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PAST BREAKTHROUGHS AND FUTURE 
INNOVATIONS IN CROP PRODUCTION 

TUESDAY, JULY 22, 2025 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, D.C. 
The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a.m., in Room 

1300, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Glenn Thompson, 
[Chairman of the Committee] presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Thompson, Lucas, Austin 
Scott of Georgia, Crawford, DesJarlais, LaMalfa, Rouzer, Kelly, 
Bacon, Bost, Johnson, Baird, Mann, Feenstra, Miller, Moore, 
Cammack, Finstad, Rose, Jackson of Texas, Nunn, Newhouse, 
Wied, Bresnahan, Messmer, Harris, Taylor, Craig, David Scott of 
Georgia, Costa, McGovern, Adams, Hayes, Brown, Davids of Kan-
sas, Salinas, Davis of North Carolina, Tokuda, Budzinski, 
Sorensen, Vasquez, Jackson of Illinois, Thanedar, Gray, McDonald 
Rivet, Figures, Vindman, Riley, Mannion, McClain Delaney, and 
Carbajal. 

Staff present: Laurel Lee Chatham, Wick Dudley, Luke Franklin, 
Josie Montoney, Suzie Cavalier, Daniel Feingold, Michael Stein, 
and Jackson Blodgett. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will come to order. 
Welcome. Thank you for joining today’s hearing entitled, Past 

Breakthroughs and Future Innovations in Crop Production. After 
brief opening remarks, Members will receive testimony from our 
witnesses today, and then the hearing will be open to questions. 

So once again, good morning, everyone, and welcome to today’s 
hearing. I want to begin by thanking Ranking Member Craig for 
her partnership in hosting this bipartisan hearing, and I appreciate 
the participation of our colleagues on both sides of the aisle who 
are here to examine a topic that lies at the very heart of American 
crop production, innovation. 

I would also like to extend my sincere thanks to our panel of wit-
nesses. You each bring valuable expertise and real-world perspec-
tive to this conversation, and we are grateful that you have taken 
time out of your schedules to be with us today. I look forward to 
hearing your insights on how innovation is shaping the future of 
agriculture and what we as policymakers can do to support that 
momentum. 
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For generations our farmers have not only fed this country, they 
have helped to feed the world, and they have done so by continu-
ously adapting and embracing new tools, technologies, and prac-
tices. The success of U.S. agriculture has been built through inge-
nuity, hard work, and the strategic application of science and tech-
nology. From seed to soil to harvest, that innovation has been the 
engine that drives productivity, efficiency, and stewardship across 
the entire agriculture value chain. Simply put, American agri-
culture has become the envy of the world because we have em-
braced science, technology, and a commitment to progress. 

Throughout history, producers have benefited from a steady 
stream of scientific breakthroughs that have changed the face of 
farming. The introduction of hybrid corn in the early 20th century 
marked a turning point in the yield improvement and reliability. 
The expansion of modern fertilizers to meet key crop needs drove 
an additional era of unprecedented productivity. The rollout of bio-
technology traits like insect-resistant Bt cotton and glyphosate-tol-
erant soybeans gave farmers important tools to combat pest and 
weed pressures. These traits, alongside proven crop protection 
tools, not only protect crops from devastating losses but also help 
producers more effectively steward their land by enabling soil con-
servation practices like no-till. 

Alongside these historic breakthroughs, we have also seen re-
markable progress on the next generation of tools to work hand-in- 
hand with these proven technologies. Innovations in the crop pro-
tection space have given producers targeted solutions that improve 
efficacy while reducing off-target impacts. Biological products such 
as biostimulants are unlocking new ways to strengthen plant 
health and productivity, and gene-editing tools are already leading 
to the development of crops that are more resilient to drought, dis-
ease, and environmental stress with traits tailored to farmers’ and 
consumers’ needs. 

Today, thanks to decades of investment in agriculture innovation 
and the tireless efforts of our producers, the United States is home 
to the most abundant, affordable, and safest food supply in the 
world. We should be proud of that legacy. We should also recognize 
that sustaining it will require us to remain forward-looking and 
focus on reducing the barriers that stand in the way of continued 
innovation. 

For these promising new tools to reach the farmgate and ulti-
mately benefit consumers, rural economies, and the environment, 
we must have a regulatory environment that is grounded in 
science, transparent in its decision-making, and predictable in its 
timeliness and outcomes. When innovators face confusion about 
which agency has jurisdiction, or when reviews take years with no 
clear rationale, or when litigation is used as a tool to block tech-
nologies that have already been proven safe, we lose more than just 
time. We lose investment and competitiveness, and we risk falling 
behind global competitors who are moving fast to deploy the tools 
of tomorrow. 

As a Committee, we have a responsibility to ensure that our reg-
ulatory framework is built for the 21st century and effectively pro-
tect human health and the environment without stifling innova-
tion. That means modernizing and streamlining roles where appro-
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priate, clarifying approval pathways for new technologies, and 
making sure that the rules of the road are clear and based on 
measurable risk, not hypotheticals. 

Today’s hearing is about honoring the legacy of past break-
throughs while creating the conditions for future success. We will 
hear about the incredible potential for emerging technologies, the 
challenges facing innovators, the real-world impacts on producers, 
and the opportunities for Congress to create smarter, science-based 
policy that keeps American agriculture on the cutting edge. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Thompson follows:] 

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

Good morning, and welcome to today’s hearing. I want to begin by thanking Rank-
ing Member Craig for her partnership in hosting this bipartisan hearing, and I ap-
preciate the participation of our colleagues on both sides of the aisle who are here 
to examine a topic that lies at the very heart of American crop production—innova-
tion. 

I’d also like to extend my sincere thanks to our panel of witnesses. You each bring 
valuable expertise and real-world perspective to this conversation, and we’re grate-
ful you’ve taken time out of your schedules to be with us today. I look forward to 
hearing your insights on how innovation is shaping the future of agriculture—and 
what we, as policymakers, can do to support that momentum. 

For generations, our farmers have not only fed this country—they’ve helped to 
feed the world. And they have done so by continuously adapting and embracing new 
tools, technologies, and practices. The success of U.S. agriculture has been built 
through ingenuity, hard work, and the strategic application of science and tech-
nology. 

From seed to soil to harvest, that innovation has been the engine that drives pro-
ductivity, efficiency, and stewardship across the entire ag value chain. 

Simply put, American agriculture has become the envy of the world because we 
have embraced science, technology, and a commitment to progress. 

Throughout history, producers have benefited from a steady stream of scientific 
breakthroughs that have changed the face of farming. The introduction of hybrid 
corn in the early 20th century marked a turning point in yield improvement and 
reliability. The expansion of modern fertilizers to meet key crop needs drove an ad-
ditional era of unprecedented productivity. The rollout of biotechnology traits—like 
insect-resistant Bt cotton and glyphosate-tolerant soybeans—gave farmers impor-
tant tools to combat pest and weed pressures. These traits alongside proven crop 
protection tools not only protect crops from devastating losses but also helped pro-
ducers more effectively steward their land by enabling soil conservation practices 
like no-till. 

Alongside these historic breakthroughs, we’ve also seen remarkable progress on 
the next generation of tools to work hand-in-hand with these proven technologies. 
Innovations in the crop protection space have given producers targeted solutions 
that improve efficacy while reducing off-target impacts. Biological products, such as 
biostimulants, are unlocking new ways to strengthen plant health and productivity. 
And gene editing tools are already leading to the development of crops that are 
more resilient to drought, disease, and environmental stress, with traits tailored to 
farmer and consumer needs. 

Today, thanks to decades of investment in agricultural innovation and the tireless 
efforts of our producers, the United States is home to the most abundant, affordable, 
and safest food supply in the world. We should be proud of that legacy. But we 
should also recognize that sustaining it will require us to remain forward-looking 
and focused on reducing the barriers that stand in the way of continued innovation. 

For these promising new tools to reach the farmgate and ultimately benefit con-
sumers, rural economies, and the environment, we must have a regulatory environ-
ment that is grounded in science, transparent in its decision-making, and predict-
able in its timelines and outcomes. 

When innovators face confusion about which agency has jurisdiction, or when re-
views take years with no clear rationale, or when litigation is used as a tool to block 
technologies that have already been proven safe, we lose more than just time. We 
lose investment and competitiveness. And we risk falling behind global competitors 
who are moving faster to deploy the tools of tomorrow. 



4 

As a Committee, we have a responsibility to ensure that our regulatory frame-
works are built for the 21st century, and effectively protect human health and the 
environment without stifling innovation. That means modernizing and streamlining 
roles where appropriate; clarifying approval pathways for new technologies; and 
making sure that the rules of the road are clear and based on measurable risk, not 
hypotheticals. 

Today’s hearing is about honoring the legacy of past breakthroughs while creating 
the conditions for future success. We’ll hear about the incredible potential of emerg-
ing technologies, the challenges facing innovators, the real-world impacts on pro-
ducers, and the opportunities for Congress to create smarter, science-based policy 
that keeps American agriculture on the cutting edge. 

The CHAIRMAN. With that, I would now like to welcome the dis-
tinguished Ranking Member, the gentlewoman from Minnesota, 
Ms. Craig, for any opening remarks that she would like to give. 

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

Ms. CRAIG. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
to our witnesses for being here today. 

American farms are among the most productive on Earth, ena-
bling our farmers to feed the country and the world. They take this 
responsibility seriously, just as seriously as their commitment to 
farms using methods that keep their neighbors, consumers, and the 
environment safe. Today, I am excited that we get to focus on and 
learn about how cutting-edge biotechnology, tried-and-true crop 
production techniques, and sound policy equip our farmers with the 
tools they need to continue feeding America’s families. 

To maintain a high-quality food production system, we need a 
regulatory framework that is transparent and based on sound 
science. The moment we begin to stray from these principles is the 
moment that trust in our food system begins to deteriorate. That 
is why I am concerned with so many of the comments and actions 
coming out of the current Administration that seem designed to un-
dermine people’s confidence in our regulatory system, attack inno-
vation taking place on our farms, and make it harder for family 
farmers to do their jobs. 

Take, for example, the MAHA Commission report, which was rid-
dled with errors and cited nonexistent studies. Errors and misin-
formation like these have consequences. It undermines Americans’ 
trust in the food we eat and attacks farmers for the work that they 
do. Secretary Kennedy’s disregard for science and perversion of 
facts and data are dangerous, erodes confidence in our public 
health and regulatory systems, and dissuades talented scientists 
from joining the civil service. 

The Environmental Protection Agency has also begun to move 
backward with the haphazard firing of technical staff and scientists 
responsible for properly assessing new chemicals and technologies 
and their impact on our people, food, and the environment. This 
work requires talented toxicologists, chemists, and other scientists 
who collaborate with industry and advocacy groups to protect the 
environment while ensuring farmers have access to the tools they 
need. 

This uncertainty isn’t just bad for the agency and American citi-
zens that rely on the government to protect their health and the 
environment. It is bad for business. Innovative products that could 
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have come to market will be stalled in the pipeline as review times 
get even worse. 

American scientists and farmers have unlocked the building 
blocks of many plants, discovering how to make crops more resil-
ient to drought, increase production yields, and reduce resource 
consumption. Defunding fundamental science research and firing 
the civil servants and scientists who work with private companies 
and farmers to bring technological advancements and new crop 
tools to market will put us further behind as countries like Brazil, 
India, and China increase the size and scope of their research pro-
grams. 

We all want science-based regulatory decisions and policy, which 
is why I urge my colleagues to oppose any further defunding and 
termination of our research programs and scientists and rather 
look for opportunities to invest in these efforts and people, which 
we all agree are critical to the future of farm country. 

We have before us an impressive panel of witnesses, all of whom 
have extensive experience in how to effectively use crop protection 
tools and use groundbreaking technology to bring new and innova-
tive products to market. As we start to move toward reauthoriza-
tion of the Pesticide Registration Improvement Act, testimony like 
yours can help to inform us of what improvements and changes 
might be made. So thank you so much for being here again to our 
witnesses. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
[The prepared statement of Ms. Craig follows:] 

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

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
American farms are among the most productive on Earth, enabling our farmers 

to feed our country and the world. 
They take this responsibility seriously—just as seriously as their commitments to 

farm using methods that keep their neighbors, consumers and the environment safe. 
Today, I am excited that we get to focus on and learn about how cutting-edge bio-

technology, tried-and-true crop production techniques and sound policy equip our 
farmers with the tools they need to continue feeding America’s families. 

To maintain a high-quality food production system, we need a regulatory frame-
work that is transparent and based on sound science. The moment we begin to stray 
from these principles is the moment that trust in our food system begins to deterio-
rate. 

That is why I am concerned with so many of the comments and actions coming 
out of the current Administration that seem designed to undermine people’s con-
fidence in our regulatory system, attack innovation taking place on our farms and 
make it harder for family farmers to do their jobs. 

Take, for example, the MAHA Commission Report, which was riddled with errors 
and cited non-existent ‘‘studies.’’ Errors and misinformation like these have con-
sequences. It undermines Americans’ trust in the food we eat and attacks farmers 
for the work they do. 

Secretary Kennedy’s disregard for science and perversion of facts and data is dan-
gerous, erodes confidence in our public health and regulatory systems, and dis-
suades talented scientists from joining the civil service. 

The Environmental Protection Agency has also begun to move backward with the 
haphazard firing of technical staff and scientists responsible for properly assessing 
new chemicals and technologies and their impact on our people, food and the envi-
ronment. This work requires talented toxicologists, chemists and other scientists 
who collaborate with industry and advocacy groups to protect the environment while 
ensuring farmers have access to the tools they need. 

This uncertainty isn’t just bad for the Agency and American citizens that rely on 
the government to protect their health and the environment, it’s bad for business. 
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Innovative products that could have come to market will be stalled in the pipeline 
as review times get even worse. 

American scientists and farmers have unlocked the building blocks of many 
plants, discovering how to make crops more resilient to drought, increase production 
yields and reduce resource consumption. 

Defunding fundamental science research and firing the civil servants and sci-
entists who work with private companies and farmers to bring technological ad-
vancements and new crop tools to market will put us further behind as countries 
like Brazil, India and China increase the size and scope of their research programs. 

We all want science-based regulatory decisions and policy, which is why I urge 
my colleagues to oppose any further defunding and termination of our research pro-
grams and scientists and rather look for opportunities to invest in these efforts and 
people which we all agree are critical to the future of farm country. 

We have before us an impressive panel of witnesses, all of whom have extensive 
experience in how to effectively use crop protection tools and use groundbreaking 
technology to bring new and innovative products to market. As we start to move 
towards the reauthorization of the Pesticide Registration Improvement Act (PRIA), 
testimony like yours can help to inform us of what improvements and changes 
might be made. 

Thank you, and I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the Ranking Member. 
The chair would request other Members submit their opening 

statements for the record so the witnesses may begin their testi-
mony and to assure that there is ample time for questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Adams follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ALMA S. ADAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM NORTH CAROLINA 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
When I reflect on breakthroughs and future innovations in crop production, I 

think about how much progress we have already made—and how much further we 
can still go. 

Advances in technology, science, and farming practices have revolutionized agri-
culture in ways that were unimaginable just a few decades ago. 

From precision farming and biotechnology to improved irrigation and sustainable 
soil management, these innovations have increased crop yields, reduced environ-
mental impact, and helped feed a growing population. 

Despite these remarkable achievements, our work is far from over. 
As a Senior Member of the House Agriculture Committee, I take this work very 

seriously, as the decisions we make in this Committee ultimately have the power 
to propel us ahead or set us back. 

And, as a Member of the Subcommittee on Conservation, Research, and Bio-
technology, I am responsible for overseeing policies related to pest and disease man-
agement, including pesticides. 

That is why I was deeply concerned when, in May, the United States Department 
of Agriculture (USDA) published a final rule removing the requirement for applica-
tors to report their use of Restricted Use Pesticides (RUP). 

This rule was issued without a public comment period or notice, and it means that 
effective July 11, 2025, farmers and other private applicators are no longer legally 
obligated to record critical information such as the pesticide used, application date, 
amount, location, and the crop treated. 

This is troubling because the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) classifies 
certain pesticides as ‘‘restricted use’’ when they pose serious health and environ-
mental risks if not handled with strict precautions. 

The EPA’s list of RUPs spans 45 pages and includes chemicals like paraquat, 
atrazine, and chlorpyrifos—substances linked to severe issues such as Parkinson’s 
disease, birth defects, and other chronic conditions. 

In the USDA’s final rule notice, agency officials dismissed these regulations as 
‘‘not a priority’’ and states that ‘‘to the extent there is any uncertainty about the 
costs and benefits, it is the policy of the USDA to err on the side of deregulation.’’ 
But the truth is, regulations protecting human health and the environment should 
be strengthened—not eliminated. 

Growing and harvesting food should be a safe and healthy experience for everyone 
involved—from farm to plate. Farmworkers—who provide the food we eat every 
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day—deserve protection that keep them, their families, and their communities safe 
from hazardous pesticide exposure. 

That is why I have supported legislation, such as the Ban Atrazine Toxicants Act 
led by my colleague Mr. McGovern, which seeks to prohibit the use, production, sale, 
importation, and exportation of any pesticide products containing atrazine. 

Atrazine is particularly harmful—it is derived from oil and gas, is an endocrine 
disrupter, and has been linked to breast cancer, prostate cancer, congenital disabil-
ities, and reproductive harm. It contaminates drinking water sources for more than 
40 million Americans, and it is highly toxic to wildlife. 

This country deserves a food system that not only feeds everyone but also respects 
the health of the people and the planet. 

Farmers and farmworkers must be able to trust that the tools they use do not 
threaten their health, their communities, or the ecosystems that sustain their liveli-
hoods. 

And families walking up and down the aisles of grocery stores should be able to 
trust that the products on the shelves are safe to consume. 

Atrazine, among other chemicals, has been a proven danger, and it is long past 
time for the United States to join many other countries in ending its use and adopt-
ing safer alternatives. 

Fortunately, safer alternatives to harmful pesticides exist—options that offer bet-
ter health outcomes, stronger environmental protections, and improved economic 
and sustainability benefits. 

We owe it to our farmers, farmworkers, and future generations to prioritize those 
alternatives and build a food system that truly works, and is healthy, for all. 

I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. I will now yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. Costa, to introduce our first witness. 

Mr. COSTA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Mem-
bers, Members of the Committee. 

This hearing today, Past Breakthroughs and Future Innovations 
in Crop Production, is critical to the future of American agri-
culture. And as many of you have heard me say regularly, food is 
a national security issue. And so therefore, having this panel of 
witnesses here before us this morning is appropriate and fitting. 

