different way, 50 percent of the peo-
ple who file a tax return in my district make less than $32,000 a
year. It is one of the poorest districts in this country, and so even
the smallest rise in the cost of putting food on the table or the cost
to do business, it significantly impacts people where I am from.
And so, it is something that we have to keep at the front of mind
as we continue our work in this environment that we are in, and
so I want to cite to that.

The farm bill: everyone knows here we are long overdue for a
farm bill. I am a rookie on this Committee. I am hoping that I can
bring some rookie good luck with us, or I was hoping to bring some
rookie good luck in terms of getting a farm bill across the table.
Obviously, many of those provisions were pumped into H.R. 1, but
there are still things that have to be done. And it is sincerely my
hope that we can come back to the table in a meaningful way, in
a timely way, and pass some things that will support our beginning
farmers, that will expand ag research, that will modernize SNAP,
that will strengthen our crop insurance, something that will ensure
that our rural communities have the housing infrastructure and
economic tools that they need going forward.

And with my remaining time, one of the big reasons I wanted to
be on this Committee was for Rural Development purposes. I rep-
resent a district where rural hospitals are closing left and right,
probably at the fastest rate of any district in this country. We have
a number of food deserts with no grocery stores. We have a number
of areas that don’t have real broadband access. And so, it is my
hope that we can prioritize working together across the aisle in a
meaningful, impactful way to be able to bring some Rural Develop-
ment funds, to not just my district, but to everyone on this Com-
mittee’s districts and in Congress to be able to positively impact
the lives of those people in rural America to show them that, de-
spite the environment here, that we can still figure out a way to
move the ball forward on a wet field. And so, I look forward to
working with you guys to do that, and thank you.

I see my time has expired. I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Figures follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. SHOMARI FIGURES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM ALABAMA

Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking Member Craig, for holding this
Member Day hearing and allowing us the opportunity to testify.

Many of you may not know this, but I represent Alabama’s 2nd District where
the plight of our farmers and the needs of rural communities are not abstract Wash-
ington talking points. For my community, agriculture issues are our daily reality.

From the soybean farmers of Macon County to families in Washington County—
agriculture and the work of this Committee has real life ramifications on my neigh-
bors across the Second District.

Historically, this Committee has met those needs with a spirit of bipartisanship
that puts the needs of rural America first. And I believe that commitment matters
more now than ever.

Let’s start with SNAP. Earlier this year, we witnessed the largest SNAP cut in
the history of this country by the Trump Administration. To add insult to injury,
millions of Americans—including around 29,000 people in my District who rely on
SNAP—were denied their benefits by a heartless Administration that was willing
to break the law to withhold SNAP benefits and cause children, seniors, people with
disabilities, and millions of families go hungry during the Thanksgiving holiday sea-
son.

This Committee knows all too well that if SNAP benefits falter or if states cannot
meet their cost-sharing requirements to fund the program, our constituents—the
people who entrusted us to advocate on their behalf in Washington—are the ones
who suffer.

In Alabama’s 2nd District, that is one in four households going hungry. In my
community, letting SNAP falter means losing nearly 500 jobs across sectors. With-
out SNAP, every food pantry would be overwhelmed because SNAP generates nine
meals for every one meal offered by a local charity.

As the Vice Ranking Member of the Subcommittee on Nutrition and as one of only
two Members from the State of Alabama serving on this Committee—strengthening
SNAP remains at the forefront of all that I do on this Committee, and I call upon
my colleagues from both sides of the aisle to ensure that this lifeline is restored for
the most vulnerable in this country.

We also know that rising costs are keeping many Americans up at night. I rep-
resent a community where the median individual income is just north of $32,000,
so even the smallest rise in the cost of putting food on the table or raising crops
or energy prices can cause irreparable harm.

That’s why the President’s tariff war and market instability has been concerning
for the people of Alabama—particularly our small- and mid-size farmers who are not
receiving the support and relief funding they need from the Federal Government to
weather this storm. Relief checks for some when farmers are experiencing billions
of dollars in losses is not only disappointing but borders flat out irresponsible. We
need stronger risk-management tools, meaningful disaster assistance, and fair ac-
cess to USDA programs—especially for farmers who have historically faced discrimi-
nation in lending and program eligibility. And we must strengthen the connection
between local producers and local communities so that food grown in Alabama fills
the cafeterias in our schools, the shelves of our neighborhood stores, and the tables
of families using SNAP. That is what keeps dollars circulating locally and gives our
next generation of farmers a real chance to succeed.

Everyone here knows that we’re long overdue to pass a new, comprehensive farm
bill that delivers real, tangible progress for rural families. A new farm bill is our
opportunity to reach bipartisan consensus and tackle our major priorities including:

e supporting beginning farmers

expanding agricultural research at HBCUs like Tuskegee University
modernizing SNAP

strengthening crop insurance,

ensuring that our rural communities have the housing, infrastructure, and eco-
nomic tools they need to thrive.

We cannot keep shifting resources from one critical program to make up for cuts
in another. We cannot “rob Peter to pay Paul” and call it a strategy.

A strong farm bill means farmers can hold onto their land. It means more than
10,000 Alabamians avoid falling into poverty. It means our food supply chain, from
the field to the grocery aisle, remains stable and secure. And it means we keep faith
with the communities that feed and fuel this nation.
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T'll end with this: as a proud father of four young children and a son of rural Ala-
bama, I can’t help but think about the opportunities children have, or don’t have,
simply because of where they grow up. In my District, a student may not have ac-
cess to reliable broadband to complete their homework. That child may grow into
a young adult who fears that the only path to a good job requires leaving home alto-
gether. Throughout that child’s life, they may be forced to drive an hour just to re-
ceive quality and comprehensive health care. This isn’t hypothetical—it’s the reality
for far too many in rural America.

It’s time to put our money where our mouths are and invest in the broadband,
distance learning, and telemedicine that is required for rural communities to com-
pete in a modern economy. These are exactly the challenges USDA’s Rural Develop-
ment Program was designed to confront, and they are why we must strengthen
these programs. I am hopeful that this Committee can once again rise to the mo-
ment and deliver bipartisan solutions that put families, farmers, and rural America
first.

Thank you, and I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Figures, thank you so much. Anyone have
any questions for Mr. Figures? If not, sir, thank you for rep-
resenting your constituents. Go ahead, Ms. Brown.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Figures, you touched
on Rural Development. I know that broadband internet access has
been essential in both the urban and the rural communities. Is that
something you can elaborate on?

Mr. FIGURES. Yes. I mean, if you want to come home with me
one day to Alabama, to my district, to some of the rural parts of
my district, I can take you to a McDonald’s parking lot in some of
these rural counties, and it has more cars in the parking lot than
people in the restaurant because of the need—they don’t have ac-
cess to the internet, and I know that is not unique to my district.
I am sure if we go to communities across the dais, you would see
something similar. The difference is, many of the communities that
I represent, they don’t have the capacity locally. They don’t have
the tax base. Some of them have geographical challenges, and,
quite frankly, given the economics of it, historically, what we have
seen is that companies are not willing to make the middle-leg or
the last-leg investment in expanding broadband access because it
will just take them too long to reap the profits of it, which, from
a business perspective, as a business owner myself, I understand
that. We don’t want business owners being forced to make deci-
sions that put them in the red.

But I think as it relates to rural broadband, that that is some-
thing that is an area where the Federal Government has to step
up because it is implications on education, it is implications on
being able to bring businesses into areas, it is implications on rural
telemedicine, and so it is something that, ultimately, is costing us
in the long run. And so, it is my hope that we can come together
in a way to drive some real resources to rural broadband deploy-
ment.

Ms. BROWN. And I love that you touched on telemedicine because
when we consider the fact that the Affordable Care Act is going to
skyrocket folks’ premiums, and we already know that the largest
cuts to our healthcare system in our nation’s history has already
resulted in some rural hospitals closing, the farmers that I visited
in different parts of the country rely on the Affordable Care Act to
provide healthcare to their families and their employees as well.
Can you speak about that?
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Mr. FIGURES. Yes. Look, we have heard from several farmers and
just a number of constituents in general, as I am sure everyone
here has, in terms of the impact that the premium subsidies have.
Regardless of how they got here or when they got here, they got
here, and they provide a meaningful benefit to millions of Amer-
ican families and about 50,000 or so just in my district. And on av-
erage, without those premiums, they will see their healthcare costs,
on average, increase by about 106 percent in my district. And
again, this is a district where the individual median income is just
$32,000, and half of people make less than that, and that is not
even raising that number up to $35 or $37 or $38, which is still
too low. But at the end of the day, I represent a very poor district,
financially speaking, and so it is something that really matters.

Ms. BROWN. Right.

Mr. FIGURES. And on the hospital front, I say this not to, like,
raise, like, alarm flags. I got 13 counties in my district. You can
deliver a baby in two of them.

Ms. BROWN. Yes.

Mr. FIGURES. Ten of the 13 counties either have a hospital that
has closed, or is in the process of converting to an REH to be able
to stay open, or on literal life support. The largest hospital in my
state capital, Montgomery, which I represent, is in the middle of
a bankruptcy, and they are, like, the hub of rural healthcare in
that region. And there are only two hospitals in Montgomery, so if
lose that one, you are really in a bad situation in terms of rural
healthcare, and this is all in a state that has the third-lowest life
expectancy in the United States of America.

And so, the healthcare piece for me it is not talking points. It is
not political. It is how do we get to an answer that can fix these
issues and at least keep our hospitals open because it is hard to
recruit a business, or retain a business, or to recruit back retirees
who grew up in an area to come back to where they grew up, or
to recruit developers or builders to come to an area when that pitch
begins with the reality of we don’t have a hospital. No one wants
to live in those communities, no one wants to invest in those com-
munities, and that is not a red or blue or Democratic or Republican
issue. That is just a pure economics issue, that it is my hope that
we can find a way to work collaboratively to recognize that fact,
and figure out a way to try to address it.

And I know that there are some Members on this Committee
that I know have worked on both sides of the aisle to try to address
rural healthcare, but we have an ability to do it through Rural De-
velopment funds, and I look forward to working with you guys to
figure out a way to try to do it.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Figures. Thank you for testi-
fying. I now recognize the gentlelady from Washington State, Rep-
resentative Schrier, for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF HON. KIM SCHRIER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM WASHINGTON

Ms. ScHRIER. Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking
Member Craig, for the opportunity to testify today.
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Over the past year, our constituents have had their food assist-
ance stripped away from them. Working people are struggling with
rising costs, producers and consumers are dealing with the uncer-
tainty of tariffs, and we are leaving farmers behind in all of this,
and today’s Member Day really couldn’t be timelier. The govern-
ment shutdown highlighted just how important SNAP is for all of
our districts. While people were working without pay and their
SNAP benefits were delayed, food banks were then overrun, and
many of my constituents actually reached out to see how they per-
sonally could help make up the difference, but the fact is that none
of us can.

Earlier this year, House Republicans made it even harder to ac-
cess SNAP benefits. Food is not a luxury. It is a necessity, as you
have heard from every one of my colleagues up here, and we should
be striving to make sure that everybody has the food they need and
not increasing barriers for those who are already struggling. The
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children, or WIC, is another program that needs our continued in-
vestment. WIC is an effective intervention to support positive preg-
nancy and birth outcomes and healthy child development, and WIC
saves lives. Studies have shown that WIC reduces the risk of pre-
term birth and infant mortality, reduces the prevalence of child-
hood obesity, and saves significant healthcare costs. And at a time
when constituents are forced to spend thousands more on
healthcare coverage or go without coverage altogether, this could
not be more imperative.

We also need to invest in community resources, like food banks
that provide that safety net lifeline during times of crisis or to
make up for SNAP deficits. The Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram, or TEFAP, offers this support while also investing in our ag-
ricultural community. My bill, the EAT Healthy Foods from Local
Farmers Act (H.R. 6697, Expanding Access To Healthy Foods from
Local Farmers Act), takes us one step farther by allowing states to
use TEFAP dollars to purchase locally-grown food from small and
beginning farmers and get that to their local food banks and local
food organizations. This bill would also fill a gap that was left by
the Local Food Purchase Assistance Program, which was hastily
canceled by the Trump Administration earlier this year. I will be
reintroducing the EAT Healthy Foods from Local Farmers Act this
week, and I urge the Committee to please prioritize it and other
ways to invest in family farms.

Rising costs are not only impacting consumers, they are lowering
profits for producers. The Administration’s tariffs have increased
infrastructure costs and risked farmers’ opportunity to just compete
fairly in a global marketplace. It took over 2 years of my fighting
to convince India to drop their retaliatory tariffs on Washington ap-
ples following President Trump’s 2018 tariff war, which precip-
itated a 99 percent drop in those apple exports. We cannot afford
to spend years cleaning up this new tariff mess while our local
economies continue to struggle to pay Trump’s tab.

I introduced the Agriculture Export Promotion Act of 2025 (H.R.
1086) to increase funding to USDA export promotion programs, like
the Market Access Program, to give farmers who export their crops
a fighting chance in this Trump economy. My district is home to
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apples, and pears, and a variety of other specialty crops, much of
which is exported, and I also want to thank you for your focus on
expanding specialty crop research and extension services. I intro-
duced bipartisan legislation to waive the prohibitive matching
funds requirement for specialty crop research funding, and this will
allow our research institutions and individual orchardists to more
readily invest in projects to combat fungicide resistance in wine
grapes and pestilence in onions, precision irrigation for fruit grow-
ers, and a variety of other issues, including—we were talking about
flies before—mealy flies as well, not just mealy worms.

Finally, we need to support a resilient agricultural system and
ensure that farmers and producers can invest in climate-smart
practices. My bill, the Partnerships for Agricultural Climate Action
Act (H.R. 6341), allows farmers to choose to implement practices
that reduce emissions, enhance soil carbon storage, and improve re-
silience to extreme weather. It is modeled after a bipartisan Wash-
ington State program, and it is a good bill. I also introduced the
bipartisan ENABLE Conservation Act of 2025 (H.R. 5365, Elimi-
nating Needless Administrative Barriers Lessening Efficiency for
Conservation Act of 2025), which expands the Conservation Re-
serve Program county acreage cap so that more farmers can choose
to restore their land and protect it for future generations. All of our
U.S. conservation programs are oversubscribed, and I urge the
Committee to prioritize these pieces of legislation and conservation
programs that help the Earth and our farmers.

Thank you, and I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Schrier follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. KIM SCHRIER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
WASHINGTON

Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking Member Craig, for the opportunity
to testify before you today.

Over the past year, our constituents have had their food assistance stripped away
from them. Working people are struggling with rising costs, producers and con-
sumers are dealing with the uncertainty of tariffs, and we are leaving our farmers
behind. Today’s Member Day could not be timelier.

The government shutdown highlighted just how important SNAP is for my dis-
trict. While people were working without pay and their SNAP benefits were delayed,
food banks were overrun, and my own constituents reached out to see how they
could help and make up the difference. Earlier this year, House Republicans made
it even harder to access SNAP benefits. Food is not a luxury, it is a necessity, and
we should be striving to ensure everyone has food on their table, not increasing bar-
riers for those struggling to feed themselves and their families.

The Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children,
or WIC, is another program that needs our continued investment. WIC is an effec-
tive intervention to support positive pregnancy and birth outcomes and healthy
child development—WIC saves lives.

Studies have shown that WIC reduces the risk of pre-term birth and infant mor-
tality, reduces the prevalence of childhood obesity, and saves significant healthcare
costs, which at a time when my constituents are forced to spend thousands more
on healthcare coverage or go without coverage altogether, could not be more impera-
tive.

We must also invest in community resources, like our food banks, that provide
support during times of crisis. The Emergency Food Assistance Program, or TEFAP,
offers this support while investing in our agricultural economy. My bill, the EAT
Healthy Foods from Local Farmers Act, takes this one step further by allowing
states to use TEFAP to purchase locally grown food from small and beginning farm-
ers and distribute it to food banks and other emergency food organizations. This bill
would also fill a gap left by the Local Food Purchase Assistance program, which was
hastily canceled by the Trump Administration earlier this year. I will be reintro-
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ducing the EAT Healthy Foods from Local Farmers Act this week, and I urge the
Committee to prioritize it and other ways to invest in family farms.

Rising costs are not only impacting consumers—they are lowering profits for our
producers. This Administration’s tariffs have increased infrastructure costs and
risked farmers’ opportunity to compete fairly in the global market. It took over two
years to convince India to drop their retaliatory tariffs on Washington apples fol-
lowing President Trump’s 2018 tariffs which precipitated a 99% drop in those apple
exports. We cannot afford to spend years cleaning up this new tariff mess while our
local economies continue to struggle to pay Trump’s tab. I introduced the Agri-
culture Export Promotion Act to increase funding to USDA export promotion pro-
grams like the Market Access Program to give farmers who export their crops a
fighting chance in this Trump economy.

My district is home to apples and a variety of other specialty crops, and I will
continue to focus on expanding specialty crop research and extension services. I in-
troduced bipartisan legislation to waive the prohibitive matching funds requirement
for Federal specialty crop research funding. This allows our agriculture research in-
stitutions to more readily invest in projects to combat fungicide resistance in wine
grapes, prevent pestilence in onions, and improve precision irrigation for fruit grow-
ers, among a variety of other issues that impact specialty crop growers.

Finally, we need to support a resilient agricultural system and ensure that farm-
ers and producers can invest in climate-smart practices. My bill, the Partnerships
for Agriculture Climate Action Act, allows farmers to choose to implement practices
that reduce emissions, enhance soil carbon storage, and improve resilience to ex-
treme weather. It is modeled after a bipartisan Washington State program and sup-
ports first-time, low-income, and minority farmers that don’t traditionally have the
capital to invest in these practices. I also introduced the bipartisan ENABLE Con-
servation Act, which expands the Conservation Reserve Program county acreage cap
so that more farmers can choose to restore their land and protect it for future gen-
erations. All U.S. conservation programs are over-subscribed, and I urge the Com-
mittee to prioritize both pieces of legislation so that farmers can continue to reliably
provide for their families and the country amidst climate change and increasingly
severe weather conditions.

I look forward to working with the Committee to advance these priorities and
pieces of legislation. Thank you for your time.

SUBMITTED LEGISLATION

1. H.R. 1086, Agriculture Export Promotion Act of 2025: htips://
www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | BILLS-119hr1086ih / pdf/BILLS-119hr1086
th.pdf (See p. 298).

2. H.R. 5365, Eliminating Needless Administrative Barriers Lessening Ef-
ficiency for Conservation Act of 2025 (ENABLE Conservation Act of
2025): https:/ |www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | BILLS-119hr5365ih [ pdf/
BILLS-119hr5365ih. pdf (See p. 380).

3. H.R. 6341, Partnerships for Agricultural Climate Action Act: hitps://
www.govinfo.gov [content /pkg /| BILLS-119hr6341ih / pdf/BILLS-119hr6341
ih.pdf (See p. 420).