The first witness that will testify is a person who is a longtime 
friend, constituent, and a person I have worked with in agriculture 
for many, many years, and actually a neighbor farmer. I am speak-
ing of Mr. Don Cameron from my home county in Fresno, Cali-
fornia. The County of Fresno, of course, is where Don farms. He is 
Vice President and General Manager of Terranova Ranch, a 6,000 
acre farm near in the area where I farm, and also operator of 
Prado Farms. 

He holds a degree from California State University at Fresno, my 
alma mater, go Dogs. And his ranch produces, amazingly, Members 
of this Committee, that I have been to numerous times, 25 different 
crops, including conventional and organic and biotech field crops 
such as tomatoes, peppers, onions, corn, various seed crops, as well 
as perennial crops like walnuts, wine grapes, almonds, and pis-
tachios and olives. Don does just about everything. And some of 
you, the Chairman and past Agriculture Secretaries, have been to 
his farm in which he has held forums and meetings to better facili-
tate cooperation. 

Food on America’s dinner table is a national security issue. Don 
has led the development in efforts to demonstrate that. He won the 
2017 Governor’s Environmental Leadership Award and the 
Agriculturalist of the Year by the Fresno Chamber of Commerce. 
He is innovative in technology and water recharge, and he also 
serves on several agricultural boards. He has been the chair of the 
California State Board of Food and Agriculture since 2018. 
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He is a full package, and we look forward to hearing his testi-
mony on these important issues because change is constant and 
change is hard, and Don Cameron represents a good model on how 
you adapt and address the change. We will look forward to hearing 
this witness’ testimony. Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. 
Our next witness is Mr. Terry Abbott, Chairman of the Council 

of Producers and Distributors of Agrotechnology. 
Our third witness today is Dr. Karl Wyant, the Director of 

Agronomy at Nutrien. 
Our fourth and final witness is Mr. Bryan Witherbee, the Chief 

Executive Officer at Agragene Incorporated. 
Thank you all for joining us today. We will now proceed to your 

testimony. You will each have 5 minutes. The timer in front of you 
will count down to zero, at which point your time has expired. 

Mr. Cameron, please begin when you are ready. 

STATEMENT OF DON J. CAMERON, VICE PRESIDENT AND 
GENERAL MANAGER, TERRANOVA RANCH, INC., HELM, CA 

Mr. CAMERON. Thank you, Chairman Thompson, good to see you 
again, about a year and a half since you visited our farm. And 
Ranking Member Craig and Members of the Committee, it is an 
honor to be invited here today to help inform on the important de-
cisions that you have been elected to make on behalf of U.S. agri-
culture and for food security for this nation. 

You heard my name is Don Cameron, Vice President, General 
Manager at Terranova Ranch in Helm, which is in the San Joaquin 
Valley of California. You heard we farm quite a few different crops. 
Jim missed a few, but I am not going to bring those up, but we 
do farm a wide variety of different specialty crops on the farm. 

As I said, our capacities as a farmer have included being Presi-
dent of the California State Board of Food and Agriculture, which 
advises the California Secretary of Ag and the Governor on issues 
in agriculture for our state. And I am also a Western Growers 
board member. 

Farmers are in the business of providing healthy, nutritious food. 
The ever-increasing costs of inputs, seed, water, energy, and labor 
make for thin margins without room for error. To ensure my liveli-
hood and that food arrives at your grocery store, restaurants, and 
schools, I must protect my crops from pests and disease. I can as-
sure you, with all the costs of doing business and its associated reg-
ulatory burdens, farmers don’t have slush funds to waste money on 
crop inputs that are not absolutely necessary. 

As a farmer, I am aware of consumer apprehension about the use 
of pesticides and, in turn, retail grocery stores and restaurants that 
have also been sensitized to this issue. As a father and grand-
father, I am sympathetic to the consumer concerns when hearing 
about pesticides in the media. Sometimes we look past the fact that 
pesticides are regulated extensively by EPA with support from 
USDA, FDA, and state agencies to ensure that they are safe for 
human health and for the environment under the intended use 
using scientific data. The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act, FIFRA (Pub. L. 80–104), mandates rigorous risk 
assessments to determine any necessary mitigation measures that 
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must be taken before a product can be registered and safely ap-
plied. 

Fruit and vegetable growers must meet a high standard for qual-
ity demanded by consumers. In today’s culture, where shoppers 
often bypass slightly bruised produce in favor of perfect-looking 
fruits and vegetables, the pressure on farmers to deliver flawless 
crops is immense. To support consumer expectations and public 
health goals centered around nutritious diets, a full range of inno-
vative crop protection tools, including pesticides, is essential to en-
sure the reliable production of appealing, high-quality fresh 
produce. 

Growers have been investing in crop innovations for a long time 
and are making great strides to reduce reliance on traditional pes-
ticides, increase crop resilience, and diversify with innovative tech-
nologies. The agriculture industry needs your backing in these ef-
forts, including research and support for novel technologies. 

The Trump Administration recently released the Make America 
Healthy Again, MAHA report, which spotlights the importance of 
access to a healthy diet and can spur collaborations toward innova-
tive tools to address concerns while cultivating a viable future for 
domestically produced fruits and vegetables safeguarded from pests 
and diseases. I would like to highlight a few recommendations. You 
will find more in my written testimony that will accelerate innova-
tion, including at the USDA. 

The IR–4 Project is a key resource for the specialty crop indus-
try, and we support increased funding to enable continued work 
with novel crop protection technologies for specialty crops, includ-
ing biological crops or products. 

I also encourage an increase in research grants specific to the 
next generation of crop protection tools specifically targeted at 
pests that are our greatest threat to our food supply. 

While the scope of the Committee’s jurisdiction over EPA is lim-
ited, I think we can agree that EPA’s impact on agriculture cannot 
be overlooked. We appreciate the Committee’s attention to this 
issue. EPA staffing issues directly impact the ability to move appli-
cations through the registration process in a timely manner. There 
simply aren’t enough EPA staff to keep up with the workload, and 
staff being hired are not as familiar with biologicals and are often 
grounded in conventional products. Growers support increased staff 
who can focus on biological registration. 

As I close, it is my hope that through conversations like this and 
through your leadership, we can pave the way for America to lead 
these innovations and, in doing so continue to produce healthy food 
long into the future. 

Thank you again for the opportunity. I look forward to the ques-
tions and to this important discussion today. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cameron follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DON J. CAMERON, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER, TERRANOVA RANCH, INC., HELM, CA 

Introduction 
Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and Members of the Committee, it 

is an honor to be invited here today to help inform the important decisions you have 
been elected to make on behalf of U.S. agriculture for the food security of this na-
tion. 
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My name is Don Cameron. I am Vice President and General Manager of 
Terranova Ranch in Helm, in the Central Valley of California. We farm over 25 dif-
ferent crops with 6,000 acres of our own production and 1,500 custom farmed for 
other clients. We grow a mix of conventional and organic crops including processing 
tomatoes, peppers, onions, corn, walnuts, wine grapes, almonds and pistachios. I 
have served in various agricultural leadership capacities throughout my career as 
a farmer including President of the California State Board of Food and Agriculture 
which advises the California Secretary of Agriculture and the Governor on agricul-
tural issues and am also a board member of Western Growers Association. 
State of Play 

Today, we are here to talk about innovations in crop production including crop 
protection tools, so I’d like to spend just a moment talking about the current state 
of play. 

Farmers are in the business of providing healthy, nutritious food. The ever-in-
creasing cost of inputs; seed, water, energy and labor make for thin margins without 
room for error. To ensure my livelihood and that food arrives at your grocery store, 
restaurants, and schools, I must protect my crops from pests and disease. I can as-
sure you, with all the costs of doing business and its associated regulatory burdens, 
farmers don’t have slush funds to waste on crop inputs that are not necessary. We 
look for ways to minimize what we use, which is how we have always handled the 
issue of crop protection. As a farmer, I’m aware of consumer apprehension about the 
use of pesticides and in turn retail grocery stores and restaurants who have been 
sensitized to the issue. As a father and grandfather, I am sympathetic to consumer 
concerns when hearing about pesticides in the media. I would like to note that the 
most extreme version of stories often gets the most attention, so I appreciate the 
opportunity to discuss this issue and how we can best support farmers and provide 
consumers with access to fresh, affordable, and safe food. 

Sometimes we look past the fact that pesticides are regulated by the EPA with 
support from USDA, FDA, and state agencies to ensure that they are safe for 
human health and the environment under their intended use using scientific data. 
The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) mandates rigorous 
risk assessments to determine any associated risks and the necessary mitigation 
measures that must be taken before a product can be registered and applied. EPA 
also establishes residue limits or tolerances and tests for them regularly to ensure 
the safety of the food supply and has a ‘‘reasonable certainty’’ of no resulting harm 
from any pesticide residue. 

Pesticides play a vital role in our food system, helping farmers protect their crops 
from destructive pests that threaten both yield and quality. An economics study by 
the California Department of Food and Agriculture’s Office of Pesticide Consultation 
and Analysis (CDFA OPCA) highlighted the real-world consequences of limited pest 
control options, revealing that in 2023 California cotton farmers lost $40.9 million 
due to an outbreak of Lygus bugs on Pima cotton—a loss directly linked to the lack 
of any effective tools to manage just one pest. 

This example underscores the broader challenge faced by fruit and vegetable 
growers who must meet a high standard of quality demanded by consumers. In to-
day’s culture, where shoppers often bypass slightly blemished produce in favor of 
perfect-looking fruits and vegetables, the pressure on farmers to deliver flawless 
crops is immense. To support both consumer expectations and public health goals 
centered around nutritious diets, a full range of innovative crop protection tools, in-
cluding pesticides, is essential to ensure the reliable production of appealing, high- 
quality fresh produce. 
Grower Innovation 

Growers have been investing in crop innovations for a long time and are making 
great strides to reduce reliance on traditional pesticides, increase crop resilience, 
and diversify with innovative technologies. Farmers are utilizing integrated pest 
management (IPM) methods to manage pests while minimizing risks to people, 
property, and the environment, introducing predatory insects, precision agriculture, 
leveraging crop breeding and genetics to develop plants resistant to pest and disease 
pressures, laser weeding, autonomous equipment and more. As you know, farmers 
are pragmatic and continually adapt and improve to survive, but much more can 
be done to support the industry in these efforts including research and support for 
novel technologies. 

It should come as no surprise that growers must ascertain very quickly which 
crop protection tools work and which don’t. With razor-thin margins, we can be re-
luctant to make a switch from something that we know works, to a new product 
or technology that is unproven. Efficacy concerns, costs associated with retrofitting 
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equipment or unique handling requirements such as refrigeration, and the need for 
increased applications are all things to be considered. Biologicals are new tech-
nologies and growers are less familiar with them and will need additional technical 
guidance and incentives to take the leap. Proving something in a research lab is far 
different than in an open field, so we need to get more biologicals in the hands of 
growers to test it themselves and see what works best. We also see a strong need 
for resources to help evaluate and trial these products for efficacy on farm, getting 
the necessary data for broader grower buy-in. 

The Trump Administration’s recently released the Make America Healthy Again 
(MAHA) report which in part seeks to address consumer apprehension to potential 
exposure to some pesticides. We see this spotlight on healthy food as an opportunity 
to spur collaborations toward innovative tools to address concerns while cultivating 
a viable future of domestically produced fruits and vegetables safeguarded from 
pests and diseases. With the Committee’s leadership and oversight on the issue, in-
novations in crop production can help growers continue to provide healthy, nutri-
tious foods for Americans. 
USDA Opportunities 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has the opportunity to lead the acceleration 
of developing novel crop protection tools. Biological products are one of the fastest 
growing segments of the pest control market and America should be seen as a lead-
er of research and development for crop protection. This Committee recognizes the 
IR–4 Project as a key resource for the specialty crop industry and we support in-
creased funding to enable its continued work with novel crop protection technologies 
for specialty crops, including biological products. Relatedly, the IR–4 Project used 
to partner with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on a Biopesticide 
Demonstration Grant Program to coordinate the trials and promotion of the use of 
biopesticides; this program should be reinvigorated. I also encourage an increase in 
research grants specific to next generation crop protection tools specifically targeted 
at pests that are the greatest threat to our food supply. USDA’s Office of Pest Man-
agement Policy also stands to be a leader in new technologies, and we encourage 
increased funding for this vital team. 
U.S. EPA Opportunities 

While the scope of the Committee’s jurisdiction over EPA is limited, I think we 
can agree that EPA’s impact on agriculture cannot be overlooked, and we appreciate 
the Committee’s attention to this issue. Given the complicated balancing act of agri-
cultural pesticide use, I encourage EPA’s increased engagement with biological reg-
istrants to facilitate knowledge sharing in two ways: EPA educating smaller innova-
tive biological companies with an understanding of the registration process, and 
EPA providing opportunities for innovators to share the latest tools and techniques 
for their ongoing awareness—both are necessary to shorten the lengthy timeline for 
innovative tools. 

EPA staffing issues also impact the ability to move applications through the reg-
istration process in a timely fashion. First, there simply aren’t enough EPA staff to 
keep up with the workload, a key reason EPA has described as the hurdle to final-
izing registrations. Second, the staff being hired are not as familiar with bio-
technology as they are often grounded in conventional products. Growers appreciate 
recent announcements from the EPA related to staffing priorities and we support 
increasing staff who can focus on biological registrations. 

The EPA has a unique opportunity to lead beyond its own Federal agency. U.S. 
growers are impacted by multiple levels of pesticide regulations and pest pressures, 
and we look to the EPA to engage both domestically and globally. For those of us 
in California, where about 1⁄2 of the U.S. production of nutritious fruits and vegeta-
bles are grown, an additional registration and reporting process is required by Cali-
fornia’s Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR). DPR has a shared interest with 
the EPA in advancing biological crop protection technology. The dual registration re-
quirement processes, however, run counter to a swift development of next genera-
tion products such as biologicals and provide a concurrent registration process. I en-
courage EPA to dialogue with DPR to collaborate on this shared goal and develop 
an MOU to guide sustainable crop protection tools in the hands of growers at a 
rapid pace. 
Closing 

As I close, it is my hope that through conversations like this and through your 
leadership, we can pave the way for America to lead in these innovations and by 
so doing, continue to produce healthy food long into the future. 

Thank you again for the opportunity, I look forward to your questions and to this 
important discussion today. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Cameron, for your testimony. 
Mr. Abbott, please begin when you are ready. 

STATEMENT OF TERRY ABBOTT, CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL OF 
PRODUCERS AND DISTRIBUTORS OF AGROTECHNOLOGY; 
SENIOR PRODUCT PORTFOLIO MANAGER, ADJUVANTS 
UNLIMITED, LAKEWOOD, CO 

Mr. ABBOTT. Good morning, Chairman Thompson, Ranking Mem-
ber Craig, and Members of the Committee. Thank you for the op-
portunity to testify today. 

My name is Terry Abbott. I serve as Chairman of the Council of 
Producers and Distributors of Agrotechnology and as Senior Prod-
uct Portfolio Manager at Adjuvants Unlimited, based in Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. CPDA represents the formulators, distributors, manu-
facturers, and suppliers of adjuvants, inert ingredients, and post- 
patent pesticide products, representing nearly 90 percent of the 
U.S. crop protection market. Our members drive innovation across 
formulation, stewardship, and field performance. 

When we talk about innovation in agriculture, it starts with ac-
cess to tools. Farmers need affordable, reliable options to manage 
pests, protect yields, and keep their operations productive. That in-
cludes maintaining a competitive market for post-patent crop pro-
tection products and ensuring a regulatory system that delivers 
timely, science-based decisions. 

Our industry also drives innovation beyond active ingredient. 
Companies like mine are advancing adjuvant and inert tech-
nologies that improve how products perform in the field. These 
tools reduce drift, enhance coverage, and support compliance with 
environmental requirements, including the Endangered Species Act 
(Pub. L. 93–205). They are essential for precision, stewardship, and 
modern production. 

To keep these tools available, we need a regulatory system that 
works. Right now, over $1⁄2 billion in CPDA member products are 
stuck in the EPA’s regulatory backlog. In turn, CPDA strongly sup-
ports full funding for EPA’s Office of Pesticide Programs, and we 
encourage continued improvements under PRIA to strengthen 
transparency and predictability in the registration process. A well- 
functioning OPP benefits farmers, innovators, consumers, and the 
environment, ensuring access to safe, effective, and trusted crop 
protection tools. 

We appreciate the farm program improvements in the One Big 
Beautiful Bill Act (Pub. L. 119–21), but we also support a Farm 
Bill 2.0 that builds on this momentum and reflects the needs of to-
day’s agriculture. 

Last year’s Farm, Food, and National Security Act of 2024 (H.R. 
8467) includes provisions we view as important. We support lan-
guage directing NRCS to update conservation practice standards so 
that programs recognize current technologies. We also support ex-
panding access to technical service providers to ensure farmers 
have expert guidance when implementing conservation plans. 

We are encouraged by the proposed centers of excellence for crop 
protection products and application technology. These centers 
would support research and innovation in formulation and delivery, 
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helping ensure the United States remains a global leader in crop 
protection, environmental stewardship, and ag innovation. 

Last, I want to emphasize the critical role crop protection tech-
nologies play in maintaining a safe, affordable, and abundant food 
supply. These tools undergo rigorous review and are used respon-
sibly by farmers every day. As the MAHA Commission continues 
its work, we urge policymakers to recognize the science, the safety 
record, and the value of these technologies in supporting both pro-
duction and public confidence. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you today. 
I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Abbott follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF TERRY ABBOTT, CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL OF PRODUCERS AND 
DISTRIBUTORS OF AGROTECHNOLOGY; SENIOR PRODUCT PORTFOLIO MANAGER, 
ADJUVANTS UNLIMITED, LAKEWOOD, CO 

Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and Members of the Committee: 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify today on behalf of the Council of Pro-

ducers and Distributors of Agrotechnology (CPDA). CPDA is the premier advocate 
for the agrotechnology industry, representing formulators, distributors, manufactur-
ers, and suppliers of adjuvants, inert ingredients, and post-patent pesticide prod-
ucts. Our members comprise a nationwide network that accounts for nearly 90 per-
cent of the $15 billion U.S. crop protection market. For nearly 4 decades, CPDA has 
worked to advance science-based regulatory policies that protect the environment, 
foster innovation, and preserve growers’ access to the tools they need to farm pro-
ductively and sustainably. 

I also serve as Senior Product Portfolio Manager at Adjuvants Unlimited, a com-
pany that develops and supplies advanced tank mix adjuvant and inert technologies 
to improve pesticide performance, application efficiency, and environmental steward-
ship in the field. 
Innovation Begins with Access 

Innovation in agriculture is ultimately measured by what reaches the farm gate. 
Scientific discovery, new formulations, and improved application technologies only 
deliver value when farmers can access them. That includes not just brand-new ac-
tive ingredients, but also post-patent products, adjuvants, and inert ingredients that 
expand choices and enhance stewardship. 

Post-patent pesticides play a vital role in maintaining a competitive marketplace. 
These are proven technologies with well-understood profiles, and they provide grow-
ers with the ability to select the products that best fit their crop, rotation, and envi-
ronmental conditions. Ensuring continued access to these products is critical to sup-
porting choice, flexibility, and cost-effective pest management strategies. 

At the same time, innovation is increasingly found beyond the active ingredient. 
Adjuvants improve spray deposition, reduce drift, enable tank mix compatibility, 
and help growers meet complex label and environmental requirements. Inert ingre-
dients enhance the performance of a formulation by helping ensure the active ingre-
dient reaches the target site effectively, remains stable, and performs as intended 
under real-world conditions. These are not optional components. They are essential 
to making crop protection products function as intended. 

Yet access to these tools is increasingly threatened by regulatory delays and un-
certainty. Many post-patent products and formulation improvements are caught in 
the same backlog as new chemistries, limiting grower access to trusted options and 
stalling innovation across the board. 
Regulatory Delays and the Backlog at EPA OPP 

Today, more than $1⁄2 billion in CPDA member products are stuck in regulatory 
review at the Environmental Protection Agency’s Office of Pesticide Programs 
(OPP). These delays slow innovation, increase costs, and reduce access to more sus-
tainable solutions. 

The Pesticide Registration Improvement Act (PRIA) was designed to deliver time-
ly and predictable reviews. In exchange for user fees, industry receives target 
timelines for decisions. But today those timelines are routinely missed. EPA’s own 
data shows that the vast majority of actions are overdue. 
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While EPA has taken steps under Administrator Lee Zeldin to improve internal 
coordination and streamline certain review processes, significant challenges remain. 
The registration backlog, though showing signs of stabilization, still affects hun-
dreds of pending actions. Longstanding issues including limited staff capacity, out-
dated information systems, and insufficient funding continue to delay access to crit-
ical tools and undermine regulatory predictability. 

Congress can and should address this. CPDA strongly supports full funding for 
the Office of Pesticide Programs, including the $166 million annual minimum au-
thorized under PRIA V. That level of funding is not a wish list, it reflects the basic 
capacity EPA has said it needs to meet its statutory and workload obligations. With-
out it, the system breaks down. Farmers, innovators, and the environment all lose. 

A well-funded OPP benefits everyone. It creates predictability for companies in-
vesting in research and development. It allows EPA to hire and retain the scientists 
and reviewers necessary to evaluate products thoroughly and efficiently. And it en-
sures that U.S. farmers have timely access to the crop protection tools they need 
to remain competitive globally. 
Elevating the Role of Adjuvants in Stewardship and Conservation 

While much of the public debate focuses on active ingredients, some of the most 
promising innovation today lies in how those products are used. Adjuvants are 
among the most cost-effective tools for enhancing stewardship. They reduce off-tar-
get movement, improve coverage, increase tank mix stability, and help deliver lower 
use rates while maintaining efficacy. They are especially valuable in achieving com-
pliance with drift mitigation requirements and buffer zones established under new 
label language and emerging ESA strategies. 

Yet Federal conservation programs and risk mitigation strategies have not kept 
pace. Most NRCS conservation practice standards do not properly incentivize the 
use of adjuvants, even when they clearly contribute to risk reduction and environ-
mental benefit. 

CPDA urges Congress to direct the Natural Resources Conservation Service to up-
date conservation practice standards to reflect current adjuvant and application 
technologies. We also recommend establishing a Conservation Title pilot program 
that offers incentives for growers who incorporate drift reduction adjuvants or other 
optimization tools into their conservation practices. These relatively small invest-
ments can yield significant environmental returns. 

In addition, CPDA supports increased Federal investment in applied research and 
demonstration projects through Land-Grant Universities and regional Centers of 
Excellence. These centers can serve as innovation hubs for testing new spray tech-
nologies, validating application strategies, and supporting farmer adoption through 
education and outreach. 
Addressing the Technical Assistance Gap 

As conservation and stewardship expectations increase, farmers need timely, site- 
specific guidance to implement effective practices. Technical Service Providers 
(TSPs) are an important part of that support system, helping producers design and 
apply conservation plans that meet agronomic, environmental, and regulatory goals. 

CPDA supports the steps USDA has taken to address this issue, including the 
Memorandum of Understanding that expanded opportunities for non-Federal enti-
ties to assist with TSP training and certification. This effort has helped improve 
flexibility and expand capacity. 

To build on this progress, CPDA supports the bipartisan Increased TSP Access 
Act, which would codify and streamline these improvements to ensure long-term 
consistency. By allowing more organizations to participate in training and 
credentialing, the bill would expand the pool of qualified providers and improve the 
delivery of conservation programs. It is a smart, scalable approach that helps farm-
ers get the technical assistance they need while supporting the broader goals of the 
conservation title. 

CPDA urges Congress to include this bipartisan proposal in the upcoming farm 
bill and ensure that farmers have the support they need to implement important 
conservation practices. 
Advancing Practical ESA Compliance 

One of the most consequential regulatory shifts underway involves the Endan-
gered Species Act. After years of litigation, EPA is now integrating ESA consulta-
tion into pesticide registration decisions. 

EPA has proposed a suite of strategies such as the Vulnerable Species Pilot and 
broader herbicide and insecticide strategies that aim to reduce risk to listed species 
through broader use restrictions and mitigation. But many of these approaches rely 
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on buffers or prohibitions that may not reflect actual risk or real-world application 
practices. 

There is a better path. CPDA believes that practical mitigation, especially through 
technologies like drift reduction adjuvants, appropriate nozzle use, and precision 
spray equipment should be at the center of EPA’s ESA compliance strategy. These 
tools can reduce off-target movement without taking acres out of production or forc-
ing farmers into costly programmatic detours. They are adaptable, proven, and scal-
able. 

CPDA supports continued collaboration between EPA, USDA, technology devel-
opers, and grower groups to refine and expand the use of these mitigation tools. We 
also urge Congress to ensure that ESA compliance frameworks are transparent, con-
sistent, and based on sound science. 

Defending the Integrity of the U.S. Pesticide Regulatory System 
The United States has the most scientifically rigorous and transparent pesticide 

regulatory system in the world. Led by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
with support from USDA, FDA, and state agencies, this system is grounded in a 
risk-benefit framework that considers both hazard and exposure, evaluates potential 
impacts to human health and the environment, and includes special protections for 
children and vulnerable populations. It is a system that works when it is properly 
resourced, consistently applied, and guided by science rather than rhetoric. 

Crop protection products undergo extensive review under FIFRA and the Food 
Quality Protection Act (FQPA). This includes multi-pathway risk assessments, eco-
logical impact evaluations, drinking water safety modeling, and strict residue limits 
that are typically 100 times or more below levels shown to cause harm. Labels are 
legally enforceable, and product use is subject to regular oversight and compliance. 

Unfortunately, the integrity of this system is being challenged by recent nar-
ratives that rely on emotion, misinformation, and flawed analysis. The MAHA Com-
mission’s initial report undermines trust in the regulatory process by citing unverifi-
able sources, omitting key stakeholder voices including farmers, food producers, and 
scientists, and making sweeping claims not grounded in the science or structure of 
the current system. Public discourse driven by such narratives risks weakening reg-
ulatory confidence and undermining evidence-based policymaking. 

Science-based, risk-benefit regulation is not only compatible with protecting public 
health and the environment, it is essential to achieving those goals. Pesticides play 
a critical role in securing the food supply, enabling sustainable farming practices 
like conservation tillage, and protecting communities from disease-carrying pests. 
Global examples, such as the recent crisis in Sri Lanka, show what can happen 
when political decisions override agronomic and scientific expertise. 

CPDA urges Congress and the Administration to reaffirm support for the U.S. 
regulatory framework and reject efforts to politicize or weaken it. That includes 
fully funding the EPA’s Office of Pesticide Programs, which is central to ensuring 
timely reviews, maintaining regulatory confidence, and enabling continued innova-
tion. It also means ensuring that future iterations of the MAHA strategy meaning-
fully include agricultural stakeholders and respect the credibility of the nation’s 
science-based institutions. 

U.S. farmers, scientists, and public health professionals are united in their com-
mitment to safe, effective, and responsible pesticide use. CPDA and our members 
are proud to be part of that shared commitment, and we remain focused on 
strengthening a system that protects both productivity and public trust. 

Conclusion 
Innovation in agriculture is not limited to new chemistries. It is also about how 

we use technology smarter, how we deliver stewardship more efficiently, and how 
we make regulatory systems work better for farmers and the environment alike. 
CPDA appreciates the Committee’s continued focus on these issues and welcomes 
the opportunity to contribute solutions. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify. I look forward to your questions 
and to continued collaboration as Congress works to advance agricultural innovation 
and support the farmers who make it possible. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Abbott, thank you so much for your testi-
mony, much appreciated. 

Dr. Wyant, please begin when you are ready. 
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STATEMENT OF KARL WYANT, PH.D., DIRECTOR OF 
AGRONOMY, NUTRIEN, TEMPE, AZ 

Dr. WYANT. Thank you. Good morning, Chairman Thompson, 
Ranking Member Craig, and Members of the Committee. Thank 
you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss inno-
vations in crop production, including biostimulants. 

My name is Karl Wyant, and I serve as the Director of Agronomy 
at Nutrien. I am also a certified crop advisor and certified profes-
sional agronomist through the American Society of Agronomy, 
where I advise growers on their inputs and help solve problems 
during the growing season. 

Nutrien is the world’s largest provider of crop inputs, including 
fertilizers and agronomic services, supporting hundreds of thou-
sands of grower customers across the United States and globally. 
We serve 45 states through our extensive retail network where we 
provide seed, crop protection tools, fertilizer, and agronomic serv-
ices, supporting both conventional and organic farmers of many 
crops and farm sizes. We are proud to be a leader in agricultural 
innovation, including plant biostimulant products. 

Plant biostimulants are a class of crop inputs that includes di-
verse substances, such as humic acids, seaweed extracts, beneficial 
microbes, and protein hydrolysates, among others. These work dif-
ferently than fertilizers or pesticides, which add nutrients directly 
to the plant or soil or protect the plant from pests and diseases. 
Biostimulants work by enhancing the plant or soil’s natural proc-
esses, in essence, triggering the plant’s own systems to boost nutri-
ent release and uptake, improving stress tolerance to heat and 
cold, and supporting overall plant and soil health. 

For example, Nutrien’s Reacted Carbon Technology platform was 
shown in a study to improve yields in wine grapes by 13 percent 
over a control plot. This product works by stimulating microbial 
growth in the soil, which improves soil conditions and root growth, 
and therefore, improves the ability of the plant to access water 
from the soil. This study took place in drought-prone California, 
highlighting the usefulness of biostimulants in a fertilizer program 
to improve grower outcomes. Biostimulants can also improve envi-
ronmental outcomes, such as reducing nutrient loss, improving fer-
tilizer use efficiency, and supporting plant resilience to extreme 
weather events. 

Unfortunately, plant biostimulants face an uncertain and incon-
sistent regulatory framework. There is currently no Federal defini-
tion for plant biostimulants, leaving a state patchwork of regula-
tions leading to inconsistent labeling and marketing claims, which 
could ultimately impact growers. Additionally, incorrectly treating 
biostimulants as pesticides delays innovation and denies useful 
tools for farmers. 

That is why we are urging support for the bipartisan Plant Bio-
stimulant Act of 2025 (H.R. 3783). This bill establishes a science- 
based Federal definition of plant biostimulant, aligned with inter-
national plant nutrition standards already recognized in the EU, 
Canada, and other major agricultural economies. The bill will pro-
vide regulatory clarity and consistency across all 50 states; ensure 
biostimulants are recognized as a distinct input category and avoid 
misclassification under FIFRA; improve the integrity of product 
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registration; and keep U.S. growers competitive with China, Brazil, 
and the EU. 

I strongly urge the Committee to support the Plant Biostimulant 
Act and its inclusion in the upcoming farm bill so our farmers have 
the tools they need to meet the challenges of the future. 

Thank you again for your time and for your continued leadership 
in supporting American agriculture. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Wyant follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KARL WYANT, PH.D., DIRECTOR OF AGRONOMY, NUTRIEN, 
TEMPE, AZ 

Good morning, Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and Members of the 
Committee. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss emerging in-
novations in crop production. My name is Karl Wyant, and I serve as Director of 
Agronomy at Nutrien. It is an honor to speak on behalf of growers, agribusinesses, 
and researchers who are at the forefront of advancing sustainable agriculture—and 
specifically, to highlight the growing importance of plant biostimulants. 

Nutrien is the world’s largest provider of crop inputs and agronomic services, sup-
porting hundreds of thousands of grower customers across the United States and 
globally. We produce all three macronutrients: potash, phosphate, and nitrogen in 
North America. We also serve 45 states through our extensive retail network, where 
we aim to provide everything the grower needs to grow a crop, including seed, crop 
protection tools, fertilizer, and agronomic advice, supporting conventional and or-
ganic farmers of a wide variety of crops and farm sizes. We are proud to be a leader 
in agricultural innovation, including the development and distribution of plant bio-
stimulant products. 

In addition to our proprietary portfolio of Loveland Products, we also partner with 
innovative agricultural technology providers (such as Agricen—USA) to help scale 
and commercialize their active ingredients and novel formulations, ensuring new 
tools reach the growers who need them most. A robust research pipeline ensures 
timely discovery of new ingredients, subsequent field trials and formulation optimi-
zation, and, ultimately, commercialization of new products, including biostimulants. 

Some of you may be familiar with the term, but for those who are not, plant bio-
stimulants are a class of crop inputs that include substances such as humic acids, 
seaweed extracts, beneficial microbials, and protein hydrolysates. These works dif-
ferently than fertilizers, which provide nutrients directly to the plant and are re-
sponsible for supporting 50% of modern crop yield potential, and are distinct from 
pesticides, which help protect the plant from harmful pests and disease. Uniquely, 
biostimulants work by enhancing the plant’s or the soil’s natural processes—boost-
ing nutrient release and uptake, improving stress tolerance to heat and cold, and 
supporting overall plant and soil health. 

For example, Nutrien’s Reacted Carbon TechnologyTM (RCT) product platform en-
compasses a wide range of complex carbon mixtures that have been precisely de-
signed for specific performance and agronomic benefits. Derived from leonardite, the 
active ingredients are a complex mixture of molecules ranging in size, composition, 
and chemical functionality, which provide a range of benefits the to the crop, includ-
ing improved phosphorus nutrient availability, which can result in higher yields. 
This is but one example of how biostimulants, along with a sound fertilizer manage-
ment plan, can drive improved grower outcomes at the farmgate. 

Biostimulants can also play a significant role in improving environmental out-
comes. Depending on the product and the science of its mode of action, many bio-
stimulants enhance nutrient uptake, reducing nutrient loss through runoff or vola-
tilization and enabling more efficient fertilizer use. Some support plant resilience 
in the face of extreme weather events such as drought, flooding, soil salinity, or tem-
perature fluctuations—tools that are increasingly vital for our growers to manage 
their day-to-day operations. It is no surprise the biostimulant industry has grown 
at a steady 10% compound annual growth rate since 2010. 

Despite their promise and innovative potential, plant biostimulants face an out-
dated and inconsistent regulatory framework. There is currently no Federal defini-
tion for plant biostimulants, leaving states to interpret and regulate them individ-
ually. This patchwork approach leads to confusion, inconsistent labeling, and bar-
riers to interstate commerce. It creates unnecessary hurdles for manufacturers, dis-
tributors, and—most importantly—uncertainty about product use, trial data quality 
and marketing claims, which could ultimately impact outcomes for growers. 
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Over the last few years, our industry has worked to address this gap through the 
adoption of a model ‘‘beneficial substances’’ bill, approved by the Association of 
American Plant Food Control Officials (AAPFCO) in February 2024. This model pro-
vides a clear definition for plant biostimulants, a path to market and has already 
been adopted or implemented in over a dozen states through legislation or rule-
making. 

However, without a Federal definition, inconsistency in evidence-based, regulatory 
qualification standards, and the risk of misclassification under Federal laws like the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act,(FIFRA) remains. Biostimulants 
may be wrongly treated as pesticides or plant growth regulators—delaying innova-
tion, adding unnecessary costs, and creating compliance uncertainty by our state 
fertilizer regulatory partners. 

That is why we are urging support for the bipartisan Plant Biostimulant Act of 
2025, introduced by Representatives Panetta and Baird in the House, and Senators 
Marshall and Padilla in the Senate. This bill establishes a science-based Federal 
definition of ‘‘plant biostimulant,’’ aligned with international plant nutrition stand-
ards already recognized in the European Union, Canada, and other leading agricul-
tural economies. 

The bill will provide regulatory clarity and consistency across all 50 states; ensure 
biostimulants are recognized as a distinct input category—not as fertilizers or pes-
ticides; help avoid misclassification under FIFRA; allow for the standardization of 
qualifying evidence for product registration, encourage broader adoption of sustain-
able farming practices; spur private investment in biostimulant research and devel-
opment; and most importantly, help the U.S. stay competitive with growers in 
Brazil, China, and the European Union. 

Inclusion of this legislation in the upcoming farm bill would be a major step for-
ward for American agriculture. It supports innovation, sustainability, and the long- 
term viability of our food production systems and food security. 

To remain a global leader in agricultural innovation, the U.S. must adopt a clear 
and consistent framework for plant biostimulants. I strongly urge the Committee to 
support the Plant Biostimulant Act of 2025 and include it in the farm bill. This is 
about more than regulatory alignment—it is about equipping our farmers with the 
best and most innovative tools they need to meet the challenges of the future. 

Thank you again for your time and for your continued leadership in supporting 
American agriculture. 

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Wyant, thank you so much for your testi-
mony. 

Mr. Witherbee, please begin when you are ready. 

STATEMENT OF BRYAN J. WITHERBEE, PRESIDENT AND 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, AGRAGENE, INC., ST. LOUIS, MO 
Mr. WITHERBEE. Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, 

and Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to 
testify at today’s hearing. My name is Bryan Witherbee, and I am 
President and CEO for Agragene Incorporated. 