4. H.R. 6697, Expanding Access To Healthy Foods from Local Farmers
Act (EAT Healthy Foods from Local Farmers Act): https://
www.govinfo.gov [ content | pkg | BILLS-119hr6697ih | pdf/BILLS-119hr6697
ih.pdf (See p. 438).

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. Any questions for Ms.

Schrier? Go ahead, please.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Schrier, so thankful
for your testimony. I just want to get a little bit more insight. You
talked about the 99 percent drop in the apple exports. Can you
walk us through that? What countries were impacted? Did the
market recover? Like, how did Washington work through that?

Ms. SCHRIER. So, Washington apples are the best apples in the
world. Most of them are exported, but chances are when you go to
the store down the street, you will see apples from my district.
These particular tariffs were retaliatory tariffs imposed by India on
the U.S. after the Trump Administration—the first Trump Admin-
istration—imposed tariffs on India, and predominantly, India was
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importing Red Delicious apples, which are not consumed so much
in the U.S. anymore. We have so many other varieties, but they are
very popular in India, and that tariff brought $120 million market
down to $1 million market. It really nearly killed these apple farm-
ers. It was 2 years of fighting. We finally got it flipped around, and
they are now up and shipping again, but this is all quite uncertain.
We saw what happened the first time, and retaliatory tariffs hurt
farmers.

Ms. BROWN. And were they able to recover back up to the $120
million, or is it still a work in progress?

Ms. SCHRIER. It is still a work in progress.

Ms. BROWN. Yes.

Ms. ScHRIER. We don’t know if they are going to get all the way
back to $120. It will take some time. I mean, the longer that you
don’t have a market, the more likely it is that you are going to lose
that market permanently, and we have already experienced that in
Washington State, specifically with regard to China.

Ms. BROWN. Exactly. And so, that was my point because that is
something that I also experience when visiting farms in the Mid-
west as it relates to soybeans. The soybean market has been dras-
tically impacted by these tariffs, and the concern of the farmers is
if they will be able to recover and regain those markets, however
you want to phrase it, but I will call it a bailout, too. When you
are bailing out other countries like Argentina when it comes to our
beef and cattle market, it creates a space where our farmers are
challenged to regain those markets, and so what do you do? And
so, I appreciate you sharing that, and with that, I will yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Hayes.

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you. I just wanted to make a point. I appre-
ciate you bringing up your comments about the WIC program. Very
important, and so many of our families rely on that program. The
Chairman and I both sit on the Committee of Education and Work-
force, which, oddly enough, has jurisdiction over childhood nutri-
tion programs. So, I would encourage you to also share that part
of your testimony with the Committee on Education and Workforce,
because it is worth noting, and it is very important, and that over-
lap needs to be just, I guess, considered because we work together
with the two committees, to make sure that that program is fund-
ed.

Ms. SCHRIER. Yes.

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr.
Schrier, India has long had tariffs on the majority of U.S. agri-
culture products going into that country, correct?

Ms. SCHRIER. Yes. This was an additional 50 percent that killed
the market.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Right.

Ms. SCHRIER. I mean, there is a point where——

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. I am not——

Ms. SCHRIER.—you can bend only so far, and then you break.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. But I will tell you, just as some-
body who represents pecan growers and a lot of other products that
go to India, India has long had significant tariffs on our agricul-
tural products going into that country, correct?



60

Ms. SCHRIER. Yes, but the point is really not that.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. That is—but——

Ms. ScHRIER. The point is that we were at a great equilibrium,
our farmers were thriving, and then additional tariffs got

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Okay.

Ms. ScHRIER.—added on unnecessarily against, essentially, an
ally.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Okay. So, where I disagree with
you on that is your term equilibrium because what we want to
reach is equilibrium, and I know what their tariff was on pecans.
I know what it took for my good friend and colleague, Sanford
Bishop, what it took for David Scott, what it took for myself to
work to get the India tariff simply back down to a level where they
were even affordable in their country. And so, we can disagree on
things, but India had long been tariffing U.S. agriculture products
going into that country. Our goal is to reach an equilibrium with
them where we get the tariffs reduced. With that, I will yield.

Ms. SCHRIER. If I could just add, the U.S. feeds the whole world.
If we had calibrated our country just to supply food for our own
country, we would not have farmers stuck in this position where
they are getting lowballed by local supermarkets so they can’t
make ends meet if they only sell domestically.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Ma’am, there

Ms. ScHRIER. We don’t have enough people in this country to eat
all of this

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. So we might agree

Ms. SCHRIER.—and we need to figure out how to play fairly in
the world.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. We might agree on that more than
you think we do. They are not actually being lowballed by the su-
permarket. They are being lowballed because there are very few
people that are actually buying the commodity and turning it into
food anymore. So, there are very few cereal makers. There are very
few—there are very few companies that are actually buying the
commodity and turning it into the products that we buy at the gro-
cery store.

Ms. ScHRIER. Different products? Apples are apples. You just eat
an apple.

Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia. Fair enough. Fair enough. I am
talking——

[Laughter.]

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Fair enough. I am talking about
peanuts. I am talking about grains. I am talking—that is fair
enough. Pecans are pecans, too.

[Laughter.]

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Actually, they are pecans until you
bake a pie with it. Then it is pecans.

[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Well, as you finish up, Ms. Schrier, I wanted to
say Ms. Schrier has been a champion on child nutrition. Next
week, we will have on the floor Whole Milk for Healthy Kids Act
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of 2025 (Pub. L. 119-69),! which she is an original cosponsor of, re-
storing that nutrition as an option back into our schools, as many
of this panel actually are cosponsors of it.

Ms. SCHRIER. Thank you for partnering with me.

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Schrier was one of the leaders on it, so
thank you for that. I am pleased to recognize a very patient Mem-
ber of Congress——

[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN.—who has waited through this panel—I apolo-
gize—Representative Underwood for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF HON. LAUREN UNDERWOOD, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM ILLINOIS

Ms. UNDERWOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber Craig.

Americans across the country, and especially in rural commu-
nities, are feeling the impact of President Trump and MAGA Re-
publicans’ extreme policies. Families are paying more for basics.
Hospitals are closing. Farms are facing higher costs and more ex-
treme weather due to manmade crises, like climate change and
Trump’s tariffs, and instead of strengthening our rural economies
and improving affordability, Trump’s “Big Ugly Bill” made things
worse. It cut Medicaid by nearly $1 trillion, threatening access to
lifesaving care for rural communities and increasing the cost of
healthcare for everybody. It also undermined vital conservation
payments that help farmers face the dual challenges of rising costs
and a changing climate. And on top of the “Big Ugly Bill,” Presi-
dent Trump and his tariffs have created chaos for the communities
that keep this country fed. The damage is obvious, and rural com-
munities are the ones paying the price. That is why I have intro-
duced two bipartisan bills to undo some of the harm House Repub-
licans have caused: the Prioritizing Rural Hospitals Act (H.R. 4272)
and the Strong Farms, Strong Future Act (H.R. 4428). Together,
these bills address two of the biggest challenges I hear about from
farmers in my district: access to healthcare and affordability.

Republicans just passed the largest cut to healthcare in Amer-
ican history, and now hundreds of rural healthcare facilities are
projected to close. When a hospital closes, families are forced to
travel for hours for emergency care, preventive care plummets, and
conditions worsen before people can get help. That means higher
costs for families and higher costs for the entire healthcare system.
We must act immediately to address the significant challenges peo-
ple in our rural communities face in accessing quality healthcare.
My bill, the Prioritizing Rural Hospitals Act, would address these
disparities by prioritizing funding for rural healthcare facilities ap-
plying for Rural Development funding through USDA.

This bill gives communities the ability to renovate outdated
buildings, reopen shuttered clinics, expand telehealth, and equip
providers with the tools that they need to expand care. The
Prioritizing Rural Hospitals Act is a crucial step towards reversing
the damage done by Trump and House Republicans when they

1Editor’s note: Mr. Thompson is referring to the House version of the bill, H.R. 649. S. 222
was considered under suspension of the rules and passed, December 15, 2025.
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slashed Federal investment in rural healthcare. We need to act
quickly to provide rural communities with the resources that they
need to ensure everybody can access care when they need it, no
matter where they live.

Unfortunately, Trump and House Republicans didn’t stop at cut-
ting healthcare. To pay for tax cuts to the wealthy, they also stole
from the conservation programs that farmers rely on. Family farms
keep rural economies running, and they have been hit hard by ris-
ing costs and the financial uncertainty that comes with the chang-
ing climate. The “Big Ugly Bill” undermined conservation programs
that farmers rely on to manage risk, improve soil health, and stay
competitive. It pulled the rug out from under farmers who are act-
ing as good as good stewards of their land. My bill, the Strong
Farm Strong Families Act—I am sorry—the Strong Farms, Strong
Future Act is a commonsense measure that puts farmers back on
solid ground. It makes sure that when costs go up for things like
cover crop seeds, labor, and equipment, conservation payments rise
with them. Finally, farmers will receive inflation-adjusted pay-
ments for implementing and strengthening climate practices on
their farms. It also builds on the Conservation Stewardship Pro-
gram so farmers who adopt or improve conservation practices can
renew their contracts with ease. Plus, it expands climate-smart
bundles so that farmers can access region-specific bundles for dif-
ferent types of land. These practices are helping farmers reduce
input costs and stabilize yields.

Better soil health means fewer expensive fertilizers. Better graz-
ing systems mean healthier herds and lower feed costs. Better
water retention means fewer crop losses during drought. These
bills give farmers and families the support that they are being de-
nied by this Administration. As Congress works towards a bipar-
tisan farm bill, we cannot ignore rural hospitals or the financial
pressure on family farms. Both of these bipartisan proposals should
be included in the farm bill and brought to the House floor without
delay because rural communities need action now. Thank you, and
I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Underwood follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. LAUREN UNDERWOOD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM ILLINOIS

Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking Member Craig.

Americans across the country, and especially in rural communities, are feeling the
impact of President Trump and MAGA Republicans’ extreme policies.

Families are paying more for basics. Hospitals are closing. Farms are facing high-
er costs and more extreme weather due to man-made crises like climate change and
Trump’s tariffs.

And instead of strengthening our rural economies and improving affordability,
Trump’s Big Ugly Bill made things worse.

It cut Medicaid by nearly $1 trillion, threatening access to life-saving care for
rural communities and increasing the cost of health care for everybody. It also un-
dermined vital conservation payments that help farmers face the dual challenges of
rising costs and a changing climate.

And on top of the Big Ugly Bill, President Trump and his tariffs have created
chaos for the communities that keep this country fed. The damage is obvious, and
rural communities are the ones paying the price.

That’s why I've introduced two bipartisan bills to undo some of the harm House
Republicans have caused: the Prioritizing Rural Hospitals Act and the Strong
Farms, Strong Future Act.
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Together, these bills address two of the biggest challenges I hear about from farm-
ers in my district: access to health care and affordability.

Republicans just passed the largest cut to health care in American history, and
now hundreds of rural health care facilities are projected to close. When a hospital
closes, families are forced to travel hours for emergency care. Preventive care plum-
mets, and conditions worsen before people can get help. That means higher costs
for families and higher costs for the entire health system.

We must act immediately to address the significant challenges people in our rural
communities face in accessing quality health care.

My bill, the Prioritizing Rural Hospitals Act, would address these disparities by
prioritizing funding for rural health care facilities applying for Rural Development
funding through USDA.

This bill gives communities the ability to renovate outdated buildings, reopen
shuttered clinics, expand telehealth, and equip providers with the tools they need
to expand care.

The Prioritizing Rural Hospitals Act is a crucial step towards reversing the dam-
age done by Trump and House Republicans when they slashed Federal investment
in rural health care. We need to act quickly to provide rural communities with the
resources they need to ensure everybody can access care when they need it, no mat-
ter where they live.

Unfortunately, Trump and House Republicans didn’t stop at cutting health care.
To pay for tax cuts for the wealthy, they also stole from the conservation programs
farmers rely on.

Family farms keep rural economies running, and they’ve been hit hard by rising
costs and the financial uncertainty that comes with a changing climate.

The Big Ugly Bill undermined conservation programs that farmers rely on to
manage risk, improve soil health, and stay competitive. It pulled the rug out from
under farmers who were acting as good stewards of their land.

My bill, the Strong Farms, Strong Future Act, is a common-sense measure that
puts farmers back on solid ground. It makes sure that when costs go up—for things
like cover crop seeds, labor, and equipment—conservation payments rise with them.
Finally, farmers will receive inflation-adjusted payments for implementing and
strengthening climate practices on their farms.

It also builds on the Conservation Stewardship Program, so farmers who adopt
or improve conservation practices can renew their contracts with ease. Plus, it ex-
pands climate-smart bundles so farmers can access region-specific bundles for dif-
ferent types of land.

These practices are helping farmers reduce input costs and stabilize yields. Better
soil health means fewer expensive fertilizers. Better grazing systems mean healthier
gerdshand lower feed costs. Better water retention means fewer crop losses during

rought.

These bills give farmers and rural families the support they’re being denied by
this Administration. As Congress works toward a bipartisan farm bill, we cannot
ignore rural hospitals or the financial pressure on family farms. Both of these bipar-
tisan proposals should be included in a farm bill and brought to the House floor
without delay, because rural communities need action now.

Thank you. I yield back.

SUBMITTED LEGISLATION
1. H.R. 4272, Prioritizing Rural Hospitals Act: htips://www.govinfo.gov/
content [ pkg | BILLS-119hr4272ih [ pdf/BILLS-119hr4272ih.pdf (See p. 332).

2. H.R. 4428, Strong Farms, Strong Future Act: https:/ /www.govinfo.gov/
content [ pkg | BILLS-119hr4428ih [ pdf/BILLS-119hr4428ih.pdf (See p. 340).

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I thank the gentlelady, and, certainly, I
think that the economic rural development aspect of the farm bill
has been a force for good

Ms. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN.—when I look at the construction of hospitals or
whether it is maybe a new diagnostic machine or an emergency
room upgrade. And I think it is something that is overlooked by
maybe a lot of Members of Congress and where it actually is sig-
nificant. So, I appreciate your focusing on that.

Ms. UNDERWOOD. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Any Members that have questions or anything?
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Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. I would just mention to you,
ma’am, one of the challenges for those of us that represent rural
America with our hospitals is that many urban hospitals are claim-
ing rural access. And that small pot of money that is put aside for
rural healthcare, because of urban hospitals claiming rural status,
they are dipping into that money. And so, in many cases, that is
leading to the wealthiest hospitals in the country taking money
from the poorest. I would just point that out.

Ms. UNDERWOOD. Well, what this bill would do is that it takes
the USDA Rural Development pot of money that only those com-
munities that are certified and that are accessing the Rural Devel-
opment programs across the board, it would allow a prioritization
for the healthcare programs when a community applies for those
funds. That is important because, as you know, sir, when there is
a closure of a rural healthcare facility, that infrastructure gets de-
pleted very quickly. And if there is another company or nonprofit
that wanted to come into that physical space, they often need help
to afford the renovations to reopen, and that is what this bill is de-
signed to address.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Okay.

Ms. UNDERWOOD. It is not addressing what you are talking
about.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. I understand.

Ms. UNDERWOOD. It is really talking about the communities that
are being directly served by the existing Rural Development pro-
gram.

Mr. AUSTIN ScotT of Georgia. I represent 30 counties in Georgia.

Ms. UNDERWOOD. Oh, yes. I am not doubting——

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. And so, I am just pointing out that
there are a multitude of problems.

Ms. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. And I mean, I have just watched
as the county next to me was able to secure some funds to rebuild
an older healthcare facility that had shut down so that they will
now have a physician in that community, who, by the way, hap-
pens to be my personal doctor, so now I will travel 20 minutes in-
stead of an hour. So, the issues you are talking about affect a lot
of us.

Ms. UNDERWOOD. Excellent.

Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you so much for your service to your con-
stituents and bringing those before the Committee.

Ms. UNDERWOOD. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. We are going to have some folks coming up. We
are going to keep going as we get other folks seated. The gentlelady
from Wyoming is seated, so we are going to jump right into and
proceed as any of the other Members come up for the panel. And
so, we will get the water passed out.

[Pause.]

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Thank you very much for the staff for
helping us. That was real quick. I recognize the gentlelady from
Wyoming for 5 minutes.
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STATEMENT OF HON. HARRIET M. HAGEMAN, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM WYOMING

Ms. HAGEMAN. Thank you. Chairman Thompson and Ranking
Member Craig, I want to thank you for allowing me the oppor-
tunity to testify today.

I was raised on a ranch in Goshen County, Wyoming, and dozens
of my immediate and extended family members remain in the
ranching industry to this day. I have become increasingly con-
cerned by the disappearance of ranching families in my community
over the last 25 years or so, due in large part to numerous Federal
policies that have not only caused the current out-migration of our
ag producers, but accelerated it in recent times.

2025 started as a year of optimism. Wyoming livestock producers
were selling at higher prices, finally turning profits after years of
losses, drought, and skyrocketing costs and expenses. One impact
I have heard from constituent ranchers, who, for the first time in
years, didn’t find it necessary to take a second job to keep the fam-
ily ranch alive. Unfortunately, those gains for many were wiped
away after unnecessary market disruptions, exacerbating larger
issues that make it increasingly difficult to ranch in Wyoming. Be-
cause so many of these challenges originated in Washington, D.C.,
we should be able to fix them in Washington, D.C., but only if we
have the courage to do so.

The Trump Administration has, again, taken a bold step forward
in issuing its plan to fortify the American beef industry, and I be-
lieve we can build off this work. I have submitted a number of pri-
orities to this Committee for the farm bill to do just that, and I
want to touch on a few of those today: first, the electronic identi-
fication ear tag rule issued by APHIS in 2024. While I know there
are Members of this Committee that do not agree with my opposi-
tion to mandatory EID, I am very grateful for your willingness to
let me weigh in on this policy.

There have been several challenges to the rule’s implementation
that must be addressed regardless of whether we support it or not.
Since the EID rule went into effect, Wyoming and its surrounding
states have run into persistent shortages, making compliance near-
ly impossible. APHIS and the tag manufacturers assured us that
they were prepared for the rule, but the fact is they were not.
There is, however, another issue exacerbating the shortages. State
veterinarians, in an abundance of caution to ensure compliance
with this Federal mandate, are instructing their cattle producers
that they must put EID tags on all cattle from birth to grave, re-
gardless of the type of animal and despite the fact that the rule re-
quires no such thing. The rule instead applies to sexually-intact
cattle that are 18 months of age or older and that will be sold or
moved across state lines. Many of our cattle do not meet this cri-
teria, including replacement heifers, other breeding and non-breed-
ing stock, and they should not be required to sport an EID tag.

The problem is that ear tag manufacturers and state livestock
boards are saying that they are now prohibited from manufacturing
anything but EID tags. There are, thus, no bangs (brucellosis vac-
cination) tags available for those cattle that do not come within the
definition of the rule. Ranchers are, thus, being forced to use EID
tags for those cattle that were never included in the rule. This not
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only creates shortages, but it is going to skyrocket the cost of the
program. The rule, for example, was designed to cover only 11 per-
cent of the cattle industry, with the USDA estimating the related
cost to be $26.1 million per year. If the rule is instead implemented
against 100 percent of the cattle industry, the cost for the ear tags
alone would be over $260 million. Congress has not, and most like-
ly would not, appropriate funds to meet that price tag, so we need
to address this situation.