Agragene is an innovative agricultural biotechnology company 
working to transform how we manage pest species: sustainably, 
precisely, and without reliance on chemical pesticides. Agragene 
was fostered in the vibrant St. Louis biotech ecosystem with early 
support from BioSTL and BioGenerator, two nationally recognized 
organizations dedicated to advancing science-driven startups and 
building next-generation technologies in agriculture, health, and 
the environment. Agragene is advancing a groundbreaking ap-
proach to insect pest control, precision-guided sterile insect tech-
nique, or pgSIT, to meet the urgent challenges facing growers 
today. 

Modern agriculture is under increasing stress. Invasive pests, cli-
mate-related migration, resistance to pesticides, and environmental 
concerns are driving the need for safer, more targeted pest control 
tools. At the same time, the outdated U.S. regulatory system, based 
on legislation and guidance written decades ago, struggle to accom-
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modate modern biological innovations. Our regulators are often 
constrained by these outdated frameworks, lacking the authority 
and tools to flexibly evaluate 21st century technologies, even when 
they offer far safer and more sustainable alternatives to legacy 
chemical or genetic products. 

Agragene’s pgSIT technology presents a modern evolution of ster-
ile insect technique, a method used for decades to suppress pest 
populations like Mediterranean fruit fly and the New World 
screwworm. Traditional SIT uses radiation to sterilize insects, but 
this process often causes broad, unpredictable DNA damage, reduc-
ing male fitness and performance in the field. pgSIT, by contrast, 
uses modern gene-editing tools like CRISPR to precisely and reli-
ably edit the genes responsible for fertility and female viability, 
producing sterile males and only sterile males. These males are 
healthy, competitive, and self-limiting. When released into the en-
vironment, they mate with wild females, leading to population sup-
pression without harming non-target species or leaving behind any 
residues. pgSIT is species-specific, scalable, and aligned with mod-
ern agriculture and ecological priorities. 

Agragene’s leading application is targeted towards spotted- 
winged drosophila, one of the most economically damaging invasive 
pests in soft fruit crops across North America and Europe. The an-
nual economic impact from SWD in North America alone is around 
$1 billion. Existing control options for SWD rely heavily on chem-
ical pesticides, the average age of the most widely used insecticides 
by berry growers is over 42 years old. These insecticides must be 
applied repeatedly, and as a result, SWD populations have devel-
oped resistance. pgSIT offers a breakthrough alternative. 

To validate our technology, university researchers at land-grant 
institutions in Washington, California, Oregon, Michigan, and Min-
nesota are currently conducting performance evaluation under con-
trolled conditions. These trials, in partnership with leading ento-
mologists and public-sector scientists, demonstrate strong institu-
tional support for pgSIT’s real-world potential as a safe, effective, 
and sustainable pest control method. 

Despite this progress, regulatory uncertainty continues to limit 
deployment. Technologies like pgSIT don’t fit neatly within cat-
egories defined by outdated laws like FIFRA or Plant Protection 
Act. Current agency guidance does not provide regulators with the 
flexibility they need to evaluate modern gene-edited tools based on 
their precision, safety profile, or ecological behavior. As a result, 
innovators face costly delays, inconsistent treatment, and signifi-
cant barriers to commercialization, even for technologies that out-
perform conventional methods in both safety and effectiveness. 

Modernizing our regulatory system is not only necessary to bring 
better tools to growers, but also essential to national preparedness 
and biosecurity. The U.S. has faced costly disruptive outbreaks of 
invasive pests such as New World screwworm, Mexican fruit fly, 
and Mediterranean fruit fly. The next outbreak is inevitable. With-
out a modern regulatory framework that enables prior approval 
and proactive validation of precision biocontrol tools like pgSIT, we 
risk being caught unprepared. 

To fix this, we must update Federal legislation and agency au-
thority to reflect the realities of 21st century biology, create 



20 

science-based risk-proportionate pathways that recognize the 
unique properties of biological and gene-edited pest control tools. 
Enhanced interagency coordination is absolutely critical to stream-
line reviews and eliminate duplication. And then support field vali-
dation programs in advance of emergency needs so that safe, effec-
tive tools are ready for rapid deployment when threats arise. 

Cost and speed to market is absolutely critical to startup and 
emerging companies like Agragene. This is truly a matter of sur-
vival. Therefore, an efficient, transparent, risk-based system is es-
sential. The U.S. has the opportunity to lead the world in agricul-
tural innovation, but we must equip our regulatory agencies with 
the modern tools, guidance, and authorities they need to support 
that future. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Witherbee follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BRYAN J. WITHERBEE, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER, AGRAGENE, INC., ST. LOUIS, MO 

Chairman Thompson Ranking Member Craig and Members of the Com-
mittee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify at today’s hearing. My name is Bryan 
Witherbee and I am President and CEO for Agragene, Inc. 

Agragene is an innovative agricultural biotechnology company working to trans-
form how we manage pest species—sustainably, precisely, and without reliance on 
chemical pesticides. Agragene was fostered in the vibrant St. Louis biotech eco-
system, with early support from BioSTL and BioGenerator, two nationally recog-
nized organizations dedicated to advancing science-driven startups and building 
next-generation technologies in agriculture, health, and the environment. Agragene 
is advancing a groundbreaking approach to insect pest control, precision-guided 
Sterile Insect Technique (pgSIT), to meet the urgent challenges facing growers and 
regulatory systems today. 

Modern agriculture is under increasing stress. Invasive pests, climate-related mi-
gration, resistance to pesticides, and environmental concerns are driving the need 
for safer, more targeted pest control tools. At the same time, outdated U.S. regu-
latory systems-based on legislation and guidance written decades ago—struggle to 
accommodate modern biological innovations. Our regulators are often constrained by 
these outdated frameworks, lacking the authority and tools to flexibly evaluate 21st- 
century technologies, even when they offer far safer and more sustainable alter-
natives to legacy chemical or genetic products. 

Agragene’s pgSIT technology represents a modern evolution of the Sterile Insect 
Technique (SIT), a method used for decades to suppress pest populations like the 
Mediterranean fruit fly and New World Screwworm. Traditional SIT uses radiation 
to sterilize insects, but this process often causes broad, unpredictable DNA damage, 
reducing male fitness and performance in the field. 

pgSIT, by contrast, uses modern gene editing tools like CRISPR, to precisely and 
reliably edit the genes responsible for fertility and female viability, producing sterile 
males, and only sterile males. These males are healthy, competitive, and self-lim-
iting. When released into the environment, they mate with wild females, leading to 
population suppression without harming non-target species or leaving behind any 
residues. pgSIT is species-specific, scalable, and aligned with modern agricultural 
and ecological priorities. 

Agragene’s lead application is targeting Spotted Wing Drosophila (SWD), one of 
the most economically damaging invasive pests in soft fruit crops across North 
America and Europe. The annual economic impact from SWD in North America 
alone is around $1 billion. Existing control options for SWD rely heavily on chemical 
pesticides, the average age of the most widely used insecticides by berry growers 
is 42 years. These insecticides must be applied repeatedly and as a result SWD pop-
ulations have developed resistance, not to mention that these insecticides can cause 
collateral harm to beneficial insects. pgSIT offers a breakthrough alternative. 

To validate pgSIT SWD technology, university researchers at land-grant institu-
tions in Washington, California, Oregon, Michigan, and Minnesota are currently 
conducting performance evaluations under controlled conditions. These trials, in 
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partnership with leading entomologists and public-sector scientists, demonstrate 
strong institutional support for pgSIT’s real-world potential as a safe, effective, and 
sustainable pest control method. 

Despite this progress, regulatory uncertainty continues to limit deployment. Tech-
nologies like pgSIT don’t fit neatly within categories defined by outdated laws like 
FIFRA or the Plant Protection Act. Current agency guidance does not provide regu-
lators with the flexibility they need to evaluate modern gene-edited tools based on 
their precision, safety profile, or ecological behavior. As a result, innovators face 
costly delays, inconsistent treatment, and significant barriers to commercializa-
tion—even for technologies that outperform conventional methods in every key 
measure of safety and effectiveness. 

Modernizing our regulatory system is not only necessary to bring better tools to 
growers, but also essential to national preparedness and biosecurity. The U.S. has 
faced costly, disruptive outbreaks of invasive pests such as New World Screwworm, 
Mexican Fruit Fly, and Mediterranean Fruit Fly. The next outbreak is inevitable. 
Without a modern regulatory framework that enables pre-approval and proactive 
validation of precision biocontrol tools, like pgSIT, we risk being caught unprepared. 

To fix this, we must: 
• Update Federal legislation and agency authority to reflect the realities of 21st- 

century biology. 
• Create science-based, risk-proportionate pathways that recognize the unique 

properties of biological and gene-edited pest control tools. 
• Enhance interagency coordination is absolutely critical to streamline reviews 

and eliminate duplication. 
• Support field validation programs in advance of emergency needs, so safe and 

effective tools are ready for rapid deployment when threats arise. 
Agragene is proud to be part of the U.S. innovation ecosystem working at the 

intersection of agriculture, public health, and biotechnology. With support from or-
ganizations like BioSTL and BioGenerator, and in partnership with leading public 
researchers, we are demonstrating that sustainable, scalable, and precise pest con-
trol is possible. But for these solutions to reach growers and respond to emerging 
threats, our regulatory system must evolve with the science. 

Cost and speed to market is absolutely critical to startup and emerging compa-
nies. This is truly a matter of survival. Therefore, an efficient, transparent, risk- 
based system is essential. The USDA, specifically, has made great strides in reform-
ing regulations for certain new technologies. Now is the time and opportunity to ex-
pand both scope and applicability of these changes for other technologies, and for 
other agencies. A system readily adaptable to new innovative technologies, such as 
gene-editing and other gene modifications systems, and importantly, not only lim-
ited to plants. 

The U.S. has the opportunity to lead the world in agricultural innovation—but we 
must equip our regulatory agencies with the modern tools, guidance, and authorities 
they need to support that future. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Witherbee, thank you so much for your testi-
mony. 

At this time, Members will be recognized for questions in order 
of seniority alternating between Majority and Minority Members 
and in order of arrival. For those who joined us after the hearing 
has convened, you will be recognized for 5 minutes each in order 
to allow us to get to as many questions as possible. 

At this time, I will recognize the gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. 
Lucas, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LUCAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to our wit-
nesses for testifying here today. 

Mr. Abbott, your testimony touches on the importance of pro-
ducer choice and flexibility for pest management strategies, yet the 
EPA’s complex regulatory framework often makes it difficult for 
producers to access new and innovative crop protection products 
and post-patent products. Can you explain the regulatory hoops 
that a company like yours has to jump through before a product 
can hit the marketplace? 
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Mr. ABBOTT. Thank you, Congressman Lucas. Yes, so we help 
our customers develop inert systems for their post-patent chem-
istries that they are actually—so we support and do a supporting 
role. They ultimately submit, but we do the behind-the-scenes work 
with them, so we try to make sure that they have everything they 
need from the confidential statement of formula to everything that 
they can think of. 

Mr. LUCAS. What, if anything, can Congress do to clear up the 
regulatory burden for innovators and bring products to the market 
faster? From your observations, what can we do? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, I thank you for PRIA 5, and that was a great 
start. We are working towards it with Lee Zeldin coming on board, 
and we are starting to push through the backlog, but we have a 
long way to go. I would say we need to be adequately funded. I 
know you guys have pushed that forward, but we really need you 
to work with your colleagues, if at all possible, on the Appropria-
tions Committee to try to get full funding because, as of right now, 
this is the third year in a row we are 20 percent light on funding 
on the OPP. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Witherbee, your company has modernized the 
sterile insect fly technique to target a pest that is especially cata-
strophic to soft fruit crops. Your testimony touches on the unique 
challenges your company faces with regulatory uncertainty, but can 
you expand on this for a little bit? And as you are thinking about 
that, does the current regulatory framework incentivize new tech-
nologies? And if not, what can we do to help ensure that we 
incentivize innovative technologies like your own? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. I think that is the tough thing is that the legis-
lation that is there has been there for chemicals. We are looking 
at modern breakthroughs that aren’t necessarily there based in 
plants, or in our case, insects, or even biologicals. Part of it is the 
framework is not set up to handle those well. The expertise that 
is available for the EPA and the USDA is very focused on what 
they used to do, which was a lot of chemical pesticides and insecti-
cides that went through. Updating the talent pool there, as well as 
the ability to handle some of these new technologies that fit very 
close, so my example would be that Agragene is being treated as 
a pesticide even though we are not really a chemical that is being 
applied to anything. It is a biological material, but it is going down 
that path. So giving a little bit of flexibility to the people that are 
in the EPA and the USDA is really important. 

Also, because it doesn’t fit clearly into any of those categories, we 
are actually having to go through both the EPA and the USDA for 
regulation, and part of that is alignment is important. So part of 
it is that one agency can be a little slower than another and would 
keep us from getting to commercialization, which with a startup is 
vital that we get through. We have limited funding. Part of it is 
needing to get through some of those regulatory processes in order 
to show the proof of our technology. And that is true of a lot of 
these different companies. 

Mr. LUCAS. Absolutely. Mr. Abbott, turning back to you, your tes-
timony mentions that many post-patent products still face the 
same backlog of approval at the EPA that the new chemistries face. 
Can you share with us your perspective on why this is continuing 
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to occur even when these products have been in use for decades in 
most cases? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, where it stands, and as I understand how the 
system works, they are required to go in through registration as 
well, so they don’t leapfrog. They are still put in the line, and so 
if there is a backlog already, it is going to continue, right? That is 
where we are at. So until we get adequate staffing on the OPP, I 
think you are going to continue to see that be an issue even though 
it is maybe 40 years of chemistry. Anytime you make a change, it 
goes into the EPA for re-registration and re-evaluation. 

Mr. LUCAS. Thank you. And thank you for the courtesy, Mr. 
Chairman. I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I now recognize the gentlelady from Minnesota, our distinguished 

Ranking Member, for 5 minutes. 
Ms. CRAIG. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Witherbee, I am concerned that reduced funding and support 

for research is going to have serious downstream effects on new 
products in the private-sector. You noted in your testimony that 
you work with various land-grant institutions, including the great 
University of Minnesota. How do these research partnerships work, 
and how does public funding for research help to catalyze develop-
ment of innovative private-sector products? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, thank you. Previously, like a lot of these 
land-grant universities, the professors there are tapped within the 
state to look at different technologies for their growers within the 
state. Part of the funding comes from either their ability to apply 
to the government for grants and/or the university for grants, that 
money coming, obviously, from what had been funded towards re-
search and science. 

The other part of it comes from companies like us. And so, as I 
mentioned before, part of our innovation of getting products 
through and showing proof is that we need to attract investors, and 
investors look at track record and look at how well you have been 
able to get your product tested and moved forward through regu-
latory approvals. That is all kind of in a tough state when part of 
the university funding is held up or from the government based on 
some of this. And a lot of it is important pieces. 

Very similarly, we had talked a little bit about funding towards 
spotty-winged drosophila, but it is also for New World screwworm, 
very similar, something that now is important to protect not just 
for berries but also now cattle and other things. And so these tech-
nologies getting tested and approved at some of these universities 
is really important for preparedness and to be ready to deploy com-
mercially. 

Ms. CRAIG. Thank you so much. 
Mr. Abbott, in your testimony you noted that Congress has fallen 

short of the minimum funding level that is set for OPP. You also 
said that a well-funded OPP benefits everyone. I completely agree. 
Are you concerned that recent staff reductions at EPA will lead to 
greater delays in product approval? And do these cuts, coupled 
with the anti-science rhetoric coming from Secretary Kennedy, cre-
ate a healthy business environment? 
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Mr. ABBOTT. The way I understand it, I believe Lee Zeldin is 
moving the parts around. He is taking one over—because you are 
talking EPA in general. I am focused more on the OPP side of 
things where the backlog is, and that is what is important to us. 
So I believe as long as we can continue to move staffing and full 
fund the staffing there, that is where we are going to unstick the 
drain if you will, right? That is where the holdup is on our con-
stituents over here on the post-patent, as well as the multi-
nationals. We are all affected by it. 

Ms. CRAIG. And the consequences if we aren’t able to fully fund 
and that gets slowed down, explain that. 

Mr. ABBOTT. The consequences are the farmers, in general, they 
are the ones that pay, right? Who is using the chemistries out 
there right now? If I go back in my career—and I have been at this 
for about 29, 30 years—a lot of the chemistries that I started out 
in my career are no longer there. And that is a good thing because 
some of them needed to go by the wayside. We have new innova-
tion, new greener chemistries, and it is all around public safety and 
stewardship and environmental stewardship. So, go ahead. I am 
sorry. 

Ms. CRAIG. No, I was just going to say, is it your understanding 
that family farmers across this country are committed to good envi-
ronmental stewardship? I am not sure, is environmental a banned 
word or not. I am going to just—— 

Mr. ABBOTT. No. Having been boots-on-the-ground and actually 
talking with and working with farmers for most of my career, it is 
not a bad word. They understand it, and they were here. They un-
derstand if they don’t take care of their land, they won’t have it. 
So they really need to take care of it and steward it so it continues 
to produce. 

Ms. CRAIG. That has certainly been my experience with Min-
nesota farmers. There is no group of people more committed to the 
land and good environmental stewardship than family farmers 
across this nation. 

So thank you so much, Mr. Abbott, and I yield back, Mr. Chair-
man. 

Mr. ABBOTT. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady and now recognize the 

gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Austin Scott, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And I can honestly tell you the last thing I did before I left home 

was to mix 15 gallons of glyphosate, spray a bunch of weeds, and 
I have been using that product effectively for over 30 years, and 
I think it is unfortunate what has happened. I think the litigation 
and the false narrative around that product is something that we 
need to pay attention to because it has been very effective at taking 
something that we need off of the markets in the United States, 
and it is expensive. And farmers don’t just buy chemicals for the 
sake of buying chemicals, right? And the new technology is expen-
sive. 

And one of the things I don’t think we talk enough about is the 
land-grant institutions and research, and then the extension that 
has to come with that research for our ag communities to produce 
the products that we all depend on being on the shelves when the 



25 

other 98 or 99 percent of Americans that aren’t involved in agri-
culture go to the grocery store. 

So with that said, and again going back to the land-grant institu-
tions, how can industry and producers more effectively partner 
with the land-grant institutions to not only accelerate the develop-
ment of these technologies but to ensure their practical deployment 
on the farm? And what additional support or policy initiatives 
might strengthen these collaborations to benefit both the innova-
tion and the extension that is necessary for farmer adoption? Any 
of you can answer that question, please. 