I believe that this—another priority of mine includes much-need-
ed reform to the Conservation Reserve Program, or CRP. While
there is, of course, a legitimate use for this program, it is now time
to update and modernize it to safeguard U.S. food production. In
summary, I believe that the CRP programs, which are really de-
signed to disincentivize the productive use of land, are a top con-
tributor in the decline in rural ranching families I referenced ear-
lier. This is played out in my home community by literally remov-
ing, essentially, all families with young children across tens of
thousands of acres in Goshen County alone. Why? Because our
young producers simply cannot compete with the Federal Govern-
ment when it comes to being able to purchase or lease land for cat-
tle production when it comes to CRP.

The CRP program has risen to cover 27 million acres of land
since the 2018 Farm Bill. In Wyoming, fully %2 of our CRP lands
are in Goshen County, affecting our schools and the future of our
young producers. We now have people who buy land solely for the
purpose of putting it into CRP, thereby taking it out of production
simply for the Federal payments that they can reap. I believe we
must seriously consider lowering this overall cap and other reforms
as well. Another important target for CRP reform would be to ex-
pand the types of approved management tools, to include livestock
grazing. Cattle production is good for the land, cattle ranchers
produce some of the healthiest protein that we can consume, and
we need to increase cattle numbers in this country. This is one way
to incentivize ranchers to do so while also furthering the intent of
the CRP.

Last, I would like to express my appreciation for the Committee’s
recognition of the importance of the Secure Rural Schools Program
and for the passage of its reauthorization in the House last night.
Rural communities in my state have received vital economic assist-
ance to support public infrastructure along with search and rescue
and other emergency services.

Thank you again for this opportunity to testify.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hageman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. HARRIET M. HAGEMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM WYOMING

Chairman Thompson and Ranking Member Craig, I want to thank you for allow-
ing me the opportunity to testify today.

I was raised on a ranch in Goshen County, Wyoming, and dozens of my immediate
and extended family members remain in the ranching industry to this day.

I have become increasingly concerned by the disappearance of ranching families
in my community over the last 25 years or so, due in large part to numerous Fed-
eral policies that have not only caused the current out-migration of our ag pro-
ducers, but accelerated it in recent times.
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2025 started as a year of optimism—Wyoming livestock producers were selling at
higher prices, finally turning profits after years of losses, drought, and skyrocketing
costs and expenses.

One impact? I have heard from constituent ranchers who, for the first time in
years, didn’t find it necessary to take a second job to keep the family ranch alive.

Unfortunately, those gains for many were wiped away after unnecessary market
disruptions, exacerbating larger issues that make it increasingly difficult to ranch
in America.

Because so many of those challenges originated in Washington, D.C., we should
be able to fix them in Washington, D.C., but only if we have the courage to do so.

The Trump Administration has again taken a bold step forward in issuing its plan
to fortify the American beef industry, and I believe we can build off of this work.

I have submitted a number of priorities to this Committee for the farm bill to do
just that, and I want to touch on just a few of those today.

First, the electronic identification eartag rule issued by APHIS in 2024.

While I know there are Members of this Committee that do not agree with my
opposition to mandatory EID, I am very grateful for your willingness to let me
weigh in on this policy.

There have been several challenges to the Rule’s implementation that must be ad-
dressed, regardless of whether we support it or not.

Since the EID rule went into effect, Wyoming and its surrounding states have run
into persistent shortages, making compliance nearly impossible.

APHIS and the tag manufacturers assured us they were prepared for the rule,
but the fact is that they simply were not. There is, however, another issue exacer-
bating the shortages.

State veterinarians, in an abundance of caution to ensure compliance with this
Federal mandate, are instructing their cattle producers that they must put EID tags
on all cattle, from birth to grave, regardless of the type of animal and despite the
fact that the rule requires no such thing.

The rule instead applies to sexually intact cattle that are 18 months of age or
older and that will be sold or moved across state lines. Many of our cattle do not
meet this criteria, including replacement heifers and other breeding and non-breed-
ing stock, and should not be required to sport an EID tag.

The problem is that eartag manufacturers and state livestock boards are saying
that they are prohibited from manufacturing anything but EID tags. There are thus
no bangs tags available for those cattle that do not come within the definition of
the rule. Ranchers are thus being forced to use EID tags for those cattle that were
never included in the Rule. This not only creates shortages, but is going to skyrocket
the cost of the program.

The rule, for example, was designed to cover only 11% of the cattle industry, with
the USDA estimating the related cost to be $26.1 million. If the rule is instead im-
plemented against 100% of the cattle industry, the cost for the eartags alone would
be over $260,100,000. Congress has not, and most likely would not, appropriate
funds to meet that price tag.

Neither of these directives are legally correct (that all cattle must now carry an
EID tag and that manufacturers are prohibited from producing any other type of
tag)é{ z:lind we need to correct this issue so APHIS provided tags go where they are
needed.

The FY26 agriculture spending bill included report language acknowledging these
concerns and encouraging APHIS to use enforcement discretion for producers unable
to acquire tags, and requiring USDA to report on shortages.

I believe this Committee can help by further codifying this discretion and flexi-
bility, while also working with USDA on guidance to assure the proper implementa-
tion of this rule.

Another priority of mine includes much-needed reform to the Conservation Re-
serve Program, or CRP. While there is of course legitimate use for this program,
it is now time to update and modernize it to safeguard U.S. food production.

In summary, I believe that the CRP programs, which are really designed to
disincentivize the productive use of our land, are a top contributor in the decline
in rural ranching families I referenced earlier. This has played out in my home com-
munity by literally removing essentially all families with young children across tens
of thousands of acres in Goshen County alone.

Why? Because our young producers simply cannot compete with the Federal Gov-
ernment when it comes to being able to purchase or lease land for cattle production
when it comes to CRP.

The CRP program has risen to cover 27 million acres of land since the 2018 Farm
Bill. In Wyoming, fully %2 of our CRP lands are in Goshen County, affecting our
schools and the future of our young producers. Goshen has by far the largest
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amount of CRP lands, with rental payments over $4 million higher than the second
highest county, and $13.8 million higher than the lowest county.

We now have people who buy land solely for the purpose of putting it into CRP—
thereby taking it out of production—simply for the Federal payments that they can
reap.

I believe we must seriously consider lowering this overall cap, or, if we are going
to leave it in place, we must institute caps in specified geographic areas, such as
at the county level.

Another important target for CRP reform would be to expand the types of ap-
proved management tools to include livestock grazing. Cattle production is good for
the land. Cattle ranchers produce some of the healthiest protein that we can con-
sume. We need to increase cattle numbers in this country. This is one way to
incentivize ranchers to do so while also furthering the intent of the CRP.

The Trump Administration will soon begin to enforce the voluntary country of ori-
gin labeling rule and implement the USDA-DOI Grazing Action Plan. Congress
should be a part of these efforts by codifying those policies that facilitate more food
production, which is something I know you are already committed to, Mr. Chair-
man.

Last, I would like to express my appreciation for the Committee’s recognition of
the importance of the Secure Rural Schools Program.

Rural communities in my state have received vital economic assistance to support
public infrastructure, along with search and rescue and other emergency services
through the SRS program.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service

9 CFR Parts 71, 77, 78, and 86

[Docket No. APHIS—2021-0020]

RIN 0579-AE64

Use of Electronic Identification Eartags

as Official Identification in Cattle and
Bison

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: We are amending the animal
disease traceability regulations to
require that eartags applied on or after
a date 180 days after publication in the
Federal Register of this final rule be
both visually and electronically
readable in order to be recognized for
use as official eartags for interstate
movement of cattle and bison covered
under the regulations. We are also
clarifying certain record retention and

record access requirements and revising
some requirements pertaining to
slaughter cattle. These changes will
enhance the ability of Tribal, State and
Federal officials, private veterinarians,
and livestock producers to quickly
respond to high-impact diseases
currently existing in the United States,
as well as foreign animal diseases that
threaten the viability of the U.S. cattle
and bison industries.

DATES: This rule is effective November
5, 2024.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Alexander K. Turner, Acting Director,
Animal Disease Traceability and
Veterinary Accreditation Center,
Strategy and Policy, VS, APHIS, 2150
Centre Ave., Building B, Fort Collins,
CO 80526; (970) 494-7353.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Under the Animal Health Protection
Act (AHPA, 7 U.S.C. 8301 et seq.), the
Secretary of Agriculture has the
authority to issue orders and regulations
to prevent the introduction into the
United States and the dissemination
within the United States of any pest or
disease of livestock. Within the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA), the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service (APHIS) has primary regulatory
responsibility to prevent, control, and
eradicate communicable diseases of
livestock in the United States. Knowing
where diseased and at-risk animals are,
where they have been, and when, is
indispensable in emergency response
and in ongoing disease control and
eradication programs.

The animal disease traceability
regulations, which were set forth in a
final rule * published on January 9, 2013
(78 FR 2040-2075, Docket No. APHIS—
2009-0091) and are contained in 9 CFR
part 86, provide the requirements for
identification and documentation for
certain classes of cattle and bison to
move interstate. These regulations
establish minimum national official
identification and documentation
requirements for the traceability of
livestock moving interstate. The species
covered in the regulations include cattle
and bison (sexually intact and 18
months of age or older, all female dairy
cattle of any age and male dairy cattle
born after March 11, 2013, cattle and
bison of any age used for rodeo or
recreational events, and cattle and bison
of any age used for shows or
exhibitions), sheep and goats, swine,

To view the final rule, supporting documents,
and comments we received, go to: hitps://
wiw. i v/dockel/APHIS-2009-0091.

horses and other equids, captive cervids
(e.g., deer and elk), and poultry.

Under the regulations, official
identification devices or methods are
determined by the APHIS
Administrator. An “official
identification device or method” is
defined in § 86.1 of the regulations as
“[a] means approved by the
Administrator of applying an official
identification number to an animal of a
specific species or associating an official
identification number with an animal or
group of animals of a specific species or
otherwise officially identifying an
animal or group of animals.”

One of the approved identification
methods for cattle and bison covered by
part 86 is an official eartag. An official
eartag is defined in § 86.1 of the
regulations as “‘[a]n identification tag
approved by APHIS that bears an
official identification number for
individual animals. Beginning March
11, 2014, all official eartags
manufactured must bear an official
eartag shield. Beginning March 11,
2015, all official eartags applied to
animals must bear an official eartag
shield. The design, size, shape, color,
and other characteristics of the official
eartag will depend on the needs of the
users, subject to the approval of the
Administrator. The official eartag must
be tamper-resistant and have a high
retention rate in the animal.”” The other
methods of official identification of
cattle and bison include “[b]rands
registered with a recognized brand
inspection authority and accompanied
by an official brand inspection
certificate, when agreed to by the
shipping and receiving State or Tribal
animal health authorities; or [t]attoos
and other identification methods
acceptable to a breed association for
registration purposes, accompanied by a
breed registration certificate, when
agreed to by the shipping and receiving
State or Tribal animal health authorities;
or Group/lot identification when a
group/lot identification number (GIN)
may be used.” 9 CFR 86.4(a)(1)(ii)
through (iv).

Historically, APHIS has used metal,
non-electronic identification (EID) tags
for animal identification in disease
programs for many decades and has
approved both non-EID and radio
frequency identification (RFID, a form of
EID) tags for use as official eartags in
cattle and bison since 2008.

Since the enactment of the animal
disease traceability regulations, APHIS
has worked with stakeholders to
enhance its traceability capacity within
the Animal Disease Traceability (ADT)
program. In January 2017, APHIS staff
officers met with State officials and
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APHIS Veterinary Services field officers
to gather input on what was working
well in the traceability program and
what gaps remained. A report of our
findings was published in April 2017
(https://www.aphis.usda.gov/
traceability/downloads/adt-
assessment.pdf). Among other findings,
the report discussed gaps in tracing
animals due to the challenges of reading
and recording numbers from non-EID
eartags. A similar gap identified was the
need for greater efficiency in collecting
Animal Identification Numbers (AINs)
or other official identification numbers
of individual animals at slaughter and
removing those identification numbers
from future tracing efforts. Eliminating
this gap was determined not to be
feasible with visual-only eartags, but
could be achieved with EID eartags.

On April 4, 2017, we published in the
Federal Register (82 FR 16336, Docket
No. APHIS-2017-0016) a notice 2
announcing a series of public meetings
aimed at soliciting comment on the
animal disease traceability program. A
total of nine public meetings were
hosted by APHIS between April and
July of that year, and an additional
meeting was hosted by the Kansas
Department of Agriculture. As discussed
in the April 2017 notice, the purpose of
the meetings paralleled the prior
discussion with State officials and
APHIS field officers: to “hear from the
public about the successes and
challenges of the current ADT
framework.” We specifically solicited
attendance from cattle and bison
industry members, as well as impacted
States and Tribes.

The notice and meetings generated
462 written public comments. A
working group composed of State and
Federal officials, formed in March of
2017 to plan and attend the public
meetings, was further tasked with
listening to the discussions and
preparing a final report summarizing
input from the meetings and proposing
directions to address gaps in the
traceability system. The report was
presented at the National Institute for
Animal Agriculture fall public forum in
September of 2017 and published in
April of 2018 (https://
www.aphis.usda.gov/publications/
animal_health/adt-summary-program-
review.pdyf).

During the remainder of 2017, 2018,
and 2019, APHIS personnel frequently
met with stakeholders to discuss
questions and topics that arose during
the 2017 outreach meetings. In addition

2To view the notice, go to: https:/
www.regulations.gov/document/APHIS-2017-0016-
0001.

to individual and industry organization
meetings, APHIS officers met with State
officials as well as industry stakeholders
at national public forums including the
United States Animal Health
Association and the National Institute
for Animal Agriculture forum.

During this period, cattle and bison
organizations provided significant and
ongoing input on the animal disease
traceability program. Although not
everyone agreed, many stakeholders
commented that electronic records and
electronic identification were of
significant value and were needed to
protect the industry from diseases with
potential for high economic impacts.

While APHIS focuses on interstate
movement of livestock, States and
Tribal Nations remain responsible for
the traceability of livestock within their
jurisdictions. APHIS partners with State
veterinary officials each year to test the
performance of States’ animal disease
traceability systems with regard to the
interstate movement of cattle and bison
covered under 9 CFR part 86. (Tribes are
free to request such test exercises on a
voluntary basis and APHIS will report
to the Tribes the results of any such
exercise. At this time, Tribes have not
requested such test exercises.) Results of
these test exercises can be viewed on
APHIS’ traceability web page.® The
results indicate that when State
veterinary officials are provided an
identification number from an animal
that has been identified with an official
identification eartag, whether non-EID
(e.g., metal or plastic) or electronic, and
the number has been entered accurately
into a data system, States on average can
trace animals to any one of these four
locations in less than 1 hour: the State
where an animal was officially
identified, the location in-State where
an animal was officially identified, the
State from which an animal was
shipped out of, and the location in-State
that an animal was shipped out-of-State
from. However, lengthy times or failed
traces in the test exercises resulted
when numbers from non-EID tags were
transcribed inaccurately, movement
records were not readily available, or
information was only retrievable from
labor-intensive paper filing systems. We
believe electronic tags and electronic
record systems provide a significant
advantage over non-EID tags and paper
record systems, or systems that involve
manual entry of tag numbers, by
enabling rapid and accurate reading and

38ee ADT Trace Performance Metric Report
2013-2022. https://www.aphis.usda.gov/
traceability/downloads/adt-trace-perf-report-2013-
2022.pdf.

recording of tag numbers and retrieval
of traceability information.

In support of greater efficiency in
traceability and in furtherance of the
above-listed program goals, on July 6,
2020, we published in the Federal
Register (85 FR 40184—40185, Docket
No. APHIS-2020-0022) a notice* in
which we announced our proposal to
approve only RFID tags as the official
eartag for use in interstate movement of
cattle and bison that are covered under
the regulations. Specifically, the notice
proposed that:

¢ Beginning January 1, 2022, USDA
would no longer approve vendors to use
the official USDA shield in production
of visual eartags or other eartags that do
not have RFID components.

¢ On January 1, 2023, RFID tags
would become the only identification
devices approved as an official eartag
for cattle and bison pursuant to
§86.4(a)(1)(1).

o For cattle and bison that have
official USDA visual (metal) tags in
place before January 1, 2023, APHIS
would recognize the visual (metal) tag
as an official identification device for
the life of the animal.

The 2020 notice further clarified that
we were proposing no changes to the
regulations pertaining to, nor proposing
to restrict the use of, other official
identification methods authorized by 9
CFR 86.4(a)(1)(ii) through (iv) (such as
the use of tattoos and brands when
accepted by State veterinary officials in
the sending and receiving States).

We solicited comments on the 2020
notice for 90 days ending on October 5,
2020. We received 935 comments by
that date from industry groups,
producers, veterinarians, State
departments of agriculture, and
individuals.

Many of the commenters representing
industry organizations and State
department of agriculture regulatory
officials were supportive of the
transition and agreed with APHIS that
RFID allowed for greater efficiency than
non-electronic means of identification
and furthered the goals of the ADT
program with regard to animal
traceability. We also received many
comments expressing opposition to the
proposal. These commenters expressed
concern about issues including
perceived costs, retention time on the
animals of RFID eartags, as well as our
legal authority under the Administrative
Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 500 et seq.) to
change the eartag requirements using a

4To view the notice, supporting documents, and
comments we received, go to: https://
wwiw.regulations.gov/document/APHIS-2020-0022-
0001
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notice-based procedure rather than
rulemaking.

After reviewing the comments on the
July 2020 notice, we determined that
withdrawing our recognition of visual-
only (non-EID) eartags as official eartags
for cattle and bison moving interstate
would constitute a change in the
application of our regulatory
requirements of sufficient magnitude to
merit rulemaking rather than the notice-
based process we originally envisioned.
We also determined that the goal of
maximizing transparency and public
participation would also best be served
through rulemaking in this instance.
Therefore, on March 23, 2021, we issued
a stakeholder announcement indicating
that we would not finalize the 2020
notice, and that we “would use the
rulemaking process for further action
related to the proposal.” s

To that end, on January 19, 2023, we
published in the Federal Register (88
FR 3320-3330, Docket No. APHIS—
2021-0020) a proposal ® to amend the
animal disease traceability regulations
to require that eartags applied on or
after a date 6 months (180 days) after
publication in the Federal Register of a
final rule be both visually and
electronically readable in order to be
recognized for use as official eartags for
interstate movement of cattle and bison
covered under the regulations. The
proposed rule differed from the 2020
notice in that we referred to electronic
identification (EID) tags rather than to
RFID tags to recognize the permissibility
of other electronically readable
technology, in addition to RFID
technology, should it become available
in the future. We also proposed several
other changes to part 86 aimed at
clarifying the regulations, including
revising the definition of dairy cattle,
amending certain provisions pertaining
to recordkeeping, and revising certain
requirements pertaining to slaughter
cattle. We began soliciting comments
concerning the proposal for 60 days,
ending March 20, 2023, and in response
to several requests by commenters, we
extended ” the comment period by 30
days to April 19, 2023.