Dr. WYANT. Thank you. That is a great question. I think the first 
thing that we can do is recognize the role that extension does play 
in new product discovery, new ingredient discovery, workforce de-
velopment. I am sure in this Committee, any of you have had a 
stint in an extension lab at some point doing research or maybe 
took a class for an extension professor. 

So I think recognizing the extension’s role in the supply chain 
process and in the innovation process is key. And I know my exten-
sion colleagues, they are sometimes strapped for that funding. They 
need to do the work, and I think what we could do is help give back 
to those extension researchers and make sure that they are getting 
the work done in the field that needs to get done. Thank you. 

Mr. CAMERON. In California, we have the University of Cali-
fornia, and we have the University of California Ag and Natural 
Resources Department. We know that the research done on many 
of the land-grant colleges and universities does get transferred to 
the growers through the ag extension service. We have relation-
ships with them on-farm, and we actually work with some of the 
researchers directly with the universities to do cutting-edge tech-
nology on our farm so that we can show other people some of the 
new advances that can be applicable really throughout California 
and the world. So having the connection between the university 
and the advisors is critical for getting information out to growers. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Abbott, I am going to come to 
you with another question if I can, down to a minute and a half, 
but I do want to express one other concern that I have, and it is 
the accumulation of this technology by China through ChemChina. 
And I think we are being naı̈ve as Americans to think that allow-
ing somebody who is now no longer an aggressive economic compet-
itor but actually an adversary to control the chemicals that we 
need in the food supply chain, that that is not going to come back 
to bite us. 

Mr. Abbott, in your testimony you provided an overview on the 
challenging delays occurring at the EPA related to the regulatory 
review. I know you spoke to this, but with more than $1⁄2 billion 
in post-patent and formulation improvement products stuck in that 
review, can you elaborate to the Committee why timely access to 
these innovations is just as important, if not more important, than 
the new chemistry? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Because it puts us in a better spot. We need to re-
main competitive because otherwise we just hand it over, to your 
point, the Chinese, right? And they are going to come in and they 
are going to take no prisoners, so to speak, to paraphrase there. So 
I think to get our growers in a competitive situation, we need to 
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make sure we continue to quickly push those through, especially 
when the chemistries have been around for quite some time. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Yes, sir. Gentlemen, thank you for 
being here. I look forward to continuing the discussion. Hopefully, 
we will see bipartisan efforts to solve these problems. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield the 1 second. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
And now I recognize the other gentleman from Georgia, Mr. 

David Scott, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Witherbee, excuse my cold, but 

you all at your firm have been working with the SWD flies for over 
15 years. I want to talk about that because they are targeting our 
blueberries and peaches, and we lead the nation in producing blue-
berries and peaches. It is our great industry. Over $400 million is 
what our farmers bring in. And yet many Georgia farmers continue 
witnessing their crops being infested and destroyed by these SWD 
flies. I want to talk about that because it is putting both our supply 
chain and our farmers’ income at risk. So can you talk to me about 
that, Mr. Witherbee? Can you expand on the benefits of Congress 
helping to grow these public-private partnerships that you are in-
volved with? And can you help us in this area? What are you spe-
cifically doing? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, thank you. So actually, we just spoke with 
a professor at the University of Georgia that we will start to do 
some testing on blueberries and peaches as well in Georgia here 
very soon. 

Part of the process going forward is that this is, and we talked 
about chemicals and other things of that nature. This is a safer— 
people do worry about their community. I had mentioned in my 
talk that we are dealing with chemicals that have been around for 
over 40 years. The only opportunity they have, and your growers 
have, is to continue to spray those. We have built resistance. A lot 
of those are harmful. Some of those did get removed, and impor-
tantly so. 

Unfortunately, they have no new tools because it is specialty 
crops. It is a smaller footprint compared to corn and soybean, et 
cetera. And, the average to create a new active ingredient is 12 
years of development and going through a regulatory process and 
about $300 million, so it is very costly to bring on a new pest chem-
ical. 

So technology like ours, which utilizes some of these new modern 
tools, can allow to make these cheaper. So the government has put 
in a lot of effort into making sterile insects through different proc-
esses, particularly to protect our borders from other invasive spe-
cies. This is a modern version of it that is actually a lot cheaper 
to do. We are able to produce more sterile flies than what tradi-
tional sterile insect tech can do, and they can be deployed. 

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Well, tell me what we can do here 
in Congress. What existing laws or agency authorities should we in 
Congress review to better assist our companies, like yours, that are 
continuing to develop these new and innovative technologies? What 
can we do to help you here in Congress? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, I think part of that is related to the rules 
that the regulators are having to go through. Almost all those were 
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built for chemicals, not for these modern tools, so there is not a lot 
of flexibility there. As I mentioned before, this biological innova-
tion, which is using CRISPR, which has been shown to be very safe 
and effective and very precise at gene editing, unfortunately is 
being treated like a chemical because there is no other legislation 
that the regulators can regulate to. So we are having to go through 
things that do not make sense in terms of how long does the fly 
stay or active ingredients stay? What is the effect on human health 
when it is not really being applied, or what is the irritant level, et 
cetera. These are all things that are part of the current rules and 
regulations that they have to regulate to. 

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Yes, well, tell me, why blueberries? 
Why peaches? These are the only two that they seem to be tar-
geting. Is there something about blueberries? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, they are very sweet, and part of it is they 
are soft-skinned, and so the way these insects affect the fruit is 
that they lay their eggs by punching holes in soft fruit, laying their 
eggs in there, and then once their eggs lay, as they develop, the 
worms eat the fruit, and that would cause them to be infested. We 
are trying to block that cycle without spraying chemicals. 

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. So it is really because Georgia’s 
sweet peaches are just so sweet. 

Mr. WITHERBEE. That is exactly right. 
Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. All right. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman from the land of sweet 

fruit and now recognize the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. 
Rouzer, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROUZER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And as I was sitting here listening to the testimony and some of 

the questions from my colleagues, it occurred to me, when I was 
looking for a job, soon to be out of school at NC State University, 
I was a chemistry, ag business management, and ag econ major. 
That was a different stage of my life when I was far more intel-
ligent than I am now, and I had a lot of different job offers from 
ag chemical companies. I say a lot, certainly, as it relates to the 
number that are in business now. What happened there? Why was 
there so much—and I think this would just be good for the record. 
Why has there been so much consolidation? Is it the regulatory en-
vironment? Has all this been for the betterment of American agri-
culture, to its detriment, or a mixed bag? I just throw that out for 
anybody who might want to answer or take a stab at it. 

Mr. ABBOTT. I wish I had an answer because when I started, 
there was 13 multinationals, and we are down to four, roughly, and 
one of which I used to work for and now is Corteva. I used to work 
when it was DuPont Crop Protection. And why the consolidation? 
I don’t have a good answer. I am sure it is somewhere around the 
regulatory. I am sure it is around their boards looking at financials 
and making hard decisions on whether or not to continue. I know 
that doesn’t answer your question, but—— 

Mr. ROUZER. Anybody else have a thought? 
Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, I would tie it to what I had said before. In 

order for these companies, and even for smaller ones, to come up 
with a new active ingredient outside of what we know now it is 12 
years of development and regulatory approvals going through that 
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process, so 12 years is a long time, and it is about $300 million. 
That is a lot of money to cover in terms of what you would have 
to sell in revenue. It is just not worth it for a lot of them, and so 
a lot of them consolidate because there is a need to do that for their 
investors, for the people that have put money into the company. 

I think beyond that, looking at then some of the smaller compa-
nies like us that have new technologies and other things going 
through, same kind of thing. It is a tough process to get through 
the regulatory process. They wait for those to happen and then 
may work to purchase those at some point, but it has to be proven 
at that point. 

Mr. ROUZER. Yes, absolutely. 
Mr. Witherbee, while we are on you, can you speak to the lengths 

a company like yours goes through to demonstrate environmental 
safety? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, absolutely. So we are held to the same 
standard everybody else is, and part of that is, is that there is a 
series of testing. The rules are what the rules are in terms of 
chemicals, so we have to prove out that they are not a skin irritant, 
that they are not going to harm both the environment or human 
health. You go through series of tests. 

The problem is that you can put the data together and provide 
that in a package, but it is still going to take you 15 to 19 months 
for the EPA to then look through that, or the USDA, or both in our 
case. If that happens, then 19 months, 2 years, is a lifetime. It is 
a lot of money for us to be able to keep up and going while we are 
waiting for those regulatory approvals. So that process of kind of 
aligning the folks there, then having kind of a quicker path to say, 
‘‘Yes, you have met the standard of it is healthy to humans, it is 
not going to harm humans, it is safe for the environment,’’ and 
then allow the testing at the institutions to go on, that is the tough 
part. That waiting period is 3 to 4 years at times. That is just a 
killer for a company that is living off of small dollars. 

Mr. ROUZER. Yes, absolutely. So just for the record, I have intro-
duced the Reducing Regulatory Burdens Act (H.R. 3824, 119th 
Congress; H.R. 5089, 118th Congress) the last two Congresses to 
end EPA or states from requiring permits under the NPDES’ pro-
gram for discharges of registered pesticides if they are used for 
their intended purposes and in compliance with their pesticide 
label requirements. Do you think that is a good bill or not a good 
bill? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. It is a good bill if we can define what a pesticide 
is, and so right now, that pesticide is being defined as a chemical. 
A lot of the folks here are dealing with things that are not just 
chemicals. We are dealing with whether it is bacteria or insects or 
other soil treatments, et cetera. So if it is not a chemical, then that 
applies across the board, and that is what we are kind of looking 
for help with. 

Mr. ROUZER. Yes. Well, I have only 13 seconds left, so I will yield 
my time. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. I now recognize the gen-
tleman from California, Mr. Costa, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COSTA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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I want to dig a little deeper in terms of a part of a conversation 
that we have been having on public-private partnerships and in-
vestments in our land-grant universities and our state universities 
as a part of that public-private partnership for research in agri-
culture. As I said, change was constant. 

Mr. Cameron, you have been one of the innovative farmers and 
are a role model, and you have done a whole host of efforts as it 
relates to using various efforts to reduce the use of pesticides. And 
I would like you to comment in terms of the importance of that 
partnership with our research with not only the USDA but the 
California State Department of Agriculture, our land-grant univer-
sities, Cal State University, our field stations that are at the cut-
ting edge of developing these new efforts to have more drought-re-
sistant crops, those that are less determinant on pests, more pest- 
resistant plants, and the critical importance. I have been critical of 
this Administration this year in their reduction of funding for these 
kinds of programs, some that have been in efforts for several years. 
Could you care to comment? 

Mr. CAMERON. Thank you, Congressman. 
We know that there had been Federal funding frozen on 5 year 

projects, one at UC Merced. They were 21⁄2 years into the project. 
Their funding stopped. They didn’t know what they were going to 
be doing. This was critical to farming in California. It was water- 
related. Fortunately, their funding came back, and they are going 
to be able to finish their project. 

But we have seen where cuts have been made, projects have been 
stopped in their tracks, and the uncertainty that that brings is 
really devastating to the research that they are working on, and ul-
timately to the growers within California and the U.S. 

Mr. COSTA. Do you think it would be helpful if we attempted to 
try to find an effort to figure out how many of these programs 
throughout the country are being taken in which sound research, 
sound science is taking place, and we are abruptly canceling these 
efforts that are critical to the future of American agriculture? 

Mr. CAMERON. Absolutely. We know that the research that we 
are doing today is going to be the technology of our future. If we 
hold back on agricultural research, that hurts all of agriculture. It 
hurts the community. It hurts the whole process of food production. 
So anything we can do to maintain funding for serious agricultural 
research, we need to be on that. We don’t want to get behind. We 
know other countries are moving ahead rapidly with technology 
and innovation, and I think we should be the leaders in the United 
States. 

Mr. COSTA. Well, and with climate change and other factors we 
are dealing with, food, again, is a national security issue, and it 
will only grow in importance in our ability to compete. 

You have a particular experience with the Lygus outbreak and 
Pima cotton and the lack of effective tools that were engaged in re-
search. This is just one pest. There are others who have mentioned 
it. The dialogue between the Environmental Protection Agency and 
the California Department of Agriculture Pesticide Research was 
trying to develop sustainable crop protection. What happened when 
there was a disruption that took place in the efforts to pursue this 
effort on Lygus? 
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Mr. CAMERON. There was a situation in 2023 where Lygus be-
came an extremely important pest in cotton production. It caused 
the bowl of the flower to drop off. Hence, you lose production. There 
was a product that was registered throughout the other states. It 
actually had a lawsuit against it in California. It was brought back 
in. It still doesn’t have full registration. There was an emergency 
exemption in 2025. But in 2023, California Pima cotton growers 
lost $41 million of production in just 1 year due to one pest. 

Mr. COSTA. My time is expiring, but quickly, California has 
among the strictest pesticide and herbicide regulations in the coun-
try. The efforts to harmonize our own state regulations with the 
Federal protocol, are we having any success there? 

Mr. CAMERON. We know that the Federal EPA and the California 
EPA, Department of Pesticide Regulations, are both overburdened, 
trying to get new registrations since we have dual registration. We 
need to coordinate. California needs to coordinate with the Federal 
EPA so we have dual registration going on at the same time par-
allel registration. Thank you. 

Mr. COSTA. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. 
I will recognize myself for 5 minutes of questioning. 
Mr. Cameron, it is good to see you again. Your testimony high-

lighted the importance of crop protection products and the rigorous 
regulatory framework the EPA carries out to ensure these products 
are safe when used as directed. Under the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act, Congress has prohibited states from 
imposing additional or different labeling and packaging require-
ments beyond the Federal standards. Unfortunately, there has 
been misinterpretations related to this policy which could eventu-
ally lead to an unworkable patchwork of state regulations or grow-
ers losing access to products altogether because of litigation. 

As a grower in California who relies on these products, what im-
pact would it have on your operation if you were to lose access to 
products if Congress does not act to clarify that statute? 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. Chairman, California many times is at a dis-
advantage because we have dual registration. Products may be 
available across the state line that aren’t available within our 
state. So if you have growers growing the same crop in two dif-
ferent states, if you are in California, you don’t have the same tools 
to be able to move forward and protect your crop, and many times 
it may be a safer material, a less expensive material. We know 
costs of growing in California are extremely expensive and highly 
regulated, so the patchwork that we see going on tends to put our 
growers at a very strong disadvantage. We would love to see uni-
formity throughout the United States on labeling requirements. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you, sir. 
Mr. Abbott, much of your testimony was focused on the need for 

a well-functioning EPA Office of Pesticide Programs. It seems that 
over the past few years, the EPA has been slow to register new 
chemistries which are of critical importance to growers who need 
every tool that they can get to control damaging pests, weeds, and 
diseases. What actions should Congress consider to support a more 
efficient, science-based EPA regulatory process that fosters innova-
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tion and ensures growers have access to safe, effective crop protec-
tion tools? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, if I might, going back in the history of my ca-
reer, I saw resistance firsthand, so I think it is important that we 
fund the Office of Pesticide. You have heard me say that already, 
and I think it is crucial that we continue to make sure those dol-
lars funnel down to adequate staffing so we can push through those 
regulatory hurdles because ultimately the grower pays for it, right? 
You have the ag value chain. Yes, we are all involved in that from 
the manufacturers all the way to distributors, but the growers are 
the ones that are suffering, and ultimately, that translates down 
to us as the consumer. If they can’t grow the food, we can’t buy the 
food. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you, Mr. Abbott. 
One of the key drivers of innovation in agriculture, particularly 

as we look at the inputs that producers rely on, is having a regu-
latory system that is predictable, science-based, and timely. To any 
of the panelists, can you discuss how having a well-functioning reg-
ulatory framework enables companies to invest in research and 
bring new products to the market more efficiently? And what are 
the potential consequences for farmers and the broader ag industry 
if regulatory delays, inconsistent policy, or politicized decision-mak-
ing begin to erode the certainty that innovators rely on to develop 
these tools? Do any of our panelists care to respond to that? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Witherbee? 
Mr. WITHERBEE. I think having it being predictable, meaning 

that we understand the time frames that really let you allow for 
what money is going to be needed in order to get a new concept 
through the regulatory process and then out into commercial viabil-
ity. Part of that would be very predictive in terms of, you have pro-
vided all the science and all of the requirements to the different 
agencies that they can go through and check that and that you 
know that that is going to happen in a timely 6 month period or 
something to that effect. Right now, it is often paused and left to 
different timelines, and so now you are left trying to figure out do 
I need to have enough money to keep the company alive and the 
focus alive for 18 to 24 months instead of just 6. So I think having 
that predictability is important for helping us understand what it 
is going to take to get innovation across the line and out to the 
growers. 

The CHAIRMAN. In the little time I have left, anyone else care to 
weigh in? Mr. Cameron? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes, I think the delays and the expense that go 
along with it prohibit small and medium startup companies from 
getting engaged and getting products to the finish line. They may 
have excellent products moving forward, but they don’t have the 
capital, as you have heard, to go through the long waiting period 
of getting products to market. Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. Which may certainly lead to consolidation as well 
that we touched on. 

Mr. CAMERON. Exactly. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
I am now pleased to recognize Mr. McGovern for 5 minutes. 



32 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Well, thank you very much, and I appreciate the 
witnesses’ time, and I have learned a few things during the testi-
mony, but I don’t have any questions for them directly. 

I want to express some frustration not with you but kind of with 
this Congress. I am worried about where Congress is going, and I 
have to be frank. I think this hearing smells like cover for what 
Republicans on this Committee actually want to do about pesticide 
policy. It is not the kind of innovation and precision that some of 
our witnesses touched on. They are pursuing toxic substance de-
regulation and liability shields for multibillion-dollar corporations. 
Look at what is happening right now in the Interior Appropriations 
Committee. And they don’t want some of their voters who care 
about pesticide reform to know that is what they are after, so we 
are having a hearing to make it look like we are all on the same 
page. 

Look, we use over a billion pounds of pesticides in this country 
every year. And look, I understand why that is important. I visit 
my local farms regularly, and we talk about the challenges that 
farmers face while protecting their crops. And I am not interested 
in telling farmers how to do their job, but I am interested in pro-
tecting those farmers, their families, and their employees from 
clear and present danger. They need to know that the inputs they 
use aren’t going to make them sick, and it is our job to set up a 
system that takes that burden off their plate. 

Fully 1⁄3 of pesticides used in the U.S. are banned in other coun-
tries, in Europe, in Canada, and even China and others because 
rigorous independent science has confirmed that they present an 
unacceptable risk to human health. And I have been working on 
reasonable pesticide reform for a long time. I think that is the di-
rection that we ought to move in, but that is not where we are at. 

But I just want to say something else in terms of expressing my 
frustration. Mr. Chairman, last Friday, my colleague from Massa-
chusetts, Ayanna Pressley, and I attended a listening session spon-
sored by an organization called Project Bread on SNAP with local 
and state government officials, leaders of nonprofits, but most im-
portantly with people with lived experiences. 

Food insecurity and hunger is on the rise in this country, and 
people are really worried about the impact that this big, ugly bill 
that has just been signed into law is going to have on them. We 
ought to be doing a hearing on that right now, what the impacts 
of the big, ugly bill are going to be in terms of hiking up food inse-
curity and hunger in this country. People are struggling, they are 
working harder than ever and having difficulty putting food on the 
table. SNAP recipients are increasingly relying more on food pan-
tries, on food banks, on faith-based organizations to make sure that 
their families have enough to eat. 

They made it clear that the benefit that currently exists, which 
is about $2 per person per meal, is not enough, and they expressed 
horror about what is coming as a result of the legislation that this 
Congress passed. I mean, state officials are worried about how they 
are going to deal with the added burden, hundreds of millions of 
dollars in additional responsibility to make sure people in their 
states don’t go hungry. They don’t know how they are going to do 
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it. And we talked to grandmothers and single parents and workers 
who think that Washington doesn’t care. 

Look, this Committee is responsible for the cuts that are in rec-
onciliation with regard to SNAP. And I have to be honest with you, 
we can’t have business as usual. We can’t make believe like there 
is no big deal, that everything is just going to work out because it 
is not. 

And I have been reading talk about a new farm bill and about 
how we are going to throw a few sweeteners here and there to try 
to see whether we can pass a farm bill. I don’t know how we can 
move on a farm bill unless we fix reconciliation. I, speaking for my-
self, do not want to be complicit in covering up a Republican strat-
egy that will dramatically increase food insecurity and hunger in 
America. 

I think it is important for this Committee not just to move on. 
I think it is important for people to demand answers and to try to 
find solutions about what we are going to do when people lose their 
benefits. And again, working people who are on the benefit right 
now can’t make ends meet. And single mothers and grandmothers, 
we heard the testimony, it is heartbreaking. If you have ever met 
a hungry child in this country, it breaks your heart. 

And I worry very much that as a result of what this Congress 
has done, what Republicans and Donald Trump have done, we are 
going to see a huge spike. It is unacceptable. We cannot have busi-
ness as usual. We ought to be doing hearings on that, and we 
ought to be figuring out a way to fix reconciliation. It was rushed 
through. There is new policy that we had no hearings on. We need 
to do better. And I urge my colleagues, again, to prioritize the issue 
of hunger and food insecurity, which is getting worse. 

I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I now recognize the gentleman from California, Mr. LaMalfa, for 

5 minutes. 
Mr. LAMALFA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
That is interesting that we now have to fix reconciliation, which 

the root problems were the taxes increases that were going to hap-
pen on middle- and low-income families, especially, had that not 
happened, as well as a secure border and the costs of an unsecure 
border to our country, as well as getting at trying to tame a $2 tril-
lion annual national deficit, all right? So when do we ever start 
doing that? When do we ever start rectifying that kind of over-
spending and what that does to our national debt and our ability 
to service that debt if interest rates were to ever go up dramati-
cally? 

So we talk about people having trouble making ends meet. And 
I, as a farmer on a farming operation, have witnessed firsthand 
just three seasons ago when the price of fuel doubled and the price 
of fertilizer tripled, the price of our pesticide materials increased 
dramatically. Where is that going to come from? Is it going to come 
from the farmer taking less profit or the trucker who hauls that 
or the fertilizer? None of those people, the miller, nobody is going 
to take less. That is all going to have to come finally at the end 
of it, at the bottom line, at the supermarket where people buy the 
products we grow. Otherwise, if any of those people in that chain 
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are in the red, the trucker, the fertilizer salesman, the farmer him-
self, then it is not going to be around very long. 

So what is the root problem in costs for families of buying food, 
of keeping food on the table? Inflation, energy, the prices of every-
thing in that chain. Energy, taking the tilling of the ground in the 
spring, the truck that brings the seed to the field and the truck 
that hauls the grown product away. That is the big problem here, 
and it is not going to be fixed by government trying to throw more 
money at programs, so it needs to be looked at right here with the 
cost of doing business driven by government, by regulation, by tak-
ing away materials. 

And the pesticides themselves, every generation is one that is 
working even better to be environmentally clean, environmentally 
sound, one that has a hold period that the dissipation of it is com-
pletely gone by that. They are doing amazing things with every 
new generation of pesticides, yet it is made to sound like we are 
poisoning everybody if you are using any of these materials, which 
really it boils down to they do have a purpose, anything ending in 
the word -icide is to kill a weed or an insect that you don’t want 
in there, right? So it comes down to the proper handling and appli-
cation by following the label that the EPA has approved. 

So let me drill down on the EPA. Mr. Abbott, delays occurring 
at the EPA in the regulatory review process, my notes say that we 
have at least $1⁄2 billion in post-patent and formulation improve-
ment products that are sitting there waiting in review. Can you 
talk a little bit about the timely work in these innovations that is 
as important as the chemistry itself? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Let me just understand the question. So you are 
looking at the innovation. As far as what we do as a company— 
and it goes back to my testimony within Adjuvants Unlimited here, 
right—we try to improve upon the formulations that are out there. 
Some of these are becoming more novel as well, even though you 
take some of the older chemistry and you improve on the formula-
tion, and it is going to actually do a better job killing the weeds, 
right? Because dead weeds don’t breed resistance. It is half-dead 
weeds that all of a sudden they can reproduce, and then you have 
a problem, so it is—— 

Mr. LAMALFA. Yes, dead men don’t talk, dead weeds don’t come 
back, right? 

Mr. ABBOTT. That is correct. 
Mr. LAMALFA. Okay. Mr. Cameron, as a fellow Californian, cer-

tainly, you have experienced a lot of the laughs and fun that I have 
as a grower as well. We are in the rice business. We may not have 
as tough as some of the row crops and such, but in your testimony 
you had mentioned that consumers demand blemish-free products, 
and that is kind of a sidebar thought for me. If the product has to 
be that perfect, what is that doing to the level of effort that farmers 
have to put in to make sure that product is perfect instead of 
maybe slightly blemish-free like you might get at a farmer’s mar-
ket or off your own tree, for example? 

Mr. CAMERON. Right, it puts additional stress and additional fi-
nancial weight on having a product that looks good in the market, 
no question. Consumers have preferences. I know when I go to the 
store, being a farmer, I can usually pick out probably the sweetest 
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and the best-looking fruit, but most consumers look for certain 
qualities of unblemished, high-quality fruit. And to do that, it takes 
additional cost. 

Mr. LAMALFA. A much higher level of effort to have that perfect 
fruit instead of pretty darn good fruit, right? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes, no, we grow many crops that are processed 
where the quality has to be good but not perfect. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Yes. Okay. I appreciate that. 
I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
I now recognize Ms. Adams for 5 minutes. 
Ms. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to the wit-

nesses for being here today. 
I would first like to make a statement about how deeply con-

cerned I am with the Trump Administration’s handling of pes-
ticides. In May, the United States Department of Agriculture pub-
lished a final rule removing the requirement for applicators to re-
port their use of restricted-use pesticides, or RUPs. This rule was 
issued without a public comment, without period or notice, and it 
means that effective July 11, 2025, farmers and other private ap-
plicators are no longer legally obligated to record critical informa-
tion such as the pesticide use, application date, amount, location, 
and the crop treated. And this is troubling because the Environ-
mental Protection Agency classifies certain pesticides as restricted 
use when they pose serious health and environmental risks if not 
handled with strict precautions. The EPA’s list of RUPs spans 45 
pages, and it includes substances linked to severe issues such as 
Parkinson’s disease, birth defects, and other chronic conditions. In 
the USDA’s final rule notice, agency officials dismissed these regu-
lations as ‘‘not a priority’’ and states that to the extent that there 
is any uncertainty about the costs and benefits, it is the policy of 
the USDA to err on the side of deregulation. 

But the truth is, regulations protecting human health and the 
environment should be strengthened, not eliminated. Growing and 
harvesting food should be a safe and healthy experience for every-
one involved, from farm to plate. Farmers and farmworkers must 
be able to trust that the tools that they use do not threaten their 
health, their communities, or the ecosystems that sustain their 
livelihoods. And families walking up and down the aisles of grocery 
stores should be able to trust that the products on the shelves are 
safe to consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for the record the Rules 
and Regulations section of the FEDERAL REGISTER, which speaks to 
the use of pesticides by certified applications. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. 
[The Federal Register Rule referred to is located on p. 75.] 
Ms. ADAMS. Thank you. 
Let me continue by saying that an increase in resistance to pes-

ticides means that pests are developing the ability to survive expo-
sure to pesticides that were previously effective. This is a signifi-
cant concern in agriculture and public health, as it can lead to crop 
losses, disease outbreaks, and the need for more potent and poten-
tially harmful chemicals. 
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Mr. Witherbee, we have seen an increase in resistance to pes-
ticides over the years with limited new chemical development. So 
can you speak to how technologies such as Agragene’s improve our 
ability to fight pests and limit chemicals in the environment? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. No, thank you. So part of the technology, in par-
ticular to Agragene, development of using sterile insects, would 
also then be very effective against resistant populations. You start 
to decrease those resistant populations, so you start to get rid of 
those, which would also make chemicals more effective. Part of it 
would be kind of the carry-on effect of reducing the amount that 
needs to be used, also taking advantage of new technologies that 
are maybe a little tougher for insects or pests to build resistance 
against. 

Ms. ADAMS. Okay. Would anyone else like to respond? Yes, sir. 
Go ahead. You have 50 seconds. 

Mr. CAMERON. All right. We use a lot of different technology on 
farm. We use pheromone for mating disruptions. We use sterile re-
lease of moths to prevent mating of a navel orangeworm so that we 
don’t have to spray as often. In California, we have a system. We 
actually are required to, for any restricted material, put a notice 
of use, and it is reported via a website. The location is within 1 
square mile of the application, and there are notifications that are 
sent via email, text, or other ways to anyone who is interested in 
any restricted material applications in their area. So we have been 
very proactive in California to put this in place. 

Ms. ADAMS. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back. Thank you, gentlemen. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. 
I now recognize the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. Feenstra, for 5 

minutes. 
Mr. FEENSTRA. Thank you, Chairman Thompson and Ranking 

Member Craig. Thank you for the witnesses for coming today. 
I am in the second largest ag district in the country, probably 

number one in corn and soybeans. And, when we look at feeding 
the world, we need to create some of the safest and most affordable 
food, fuel, and fiber, and we are currently doing that. I am very 
grateful for all that you have noted. 

These tools go through robust science- and risk-based regulatory 
processes and ensure safety for human health and for our families 
and for people around the world. And I would like to just talk a 
little bit about this, of how we can get to the next level, right? We 
know from the past what we have used, but now when we start 
looking at FIFRA, a science-based process to regulate distribution 
sale and the use of pesticides to ensure human and environmental 
safety, and then you have PRIA, who establishes a fee-based sys-
tem to support timely review of pesticide registration. So these are 
two significant tools that we use to review and create science- 
based, safe production of product. 

So my question is this. We saw pesticide registrations fall more 
than 70 percent over the last several years. And by the way, I 
talked to Administrator Zeldin from the EPA, and he is very well 
aware, and he said, Randy, we have to do something about this. 
This is ridiculous that we are far behind. I mean, these are great 
tools that are on the forefront, but they are not out there yet. 
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So I want to talk to Mr. Abbott first. What are your thoughts on 
this? How does this affect the current farming community when it 
comes to crop protection tools and safety and how we can look for-
ward? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, as I have already previously mentioned, they 
pay for it, right? And they are looking for tools to manage resist-
ance. They need to rotate, right? I will use fungicides. If you con-
tinue to use the same fungicide over and over, you are going to de-
velop a resistance at some point. So in order to avoid that, you 
need to rotate, and that is where the different tools come into play. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. Right. So there is new cutting-edge tools that are 
on the forefront. I mean, you start looking at that, what that 
means. Less product going in the air, in the water, and all this 
stuff. Can you elaborate on that a little bit of what is out there? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Sure. Well, I will go from the adjuvant side of the 
thing, right? What you are adding to the tank, besides the pes-
ticide, the active ingredient, how do you make it work most effec-
tively? And that is managing drift. That is also making it more ef-
fective, getting into either the plant tissue or the insect, soft-bod-
ied, whatever it is. It is influencing that tank mix to a positive ef-
fect, right? You want to make sure—we talked about dead weeds, 
right? You don’t want to have to respray. That is where you get 
more chemicals on there so it is about managing that. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. That is right. 
Don, do you want to expand on that at all? 
Mr. CAMERON. Our toolbox is limited. We have had fewer prod-

ucts to use that are effective, and as we said, it creates resistance 
issues. We need to rotate chemistry. I feel that we have great prod-
ucts in the wings ready to go, and we don’t have access to them. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. I agree. I agree. It is frustrating. 
Mr. CAMERON. We need to get them out. 
Mr. FEENSTRA. Yep. Now I want to talk about maximum residue 

levels. This has always been a top issue when we start thinking 
about health and safety and the global supply chains. When we 
start looking at international trade, they always talk about max-
imum residual levels and where it is at and where it needs to be. 
Mr. Abbott, could you talk about the robust processes that go into 
setting the maximum residual levels at the EPA? How does this 
work, and why this is so important when it comes to our export 
markets? 

Mr. ABBOTT. I can just speak from experience. I am not an expert 
in that field by any stretch of the imagination. But in my career, 
I have had to deal with the MRLs, right? And different countries 
have different levels, and different active ingredients have different 
levels. And they are rigorously followed, and it goes all the way 
down from the producer to the co-packer, and it follows all the way 
through the supply chain. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. Yes, it does. I mean, it is very well thought 
through of where it goes, and I mean, it is all identified. 

Yes, Don? 
Mr. CAMERON. We have certain products we grow that if they are 

going to be exported to, let’s say, Japan, we have restrictions on 
products that we can put on the crop. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. That is right. 
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Mr. CAMERON. It kind of limits us. But we see that in several of 
the different commodities we grow. The MRLs hold back the use 
of certain products that we need. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. Yep. I hear you. Thank you, and I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I now recognize the gentlelady from the Buckeye State, Ms. 

Brown, for 5 minutes. 
Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
For generations, farmers have fed and fueled this country, all 

while navigating uncertainty from extreme weather and labor 
shortages to market volatility. It is our job here in Congress to en-
sure farmers have the full range of tools they need to meet these 
challenges head on. One of the most important tools in their tool-
box has been pest control products. When used safely, legally, and 
effectively, they protect our crops, preserve yields, and secure our 
nation’s food security. And that is why we have a strong and 
science-driven regulatory system, a system built on rigorous stand-
ards, not rhetoric, a system founded in fact, not fear, and a system 
informed by stakeholder input, not political agendas. 

Unfortunately, that brings me to the Make America Healthy 
Again movement, the MAHA report, released earlier this year by 
the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Health and 
Human Services. By USDA’s own admission, farmers and other key 
stakeholders did not have input when it came to this report. The 
report contains broken citations, misleading claims, and appears to 
cherry-pick data while ignoring the longstanding science-based 
framework that governs crop protection tools. 

Mr. Abbott, you noted in your testimony that the MAHA Com-
mission’s report ‘‘undermines trust in the regulatory process by cit-
ing unverifiable sources; omitting key stakeholder voices, including 
farmers, food producers, and scientists; and making sweeping 
claims not grounded in the science or structure of the current sys-
tem.’’ I agree. If we are going to trust the science, we need to know 
that we are operating from the same set of facts. 

Moving forward, what would you like to see from the commission 
to restore credibility and demonstrate that it is engaging in an hon-
est scientific process? 

Mr. ABBOTT. I am assuming it is me you are talking to. 
Ms. BROWN. Yes. 
Mr. ABBOTT. Okay. I would like to see that—once again, we are 

founded in science-based. We all up here on this panel and people 
we work for believe in the system, right, when it works. We want 
to make sure that we are adequately funding, and I keep ham-
mering that because we are not adequately funding to get the 
science that we need and the products out the door for the tools 
for the farmers. So I really would say that we need to make sure 
that we are founded in science and we continue to do that. And I 
agree wholeheartedly with you, we don’t want to make this a polit-
ical issue. 

Ms. BROWN. Thank you. The MAHA report also calls for more re-
search into health impacts of pesticides and other crop protection 
tools. But at the same time, the President has proposed a budget 
that poses significant cuts to agriculture and public health research 
programs that are essential to answering those very questions. 
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How can we take the report’s call for more science seriously if this 
Administration seeks to defund the very institutions needed to 
produce it? 

So Mr. Witherbee, how important are Federal research dollars to 
ensuring that our regulatory process remains grounded in sound, 
up-to-date science? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Well, I think part of it, first of all, is just mak-
ing sure that you have the best scientists that are part of that reg-
ulatory process reviewing these, that they are up-to-date on mod-
ern technologies, that they have had a look at this, and that they 
have the opportunity to quickly review and understand the safety 
and the environmental impacts to some of these new technologies, 
that alone. 

And then, we have land-grant universities and folks that are 
there to test some of these new properties. Part of it is getting 
through the regulatory process in order to enable that testing to be 
done. That also requires dollars to do some of that testing at the 
universities. So funding part of that research is vital to building up 
our scientific knowledge and our understanding of some of these 
new technologies and how quickly we can get them through some 
of those regulatory resourcing in order to have the appropriate peo-
ple in place to allow these new technologies to get through in a 
timely manner is important. 

Ms. BROWN. Thank you so much. Sound policy starts with sound 
science, and that means trusting the facts. Please know that I am 
committed to working with my colleagues to support the next gen-
eration of crop protection tools grounded in research and innova-
tion so we can build a food supply that is not just safe but more 
resilient and secure for the future. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. All right. I thank the gentlelady and now recog-

nize the gentleman from Alabama for 5 minutes. 
Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate all the 

witnesses being here today. 
Ronald Reagan had a saying. He said, ‘‘The government’s idea on 

the economy is when it is moving, you tax it. If it keeps moving, 
you regulate it. And if it fails, you subsidize it.’’ And very often we 
see regulations being a huge problem and an inefficiency in govern-
ment. 

So with that, Mr. Abbott, you testified that more than $1⁄2 billion 
worth of your members’ products are currently delayed in EPA’s 
regulatory review process, products that include both post-patent 
tools and adjuvants critical for crop protection. Can you explain 
how this backlog is affecting grower access to proven technologies 
and what consequences that has on production efficiency and cost? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, as I mentioned already before, it puts a tre-
mendous strain on the tools that are already out there, right, so 
they need to have access to those tools from a rotational purpose 
and to continue to apply the adjuvants that are part of that tank 
mix as well, and they need to have timely access to those as well. 