We received 2,006 comments by the
extended date. The comments were
from industry groups, producers,

5The notice was posted to https://
www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/newsroom/news/sa_by._
d 021/rfi ing. It is
available by contacting traceability@usda.gov.

©To view the proposal, supporting documents,
and the comments we received, go to https://
www.regulations.gov/document/APHIS-2021-0020-
0001.

7 The comment extension notice was published
on March 20, 2023 (88 FR 16576, Docket No.
APHIS-2021-0020).

veterinarians, State departments of
agriculture, and individuals.

Similar to the response to the notice
published on July 6, 2020,% many of the
commenters representing industry
organizations and State departments of
agriculture regulatory officials were
supportive of the proposed rule and
agreed that EID furthered the goals of
the ADT program with regard to animal
traceability. We also received many
comments expressing opposition to our
proposal. Our responses to those
comments are provided below,
organized by topic.

General Comments

Several commenters stated that our
proposed rule would not improve
animal disease traceability because an
insufficient number of animals are
covered under the proposed rule. These
commenters noted that USDA has stated
that a participation rate of 70 percent of
the nation’s cattle herd would be
necessary for an ADT program to be
effective.

Having a higher percentage of the
nation’s cattle population officially
identified would certainly be a benefit
to a robust ADT program, but our focus
in this rulemaking is to continue to
enhance our ability to respond quickly
to high-impact diseases of livestock
within the constraints of the animal
classes and movements that are
currently required to have official
identification and the animal classes
and movements that are currently
exempted.

The source ® cited by the commenters
was the 2009 Congressional testimony
of Dr. John Clifford, a former APHIS
Deputy Administrator for Veterinary
Services. Dr. Clifford was testifying
about what measures were in place to
survey for and respond to the possible
introduction of high-risk foreign animal
diseases (FADs) into the United States.
His comments should be viewed
through that lens and understood to
mean that, in order to be fully prepared
for a possible incursion of an FAD, an
estimated 70 percent 19 of animals of a
specific species/sector would need to be
traceable. At the time of his testimony,
Dr. Clifford estimated that 25 percent of
the nation’s beef cattle herd participated

8See footnote 4.

9 https://www.usda.gov/sites/default/files/
documents/5_5_09_Clifford Dep_Admin_for_Vet_
Services_APHIS_National_Animal_ID.pdf.
10 More y, a 2018 World Perspective:
commissi by the National Cattlemen's Beef
Association estimated that a window of 45 percent
to 90 percent, with a midpoint of 68 percent, is
needed for traceability to have “national
significance.” (“Comprehensive Feasibility Study:
U.S. Beef Cattle Identification and Traceability
Systems.” World Perspectives, Inc. 2018.)

dy

in the USDA’s National Animal
Identification System (a voluntary
system that prefigured the current ADT
program). The higher the number of
animals that are traceable, the higher the
likelihood that we are able to trace any
particular instance of disease and
effectively respond.

These statements do not preclude
APHIS from taking measures, such as
our proposed rule, to move closer to that
stated objective, nor do they contradict
our claim that our proposal would
improve the efficacy of our current ADT
program. For the reasons outlined in the
proposed rule and summarized above in
this document, requiring EID for eartags
will improve our ability to trace the
cattle and bison that are currently
required to have official identification
and that meet this requirement with
eartags.

A commenter stated that our proposed
rule would not improve ADT because
our proposal included no measure to
solve problems with paper records by,
for example, requiring the digitization of
paper records used in disease traceback
investigations.

We are making no change in response
to the commenter. While the regulations
do not require the digitization of paper
records, APHIS has elsewhere
encouraged the use of electronic
recordkeeping through efforts such as
targeted funding to State and Tribal
animal health officials operating under
an ADT cooperative agreement to
support their electronic recordkeeping
systems and maintain their internal
databases used for animal disease
traceability. Cooperators have used this
funding in a variety of ways, including
providing accredited veterinarians and
livestock markets with free EID readers.
Partly as a result of these efforts,
electronic interstate certificate of
veterinary inspections (ICVIs) are
readily available now and frequently
used. Moreover, our proposal included
editing language in the definition of
interstate certificate of veterinary
inspection (ICVI) in § 86.1 to clarify that
electronic ICVIs may be used as an
alternative to paper ICVIs. Our intention
with respect to this change was to
continue to encourage electronic
recordkeeping in order to further
alleviate the potential problems caused
by paper records. However, because
electronic ICVIs may sometimes be
impracticable for the regulated
community, we are not requiring the use
of electronic ICVIs.

A commenter stated that typos were
not a legitimate basis for major Federal
action and claimed that APHIS was
suggesting that ranchers “are doing
sloppy work.”
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Transcription errors in animal
location and movement documents have
the potential to significantly impede
trace investigations. APHIS recognizes
that producers and others who complete
these documents typically take care in
producing the documents; however,
reading and transcribing tag identifiers
by hand, especially National Uniform
Eartagging System (NUES) tags that may
be obstructed with debris or worn
down, is a process that is inherently
subject to human error. Errors can occur
at the level of writing, reviewing, or
completing movement documents, and
an error in recording a single digit can
have major impacts on a trace.

Some commenters stated that APHIS
has failed to articulate the need for the
proposed EID requirement, as the
current ADT program has proven
adequate. One of these commenters
cited examples of successful disease
outbreak control of bovine tuberculosis
(TB) in Michigan; mad cow disease in
Washington in 2003; and foot-and-
mouth disease (FMD) in California in
1929.

Successes in the past do not mean EID
is unnecessary. As explained in the
proposed rule and summarized earlier
in this document, APHIS partners with
State veterinary officials each year to
test the performance of States” animal
disease traceability systems. Results of
these test exercises currently show that
when State veterinary officials are
provided an identification number from
an animal that has been identified with
an official identification tag, either
metal or EID, that has been entered
accurately into a data system, over half
of States can trace animals to any one
of four locations in less than 1 hour
(these four locations are: the State where
an animal was tagged, the location in-
State where an animal was tagged, the
State from which an animal was
shipped out of, and the location in-State
that an animal was shipped out-of-State
from). However, lengthy times in the
trace test exercises resulted when
numbers from visual (metal) tags were
transcribed inaccurately, movement
records were not readily available, or
information was only retrievable from
labor-intensive paper filing systems. EID
tags and electronic record systems thus
provide significant advantage over other
forms of official identification to rapidly
and accurately read and record tag
numbers and retrieve traceability
information.

As for the examples cited by the
commenter, Michigan was unable to
regain TB-free status in the vast majority
of the State until improvements to its
traceability program were made
following the State’s implementation of

the mandatory use of RFID ear tags in
cattle and bison in 2007. Michigan faces
a unique challenge in eradicating bovine
TB, as the disease is endemic in free-
ranging white-tailed deer present in
specific areas of Michigan, and the
disease can be transmitted between deer
and cattle. Because of this, Michigan
maintains a split-state status for TB: the
State is divided into a Modified
Accredited Zone and Accredited Free
areas.!! International trading partners
and States have required Michigan to
maintain a robust traceability program
to continue to allow animals to move
internationally or to other States from
the Accredited Free areas of Michigan.
Utilizing mandatory RFID tags in this
traceability program allows immediate
uploading of accurate records to the
Michigan Department of Agriculture
and Rural Development’s system, which
in turn allows Michigan to show their
trading partners proof of where animals
have been within the State, and helps to
guarantee rapid response in the event of
an animal disease emergency.

In addition to allowing for more rapid
tracing of animals into and out of TB-
positive herds, the mandatory RFID
tagging requirement allows Michigan to
provide real-time animal movement
data for animals leaving the Modified
Accredited Zone. This program allows
State and Federal animal health officials
to trace potentially exposed herds
within hours, as opposed to days or
weeks, saving both time and money. TB
traces in Michigan are linked to source
and exposed herds more accurately,
which reduces the number of additional
herds impacted by quarantine and
testing. We believe Michigan’s
experience further supports our
contention that increased use of EID
eartags nationwide will improve
APHIS’s animal disease traceability
program.

Regarding the 1929 outbreak of FMD
in California, historically, cattle
movement in the United States was
much smaller. Animals today can be
transported quickly and easily across
State lines, allowing for a much more
rapid and uncontrolled spread of
disease. While the United States was
fortunate to contain the disease in 1929,
containing an outbreak would be far
more difficult today. Moreover, the cost
of containment, eradication, and the
loss of export markets would far
outweigh the cost of EID tags.

Regarding the 2003 case of bovine
spongiform encephalopathy (BSE, “mad

11 The Modified Accredited Zone is currently
comprised of 4 counties; the State’s remaining 79
counties are Accredited Free areas (https://
www.michigan.gov/mdard/ani i
bovine-tuberculosis)

cow disease’””) in Washington, the
diseased cow was traceable to Canada.
The United States was unable to trace
all the cows in the diseased cow’s
cohort, leading to suspicion that more
cows with BSE existed in the United
States, which resulted in negative
impacts to cattle prices and export
markets that lasted several years.12 We
consider this further support for
improving the animal disease
traceability program, as we believe that
amore effective and efficient animal
disease traceability program may have
prevented those impacts.

As we have previously stated, in order
to be fully prepared for a possible
incursion of a high-risk FAD, an
estimated 70 percent of each species/
sector would need to be traceable. To be
an effective tool for disease control, the
traceability must be successful to the
source of the disease and exposed
animals within the time window of the
particular disease’s exposure and
transmission parameters. This
rulemaking furthers this goal.

Some commenters claimed that the
ADT program’s goal to trace an animal
from birth to death in less than 24 hours
was flawed, as birth-to-death
traceability is not needed for fast-
moving diseases such as FMD. The
commenter suggested that the program
need only trace where the infected
animal has been in the last few days.
The commenters also claimed that slow-
moving diseases such as TB do not
require rapid traceback.

The ADT program does not have a
goal of tracing an animal from birth to
death in less than 24 hours; the ADT
program’s goal is to be able to trace
animals’ movements completely and as
rapidly as necessary to contain the
disease in question, which depends on
the speed of disease transmission.

Traceability is necessary for
controlling both fast-moving diseases,
like FMD, as well as slower-moving
diseases, like TB and brucellosis. In
both cases, speed of data retrieval and
information sharing is important for
efficiently and effectively completing a
trace investigation. Responders can
better identify animals that may have
come in contact with an affected animal,
which sometimes can number in the
thousands or tens of thousands,
implement mitigation strategies, and
thereby minimize the economic impact
of outbreaks to the industry. This speed
of information retrieval and sharing is

12 Coffey, B., Mintert, J., Fox, J.A., Schroeder, T.C.
and Valentin, L., 2005. The economic impact of BSE
on the US beef industry: product value losses,
regulatory c 5. Kansas
State Univers t Station
and Cooperative Extension Service, MF-2678.
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enhanced when electronic identification
and recordkeeping methods are utilized.

A commenter stated that use of EID
eartags would not be enough to help
control a potential FMD outbreak, and
that prevention should be the first line
of defense.

APHIS agrees that a response to FMD
in the United States would require a
multifactorial approach. As explained in
Dr. Clifford’s 2009 testimony 1 before
Congress, APHIS’ response plan
includes specific emergency response
guidelines; coordination with
Departments and Agencies that will
support and partner with USDA in
emergency response; rapid response
teams stationed around the country;
access to personnel through the
International Animal Health Emergency
Response Corps; the National Veterinary
Stockpile; and guidelines regarding the
use of FMD vaccine.

Moreover, while prevention and
biosecurity are necessary first-line
defenses, we do not agree that they are
sufficient risk mitigation strategies
alone. EID eartags will make the process
of tracing infected and exposed animals
more efficient and will improve our
implementation of mitigations, like
tracing animals forward or utilizing
vaccination or regionalization strategies.
EID would be critical to reopening
export markets closed as a result of an
FMD outbreak, as the rapid tracing
afforded by EID would help the United
States demonstrate freedom from
disease and disposition of all infected
and exposed animals.

A commenter stated that early
diagnosis and good animal husbandry
are more important to disease control
than ADT, as evidenced by the failure
of EID to prevent the porcine epidemic
diarrhea (PED) outbreak of 2013.

While we agree that good animal
husbandry is important for preventing
disease and that early diagnosis can
help prevent its spread, this does not
negate the importance of an ADT
program, which can help us contain
potentially devastating disease
outbreaks before they can do substantial
damage.

The commenter is correct that
electronic identification of swine
moving interstate would not have
materially impacted the spread of PED.
However, this is due to the nature of the
disease and swine industry practices,
rather than a failure of EID
identification. The primary mechanism
of PED spread was through fomites (e.g.,
pig feed, trucks, etc.) and not animal-to-
animal contact where tracing would
have been of greater benefit. In contrast,

13 See footnote 9.

diseases of cattle and bison, such as TB,
brucellosis, and FMD, often are
transmitted by animal-to-animal contact
and, when the cattle or bison are
moving in interstate commerce, the
diseases can rapidly damage the cattle
and bison industry in multiple States.

Some commenters disagreed that our
proposal would address animal disease
outbreaks because they claimed the risk
of outbreaks of diseases of livestock
originates from people crossing the
border into the United States.
Commenters specifically cited the risk
of human-to-animal transmission of TB.

The commenter’s claim that disease
outbreaks of TB in cattle and bison are
largely the result of zoonosis, and
exposure to infected humans is not
supported by data. Information from
APHIS’ National Tuberculosis
Eradication Program indicates that TB is
usually spread through the purchase of
infected animals or exposure to infected
cattle or wildlife. While human-to-
animal transmission of TB may
periodically occur, genomic testing
shows the incidence to be low.

Some commenters disagreed that our
proposal would address livestock
disease outbreaks because they claimed
the risk of livestock disease outbreaks
originates from imported cattle and beef.
The commenters suggested that APHIS
focus its efforts on restricting imports to
prevent the introduction of livestock
disease rather than improving ADT.

This rulemaking is limited in scope to
improving our national animal disease
traceability program; restrictions on the
importation of live animals and animal
products are outside of its scope. We
note that, under our regulations in 9
CFR part 93, APHIS only allows the
importation of live animals from
countries that meet certain freedom
from disease testing requirements.
Under 9 CFR part 94, APHIS similarly
restricts the importation of animal
products based on the animal disease
status of the exporting region. Animals
and animal products that do not meet
these requirements may not be imported
into the United States.

A commenter stated that the proposed
rule does not mention biosecurity and,
therefore, is not focused on disease
prevention.

‘We agree with the commenter that
biosecurity is important to preventing
disease and encourage producers to
follow biosecurity practices. The
commenter is correct that this final rule
is not focused on disease prevention. As
acknowledged in the proposed rule, the
intent of the proposed rule was not to
prevent disease epidemics. Rather, it
would facilitate containing disease
outbreaks before they can do substantial

damage to the U.S. cattle and bison
industries. This final rule is specifically
focused on improving our ability to
trace animals accurately and rapidly in
order to prevent that potential damage.

Many commenters who opposed the
proposed EID tag requirement based
their opposition on issues related to
food safety. Commenters stated that the
majority of food-borne illnesses in meat
are the result of practices at the
slaughterhouse and in processing and
handling. Since animal identification
programs end at the time of slaughter,
commenters argued that requiring EID
tags on cattle will not increase food
safety.

Within the USDA, food safety of meat
and meat food products falls under the
purview of the Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS). APHIS does
not have statutory authority to regulate
for food safety. The EID eartag
requirement is intended to facilitate
animal disease traceability, thereby
improving our ability to trace outbreaks
of diseases of livestock in live animals
and more efficiently control or eradicate
these diseases. This is consistent with
our statutory authority under the AHPA.

It was further stated that, to address
food safety and animal disease, APHIS
should increase oversight and testing at
the large meat processing plants. The
commenters felt that would be more
effective in preventing the spread of
disease than requiring EID eartags.

As noted above, FSIS is a separate
agency of USDA that regulates the
slaughter and processing of meat and
meat food products. APHIS does not
provide oversight of the slaughter or
processing operations; however, APHIS
conducts surveillance for domestic
animal diseases, such as brucellosis and
TB, and some foreign animal diseases in
certain species through slaughter
surveillance. APHIS regularly evaluates
its slaughter surveillance programs for
efficacy; however, we disagree with the
commenter that more stringent oversight
of such facilities would prove more
effective than requiring EID tags.
Slaughter facilities are a terminal point,
and cattle and bison may pass through
multiple intermediate locations and
commingle with animals from other
premises and of other health statuses
prior to slaughter. In the event of a
disease outbreak, addressing this
possible intermediate movement
requires rapid and accurate traceability
of all potentially affected livestock.

Some commenters asked us to
reinstate mandatory country of origin
labeling (COOL) in order to have a
successful traceability program. Some
commenters asked whether we intended
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to use EID tags for the purposes of
COOL.

COOL pertains to the labeling of food
products and is not related to APHIS’
animal disease traceability program.
Moreover, COOL was never under
APHIS’ purview, but under the purview
of the Agricultural Marketing Service
(AMS).

Some commenters expressed their
support for the continued exemption of
cattle under 18 months of age from
official identification requirements.

The regulations will continue to
exempt most feeder cattle (beef cattle
less than 18 months of age) from official
identification requirements.

A commenter stated that ADT should
only apply to breeding cattle or cattle in
interstate commerce. Conversely, other
commenters recommended that we
apply the EID tag requirement to all
cattle and/or that all cattle should be
tagged at birth or before being sold, as
this would improve our ability to locate
diseased animals and lessen the effects
of a disease outbreak. Some of these
commenters added that this issue
should be addressed in a separate
rulemaking.

We will consider the commenters’
recommendations in the future;
however, changing the type of cattle
needing official identification is outside
the scope of this rulemaking. Should
APHIS decide to change the type of
cattle that require official identification
in the future, this process would occur
through rulemaking that would solicit
public comment.

Some commenters expressed concern
about APHIS expanding ADT
requirements to encompass other types
of cattle in the future.

This rulemaking is only intended to
address the transition to EID official
eartags for cattle and bison that are
currently required to have official
identification.

Some commenters expressed
confusion regarding whether the EID tag
requirement applied to their animals.
Commenters provided various examples
of beef cattle that do not move
interstate, or that moved interstate but
were less than 18 months of age. It was
stated that the rule would require
producers to tag their direct-to-slaughter
cows and bulls. Similarly, two
commenters requested that we exclude
small producers from the EID eartag
requirements in order to reduce burden
on these entities.

This final rule does not change the
types of animals to which official
identification requirements apply, nor
does it change the categories of animals
that are exempted from official
identification requirements. Under the

current regulations in § 86.4(b), which
this final rule does not change, the
following categories of cattle and bison
are subject to official identification
requirements for interstate movement:
all sexually intact cattle and bison 18
months of age or over; all female dairy
cattle of any age and all male dairy
cattle born after March 11, 2013; cattle
and bison of any age used for rodeo or
recreational events; and cattle and bison
of any age used for shows or
exhibitions. Cattle and bison are
exempted from official identification
requirements if they are going directly
to slaughter.