Mr. MOORE. Somebody mentioned earlier that there is just like 
a chemical. It has already been approved, but somehow it is still 
backlogging the process. Is that the case too as well? I think one 
of the witnesses mentioned that earlier. Are you all familiar with 
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something that may have been approved that is still being held up 
because it is in some sort of new technology, anything like that? 
Maybe I misunderstood when I heard that. But, yes, the regulatory 
environment is certainly crippling, and we get that in business. I 
grew up on a row crop farm. 

Mr. Witherbee, the technology has changed dramatically. I can 
remember standing in a peanut field. 

Mr. Cameron, you may have seen one of these, an old span 
sprayer, where the product was in the tank and you literally just 
sprayed it out across the field. And so I think we were spraying 
Bravo for leaf spot at the time, and I remember my dad and uncle 
complaining about how expensive that stuff was. I can’t imagine 
what—they were always griping about cost and farming, and we al-
ways are, right? But with inflation and the restrictions now that 
government tends to put on production, it is certainly harassing. 

But, Mr. Witherbee, I am going to move to you for a second. You 
mentioned that without updates to our regulatory system, the U.S. 
risks falling behind in sustainable pest control innovation. What 
would that mean for American growers and our agricultural com-
petitiveness if the technology like pgSIT were delayed or even pos-
sibly adopted in competing markets, say, in China, Brazil, or the 
EU? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. I think that is the tough part is that we already 
do see some of those technologies going to South America and oth-
ers because the regulatory environment moves a little quicker and 
able to get those out in the fields, and so you are allowed to do 
some testing there. So we are already behind in some aspects. The 
other part of it is that those innovations are stopping from getting 
to the growers, and the growers, most of what we work on here is 
trying to make the cost of doing—we know that our product has to 
be cheaper. That is important to the growers. We also know it has 
to be safer. So we are all working on safer, cheaper innovations 
that can go out there to the grower. Unfortunately, they are just 
not getting there because we can’t get through that regulatory 
process. 

Mr. MOORE. The regulatory process in the U.S., how does it stack 
up compared to some of the other countries on timelines? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. The timelines are a little longer. I think the 
part is that it is hard to judge because there are certain things that 
say there are timelines, and you do pay money into going into 
those, but you often get delayed or there might be not enough staff, 
and so you are kind of left to guess that you are going to hit that 
timeline or not, and then there is extensions. So it is unpredictable. 

Mr. MOORE. It probably takes a long time to just get an exten-
sion, doesn’t it? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Absolutely. 
Mr. MOORE. I can’t imagine. So yes, when I was first out of col-

lege, I worked with Elanco Animal Health, and I think it was 12 
years then. If we found something that we thought might work, the 
science behind it was pretty darn good. It would take us 12 years 
to actually get that to the market. So I think that is about the 
timeline you are looking at now. You say 12 years possibly to get 
something. If you find something that might be good for the grow-
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ers, it takes maybe 12 years now. Is that kind of the timeline for 
here in the U.S.? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, it is from development through registration 
into hands, about 12 years and about $300 million. 

Mr. MOORE. It is tough to cash-flow for 12 years, guys, if you 
haven’t got a product. 

Go ahead, Mr. Cameron. I have about 40 seconds. I would love 
to hear from you. 

Mr. CAMERON. I will talk quick. 
Mr. MOORE. Since you are from California, we want to hear from 

you too. 
Mr. CAMERON. No, we see that Brazil is taking the lead in bio-

logical use on farms, and their government has partnered with the 
companies that are producing this to get the product in the field 
to the growers. I am leaving Saturday to Brazil for a week with the 
Secretary of Ag out of California. We are going to see what they 
are up to. 

Mr. MOORE. It would be nice if government would come alongside 
instead of riding on our backs sometimes, guys. I appreciate it. 

I will yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman, yielding back. 
I now recognize the gentlelady from Kansas, Ms. Davids, for 5 

minutes. 
Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and to our 

Ranking Member, Ms. Craig, for holding this hearing today. 
Protecting the integrity of our agricultural supply chain from 

pests and animal diseases is critical not just for our economy but 
for our health and for our national security. From the fields where 
farmers work hard to protect their crops to the grocery store where 
Kansans are already stretching their budgets to feed their families, 
we see just how deeply interconnected food security and national 
security really are. 

I know we have said it a lot of times in this Committee that food 
security is national security. That is why investments in agricul-
tural research are so important. These innovations help farmers 
and ranchers produce more. We have heard this multiple times 
today. These innovations help farmers and ranchers produce more, 
waste less, and improve the nutrition and safety of the food that 
we eat. 

In Kansas, innovation in agriculture means that our farmers can 
feed the world while keeping costs down, something that directly 
impacts families at the grocery store. And that is especially impor-
tant right now. Between 2020 and 2024, retail food prices went up 
more than 23 percent. Families are feeling those price increases 
acutely. 

Mr. Witherbee, in your written testimony, you mentioned the 
New World screwworm. Its continued spread could absolutely se-
verely impact our cattle producers and even pose risks to humans. 
Can you talk a bit about how innovative tools to fight pests like 
the screwworm can help protect our food supply and, more broadly, 
the agriculture economy? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes. So in particular with New World 
screwworm, one of the key pieces that we use to fight that is sterile 
insect technique. It has been around for 60 years. It is effective. 
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But we haven’t tried to improve upon that, and that is what part 
of the technology changes there are. There has been other groups 
that have developed lines that could cut the cost of production, 
which, when we start to see a national emergency, all of a sudden 
the costs are very significant. Part of that is adoption of some of 
these newer technologies are not just because they are effective, 
but they are also maybe cheaper and a better manufacturing proc-
ess to get to that. 

Investment into some of those technologies that allow for us to 
get to the same kind of control and the same kind of agents but 
at a cheaper cost and at a quicker timeline are important as well. 
And those are things that often go neglected because it hasn’t be-
come a problem yet. 

Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Just really quick, are those competitors 
or the people who are coming up with this at a more efficient cost, 
are those international companies or—— 

Mr. WITHERBEE. That is here in the U.S. too, and in most cases 
we are stuck in the regulatory process or approval process. 

Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Okay. 
Mr. WITHERBEE. Things like invasive species are tough because 

it is tough to get permission to work on invasive species in the U.S. 
as well. Obviously, they are not introduced here, but it is one of 
the things we are worried about protecting. So partnerships with 
the government, USDA, other institutions are really important, 
and so part of that funding is needed to allow for these private and 
public partnerships to get these done, and not just to utilize old 
technologies but to adopt some of these new technologies towards 
these problems. 

Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Yes. Well, thank you. I am going to 
switch gears. In addition to livestock, Kansas is a top wheat pro-
ducer. We grow about 1⁄5 of all the U.S. wheat in our state, and 
Kansas farmers deal with tough growing conditions. And winter 
wheat, especially when used in sustainable rotations, can offer seri-
ous soil health benefits. It does help prevent erosion, conserve 
water, it moderates soil temperatures, and suppresses weeds. En-
couraging cover cropping and conservation practices can strengthen 
the long-term health of our soil. 

Mr. Abbott, I was hoping to hear from you. I know your testi-
mony outlined some ways to help farmers adopt these types of 
practices. Can you share a bit about how you think the Federal 
Government can help support farmers in making those transitions 
to those other practices? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, just like the NRCS, recognizing adjuvants and 
giving them credit for that. We have been in discussions with them, 
and we could use your help to help push those colleagues along be-
cause we want to get that point system and give adequate credit 
to there. Now we are working with the scientists, and our folks on 
the data side are supplying what they are asking for. But really 
and truly, that is how we are going to get to the next level on a 
conservation aspect. 

Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Thank you. And thank you to all of our 
witnesses for taking time to be here with us. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. 
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I now recognize the gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. Finstad, for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. FINSTAD. Thank you, Chairman Thompson. I really appre-
ciate you holding this important hearing today, and thank you to 
our witnesses for being here and for everything that you do for the 
ag industry. 

As a fourth-generation farmer from southern Minnesota, I raise 
corn, soybeans, and kids, my seven kids, the fifth generation, God 
willing, that will take over our farm someday. I really appreciate 
hearing your testimony. 

A couple thoughts that I have here really around innovation and 
precision agriculture. As someone who has watched the evolution 
of my family farm over generations, everything from the moldboard 
plow to now we have the chisel plow, we have areas near us with 
no-till, strip-till, and really we are managing our farm at sub-inch 
accuracy with GPS technology. 

And when you look at today’s prices, when you have sub-$4 corn, 
sub-$10 beans, I don’t think a lot of us are raising our hands say-
ing, ‘‘Hey, I want to manage my farm to the dollars. We are man-
aging it to the pennies,’’ and so we are not throwing money away 
where we don’t need to, and we are making sure that we are put-
ting what we need where we need it when we need it. And the tools 
that you all and your industries provide us have really helped us 
become much more efficient. 

And if you look at with what I just said and the adoption of pre-
cision agriculture technology and all the innovations, American 
farmers have increased their production output by 175 percent, and 
we have done that while we are using fewer inputs, including land, 
water, fertilizer, and other chemistries. And so because of the con-
stant work of farmers, who are the best environmentalists in the 
world, bar none, because we are managing our land to the sub-inch 
accuracy, we are in it for generations, not for a one-shot ‘‘make all 
the money and go home,’’ but I want to see my kids farm that land 
so I can’t abuse that soil. 

And so with that, just a couple of questions in regards to the in-
dustry and how we can continue to evolve and continue to, again, 
acknowledge the fact that we are managing to the pennies right 
now, not to the dollars. So for any of you that would like to take 
this question, throughout the last several years, each of your re-
spective industries have made incredible strides in adopting prac-
tices that are better for production and the environment, from safe 
handling to drift-reduction agents. Taking these crop protection 
tools off the shelves increased costs, and it forces our producers to 
farm with essentially one hand tied behind our back. And so can 
you speak to the steps that your industries have taken to imple-
ment self-regulation and the motives behind those decisions? 

Mr. ABBOTT. I will go ahead and start. So we personally were 
doing a lot of research and making sure that we know what we 
know before we actually release the chemistries out there to the 
public. And we do a lot of research behind the scenes and work 
with companies and customers to get them exactly what they need. 
And a lot of the customers that we service, you more than likely 
buy from. So at the end of the day, we want to make sure you have 
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1 Editor’s note: A ‘‘mill’’ is equal to 1⁄10 of 1¢. Currently, the ‘‘mill assessment’’ is 24.5 mills, 
or 2.45¢ per dollar of sales (California AB 3112, 2023–2024) (https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/ 
faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB2113). 

the viable tools at the most cost effectiveness that we can provide 
you to. 

Mr. FINSTAD. Anybody else want a shot at that? 
Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes. I think in terms of safety, that is one of the 

more important things we are dealing with, ensuring that our prod-
ucts are safe. No one is going to use them if they aren’t safe. The 
other thing is that we are entrusting some of these products. We 
are not doing these by ourselves. That is why we utilize land-grant 
universities where the professors and stuff are part of the commu-
nity, are part of the neighborhood, and part of that environment. 
And it is important that they are able to provide testimony to the 
growers and the farmers in terms of a product’s integrity. And I 
think that is where all of us try to get our products tested and 
looked at because it is important to build that trust and also to un-
derstand the voice of customer is always very important to us. We 
need to understand, where does it need to be, safety? Where does 
it need to be cost-wise? How can this be more effective? And we 
want that feedback in order that we can put that into our product 
development. 

Mr. CAMERON. In California, the growers last year supported an 
increase in the mill tax1 or the tax paid on pesticides with the ex-
press idea that we will get faster turnaround through our Depart-
ment of Pesticide Regulation to get new products out quicker and 
get rid of the backlog. We have been promised that that will hap-
pen, and I know it is already—they have new people in place, so 
we are optimistic, and we support our industry by doing that. 

Mr. FINSTAD. I appreciate you being here today. I would just 
close with saying we need more tools, not less. We need to make 
sure we are not tying one hand behind our back to farm and really 
appreciate you being here today. 

With that, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I am now pleased to recognize the gentlelady from Oregon, Ms. 

Salinas, for 5 minutes. 
Ms. SALINAS. Thank you, Chairman Thompson, and thank you to 

Ranking Member Craig for holding today’s hearing, and thank you 
to our witnesses for your participation today. 

I am really proud to represent a district that is home to countless 
specialty crops, some of the finest wine grapes in the world. The 
vast majority of this country’s hazelnuts and a really impressive 
variety of berries are all in the Willamette Valley. And when I 
meet with these producers, I hear about the unique challenges spe-
cialty crop producers face and how they sometimes feel left behind 
by a Federal Government that really focuses a lot of times on large 
commodity crops. And that is why these producers really make the 
absolute most out of the specialty crop-specific programs that do 
exist. 

Take the IR–4 Project, for instance. The crop protection industry 
focuses much of their efforts on major crops that provide the best 
return on investment, and that makes sense for their business. 
This leaves specialty crop producers, though, whose crops may not 
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be compatible with traditional pest control methods, with fewer op-
tions to protect their livelihoods. IR–4 fills this gap by using Fed-
eral funding to develop specialty crop-specific crop protection meth-
ods, which may not have been otherwise discovered or pursued. 

Mr. Cameron, this question is for you. I appreciated that in your 
testimony you acknowledged the importance of the IR–4 Project 
and maintaining an emphasis on specialty crop-specific needs. 
Could you expand a bit on the importance of IR–4 and explain how 
increasing funding for it will benefit farmers? 

Mr. CAMERON. I would be happy to. Thank you. The IR–4 Project 
does work for specialty crops. We need more funding. We know 
that many times we don’t have the tools we need for the crops that 
we grow. 

A good friend of mine started growing agave. There is absolutely 
nothing labeled for agave in the United States. We grew guayule 
many years ago for seed production. It is a latex plant that people 
don’t get allergic to, absolutely nothing. So we know that if Cali-
fornia produces half of the fresh fruits and vegetables in the United 
States that we need carve-outs. We need support for our specialty 
crops. 

It is a very difficult scenario, as you say, because many of the 
crop protection chemicals are developed for the large commodity 
crops throughout the U.S., and we do get left behind. We would 
love to see specialty crop block grant money coming to California 
so that can be used to further products that will be used within the 
state. 

So the IR–4 Project we feel is excellent. The FAR program is also 
very good to get additional testing for crops, and that is through 
the farm bill. But we definitely get left behind many times in agri-
culture when we do have a heavy lift and produce abundant crops 
throughout the state for the nation. 

Ms. SALINAS. Thank you. And can you expand a bit on the impor-
tance of reestablishing IR–4 and EPA’s collaboration on their Bio-
pesticide Demonstration Grant Program? 

Mr. CAMERON. Right. The Biopesticide Demonstration Grant Pro-
gram was an older program. It had been left behind. We feel that 
that would be critical for getting products out in the field, giving 
growers confidence to be able to use these types of products and ex-
perience. 

Currently, growers are reluctant. Our margins are so thin that 
it is difficult to take the risk on trying new products. If we lose a 
crop, we could be out of business—— 

Ms. SALINAS. That is right. Thank you. 
All right. And this is for all of our witnesses. I am sure you are 

likely aware, last Friday, the Trump Administration took the dra-
matic step of closing EPA’s Office of Research and Development. 
This is the latest instance of a seemingly unending string of actions 
by this Administration that undermines scientific research and 
America’s role as the global innovator. They fired scientists at the 
Agricultural Research Service, the National Institutes of Science 
and Technology. They have cut climate research across multiple 
agencies, and they have even attacked the National Institutes of 
Health. It is clear that this Administration does not see the value 
in investing in science and innovation right now. So I think it is 
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incumbent on Congress to ensure the United States maintains 
these investments and our global competitiveness at the same time. 

So again, for panelists who would like to answer, I would like to 
hear from you specific areas of investment that Congress should 
emphasize in the crop protection space. And where is Congress 
under-investing? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, I think we need to invest in newer innovation, 
new technology, right? We have heard that time and time again 
today, and I think that is where we are going to grow, and the 
farmers are going to get the tools that they need. So we could use 
your support in that, continued support, and it is back to we need 
the Appropriations Committee to release those funds. 

Ms. SALINAS. Thank you. And I am out of time. I yield back. 
Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlelady yields back. 
I now recognize the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Baird, for 5 

minutes. 
Mr. BAIRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and all 

you witnesses. I know it takes time out of your day, but we appre-
ciate you being here. 

So I am going to start with you, Mr. Abbott, but I may have any 
of you that I may want to ask questions. But in your testimony, 
you mentioned that the EPA is integrating the ESA consultation 
into the pesticide registration decisions. That kind of bothers me 
when I think about some of the species that are listed on the ESA 
and the complications that causes in terms of moving forward. But 
you suggest that there may be a better way. So my question is, can 
you elaborate on that better way of doing that than what they are 
proposing? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, I don’t think we are going to change their 
mind. That train has left the station. But what we can do, and it 
wasn’t until we had discussions with the EPA to even get adju-
vants as a part of the mitigation. That was several conversations 
over several days, months, weeks. And we wanted to make sure 
that we got a seat at the table if you will. I think to quote Chair-
man Thompson, ‘‘If you don’t have a seat at the table, you are on 
the menu,’’ right, more than likely. So we wanted to make sure 
that we had a seat at the table and that we could actually give the 
viable tools that will help manage those buffers because we are not 
going to change the minds of what species are on there. That is a 
whole different department. And they have done their research. 
They have different segments. I have seen different maps of it. But 
what we can do is advocate for reduction of buffers through the use 
of adjuvants. 

Mr. BAIRD. Well, I certainly appreciate your perspective there. It 
is concerning to me that we don’t ever take any of the species off 
of the endangered species list, and that kind of can impact what-
ever we are doing in agriculture with FIFRA and all of those 
issues. So I think we definitely need to keep an eye on what they 
are doing with the ESA and how putting that in with the EPA is 
concerning to me. 

So does anyone else have a comment about the ESA and the EPA 
program, the pilot program? No? 
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Well, if not, Dr. Wyant, I want to have you comment about—Rep-
resentative Panetta and I introduced the Plant Biostimulant Act, 
and that is kind of important to hear that you support that idea, 
as well as really I think it fosters innovation. But my question is 
what do you think the view is of biostimulants? They are different 
than insecticides, pesticides, and that sort of thing. So what do you 
think the view is, and what do you think we can do about the regu-
latory confusion in that arena? 