Because of these strictures, many
small entities have cattle that are
excluded from the requirement
currently, including many of the
commenters who asked whether the rule
applies to them. Beef feeder cattle under
18 months of age are not subject to the
identification requirements. Direct-to-
slaughter cattle, including cull cattle,
are not subject to the identification
requirements. Cattle and bison that do
not move interstate are not subject to the
identification requirements, unless
required by APHIS program disease
regulations in 9 CFR subchapter C.

Some commenters stated that when
the new EID tag requirement goes into
effect, we should continue to exempt
animals moved between States on
pasture-to-pasture movement permits,
i.e., commuter herd agreements, from
the requirements for official
identification.

The EID tag requirement does not
change the categories of animals that are
subject to, or exempted from, the
requirements for official identification.

Under a commuter herd agreement
between a livestock owner and State or
Tribal animal health officials, cattle and
bison may be moved interstate between
two premises, without a change of
ownership in the course of normal
livestock operations, subject to the
conditions of the agreement. The
regulations in § 86.4 provide for
interstate movement of commuter herds
under commuter herd agreements. See 9
CFR 86.4(b)(1)(i)(A). The EID tag
requirement does not affect those
regulations and, therefore, does not have
any implications for the interstate
movement of commuter herds.

A commenter stated that animals
involved in private treaty sales for the
purpose of breeding should be exempt
from EID tag requirements when moved
interstate.

This comment is outside the scope of
this rulemaking. Per § 86.2(b), no person
may move covered livestock interstate
or receive livestock moved interstate
unless all requirements of part 86 are

met. Private treaty sales of breeding
cattle are required to meet these
requirements, including official
identification and an ICVI.

A commenter stated that allowing
animals to move through a livestock
facility to a slaughter establishment
where a backtag can be applied, in
accordance with § 86.4(b)(1)(ii)(B),
leaves a potential gap in traceability to
the premises of origin.

Section 86.4(b)(1)(ii) refers to a
situation in which cattle are exempted
from the requirement for official
identification. Exemptions from the
requirement for official identification
are outside the scope of this rulemaking.

A commenter stated that finalizing
this proposed rule would “invite
limitless incremental regulation from
other agencies.”

The commenter’s stated supposition
for this statement is that this rulemaking
represents a concerted effort by the
Federal Government, as a whole, to
wrest livestock management decisions
from individual producers. APHIS has
no intent to do so, nor is it aware of any
such effort.

The same commenter opined that the
rule could be used by APHIS as a basis
for incremental further expansion of the
ADT program, citing, as purportedly
analogous examples, requirements by
the Security and Exchange Commission
regarding environmental, social, and
governance reporting, and policies by
the Food and Drug Administration
regarding the use of antibiotics in
livestock.

APHIS has no authority over the
regulatory actions and policies of other
agencies. However, as noted above, the
proposed rule is a distinct action meant,
primarily, to change the official eartag
requirements for cattle and bison
covered by the ADT regulations in order
to improve its emergency response and
ongoing disease control and eradication
programs. The proposed rule is not
intended as part of a suite of
interlocking, incremental regulatory
changes to the regulations, and any
possible future revisions to the
regulations would be through proposed
rules with the opportunity for public
comment.

Some commenters, while generally
supporting the use of EID eartags for
official identification of cattle and
bison, believed that such use should be
voluntary rather than a requirement.

The use of EID official eartags has
been voluntary for many years. In our
view, and as stated above, continuing to
allow the use of EID eartags by
producers on a voluntary basis will not
provide the degree of enhancement to
our traceability capacity that is needed
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for optimal animal disease investigation
and control.

We also received a number of
comments regarding the public
comment period and outreach efforts
related to this rulemaking. A few
commenters stated that more
stakeholder outreach was needed. Some
commenters stated that APHIS ignored
previous stakeholder outreach in
drafting our proposed rule. Some
commenters requested an extension of
the comment period, ranging from 30
days to 90 days, to allow more time for
public input.

We extended the comment period for
the proposed rule by 30 days, which we
consider appropriate given our prior
outreach efforts to stakeholders. We
disagree that our outreach efforts were
inadequate or that the feedback received
during our outreach efforts was ignored.
As stated in the proposed rule and
summarized earlier in this document,
outreach included meetings with State
officials and APHIS Veterinary Services
field officers; nine public meetings that
solicited attendance from cattle and
bison industry members, as well as
impacted States and Tribes; the July
2020 notice seeking public comment for
90 days; as well as the January 2023
proposed rule, which solicited comment
for a total of 90 days. All input and
comments received from these efforts
were considered when drafting this
rulemaking.

Effective Date and Implementation

Some commenters advocated
grandfathering in existing eartags, i.e.,
recognizing visual tags, such as National
Uniform Eartagging System eartags, as
official eartags for animals tagged with
them prior to November 5, 2024, the
effective date of the EID tag
requirement.

We agree with these commenters. As
we noted in the proposed rule, visual
eartags applied to animals prior to
November 5, 2024 will be recognized as
official eartags for the life of the animal.

Some commenters expressed concern
about the effective date of November 5,
2024, stating that 6 months was a
relatively short amount of time to notify
producers of the new requirements and
for producers to meet the EID tag
requirement. Other commenters
expressed support for our proposed
timeline.

We believe that an effective date of
November 5, 2024 provides sufficient
time for stakeholders to comply with the
new requirements. APHIS has engaged
in extensive outreach efforts regarding
the use of EID eartags, as summarized
earlier in this document, and it has
ensured that the new requirements will

only apply to eartags applied to animals
after the effective date.

Two commenters stated that
implementation of the proposed rule
would be difficult due to a general labor
shortage.

We note that producers may apply
official eartags to their animals
themselves. Whether producers have
tags applied to their animals at
approved tagging sites, apply tags to
their animals themselves, or hire labor
to apply tags to their animals, we do not
believe there is more labor involved in
the application of EID eartags as
opposed to applying eartags that are
only visually readable.

Multiple commenters expressed
concern about potential shortages of EID
tags in light of supply chain and
manufacturing challenges. Some
commenters mentioned that EID tags are
often backordered or that there are high
wait times for EID tag orders. Some
commenters recommended we create a
contingency plan in the event EID tags
required by this rulemaking are not
available once the final rule goes into
effect.

APHIS ADT staff have had frequent
conversations with manufacturers of
official devices and have been assured
that manufacturing and shipping
capacity is adequate for the projected
number of cattle requiring official
identification for interstate movement.

APHIS is aware of supply chain and
manufacturing disruptions due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, but these issues
have been resolved. APHIS is also aware
of long wait times due to customization
or brand preferences that are desired by
the producer, but the regulations do not
require such customizations or that any
specific brand be used. We do not
believe either of these issues indicate
that a current shortage exists or that a
future shortage is likely, and the
commenters have not provided any
additional evidence of reasonably
foreseeable supply chain issues.

Finally, as £scussed in further detail
later in this document, we believe that
the streamlining changes we proposed
to the approval process for new EID
devices will help insulate against
unforeseen supply chain disruptions.
Definitions (§ 86.1)

In §86.1, we proposed to revise the
definitions of approved tagging site,
dairy cattle, interstate certificate of
veterinary inspection (ICVI), and official
eartag. We also proposed to add a new
definition for Official Animal
Identification Device Standards
(OAIDS). Comments we received for
each of the revisions and addition to
§86.1 are addressed below.

Approved Tagging Site

The current regulations define an
approved tagging site as “A premises,
authorized by APHIS, State, or Tribal
animal health officials, where livestock
may be officially identified on behalf of
their owner or the person in possession,
care, or control of the animals when
they are brought to the premises.” In
order to offer greater clarity regarding
the nature of an approved tagging site by
specifying that such sites are where
official identification tags are physically
applied to animals, we proposed to
revise this definition to read as follows:
“A premises, authorized by APHIS,
State, or Tribal animal health officials,
where livestock without official
identification may be transferred to have
official identification applied on behalf
of their owner or the person in
possession, care, or control of the
animals when they are brought to the
premises.”

One commenter, while expressing
support, suggested we also revise the
definition to require the physical
address of the originating premises to be
recorded alongside the animal’s official
identification number in order to
address a purported ambiguity in the
current regulations. The commenter
stated that, occasionally, livestock
exempt from the official identification
requirements for interstate movement by
§86.4(b)(1)(1)(C) that arrive to an
approved tagging site only have their
official identification numbers recorded
with the physical address of their
originating premises if they receive their
official identification at the tagging site,
while, for livestock that arrive already
bearing official identification and only
have backtags applied at the tagging site,
no record is made of their originating
premises.

We are making no change in response
to this comment. Cattle moving
interstate, whether or not already
bearing official identification, must be
accompanied by an ICVI or alternative
movement document. (See § 86.5(a).)
These records contain the physical
address of the animal’s originating
premises. Therefore, in both scenarios
referenced by the commenter, records
correlating the animal’s official
identification number to their
originating premises already exist, and
we do not agree that the definition of
approved tagging site is an appropriate
place to reference these records
Tequirements.

However, if States or Tribes wish to
require an approved tagging site to
complete this additional recordkeeping,
they could do so as part of their State
or Tribal agreements for authorizing an
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approved tagging site, as requirements
for approved tagging sites may vary
according to the relevant authority.

One commenter asked whether a
ranch was considered an approved
tagging site and, if so, whether this
involved an approval process. Another
commenter asked how a location can
become an approved tagging site.

Per the definition of approved tagging
site, approved tagging sites may be
authorized by State, Federal, or Tribal
animal health officials. Individual States
maintain lists of the approved tagging
sites in their State. The commenters are
encouraged to contact the appropriate
animal health official in their area 4 to
receive a list of approved tagging sites
in their State, as well as information
regarding becoming an approved tagging
site. Requirements for approved tagging
sites may vary depending on the
relevant authority.

A commenter stated that the process
for becoming an approved tagging site
should be consistent with the process
for becoming a Secondary Tagging Site
for the Agriculture Marketing Service
Process Verified Program.

We are making no change in response
to the comment, as approved tagging
sites, as defined in § 86.1 are not related
to Process Verified Programs. As
mentioned above, approved tagging sites
may be authorized by State, Federal, or
Tribal animal health officials.
Accordingly, the requirements for
authorizing an approved tagging site
may vary depending on the relevant
authority.

One commenter asked whether all in-
State general auction markets were
approved tagging sites.

No. In-State general auction markets
may become approved tagging sites if
authorized as such by APHIS, State, or
Tribal animal health officials.

Dairy Cattle

The current definition for dairy cattle
reads, “All cattle, regardless of age or
sex or current use, that are of a breed(s)
used to produce milk or other dairy
products for human consumption,
including, but not limited to, Ayrshire,
Brown Swiss, Holstein, Jersey,
Guernsey, Milking Shorthorn, and Red
and Whites.” We proposed to add to
this definition cattle that are reared
under the same management practices
as purebred dairy cattle. The definition
in the proposed rule read: “All cattle,
regardless of age or sex, breed, or
current use, that are born on a dairy
farm or are of a breed(s) used to produce

14 Contact information for State animal health
officials (SAHOs) may be found at: https://
www.usaha.org/saho.

milk or other dairy products for human
consumption, or cross bred calves of
any breed that are born to dairy cattle
including, but not limited to, Ayrshire,
Brown Swiss, Holstein, Jersey,
Guernsey, Milking Shorthorn, and Red
and Whites.” Commenters raised
concerns that caused us to further revise
this definition, which we discuss later
in this document.

We also proposed changes throughout
part 86 to align the regulations with this
revised definition. This included
revising § 86.4(b)(1)(iii)(B) to include
the offspring of dairy cattle in the list of
cattle subject to the official
identification requirements, as well as
revising § 86.5(c)(7)(ii) to require that
the official identification numbers of all
dairy cattle, regardless of whether the
dairy cattle are sexually intact, must be
recorded on ICVTs.

Multiple commenters expressed their
support for the revised definition for
dairy cattle presented in the proposed
rule, stating that the revision would
help eliminate confusion and ambiguity.

We agree with the commenters.
Eliminating ambiguity in the definition
will help ensure that all dairy cattle,
which have an increased risk of disease,
meet the appropriate requirements for
official identification and movement
documentation.

A commenter requested we clarify
whether our proposed revision intends
to capture beef animals “born on a dairy
farm,” and, if so, requested that we
clarify that these animals would be
required to have official identification if
moved interstate. The commenter also
noted that compliance challenges may
present themselves in situations where
an animal’s farm of birth is unknown.

The increased disease risk relevant to
animals born on a dairy farm that we
discussed in the proposed rule applies
specifically to beef/dairy cross bred
cattle born on a dairy farm. We agree
with the commenter that the phrase
“born on a dairy farm” is unclear, as it
may give the false impression that it
applies to beef animals born on a dairy
farm that are not beef/dairy cross bred
animals. Therefore, we are revising our
proposal to address this potential
confusion. The revised definition of
dairy cattle will read as follows: “All
cattle, regardless of age or sex or current
use, that are of a breed(s) or offspring of
a breed used to produce milk or other
dairy products for human consumption,
including, but not limited to, Ayrshire,
Brown Swiss, Holstein, Jersey,
Guernsey, Milking Shorthorn, and Red
and Whites.”

Some commenters, while expressing
their support for a revised definition,
asked us to replace the phrase “cross

bred calves of any breed” in the revised
definition presented in the proposed
rule with the phrase “cross bred cattle
of any breed” to further eliminate
confusion regarding to which animals
the definition applies.

The commenters are correct that we
intended to capture cross bred cattle of
any age, rather than only calves, in our
proposed revised definition. We believe
the modification to the proposed
definition provided above addresses
these commenters’ concern.

One commenter asked whether the
change to the dairy cattle definition
would apply across all Federal
regulations administered by APHIS. The
commenter stated that consistency in
definitions would prevent discrepancy
and aid enforcement.

In the proposed rule, we proposed to
revise definitions in 9 CFR parts 71, 77,
and 78 to correspond with the changes
to the definitions that we proposed for
part 86. While we accounted for the
definitions of official eartag and
interstate certificate of veterinary
inspection (ICVI), we erroneously
neglected to account for the definition
of dairy cattle, which the commenter
correctly points out is also used in part
78. Therefore, we will revise the
definition of dairy cattle in part 78 to
correspond with the change to the
definition made in part 86.

Some commenters disagreed with our
proposed revised definition, arguing
that there is no increased risk of disease
transmission from cattle that are reared
under the same management practices
as purebred dairy cattle.

We disagree with the commenters. As
stated in the proposed rule, dairy farm
management practices, such as pooling
colostrum from multiple cows for many
calves, commingling calves at different
locations during their lifetimes, and
movement to many destinations, result
in a higher risk of disease transmission.
Beef/dairy crosses born on dairy farms
are likely to be exposed to these
practices, especially in early life;
therefore, they are at an increased risk
of disease transmission.

Two commenters stated that our
revised definition would discourage
producers from including beef/dairy
cross bred calves as part of their
operations.

The commenter provided no evidence
to support this claim. We also note that
APHIS’ operational guidance has
consistently held that beef/dairy cross
bred cattle fall under the definition of
dairy cattle, and are therefore already
required to have official identification;
our change to the dairy cattle definition
codifies this longstanding guidance
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regarding how to interpret the
regulations.

Interstate Certificate of Veterinary
Inspection (ICVI)

We proposed to add editorial and
formatting changes to the definition of
interstate certificate of veterinary
inspection (ICVI) to clarify that
electronic ICVIs may be used.

A commenter stated that APHIS
should require the recording of official
identification on ICVIs at the most
specific applicable level. The
commenter opined that official
individual animal identification
numbers should be recorded on ICVIs
even when animals are identified using
a group/lot identification number (GIN).

‘We are making no changes in
response to the comment. A GIN is used
to uniquely identify a unit of animals of
the same species that is managed as one
group throughout the preharvest
production chain. Animals identified
using a GIN are not required to have the
GIN, or any additional animal
identification number, affixed to them.
Instead, the GIN is recorded on
documents accompanying the animals
as they move interstate. Because these
animals move as a unit, a GIN provides
sufficient information to identify the
animals in the event of a trace. We also
note that cattle and bison typically do
not move on GINs due to the current
industry structure within the United
States.

A commenter asked us to clarify in
the definition of ICVI that accredited
veterinarians who issue ICVIs must be
licensed and accredited in the State of
origin of the animal requiring
documentation, as the current definition
only requires that issuing veterinarians
are licensed in State of origin and
federally accredited.

‘We are making no changes in
response to the commenter, as we do
not agree that the definition of ICVIis
an appropriate place to state the
regulations and standards relevant to
accredited veterinarians. The
commenter is incorrect that the
definition of ICVT lists licensure or
accreditation requirements for
veterinarians. Requirements for
licensure and accreditation for
veterinarians are covered in 9 CFR part
161.

Official Animal Identification Device
Standards (OAIDS)

‘We proposed to add a definition of
Official Animal Identification Device
Standards (OAIDS) to replace the
Animal Disease Traceability General
Standards document. The proposed
OAIDS, like the existing Standards

document, provides guidelines,
technical standards, and specifications
for tag manufacturers requesting APHIS
approval of new official identification
devices. As stated in the proposed rule,
in addition to edits corresponding to
changes proposed to the regulations,
changes to the document include the
following:

* Accepting EID device testing
equivalent to International Committee
for Animal Recording (ICAR) testing and
allowing APHIS to consider requests, on
a case-by-case basis, for approval of
alternative field trials or eartags with
previously generated verifiable data if
equivalency to the standards is
demonstrated;

* Modifying the field trial
requirements by reducing timelines for
the three approval statuses (trial: from
0-12 months to 0-6 months;
preliminary: from 12-24 months to 6-12
months; and conditional: from 24-36
months to 12-36 months), reducing the
number of required field trial locations
(from at least 6 to at least 2), and
reducing the number of cattle and bison
required for field trials (from a
minimum of 1500 to a minimum of
300); and

* Reducing the timeframe before
allowing unlimited sales of devices from
a minimum of 24 months to a minimum
of 12 months if devices meet the
required performance standards.

Numerous commenters expressed
support for this addition and the
changes we proposed to make to the
document. These commenters noted
that streamlining the approval process
for EID devices will ensure availability
of tags, insulate against supply chain
disruptions, and help facilitate the
introduction of new technologies.

We agree with the commenters, As
stated in the proposed rule, our changes
are meant to encourage manufacturers to
seek APHIS approval of new official
identification devices.

One commenter expressed concern
regarding reducing the timeframe before
allowing unlimited sales of a device
from 24 months to 12 months, stating
that this could compromise assurance of
the devices’ quality and longevity.

‘We are making no changes in
response to the commenter. Tag
retention, durability, safety, and efficacy
are of utmost importance to APHIS. Our
approval process for EID eartags
continues to require testing and field
trials or performance data that ensure
the eartags meet the required standards.
We note the benchmark of unlimited
sales is conditional and does not
constitute full approval. The timeframe
for full approval will remain 36 months
(30 for swine); prior to full approval,

manufacturers are required to have a
mechanism in place to collect and
report tag failure data to APHIS.

We believe that the tag standards
listed in the OAIDS, including the
aforementioned 12-month timeframe for
unlimited sales, will maintain a high
standard of quality without
discouraging manufacturers from
applying for official status. As we noted
in the proposed rule, we determined
that requiring manufacturers to wait 24
months before allowing unlimited sales
of a device that met the required
performance standards could have been
inhibiting manufacturers from seeking
APHIS approval.

One commenter stated that the
proposed changes to the OAIDS render
the proposed rule a major rule, as the
document allows for “regulatory
flexibility.”

Under the Congressional Review Act
(CRA), major/non-major designations
occur at the final rule stage and are the
purview of the Office of Management
and Budget based on an assessment of
expected annual costs associated with
the rule. APHIS has no discretion to
label the rule major or not major under
the CRA. However, we note that the
commenter’s stated basis for considering
the rule major does not align with the
criteria in the CRA, which is whether
the rule is likely to result in (1) an
annual effect on the economy of
$100,000,000 or more; (2) a major
increase in costs or prices for
consumers, individual industries,
Federal, State, or local government
agencies, or geographic regions; or (3)
significant adverse effects on
competition, employment, investment,
productivity, innovation, or on the
ability of United States-based
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises in domestic and
export markets. 5 U.S.C. 804(2).

Two commenters stated we should
reduce the required lifespan of a device
to 3 years from 10 years. One
commenter stated 3 years was sufficient
because the typical lifespan for beef
cattle going to slaughter is 18-24
months. The other commenter stated a
10-year requirement was a hindrance to
the adoption of future technologies.

The commenters are incorrect that the
requirements specify that tags should
have a lifespan of 10 years. The OAIDS
states that a tag is expected to remain on
an animal in a physically functional
state for the animal’s expected lifetime,
which, for cattle and bison, is up to 15
years.

We disagree with the commenters that
tags should only have a lifespan of 3
years. Cattle and bison under 18 months
of age and cattle and bison going
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directly to slaughter are exempt from
the requirements for official
identification, rendering their example
irrelevant. Moreover, a device that only
functions for 3 years would add
burdensome costs to producers, as they
would need to replace tags more
frequently. It would also make record
retention and tracing more difficult,
especially for longer-lived animals, as
the animals would be associated with a
different identification number every 3
years.

Official Eartag

The current definition of official
eartag reads, “An identification tag
approved by APHIS that bears an
official identification number for
individual animals. Beginning March
11, 2014, all official eartags
manufactured must bear an official
eartag shield. Beginning March 11,
2015, all official eartags applied to
animals must bear an official eartag
shield. The design, size, shape, color,
and other characteristics of the official
eartag will depend on the needs of the
users, subject to the approval of the
Administrator. The official eartag must
be tamper-resistant and have a high
retention rate in the animal.” We
proposed to revise this definition to
remove language referencing the 2014
and 2015 dates, which are no longer
relevant. Our proposed revised
definition reads as follows: “An
identification tag approved by APHIS
that bears an official identification
number for individual animals. The
design, size, shape, color, and other
characteristics of the official eartag will
depend on the needs of the users,
subject to the approval of the
Administrator. The official eartag must
be tamper-resistant and have a high
retention rate in the animal.”

One commenter asked that we
establish a standard for a “high
retention rate” to aid State officials in
enforcement.

Retention rates required for approved
EID tags have already been established
in the former Animal Disease
Traceability General Standards
document and are included in the
OAIDS. For cattle and bison, device loss
rates must not exceed 1 percent
annually or 3 percent in a 3-year period.
Additional Definitions

One commenter asked us to define the
term premises, as one of the dictionary
definitions for “‘premises” necessitates a
deed.

We are making no changes in
response to the commenter, as we
believe the regulations are sufficiently
clear that a premises in part 86 relates

to a geographical location, not a deed.
For example, the definition of a
premises identification number (PIN) in
§86.1 describes a premises as “a
geographically distinct location.”

Recordkeeping Requirements (§ 86.3)

Section 86.3 addresses recordkeeping
requirements for official identification.
Current § 86.3(a) states that any State,
Tribe, accredited veterinarian, or other
person or entity who distributes official
identification devices must maintain for
5 years a record of the names and
addresses of anyone to whom the
devices were distributed. We proposed
to add a requirement to that paragraph
that official identification device
distribution records must be entered by
the person distributing the devices into
the Tribal, State, or Federal databases
designated by APHIS.

We also proposed to add a new
paragraph (b), which would state that
records of official identification devices
applied by a federally accredited
veterinarian to a client’s animal must be
recorded in a readily accessible record
system to help ensure such records are
available to APHIS for traceback
investigations.

Finally, we proposed to add a new
paragraph (d), stating that records
required under paragraphs (a) through
(c) of § 86.3 must be maintained by the
responsible person or entity and be of
sufficient accuracy, quality, and
completeness to demonstrate
compliance with all conditions and
requirements under part 86. The
proposed new paragraph further
required that APHIS be allowed access
to all records during normal business
hours, to include visual inspection and
reproduction (e.g., photocopying, digital
reproduction), and the responsible
person or entity must submit to APHIS
all reports and notices containing the
information specified within 48 hours of
receipt of request for records.

Two commenters asked us to amend
§86.3(a) to allow the person distributing
EID eartags to provide records to a State
official, via a spreadsheet, and the State
official to enter the records into a State
or Federal database.

We are making no changes in
response to the commenter, as we
interpret our proposed change to
§86.3(a) as written to already allow for
the arrangement described by the
commenter. A person who provides
records to a State official to enter into
a State or Federal database would fulfill
the requirement of entering the official
identification device distribution
records into an acceptable database.

Two commenters asked us to amend
§ 86.3(b) (redesignated in our proposal

as §86.3(c)) to read, “Approved
livestock facilities must keep any ICVIs
or alternate documentation that is
required by this part for covered
livestock to enter the facility through
interstate movement” rather than
“Approved livestock facilities must
keep any ICVIs or alternate
documentation that is required by this
part for the interstate movement of
covered livestock that enter the
facility.” The commenters stated that
this change would clarify that this
requirement is pertains to livestock
moving to the market from out-of-state,
rather than moving from the market to
an out-of-state facility.

‘We are making no change in response
to the commenter, as we believe the
regulations as written are sufficiently
clear that this paragraph refers to
livestock that enter an approved
livestock facility from out of state.

One commenter stated that the
proposed rule was not specific enough
about who was responsible for
recordkeeping. The commenter asked
whether the responsible party was the
veterinarian, producer, or tag
distributor.

We disagree that these requirements
are not sufficiently specific. In our
proposed rule, § 86.3(a) specifies that
any State, Tribe, accredited veterinarian,
or other person or entity who distributes
official identification devices is
responsible for maintaining records of
the names and addresses of anyone to
whom the devices were distributed. In
other words, the recordkeeping
requirements of § 86.3(a) apply to
whoever distributes the official
identification device in any one
transaction, whether that be a State,
Tribe, accredited veterinarian, or other
person or entity. We also note that a
producer applying official identification
devices to their own animals, but not
distributing the official identification
devices to anyone else, does not fall
under § 86.3(a).

In our proposed rule, § 86.3(c)
specifies that approved livestock
facilities are responsible for keeping
ICVIs or alternate documentation that is
required by part 86 for the interstate
movement of covered livestock that
enter the facility.

Two commenters stated that we
should amend proposed § 86.3(d) to
place the responsibility for ensuring
“accuracy, quality, completeness’ of an
ICVI on the veterinarian who created the
ICVI, not the approved livestock facility
that maintains the document.

The commenters have misinterpreted
the regulations. Contrary to the
commenters’ implication, § 86.3(d) does
not specifically or exclusively place
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responsibility for the accuracy, quality,
and completeness of ICVIs on approved
livestock facilities. Section 86.3(d)
requires “the responsible person or
entity” to maintain records required
under § 86.3(a) through (c) and to ensure
that they are accurate, of quality, and
complete. Multiple persons or entities
may bear this responsibility. Standards
for accredited veterinarians in 9 CFR
part 161 stipulate that accredited
veterinarians cannot issue documents
unless they have been “accurately and
fully completed” (9 CFR 161.4). This
standard applies to ICVIs or alternative
documentation referred to in § 86.3(c).
The approved livestock market
maintaining ICVIs or alternative
documentation as required by § 86.3(c)
is responsible for providing accurate
information, such as information
regarding which animals have been sold
and to whom, to a veterinarian creating
ICVIs for animals leaving the facility.
Ensuring the continued accuracy,
quality, and completeness is also a part
of the proper maintenance of records
and is not a standard limited to their
creation.

Some commenters asked us to shorten
the 48-hour timeframe for entities to
submit to APHIS all requested records
to 24 hours, stating that 48 hours was
too long. Other commenters asked us to
increase this timeframe to 72 hours, as
many livestock markets operate 1 day
each week and may not have the staff
availability to meet the 48-hour
requirement and to align with the
potential 72-hour national stop
movement order for livestock transport.

We believe that 48 hours is a
reasonable compromise. While animal
traces should occur as quickly as
possible, 24 hours may not be practical
for some markets, due to staffing and
availability constraints. The 72 hours
cited by commenters refers to a
potential emergency response for highly
contagious disease outbreaks, in which
all animal movement would be stopped
for 72 hours. This potential order
should not affect the ability to provide
information necessary for a trace, and it
would be disadvantageous to delay
tracing until the order were lifted, as the
delay may inhibit the speed of our
response to a disease threat.

One commenter asked whether
training on database use will be
provided to those responsible for
recordkeeping.

‘We are unsure to which database the
commenter is referring. The proposed
rule referred to three different types of
recordkeeping: (1) for recordkeeping of
device distribution, APHIS provides
training for APHIS databases such as the
Animal Identification Management

System (AIMS); (2) for recordkeeping of
applying official ID, accredited
veterinarians may use AIMS or various
medical record systems and receive
training from their vendors; (3) finally,
State officials maintain records of ICVIs
and tag distributions in the State’s
regulatory database for which APHIS
does not provide training.

One commenter asked what would
happen to records if an individual, such
as an accredited veterinarian,
responsible for recordkeeping went out
of business.

Tag distributors must maintain
records in accordance with §86.3,
whether or not their business is still in
service.

One commenter asked us to include
the specific requirements of
recordkeeping in the final rule, rather
than in the OAIDS, to increase
compliance.

We are making no changes in
response to the commenter. Apart from
streamlining the approval process of
new EID tags and applying changes
corresponding to this rulemaking, the
OAIDS contains the same information as
the previous iteration of the document,
titled the Animal Disease Traceability
General Standards document. As we
have not historically experienced
problems due to the location of the
information contained within the
Standards document, we do not have
reason to believe that the OAIDS is an
unsuitable location for the information
contained therein.

One commenter asked us to add a
time requirement of 48 hours for
entering records of distributed devices
into an acceptable database.

As we have not experienced problems
with the timely entrance of distribution
records into a database, we disagree that
specifying a time requirement in the
regulations is necessary. The entry into
a database should occur immediately
upon distributing the tags, because the
tags may be applied upon receipt to an
animal for immediate movement.

One commenter asked whether a
producer who applied tags to their
animals themselves would be
responsible for the recordkeeping
requirement in § 86.3.

No. Under § 86.3(a), a person
distributing tags must maintain for 5
years a record of the names and
addresses of anyone to whom the
devices were distributed. If a producer
is applying tags to their own animals
and not distributing tags to another
person, this requirement does not apply
to them.

One commenter stated that they
would prefer if States had consistent
forms for submitting recordkeeping

information regarding EID tag
distribution to States.

This is outside the scope of this
rulemaking. APHIS does not mandate
the type of form States must use for this
recordkeeping.

Finally, in reviewing the proposed
rule while drafting this final rule, we
noticed that our proposed § 86.3(a)
incorrectly omitted mention of
distribution records kept by large
producer organizations that redistribute
tags to their members in their own
databases. In order to prevent the
interpretation that this will no longer be
permissible, we are amending the
second sentence of this paragraph to
state that identification device
distribution records must be entered by
the person distributing the devices into
the Tribal, State, Federal, or other
database acceptable to each government
entity.

Official Identification for Cattle and
Bison (§ 86.4)

Section 86.4 concerns official
documentation required for different
species. As discussed earlier in this
document, we proposed to revise
§86.4(a)(1)(i) to add the requirement
that, beginning November 5, 2024, all
official eartags sold for or applied to
cattle and bison must be readable both
visually and electronically.

Some commenters stated that
allowing EID tags to be visually readable
will fail to reduce, or will actually
increase, human error as individuals
would be transcribing 15-digit, rather
than 9-digit, identification numbers,
thus negating the intent of the rule.

We disagree that requiring EID tags to
be visually readable will increase the
likelihood of human error. The 15-digit
identification numbers of the AIN
numbering system currently used for all
approved EID eartags begin with the
same 6 digits: 840003. The first 3 digits
of an AIN comprise the country code,
which, for the United States, is 840. The
following 3 digits, 003, signal that the
animal has been identified using a
sequential numbering system from a
start number of 003,000,000,000. As a
result, an individual visually reading an
EID tag would only read 9 unique
characters (the characters following
840003). These characters are comprised
solely of numbers, whereas the 9-digit
NUES numbers are alpha-numeric.
Moreover, EID eartags have readability
standards, while metal tags with NUES
numbers do not. These include larger
font size and color contrast. Given these
comparisons of AIN numbers and NUES
numbers, it is our view that
transcription error is not likely to
significantly increase from the current
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state when relying on visual read of the
eartag; if anything, several factors
should make it easier, not harder, to
transcribe the tag number. However, the
use of EID tags would allow for an
electronic read of the tag if a
transcription error were believed to
have occurred.

Some commenters asked for
clarification about whether using brands
as official identification would continue
to be acceptable. Others stated that EID
eartags should not replace brands as a
means of official identification.

We proposed no changes to the
regulations pertaining to, nor did we
propose to restrict the use of, other
methods of official identification for
cattle and bison authorized by the
regulations, which include “brands
registered with a recognized brand
inspection authority and accompanied
by an official brand inspection
certificate, when agreed to by the
shipping and receiving State or Tribal
animal health authorities” (9 CFR
86.4(a)).

Some commenters expressed
preference for brands over eartags,
claiming the former to be a more
effective and reliable means of
identification.

As stated above, this rulemaking does
not discontinue brands as an official
means of animal identification for cattle
and bison. Brands registered with a
recognized brand inspection authority
and accompanied by an official brand
inspection certificate remain an official
means of identification for cattle and
bison, if agreed upon by the shipping
and receiving State.

Some commenters expressed concern
about the retention rates of EID eartags
that may fall off the animal or may be
relatively easy to remove.

We do not agree that tag retention is
a greater issue for EID tags than metal
tags. APHIS-approved official
identification tags undergo rigorous
testing and trials to assure a retention
rate of 99 percent (a loss of no more
than 1 percent per year) and are
intended for the life of the animal.
While data on retention rates of metal
NUES tags is lacking, field experience
and anecdotal observation from
regulators at the State and Federal level
suggest that the retention rate of these
metal tags is lower than our required
retention rate of EID eartags. As one
commenter mentioned, metal tags are
not immune from potential problems,
including tag loss, illegibility, and
infection.

Almost all reported retention issues
with EID tags are due to user error or
use of unofficial tags intended for use
for a shorter duration in feedlot cattle.

Regarding removal, it is unlawful to
intentionally remove any official
identification under current regulations
in part 86. We proposed no change to
this regulation.

A commenter interested in selling
alternative identification devices that
use Bluetooth and GPS technology
stated that RFID tags are unreliable and
subject to fraudulent use.

As stated above, approved official
identification tags undergo rigorous
testing and field trials to ensure they
meet our high standards for efficacy.
The regulations prohibit the fraudulent
use and recording of official
identification. Sections 86.3 and 86.4(d)
and (f) outline requirements regarding
recordkeeping, removal, and sale or
transfer of devices.

Two commenters asked for an
explanation of the protocol for replacing
lost EID eartags.

Procedures for replacing any lost
official identification devices are
outlined in § 86.4(d) and remain
unchanged as a result of this
rulemaking.

Two commenters asked whether tags
can be applied to animals directly by
producers, or whether tags must be
applied at approved tagging sites. One
of these commenters stated that it
should be permissible for producers to
apply tags themselves.

Current regulations do not stipulate
that the tags can only be applied at
approved tagging sites. If a producer
desires, they may purchase tags directly
from a vendor and apply the tags to
their own animals. In this case, the
producer has no recordkeeping
requirement regarding tag distribution.

Some commenters expressed concern
that tags produced in foreign countries
may compromise national security.
Commenters also expressed concern
that foreign-sourced tags could increase
the vulnerability of the United States to
supply chain sabotage.

Commenters provided no evidence to
support the contentions that tags
produced in foreign countries may
“‘compromise national security” or
increase the vulnerability of the United
States to “supply chain sabotage.”
However, all APHIS purchasing is
compliant with all Federal contracting
laws and regulations and with the Buy
American Act (41 U.S.C. 8301-8303).
This has always been true of contract
purchasing by APHIS for the Animal
Disease Traceability Program.

One commenter stated that PINs
should not be a requirement to acquire
and apply EID tags as that information
can be gathered on other documents,
such as health certificates.

The PIN is defined in 9 CFR 86.1 as
anationally unique number assigned by
a State, Tribal, and/or Federal animal
health authority to a premises that is, in
the judgment of the State, Tribal, and/
or Federal animal health authority a
geographically distinct location from
other premises. All currently approved
EID eartags (RFID AIN “840” eartags)
are associated with a PIN or a State
location identification number (LID),
inasmuch as a PIN or a LID is required
for purchase of the tags (as stated in the
OAIDS). A PIN is the numerical
equivalent of a 911 postal address or a
GPS number. A LID is the State-
managed equivalent for producers who
prefer to have the State store their
information, rather than the Federal
Government.

The commenter did not explain their
specific concerns regarding PINs. That
being said, we note that a PIN or LID is
associated with the location where
cattle are tagged, rather than the
location of the cattle owner. Cattle may
move to new locations that may have
different PINs, LIDs, or new owners at
will, but the PIN or LID associated with
the location where the tag was placed
on the animals remains specific to that
location, thus facilitating traceback of
the animals to that location when
needed.

Health certificates cannot substitute
for a PIN number because although
information on health certificates
include the location where the animal
was loaded for interstate movement and
destination location; they do not
necessarily provide the location where a
tag was placed on the animal.

Multiple commenters agreed with our
decision to use language in the
regulations to keep EID technology-
neutral. Other commenters expressed
support for their various preferred
identification technologies, which
included UHF, biometric, Bluetooth,
and satellite geolocation. Commenters
also asked whether high frequency or
low frequency RFID tags would be the
required or recommended standard.

We are neither requiring nor
recommending any one type of EID
eartag over another. Maintaining
technological neutrality in the
regulations will allow APHIS to adapt to
technological developments and
conduct animal disease traceability as
rapidly and accurately as possible. So
long as devices meet the standards,
including for retention and safety, laid
out in the OAIDS, and are readable both
electronically and visually, they may be
approved for use by APHIS. Producers
will be able to decide which approved
technology works best for them, based
on their individual circumstances.
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Some commenters stated that EID
infrastructure should also support non-
ADT uses.

EID infrastructure already supports
non-ADT uses. For example, many
dairies use EID tags to tie individual
animals to production and management
records. That information is separate
from and not collected by the ADT
program.

One commenter asked whether, in the
event of an emergency, State
departments of agriculture would be
able to use orange EID tags typically
used for heifer calves for other animals.

States are free to distribute any color
of EID tag that is available. While orange
tags are typically reserved for
brucellosis vaccinates, this is not a
requirement in the regulations.

Two commenters expressed concern
regarding the purported difficulty of
applying EID eartags. The commenters
mentioned the difficulty of organizing
tags not packed in sequential order and
applying tags in cold conditions, as well
as risk of fatigue and trauma to the
hands.

The OAIDS provides guidance for
packaging eartags, and states that
packaging must maintain the tags in
sequential order. The commenters do
not provide evidence to support the
implication that applying EID eartags is
significantly more difficult in cold
conditions or prone to causing fatigue
and trauma to the hands than applying
metal eartags or other forms of approved
official identification, such as brands.

One commenter stated that the USDA
should target tag distribution to cattle
newly subject to the revised definition
of dairy cattle, as it now includes beetf/
dairy cross bred cattle.

As noted in the economic analysis
that accompanied the proposed rule,
historically, APHIS has instructed dairy
cattle operations that beef/dairy cross
bred cattle should follow the same
traceability regulatory requirements as
purebred dairy cattle. Thus, official
identification requirements applied to
these animals prior to the
implementation of this final rule and no
targeted distribution is necessary.

One commenter stated that we should
maintain the current use of AIN Device
Managers to distribute official
identification.

This final rule makes no changes to
the current use of AIN Device Managers.
Individuals may continue to distribute
AIN devices by becoming AIN Device
Managers. More information regarding
this process can be found in the OAIDS.

One commenter volunteered to be a
tag distributor for bison producers.

The commenter may reference the
OAIDS document for further

information on how to become an AIN
Device Manager and distribute tags.

Several commenters stated that the
regulations should specify that only
840-series, and not 900-series, EID tags
may be used as official identification on
domestic cattle because 900-series tags
are not unique in their official
identification. 840-series tags refer to
EID eartags that begin with the prefix
840" and are manufactured using the
AIN numbering system for the official
identification of individual animals
born in the United States. 900-series
tags refer to eartags that begin with the
prefix “900,” and are not manufactured
for the official identification of
individual animals in the United States,
but are sometimes used by producers for
individual livestock management
purposes.

We believe the regulations already
address the commenters’ concern about
the need for nationally unique numbers.
Per the definition of official eartag, an
official eartag is an identification tag
that bears an official identification
number. The regulations state that an
official identification number is a
nationally unique number that is
permanently associated with an animal
and adheres to the NUES system, AIN
system, location-based number system,
flock-based number system, or any other
numbering system approved by the
Administrator for the official
identification of animals.

Currently, all APHIS-approved EID
eartags available for domestic animals
are manufactured using the 840-series
AIN numbering system. 900-series tags
do not meet the definition of an official
eartag, as they do not bear an official
identification number. Although 900-
series tags may be suitable for non-ADT
uses, they are not approved for use as
official ID for animals born in the
United States.

We disagree that the regulations
should require the use of any specific
numbering system. As stated in the
proposed rule, this flexibility will allow
for the possibility that different
numbering systems may be developed
and used in the future on EID eartags.
Additionally, situations may arise that
require the use of official ID that is not
an 840-series tag. For example, cattle
not born in the United States may have
official identification from the country
of origin or an alternate official ID
approved by APHIS to designate a non-
U.S. born animal. The NUES numbering
system is also allowed under the
regulations for official tags. Because
NUES eartags applied to animals before
November 5, 2024 will still be
recognized as official for the lifetime of
those animals, the NUES numbering

format will still be in use for some time
after that.

Several commenters encouraged the
USDA to allow the use of all currently
used EID tags as official identification
for ADT purposes. Two commenters
specifically asked that we allow 900-
series tags to be used for official
identification, as these tags are already
used by some producers.

We disagree with the commenters.
Nine hundred-series EID eartags
currently used by producers for
livestock management purposes do not
fulfil the requirements of EID eartags
approved by APHIS for official
identification purposes. APHIS
approves the use of EID eartags for
official identification that meet certain
standards for durability, efficacy, and
safety. These standards are essential to
ensuring that methods of official
identification meet industry needs and
are retained and effective for the
purpose of traceability.

A 900-series tag could provide
traceability for a single movement;
however, because the tag is not
associated with an official identification
number, the initial distribution location
and additional movements would not be
tracked or readily available for officials
performing disease traces. Additionally,
other characteristics of the 900-series
tags make them unsuitable for
traceability. For example, it is illegal to
remove 840-series tags, while there is no
regulation preventing the removal,
replacement, or reuse of 900-series tags.

One commenter asked whether
official ID tags can be reused after the
death of an animal.

Tags cannot be reused. A requirement
of official identification tags is that they
are unique and not reusable. This
prohibition prevents an animal in a
disease trace from being confused with
another animal that should not be
included in the trace.

One commenter stated that the
proposed rule did not address the
problem of retiring eartags of dead
livestock and asked about protocol in
such situations.

The commenter is correct that this
proposal does not address tag retirement
protocols. Expired cattle generally do
not pose a high disease threat, although
a lack of tag retirement data can pose
challenges in disease traces if the final
disposition of the animal is unknown.
Retiring tags may become more feasible
once EID is more commonly used for
official identification. As this
rulemaking would increase the use of
EID, it may allow us to address this
issue in the future.

Some commenters stated that electric
and magnetic fields (EMFs) emitted by
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RFID technology have the potential to
harm humans and animals.

We do not agree with this comment.
RFID tags are passive devices and do not
emit EMFs. The Food and Drug
Administration is not aware of any
adverse health effects associated with
RFID technology.

Several commenters asked us to
require a specific placement and color
for EID eartags for the sake of simplicity
and uniformity.

The commenters do not provide
evidence of the potential benefits of
adding such a requirement. APHIS-
approved official identification eartags
are available in multiple colors from
several manufacturers and vendors. The
color orange is typically reserved by
manufacturers for official EID tags to be
used in official calthood vaccinates for
brucellosis, although the regulations do
not require this. Otherwise, the color of
the tags is at the owner’s discretion. The
placement of official RFID tags is
recommended in the left ear, but there
is no such regulatory requirement, and
the tags may be placed in either ear at
the owner’s discretion.

One commenter stated that they have
encountered problems finding the
identity of cattle with EID eartags, as
they were unable to obtain identifying
information from the State about a stray
bull found on a ranch that had an 840-
series eartag for identification.

Producer data confidentiality is
highly valued and protected.
Availability of identifying information
is limited to regulatory officials for the
purpose of disease tracing activities and
not available to the general public.

Several commenters asked that we
address the issue of imported cattle that
have lost their eartags. One of these
commenters stated that they have
encountered difficulties due to being
unable to apply an 840-series tag to
imported cattle that have lost their
eartags.

It is not possible to tag animals born
outside of the United States with 840-
series tags as 840 is the country code for
the United States. We recognize this is
an issue and are working to provide an
acceptable EID alternative for imported
cattle that lose their official
identification. However, this is outside
the scope of this rulemaking.

Some commenters stated that
branding as a method of official
identification should be phased out,
citing animal welfare concerns. One
commenter stated that brands should
not be used for animal disease
traceability, but rather restricted to use
for proof of ownership.

The scope of this rulemaking is
limited to official eartags for cattle and

bison. Other authorized forms of official
identification, including branding, are
outside the scope of this rulemaking.

One commenter stated that “male”
parts of RFID tags should be more
readily available from manufacturers, as
these parts can fail.

APHIS is not aware of issues specific
to “male” ends of RFID tags. APHIS
recommends that anyone encountering
such issues contact the relevant tag
distributor or manufacturers, as
manufacturers are required to report tag
issues to APHIS.

Movement Within Slaughter Channels

The existing regulations in
§86.4(b)(1)(ii) allow cattle to move
interstate to an approved livestock
market and then to slaughter or directly
to slaughter without official
identification. Current § 86.4(b)(1)(ii)(C)
stipulates that the cattle or bison must
be identified if held for more than 3
days. The existing regulations are silent
on identification requirements for
slaughter cattle or bison that are not
held at slaughter or held at slaughter for
3 or fewer days and then move to a new
location.

To address this potential gap in
traceability, we proposed to add
paragraph (b)(1)(ii)(D) to § 86.4 to read
as follows: “Cattle and bison leaving a
slaughter establishment may only be
moved to another recognized slaughter
establishment or approved feedlot and
can only be sold/re-sold as slaughter
cattle and must be accompanied by an
owner-shipper statement in accordance
with §86.5(c)(1). Information listed on
the owner-shipper statement must
include the name and address of the
slaughter establishment from which the
animals left, the official identification
numbers, as defined in § 86.1, correlated
with the USDA backtag number (if
available), the name of the destination
slaughter establishment, or approved
feedlot (as defined in 9 CFR 77.5) to
which the animals are being shipped.”

This paragraph clarifies that the
animals must stay within the intended
terminal slaughter channels but may be
moved to an additional slaughter plant
or approved feedlot with appropriate
documentation and identification.

Two commenters expressed their
support for this proposed change, noting
that it would expedite disease tracking.

Two commenters recommended
improvements to the proposed new
language in § 86.4(b)(1)(i1)(D) to allow
cattle and bison leaving a slaughter
establishment to be moved to a USDA-
approved livestock auction (in addition
to another slaughter establishment or
feedlot).

We disagree with the commenters.
Proposed paragraph § 86.4 (b)(1)(ii)(D)
clarifies that animals may only move to
another slaughter establishment or
approved feedlot, with appropriate
documentation and identification, and
must remain in a terminal market. If
animals were allowed to move from a
slaughter facility to a livestock market
for resale outside of the slaughter
channel without official identification,
they could circumvent the traceability
regulations required for animals that
would otherwise move interstate to a
market, and thus become untraceable.

Multiple commenters asked us to add
a definition of slaughter channels in
order to provide clear regulations about
other movements of cattle, including
slaughter channel cattle not moving
from points of sale to slaughter facilities
in a timely manner; slaughter channel
cattle being diverted from slaughter
channels; and slaughter cattle moving to
unapproved feed yards and holding
pens. One commenter asked us to
replace the phrase “slaughter facility”
in § 86.4 with the term “‘slaughter
channel” to clarify that livestock located
anywhere in a slaughter channel are
subject to the additional health and
traceability requirements of the
proposed rule.

We disagree with the commenters that
a definition of slaughter channel, or a
replacement of the term “‘slaughter
facility”” with the term ““slaughter
channel,” is needed, because any
movement not specifically described as
an exemption in § 86.4 requires the
animals to meet all requirements for
official identification. This includes the
examples provided by the commenter if
the cattle involved do not meet the
requirements for the exemptions.

EID in Use of More Than One Official
Eartag

Section 86.4(c) concerns situations in
which the use of more than one official
eartag is allowed. We proposed to
remove references to visual-only eartags
in this section.

Specifically, current paragraph (c)(3)
of § 86.4 allows the application of a
radio frequency identification or visual-
only tag eartag with an animal
identification number (AIN) having an
840 prefix to animals already tagged
with NUES tags and/or brucellosis
vaccination eartags. Because visual-only
eartags will no longer be allowed as
official identification under part 86, we
proposed to revise this paragraph to
state that a visually and electronically
readable official eartag may be applied
to animals currently identified with
non-EID official eartags or vaccination
tags.
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We also proposed to remove
§ 86.4(c)(4), which states that a
brucellosis vaccination visual eartag
with a NUES number may be applied to
an animal that is already officially
identified with one or more official
eartags. As a result of this rulemaking,
the visual, i.e., non-EID, brucellosis
NUES tag would no longer be allowed
as official identification under part 86,
which eliminates the need for the
paragraph.

A commenter expressed confusion
about whether and why it was possible
for an animal to have multiple forms of
official identification.

Section 86.4(c) allows for the use of
more than one official eartag in certain
situations when the need to maintain
the identity of an animal is intensified,
such as for export shipments,
quarantined herds, field trials,
experiments, or disease surveys.
Multiple forms of official identification
are also allowed if an individual wishes
to apply a visually and electronically
readable official eartag to an animal that
is currently identified with non-EID
official eartags or vaccination tags. Our
proposed rule did not include changes
to the situations in which an animal is
allowed multiple forms of official
identification. To mitigate identification
challenges associated with these
situations, additional recordkeeping is
required in these instances to ensure
that adequate traceability is maintained.

Data Security

Many commenters expressed
concerns related to data security and
confidentiality. Commenters sought
clarity about what data APHIS would
collect when the requirement is
implemented, where the data would be
stored, and with whom it would be
shared.

Commenters did not elaborate on
their specific data concerns in great
detail. APHIS takes care to protect
personally identifiable information (PII)
and proprietary business information in
its recordkeeping, in compliance with
the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C.
552a).15 Moreover, an EID tag is
encoded with a number but no owner-
specific information (e.g., a number that
identifies the animal, such as 840 001
018 932 052 or 42CXP9965).

We also note that APHIS and State
animal disease traceability databases are
not public databases. They are
accessible only to Federal and State
officials who meet strict permissions

ms of records notice for the animal
ty program, found al hitps:/
www.regulations.gov/document/ APHIS-2011-0057-
0001.

and security requirements; therefore,
proprietary information will not be
available to competitors or unauthorized
individuals.

Some commenters expressed the view
that producer information should be
exempt from Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA; 5 U.S.C. 552) requirements,
in order to preserve the confidentiality
of that information for producers.

We are making no change in response
to the comments, as APHIS does not
have the authority to define or redefine
exemptions to FOIA. We can only apply
TOIA consistent with the statute and
caselaw.

That being said, we believe that there
are adequate provisions in the law for
the protection of confidential producer
data. Some commenters appear to have
the misconception that all information
in Federal databases is available on
request; however, FOIA and the Privacy
Act each provide substantial protections
for producer information, including the
protection of financial and personal
identifying information. Under FOIA,
Exemption 4 protects trade secrets or
commercial or financial information
that is confidential or privileged; and
Exemption 6 protects information that,
if disclosed, would invade another
individual’s personal privacy. The
Privacy Act protects personal
information held by the Federal
Government by preventing
unauthorized disclosures of such
information. Individuals also have the
right to review such information,
request corrections, and be informed of
any disclosures. FOIA facilitates these
processes.

Some commenters stated that the
proposed rule does not adequately
protect producers’ data from potential
cyberattacks or security breaches.

The commenters did not provide
details regarding their specific concerns
regarding these hypothetical threats.
Both State and Federal databases
undergo extensive security testing,
restrictions, and permission for access
to assure that only authorized
individuals may access data. Both
APHIS and States employ substantial
teams of security and information
technology experts to assure data
security and integrity.

Commenters expressed differing
views regarding where to keep animal
identification data collected as a result
of this rulemaking. Some commenters
stated that a “government” or
“national” database was needed, others
stated that data should be held in State
databases and shared with Federal
officials when needed, while others
stated that data should be kept in

private databases to protect
confidentiality.

Animal traceability data and disease
information are kept in various Federal
as well as State databases, with as-
needed access restricted to the State and
Federal officials responsible for
managing high-impact diseases of the
cattle industry. Device distribution
records may also be stored in databases
kept by producer organizations
redistributing tags. As noted earlier,
State and Federal databases undergo
extensive security testing, restrictions,
and permission for access, and both
APHIS and State agencies employ teams
of security and information technology
experts to ensure data integrity and
security.

One commenter stated that producers
should have access to records of the
animals produced on their farm after the
animals leave the farm.

We disagree with the commenter, as
this would compromise producer data
confidentiality. Availability of
information stored in APHIS and State
animal disease traceability databases is
limited to regulatory officials for the
purpose of disease tracing activities.

One commenter stated that data
integrity needs to be maintained when
tags are retired and then reused.

Tags used for official identification
are not reused.

One commenter stated that RFID
technology can elicit and transmit
information from clothing, appliances,
and vehicles, placing personal
information at risk.

The commenter provides no evidence
to support this claim. RFID tags that are
currently approved for official use by
APHIS are passive tags. A passive tag is
powered only by the reader emitting a
radio signal, which allows the antenna
within the tag to emit a signal back to
the reader. There is no active power
source within the tag, and the tag is
unable to emit any signal without first
being exposed to an RFID reader. There
are no batteries associated with passive
RFID tags.

Some commenters stated that data
collection should be minimal, and
access to it should be limited to animal
disease traceability purposes.

APHIS agrees. Data collection
required by this final rule is limited to
the necessary information for adequate
animal disease traceability. Access to
animal traceability data and disease
information kept in Federal and State
databases is restricted to the State and
Federal officials responsible for
managing high-impact diseases of the
cattle industry.

One commenter recommended APHIS
make improvements to information
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database systems to facilitate sharing of
data between agencies.

The commenter did not detail specific
improvements they believe should be
made. Enhanced sharing of electronic
information with appropriate
permissions is one of the ADT
program’s goals. In the past, we have
supported this goal by efforts such as
funding electronic databases through
cooperative agreements, and we intend
to continue doing so as funding allows.

One commenter stated that the
software available from APHIS is not
user-friendly and asked us to provide
software that will better meet the
requirements of this rule.

We are unsure to what software the
commenter is referring.

Legal Issues

A commenter stated that APHIS lacks
authority to require the use of EID
eartags, as the requirement does not
directly and actively detect, control, or
eradicate pests or diseases, nor is it an
operation or measure such as “drawing
of blood and diagnostic testing”
authorized by 7 U.S.C. 8308.

The legal basis for this rulemaking is
the AHPA, under 7 U.S.C. 8305, by
which the Secretary of Agriculture may
restrict the movement in interstate
commerce of any animal, article, or
means of conveyance if the Secretary
determines that the restriction is
necessary to prevent the introduction
into or dissemination within the United
States of any pest or disease of livestock.
This authority is not limited to, as the
commenter implies, the examples of
“drawing of blood and diagnostic
testing of animals” under 7 U.S.C. 8308.
Moreover, 7 U.S.C. 8308 supports,
rather than undercuts, this rulemaking;
it provides the agency authority to
“carry out operations and measures to
detect, control, or eradicate any pest or
disease of livestock,” including but not
limited to diagnostic testing. Tracking
via EID eartags is plainly a measure for
these activities; it inherently facilitates
them by allowing APHIS to quickly and
easily identify livestock for the
detection, control, or eradication of any
livestock pest or disease.

One of these commenters further
stated that APHIS lacked the authority
to require EID tags because this
requirement is not a valid prohibition or
restriction in interstate commerce
authorized by 7 U.S.C. 8305.

We disagree with the commenter. The
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized by
7 U.S.C. 8305 to prohibit or restrict the
movement in interstate commerce of
any animal, article, or means of
conveyance if the Secretary determines
that the prohibition or restriction is

necessary to prevent the introduction or
dissemination of any pest or disease of
livestock. The ADT program helps
prevent the dissemination of disease by
helping minimize the effects of disease
outbreaks through restrictions, such as
the EID eartag requirement, that the
agency has determined are necessary for
efficient livestock tracing.

We also note that this final rule does
not require producers to purchase and
affix EID eartags to their cattle as the
only acceptable official identification
device or method to meet the official
identification requirements for interstate
movement; the regulations continue to
list eartags as one of several forms of
authorized official identification, which
also include tattoos and brands when
accepted by State officials in the
sending and receiving States.

Several commenters stated that the
proposed rule violates the Tenth
Amendment as certain States have
codified into State law their own
options for animal identification.

The Tenth Amendment provides that
“powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it to the States, are
reserved to the States respectively, or to
the people.” Regulating interstate
commerce, which includes the interstate
movement of animals, is a power
delegated to Congress as an enumerated
power under the Commerce Clause of
the Constitution. Exercising this
enumerated power through the AHPA,
Congress has delegated to the Secretary
of Agriculture the authority to restrict
the movement in interstate commerce of
any animal or article necessary to
prevent the introduction into or
dissemination within the United States
of any pest or disease of livestock. The
Tenth Amendment does not refute
APHIS’ authority to restrict the
interstate movement of animals for this
purpose and, in turn, displace a State’s
exercise of its regulatory power.

Two commenters stated that this
rulemaking violated the intent of Article
1, Section 8, of the Constitution. One of
these commenters stated that the USDA
was falsely asserting that Congress has
delegated and granted it broad powers
which are implied, plenary, and
inherent. The commenter noted that
Congress has not mandated an
electronic animal identification scheme,
and therefore APHIS lacks the authority
to impose one.

We did not assert that Congress has
granted the USDA “broad powers which
are implied, plenary and inherent.”
Under the AHPA, Congress has
delegated authority to the Secretary of
Agriculture to promulgate regulations to
prevent the introduction into the United

States and the dissemination within the
United States of any pest or disease of
livestock. This rulemaking is consistent
with Congress’s clear, intelligible
directive to protect animal health
because it is intended to prevent the
introduction and dissemination of
livestock pests or diseases by improving
the existing ADT program. USDA has
issued this rulemaking based on
Congress’s grant of clear authority to it,
not based on some implied or vague
powers. Additionally, electronic animal
identification represents a logical,
modest update to the ADT program that
is within USDA’s mandate to
implement.

Two commenters stated that this
rulemaking violates the Fourth
Amendment. One of these commenters
stated that this was because requiring
EID eartags constituted
“unconstitutionally seizing the cattle
producers [sic] value-added information
without compensation.” The commenter
also alleged that the rulemaking violates
the Fifth Amendment because the
“value-added information associated
with the mandatory EID eartags further
constitutes the private property of the
owner of the cattle.”

The requirement for official EID tags
does not involve seizing a producer’s
value-added information. Some
producers use EID eartags to participate
in value-added verification programs
overseen by the AMS. Producers may,
but are not required, to use official EID
eartags to participate in these
verification programs and, alternatively,
may also use 900-series tags. The
premiums producers are paid for cattle
participating in these verification
programs are a result of the specific
management practices required by said
programs. While information regarding
such management practices may be
correlated with an animal’s EID number,
this information is kept in the hands of
the producer; the producer’s possession
or use of the information is not
interfered with at all, and, in any event,
this information is not the same as the
information collected for animal disease
traceability purposes that is kept in
State and Federal databases. Information
correlated with an animal’s EID number
kept in State and Federal databases is
limited to information necessary for
disease tracing.

A commenter stated that this
rulemaking violated Executive Orders
14005 and 14017 by requiring producers
to purchase EID eartags manufactured in
China. Another commenter stated that
this rulemaking should adhere to
Executive Order 14005 and be made in
the United States.
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Executive Orders 14005 and 14017
apply only to Federal Government
purchases. APHIS abides by the
Executive Orders and complies with the
Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 8301—
8303).

We also note that this rulemaking
does not stipulate that producers must
purchase eartags made in a foreign
country. APHIS approves official EID
tags by any manufacturer, foreign or
domestic, that fulfils the rigorous
criteria listed in the OAIDS.
Additionally, as noted earlier, eartags
are one of several forms of authorized
official identification. Producers who do
not wish to use eartags may use another
form of authorized official
identification, such as tattoos and
brands when accepted by State officials
in the sending and receiving States.
Cost and Fairness

Many commenters opposed the
proposed rule because of their belief
that the cost of purchasing EID tags
placed an undue financial burden on
producers, particularly small farmers
and ranchers. Commenters also claimed
that these costs to producers would fuel
consolidation in the livestock industry.

We do not agree with these comments
regarding the magnitude of costs to the
domestic cattle and bison industry, and
do not think this rulemaking will result
in further consolidation of the cattle
industry. The commenters who raised
these concerns often based them on the
belief that official identification would
be required for all or most cattle and
bison regardless of whether they enter
interstate commerce. Official
identification is not required for all
cattle or bison. Under the current
regulations in § 86.4(b), which this final
rule does not change, the following
categories of cattle and bison are subject
to official identification requirements
for interstate movement: all sexually
intact cattle and bison 18 months of age
or over; all female dairy cattle of any age
and all male dairy cattle born after
March 11, 2013; cattle and bison of any
age used for rodeo or recreational
events; and cattle and bison of any age
used for shows or exhibitions. Cattle
and bison are exempted from official
identification requirements if they are
going directly to slaughter. Thus, large
categories of cattle, such as feeder cattle
or cull cattle going to slaughter, are not
subject to the identification
requirements. In addition, cattle and
bison only require official identification
under the regulations if they move
interstate or are in Federal or State
disease programs. Accordingly, many
small producers will be exempted
because they never move cattle

interstate, so their cattle do not require
official identification.

While we acknowledge the
commenters’ concern over consolidation
of the cattle industry, we disagree that
an EID tag requirement would cause
consolidation. Data from USDA’s
National Agricultural Statistics Service
reflect consolidation as a broader trend
in the cattle industry that is present in
both States that have and States that
have not implemented a State-specific
EID tag requirement.

That being said, we acknowledge that
producers may at some point have to
assume costs associated with
purchasing EID tags as a result of this
rulemaking. Accordingly, we have
prepared a regulatory impact analysis
(RIA) that estimates aggregate annual
costs to the domestic cattle and bison
industry as a result of the rule. The
analysis estimates, conservatively, that
11 million cattle and bison are tagged
with visual official identification per
year to fulfill official identification
requirements under the regulations.
This number represents approximately
11 percent to 12 percent of the cattle
and bison in the domestic inventory. We
estimate that these are the average
percentages of cattle that would be
required to have EID tags instead of
visual-only tags each year under this
rule. The cost is estimated to be
approximately $26.1 million, assuming
no Federal funding is provided. (APHIS
has historically provided funding for
EID eartags and intends to continue
doing so as long as funding is available.
Funding is discussed in greater detail
later in this document.) This equates to
an average cost of $30.45 per cattle or
bison operation each year; or based on
total industry cash receipts from 2021,
approximately 2.5 cents per $100 (0.025
percent).

The RIA also articulates the benefits
of increased traceability that were
previously identified in the economic
analysis that accompanied the 2013
final rule establishing the regulations,
particularly the foregone liabilities
when traceability is not quick or
accurate, and delineates how EID
furthers the aims of efficient and
accurate traceability that undergird the
regulations. The RIA for this final rule
is available on Regulations.gov as a
supporting document for this final rule,
as well as by contacting the individual
listed below FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT. For reasons discussed in the
2013 economic analysis and the RIA
that accompanies this final rule, it has
been and continues to be APHIS’
position that the benefits associated
with timely and accurate animal

traceability significantly outweigh costs
to regulated entities.

Many commenters stated that the rule
unfairly favors large corporations over
small producers. It was stated that small
producers would have to pay more to
comply with the regulations than large
operations due to bulk discounts offered
by EID tag manufacturers. Other
commenters stated that large
corporations were favored because they
are allowed to use GINs to officially
identify their animals.

The commenters are correct that many
EID tag manufacturers currently offer
lower rates for EID tags bought in bulk.
The calculations for the average price of
an EID tag in the RIA factor in these
price differences. As noted previously,
most small producers will not be
affected by this rulemaking because they
do not move their cattle interstate.
Small producers that are affected by this
rulemaking may consider creative ways
to capitalize on bulk discounts for EID
tags, such as cooperative buying. These
would be individual business decisions
based on producer’s unique
circumstances. We also note that, while
APHIS cannot commit to long-term
funding for EID tags because the
availability of Federal funding in future
fiscal years is dependent on annual
Congressional appropriations and
USDA-APHIS budgetary priorities,
APHIS has provided these tags free of
charge since 2020. Funding for EID
eartags is discussed in greater detail
later in this document.

This rulemaking does not change the
regulations regarding the use of GINs.
Methods of official identification other
than official eartags are outside the
scope of this rulemaking.

Some commenters stated that this
rulemaking would force small
operations out of the livestock market
and thus undermine the resiliency of
the nation’s food system.

We disagree that an EID requirement
undermines efforts to build and
maintain a resilient food supply. For the
reasons discussed earlier in this
document, many small producers will
not be affected by this rulemaking. A
resilient food supply relies on the health
and wellbeing of our nation’s livestock,
which is the intended outcome of an
effective and efficient ADT system.

Some commenters stated that this
rulemaking is designed to benefit export
markets by making it easier for
companies to “ship products around the
world” or by protecting international
trade markets, at the expense of small
producers who will bear the cost of the
rulemaking.

We acknowledge possible benefits to
export markets and trade associated
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with domestic animal disease
traceability and EID—these are
referenced in the RIA that accompanies
this final rule. We disagree, however,
that this final rule is intended to
directly benefit cattle and bison
exporters. This final rule pertains to
interstate movement of cattle and bison,
not the export of cattle and bison, and
foreign markets are free to set their own
import requirements. While it is true
that many of these requirements
currently include EID, that is not within
APHIS’ purview. Furthermore, options
already exist for exporters to meet any
such requirements; many exporters
currently use third-party verification
programs under the purview of AMS to
comply with traceability requirements
of export markets.

Commenters stated that costs to
producers extended beyond the cost of
EID tags, and included infrastructure
such as EID readers, software, and labor.
A commenter stated that this
rulemaking would require additional
labor for accredited veterinarians to
enter data into a database, the cost of
which would be passed on to producers.
It was stated that our RIA was flawed
because it did not take these costs into
account.

We disagree with the commenters.
The official identification requirement
does not require the producer to have
hardware (readers) or software
(computer systems). Readers and
software are not required because each
EID tag also has a visual component.
The tag number is imprinted on the
plastic shell containing the EID portion
of the tag. The tags can thus be used in
the same manner as visual tags by
producers who do not wish to invest in
tag-reading hardware and software.

We disagree that this final rule
requires producers to incur additional
labor costs related to application of tags
because the regulations already require
the placement of official identification.
The EID requirement only changes the
type of eartag that must be used for
cattle that require official identification
and that are officially identified using
eartags. The labor involved in applying
a metal NUES eartag should not be any
more burdensome than the labor
involved in applying an EID eartag.

Likewise, this final rule imposes no
new requirement for accredited
veterinarians to enter data into a
database. Accredited veterinarians may
continue collecting the information
already required by the regulations in
their medical records in the same way
they currently do, so long as the records
are retrievable when a disease outbreak
occurs. Costs passed on to the producer
should only reflect the difference in the

cost of tags because this final rule does
not require any additional labor.

Some commenters stated that APHIS
should acknowledge that EID tags are
meant to be read electronically and
update the RIA to account for the cost
of readers.

APHIS disagrees that EID tags are
meant to be read only electronically. As
explained above, EID tags must be
readable both electronically and
visually. To ensure the visual
readability of eartags, the OAIDS
requires that EID tags be readable from
30 inches with 20/20 vision, while there
was no readability standard for metal
NUES tags.

Two commenters stated that
mandatory EID may increase corporate
control over the livestock industry by
giving packers more information about
how animals are produced.

APHIS-approved official eartags only
encode the 15-digit animal
identification number. They do not
encode any producer information.

Many commenters noted that APHIS
has provided funding for EID eartags in
the past and stated that the agency
should commit to continuing this
funding. Some commenters specified
that funding should be provided for at
least the first 2 years after the final
rule’s implementation. Commenters also
stated that APHIS should provide
funding for necessary equipment and
related costs, such as readers, data
management systems, and labor.

Since 2020, APHIS has provided
funding for EID eartags, as well as
readers and ear taggers. Since the
availability of Federal funding in future
fiscal years is dependent on annual
Congressional appropriations and
USDA-APHIS budgetary priorities, a
long-term commitment to this funding is
not possible. We intend to continue to
provide assistance as long as funding is
available. However, in the absence of
Federal funding, producers would have
to assume costs associated with
purchasing EID tags. For this reason, we
have prepared an assessment that
estimates annual aggregate costs to the
domestic cattle and bison industry
associated with this rule.

As noted earlier, this final rule does
not require producers or livestock
markets to have electronic reading
equipment or additional data
management systems, because the
official EID tags must be readable
visually as well as electronically.
Producers may continue using EID
eartags the same way they currently use
non-EID, visual-only eartags.

Finally, for the reasons discussed
earlier in this document, we disagree
that this rulemaking will cause

producers to incur additional labor
costs. The application of an EID eartag
should not result in more labor costs
than the application of a non-EID eartag.

Two commenters stated that the
USDA should continue funding States
via cooperative agreements. A
commenter stated that funding for States
to support ADT infrastructure should be
increased.

This final rule does not impact the
ADT annual cooperative agreements
with States, Territories, or Tribes. We
note that this funding is separate from
the additional funding that APHIS has
provided since 2020 to support EID tags
and infrastructure. APHIS intends to
provide funding for EID eartags and
infrastructure for as long as funding is
available, but we are unable to commit
to multi-year funding for the reasons
discussed above.

Two commenters stated that the RIA
was inaccurate in its statement that the
cost of tags would increase from $3.3
million annually (the estimated cost of
metal NUES tags) to $29.3 million
annually (the estimated cost of EID
tags), as APHIS has been providing
metal NUES tags to producers at no cost.

The commenter is correct that APHIS
has provided NUES eartags at no cost to
producers. The commenter fails to
acknowledge, however, that APHIS has
also been providing EID tags at no cost
to producers since 2020. The estimates
in the RIA take into account that
funding for neither type of tag has been
guaranteed in the past, nor can funding
for EID tags be guaranteed in the future,
as this funding depends on each year’s
Agency budget and competing disease
priorities.

Two commenters stated that the
estimates for the annual cost of EID
eartags in the RIA were flawed because
they only accounted for costs to animals
currently being identified by non-EID
tags. The commenters stated that the
estimated number of affected animals
did not consider animals currently
tagged with EID tags, or animals that are
required to have official identification
but are not in compliance with the
regulations.

Cattle and bison already identified
with official EID eartags are already in
compliance with this final rule, and
therefore would not incur new expenses
as a result of it. While we recognize that
some people may not comply with the
current regulations regarding official
identification, we have no means of
estimating their number. We also note
that people currently not in compliance
with the regulations are unlikely to
begin complying as a result of this
rulemaking, and therefore would not
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increase demand for official
identification tags.

A commenter stated that the RIA does
not include information about the
estimated economic impact for
individual operations.

The commenter is incorrect. The RIA
states that, assuming the Federal
Government does not provide tags free
of charge in the future, the average cost
per operation to purchase EID eartags
would range from $26.24 to $29.45 for
FDX eartags, and from $31.13 to $34.73
for HDX eartags.

A commenter stated that our cost
estimates did not consider costs
incurred for livestock moved interstate
after purchased at an in-State general
auction market. The commenter asked
whether the buyer would be charged for
the cost of eartags or be required to
place official eartags on the animals
they purchased.

Under the current regulations in
§ 86.4(b), which this final rule does not
change, cattle and bison that are
required to have official identification
must be officially identified prior to
interstate movement unless they are
exempted from the requirement for
official identification. Animal classes
and movements that currently require
official identification will continue to
require official identification, while
animal classes and movements
exempted from the official identification
requirements will continue to be
exempted.

A commenter stated that we should
adjust the estimate of impacted cattle in
the RIA to account for the expanded
definition of dairy cattle.

We disagree with the commenter.
APHIS has not expanded the definition
of dairy cattle. The change to the
definition of dairy cattle is a
codification of guidance that APHIS has
consistently given to producers and
State animal health officials, and not a
change in policy. Beef/dairy cross
breeds should already be officially
identified. We have no indication of
noncompliance or controversy
surrounding this policy. Assuming
regulated parties are in compliance,
beef/dairy crosses are already accounted
for in our estimate of 11 million
impacted cattle.

We acknowledge the possibility that
there may be cattle producers that did
not consider their beef/dairy cross
breeds to be dairy cattle, and were
alerted to our interpretation of the
definition of dairy cattle to encompass
beef/dairy cross breeds by this
rulemaking. However, as we have no
indicators of widespread
noncompliance, we expect this scenario
to be rare and expect the number of

cattle to be affected by it to be de
minimis.

A commenter asked why the RIA did
not report on tracing exercises using
branded cattle.

While the regulations allow the use of
brands to fulfil the requirements for
official identification if agreed upon by
sending and receiving States, brands do
not uniquely identify an animal and are
not intended for animal traceability.
Brands are not unique outside of local
areas, are currently only used in 14
States, and are not systematically
recorded in national databases. For
these reasons, tracing exercises are
restricted to animals identified with
AIN 840-numbered tags and NUES tags.

A commenter suggested further cost-
benefit analysis to assess the impact on
cattle and bison producers while
ensuring maximum expansion of ADT
capability.

The commenter did not specify what
they believe our analysis is lacking. We
believe the RIA comprehensively
assesses the costs and benefits of this
rule.

Some commenters disagreed with our
estimation that the number of impacted
cattle would be 11 million. A
commenter stated that, previously, the
USDA estimated that the final rule
would impact 30 million cattle that
cross State lines annually. Another
commenter stated that many State
identification programs are tied to the
Federal system, and therefore even
cattle that do not cross State lines would
be impacted by this rulemaking.

The commenter is mistaken that we
previously estimated this rulemaking
would impact 30 million cattle, and the
commenter provides no source for this
figure. Our estimate of 11 million cattle
is based on the number of official
identification tags that have been used
in previous years. Many animals that
move interstate are exempt from official
identification requirements, such as beef
cattle under 18 months of age, and
animals going to slaughter or to an
approved livestock market.

Regarding the concern about State