Dr. WYANT. Thank you, Congressman. Yes, I think with bio-
stimulants we need to recognize that it is a diverse set of sub-
stances, humic acid, seaweeds. There is a long list of what can be 
called a biostimulant. And we need to recognize the diversity of the 
modes of action, how they influence the soil, how they influence the 
plant. And I think with the Biostimulant Act, defining what a bio-
stimulant is at the Federal level would be a great start because it 
could start to set up the environment where we are working with 
some known parameters. And I think that is where there is view-
points in the industry of what is a biostimulant. Some of them are 
very well researched and have good claims and good performance, 
and some don’t have those properties. So I think that the con-
sumer, the grower, is the one that has been having to shoulder 
some of that burden of trying things in the field. And if we could 
tighten up that definition, that would be certainly helpful. 

I think recognizing biostimulants as not being pesticides or insec-
ticides or herbicides is also a great start because we need that in-
novative edge. We need that diverse set of substances that allows 
us to manage for other things, abiotic stress, it is too hot, it is too 
cold, maybe the soil is a little bit salty or overly wet, these new 
management tools we have that are not necessarily maybe moving 
forward as fast as they should because of that uncertainty. Thank 
you. 

Mr. BAIRD. And these tend to be natural processes, and so they 
really interact with the living organisms that we have in that soil 
to stimulate growth or stimulate plants or whatever, so thank you 
very much. I am sorry I am out of time because I would like to ask 
the rest of you more questions, but thank you, and I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. 
I now recognize the gentlelady from Hawaii, Congresswoman 

Tokuda, for 5 minutes. 
Ms. TOKUDA. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
I want to build on the question that Representative Salinas 

started with in terms of the recent announcement of the elimi-
nation of the EPA’s Office of Research and Development. Do you 
feel that the work that ORD has been doing since, I believe, 1979 
in terms of protecting human and environmental health research, 
technical assistance to Tribes, states, local governments, data col-
lections, dashboards, do you think all of the work that they did 
was, in fact, important? Just a simple yes or no from the members 
of the panel. I need a verbal. Do you think that EPA’s ORD was 
important? Did they provide value? 

Mr. CAMERON. Definitely. 
Ms. TOKUDA. It is not a hard question. Yes or no? 
Mr. ABBOTT. Yes. 
Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes. 
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Dr. WYANT. I will pass on that. I am here for biostimulants. 
Ms. TOKUDA. Okay. You will pass on that. 
So right now, we are looking at the complete elimination of the 

office, reduction of staff that they are looking to do. We have al-
ready lost thousands of EPA staff since the beginning of this year. 
They are looking at a 23 percent reduction. You have talked about 
the need for more technical assistance. You have talked about the 
need for research. You have talked about the fact that there is a 
backlog in the regulatory process. Do you believe that eliminating 
now staff, professional staff, researchers, scientists, individuals 
who have dedicated their life’s work towards this mission is, in 
fact, a good thing? 

Now, from what I understand, the Trump Administration plans 
to create a new Office of Applied Science and Environmental Solu-
tions. A few of the staff from ORD have been migrated over. Given 
this basically political reorganization, do you not think it, in fact, 
points to what Representative McGovern was talking about earlier, 
that all this is a shell game to try to deregulate, reduce oversight 
and transparency, eliminate data collection, research, all to speed 
this process up but, in fact, reduce protections for human health by 
getting rid of the Office of Research and Development and all of the 
science and the work that has come with it over the last few dec-
ades? Could there not be a case made for that, given what we are 
seeing is just a political shell game and a reduction right now in 
elimination of research and protections, data collections, dash-
boards, technical assistance that have gone to states? 

Mr. ABBOTT. I am not versed enough to comment on that, so I 
will pass. 

Ms. TOKUDA. Anyone want to comment on this? Does anyone 
have any confidence that this new Office of Applied Science and 
Environmental Protection will, in fact, protect human environ-
mental health while also seeking, as they say, to deregulate the 
process? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Not enough information to really understand 
that. 

Ms. TOKUDA. So do I have some agreement that the elimination 
overall of ORD is, in fact, a bad decision by this Administration? 
Do you feel somehow the elimination of ORD will, in fact, help to 
deregulate the process and speed up introducing, whether it is pes-
ticides, biostimulants, adjuvants into the system? How do you 
think it will help your industries and your members, eliminating 
ORD? Do you think it will? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. I don’t know one way or the other, but I know 
what we were working with before wasn’t getting through either. 
So elimination of roles that are tied to the science and providing 
answers is tough, and so I am looking at no matter what gets put 
in place, hopefully, it is something that is skilled, looks at the 
science, can make decisions, and can move them forward so that 
we can get some of these new solutions to growers. 

Ms. TOKUDA. So right now, they are getting rid of the scientists 
in ORD. They are getting rid of what was literally the EPA’s sci-
entific backbone. I don’t see how this is a good thing. 

And again, to point to the skepticism that was brought forward 
by Representative McGovern earlier, it does point, in fact, to a po-
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litical shell game that seeks to simply deregulate the process, to re-
duce transparency and oversight in data that ultimately will un-
dermine human and environmental health and transparency. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlelady yields back. 
I now recognize the gentleman from Kansas, Mr. Mann, for 5 

minutes. 
Mr. MANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for having this 

hearing, and thank you all for being here today. 
I represent the Big First District of Kansas, approximately 60 

rural counties in the mostly western and central part of Kansas. 
Farmers, ranchers, and ag producers are the original conserva-

tionists. Their livelihoods always depend on the health and sustain-
ability of the land that they work, knowing that stewardship today 
ensures productivity tomorrow. Technological advances have been 
helping farmers improve crop yields in Kansas for decades, and 
they continue to rely on evolving tools and techniques to secure the 
food supply and reduce losses caused by pests, disease, and ex-
treme weather. 

As these challenges continue to evolve, it is essential that our 
farmers, ranchers, and producers have access to the tools and inno-
vations necessary to ensure a successful crop today and for many 
seasons to come so they can do what they do best, which we all 
know is to feed, fuel, and clothe the world. Farming practices such 
as no-till in Kansas have been used for many, many years as our 
farmers work to sustain good soil health, but they have to have the 
tools to be able to do that. 

So just a handful of questions, first for you, Mr. Abbott. In your 
testimony, you mentioned that the U.S. has the most scientifically 
rigorous and transparent pesticide regulatory system in the world. 
Could you further explain what specific features or processes that 
make the U.S. system stand out compared to other countries? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, first, the rigorous testing that goes through 
and the submission and the review process. You go to different 
countries—and I can’t speak for every country. I know PRIA, it 
seems like it takes—excuse me, not PRIA, but PMRA (Pest Man-
agement Regulatory Agency) up in Canada, it will take years and 
several millions and millions of dollars to get things registered 
there. 

You have heard our frustration on the backlog, right? That is 
real, but it is not the first time we have seen backlog. It has just 
never been to this degree. So I would say we really have one of the 
gold standards if you will. It is just a matter of adequately funding 
the staffing there to get things through. 

Mr. MANN. Yes, that makes sense. In an area of growing concern 
amongst producers all over Kansas is growing resistance to current 
crop protection tools, which can reduce their efficacy and create 
vulnerabilities to damage. 

Again, for you, Mr. Abbott, can you speak to the role that adju-
vants and inert ingredients play in reducing the risk of weed resist-
ance to provide growers with long-term success in managing? 

Mr. ABBOTT. And I will speak for the inerts first, right? The 
inerts are part of the pesticide package, right? That is what helps 
them work together, commingle together. If you are putting dif-
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ferent chemistries together, they don’t always like to play nice to-
gether. It is how do you get those to where they are actually going 
to stay in stable form and where you can actually use them on the 
crop. 

The adjuvants are going to help influence the tank mix to a de-
gree that you are going to see an improvement between 15 percent 
and even as high as 30 percent increase in efficacy versus the pes-
ticide by itself, so it is about getting it into the leaf penetration, 
spreading across the leaf, and actually keeping the spray on the 
crop itself that you are spraying. 

Mr. MANN. All of which we need to quickly approve as new tech-
nology is coming out to give our producers the tools they need to 
sustainably farm. 

Mr. ABBOTT. Absolutely. 
Mr. MANN. And we also have to remember that at the core of 

sustainability is profitability. And for our ag producers, if it is not 
profitable, it will not be sustainable. 

Last question for you, Mr. Witherbee. Agragene’s technology rep-
resents an exciting development in pest control that can grow a 
producer’s toolbox of options. As we look toward resilient farming 
systems, can you discuss how your technology can be integrated 
with other proven crop protection tools to enhance integrated pest 
management strategies? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, I think we all know by now that there is 
no real silver bullet, so the more tools that you can have so that 
you can do rotations, so that you can apply different chemistries or 
different products, et cetera, gives the growers different opportuni-
ties to do this. And particularly with changes in climate, changes 
in the way pests are active, they need these other tools and other 
options, mechanisms of actions, in order to really fight and protect 
their crop and protect their current season. 

So just having more tools in the toolbox and then having, as we 
have all learned, the growers are the smartest people out there. 
They know how to take care of their crops and to bring it to mar-
ket. They will find ways at the right times to apply them and to 
get them in order to maximize yield and to hopefully maximize 
their profits as well. 

Mr. MANN. That is right. Well, thank you all again for being 
here. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I now recognize the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Davis, 

for 5 minutes. 
Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, 

and our Ranking Member. Thanks to all the witnesses who are 
here today. 

The Interregional Research Project No. 4, known as the IR–4 
Project, ensures specialty crop farmers have legal access to safe 
and effective crop protection products. The IR–4 Project is housed 
at North Carolina State University, just outside of North Carolina’s 
1st District. In eastern North Carolina, the IR–4 Project is essen-
tial for our sweet potato farmers in particular. 

And my question is for any of the witnesses that could address 
this. Could you speak on the importance of the IR–4 Project for 
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specialty crop farmers and how it actually interacts with pesticides 
specifically? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes, we believe the IR–4 Project has been a very 
effective program within California for specialty crops in getting es-
sentially minor registration or registration of traditional chemistry 
into the specialty crop side of California agriculture. Without that, 
you leave crops totally uncovered, unprotected when you have via-
ble products that are available and could be used on that crop. So 
it has been a good entry point to move other products into the spe-
cialty crops that are similar in growth habits or in consumption. So 
we support it. We support more money for that program and really 
would love to see expansion. 

Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Thank you. When I speak to farm-
ers back home, they talk about the importance of access to different 
crop inputs as protection tools. Without them, their crops face var-
ious threats and potential financial losses. The loss of access to 
those inputs poses an immediate threat to our ability to feed the 
American people and the world. 

Dr. Wyant, can you speak about what some of these crop inputs 
are and what they provide to farmers? 

Dr. WYANT. Sure. Thank you, Congressman. So from the nutri-
tion side, we have fertilizers, and they are long-proven tools to help 
improve crop growth and crop yield. We have nitrogen, phosphate, 
potassium, and sulfur, your main four that growers use all over the 
world to help improve their crop at the end of the season, so we 
have that major class of inputs. We also have the crop protection 
inputs that my colleagues on the panel could answer questions 
about. So those are your two major inputs. We also are fortunate 
to have a good input of sunshine. That is one of your key ingredi-
ents. And, of course, water either from irrigation or in the soil from 
rainfall. 

So the new innovative piece for crop inputs is certainly these bio-
stimulants, so living and non-living products that really can help 
us manage other things. So we have figured out the pest control. 
We have figured out nutrition. Now we can start to manage new 
things like the abiotic stress, nighttime temperatures, compacted 
soils, things like that, and I think that is where the exciting new 
spaces for growers is being able to turn to those tools and manage 
things that in the past have been very, very challenging. Thank 
you. 

Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Mr. Witherbee, how important is 
technological innovation in the agriculture industry, and what spe-
cifically do new technologies provide farmers? If you could just 
speak on that. 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes. I think, as things have changed in terms 
of environment, the different pest pressures, invasive species, other 
things, that technology allows us to attack some of these in dif-
ferent ways. In particular, as much as we have talked about it, it 
costs a lot of money in order to bring a new active ingredient 
through. Particularly with a lot of the crops we are talking about 
too, these are ones that a broad acre application just isn’t going to 
work for necessarily. It does for corn and soy and other things like 
that, but now when we get into specialty crops, there are certain 
things that—weeds are special. Pests are special. They all require 



52 

different things, and it is not just going to be broad-based that does 
it. So new innovations are going to be important to bring in order 
to fight some of these newer pests and some of these newer prob-
lems that are being created. 

Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Thank you again to the panel, our 
witnesses, and I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman, yielding back. 
I recognize the gentlelady from Illinois, Congresswoman Miller, 

for 5 minutes. 
Mrs. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to our 

panel for being here today to discuss these important topics. 
And like Representative Finstad, I also am a fourth-generation 

farmer with my husband in central Illinois. We raise corn, cattle, 
and kids. We also have seven children. And we are conservation 
farmers. And I understand the challenges that the family farm 
faces between being able to pay the bills and afford this great new 
technology that is on the scene. 

So, as you know, Illinois is one of the top producers of corn and 
soybeans in the country, so this is a topic that hits home closely. 
Illinois farmers have long been leaders in adopting cutting-edge 
technologies from precision agriculture to advanced seed genetics. 
This is all to increase productivity and to help feed our nation. But 
as we look ahead, our producers are also facing real challenges, in-
cluding regulatory delays, input costs, and concerns over access to 
innovation. As we consider the next farm bill and other legislative 
efforts, we need to ensure that Illinois farmers and others across 
the country have the tools and the freedom to innovate, compete, 
and succeed. 

And it is kind of interesting because this month we are going to 
be having the Farm Progress Show in Decatur, Illinois. And it is 
always a big deal for our family, and families show up. Family 
farmers show up and kind of drool over the equipment that they 
can’t afford. 

So as many farmers in my district continue to face tight margins, 
what steps can we take to ensure that innovations in crop produc-
tion are cost-effective and scalable, especially for family farms? 

Mr. CAMERON. I will take a stab at that. We have looked at a 
lot of innovations on-farm from laser weeders to really highly pre-
cise weeders that will actually spray a minute amount of herbicide 
on a weed and leave the rest of the crop alone, but they come with 
a hefty price. We are talking $750,000 to $1.5 million, and for the 
average grower, that is way out of reach. Maybe in the long run 
it can save money, but technology is expensive. 

I would love to see maybe a program through NRCS where there 
could be some help in funding new technology on-farm. Get the 
money directly to the growers. They know what to do with it. They 
know what they need. I think that is a good way to advance tech-
nology on-farm and to improve the ag economy. 

Mrs. MILLER. Thank you. 
And Mr. Abbott, Illinois is home to world-class ag research insti-

tutions. How can we better leverage land-grant universities and 
public-private partnerships to accelerate the real-world adoption of 
future crop innovations? 
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Mr. ABBOTT. Well, I can speak right now from companies I for-
merly have worked for and the company I work for today. We actu-
ally do leverage that relationship. We work with contract research 
organizations. We also work with the different academics through-
out not only Illinois, but we work with Texas A&M. You go down 
the list, there are several of them out there that offer good pro-
grams. And we partner with them so we can get good data back. 
And, I mean, sometimes good data, it doesn’t work, so then you 
know exactly where you stand and you move on. 

Mrs. MILLER. Well, thank you. 
I yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you all for coming. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlelady yields back. 
Staying with that Illinois theme, I recognize Mr. Sorensen for 5 

minutes. 
Mr. SORENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and to our Ranking 

Member. 
Agriculture in America today is being stressed from all different 

directions. New invasive pests are spreading from pen to pen and 
field to field. New weather patterns are developing, causing more 
frequent derechos, flash flooding. And as of today, the University 
of Nebraska reports nearly half of our country is experiencing 
drought conditions. Point being, we need smarter, safer solutions. 

Illinois farmers, as the Congresswoman had mentioned, we are 
some of the best in the world when it comes to increasing produc-
tion and being resilient in the face of adversity. Our job on this 
Committee is to make sure that operations can be passed on to the 
next generation. We must give our farmers the tools that they need 
to succeed. 

I believe innovation is how we make the biggest move forward. 
We can use biologicals to lower inputs needed to deter pests, and 
microbes can help us grow crops. In my district, the beacon of inno-
vation is the Department of Agriculture’s National Center for Agri-
culture Utilization Research. But those of us in the heart of Illi-
nois, we know it as the Peoria Ag Lab. Famous for discovering the 
method to mass produce penicillin, the ag lab continues to be at the 
forefront in developing value-added agricultural products and has 
been for nearly 80 years. 

A key area of the lab’s work focuses on enhancing crop resilience. 
Scientists there have developed a natural pest control from a by-
product of mustard seed and also found red cedar plant compounds 
that help predatory ladybird beetles. Innovation allows us to con-
trol crop pests naturally. 

And there is even more research that goes way above my hat. 
From precision agriculture to increasing soil quality, providing re-
silience, the problem here is this. The path from laboratory to farm 
field, it remains too long and too uncertain. And it is not just cre-
ating innovation, it is scaling up, it is meeting standards, it is 
earning producer trust, and it is building supply chains. That re-
quires investment, and it requires bipartisan agreement that we 
still want to make sure that farmers have access to the tools that 
they need to succeed. 

Mr. Cameron, we will begin with you. I have heard stories where 
something so simple as failing to specify how to properly apply 
biologicals to crops actually lowered the effectiveness. Ultimately, 
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it wasted the farmer’s time and money. In your testimony, you 
made a couple of suggestions, such as creating incentives and pro-
viding technical guidance. Could you elaborate on this? And are 
there specific products that you have seen adopted that farmers 
were initially wary of but then they came around to it? And how 
do we help identify new uses for biologicals? 

Mr. CAMERON. I understand that biologicals are new for many 
growers. Their margins, as you know, are thin. They are reluctant 
to take the chance on a new product, especially when we talk about 
biologicals that may require special application, special handling, 
maybe a combination of several biologicals to make the products 
function synergistically to be effective. 

We know that there are actually not many people out there that 
really have the knowledge for that, the training to be able to ar-
ticulate that to the growers at the level that they will want to try 
and understand. We have been working with trying new products 
on our farm. We are constantly doing our own trials. 

Mr. SORENSEN. It is trial and error, right? 
Mr. CAMERON. Yes. We sometimes think we are a research sta-

tion, but we know that if we don’t do it, we are going to be left be-
hind and—— 

Mr. SORENSEN. Thank you. Thank you for that. 
Mr. CAMERON. Yes. 
Mr. SORENSEN. I appreciate that. I want to get to Mr. Witherbee. 

As a scientist myself, I am always concerned with the increasing 
anti-science rhetoric around the country, and it gets politicized, and 
it is terrible, honestly. We have seen it in campaigns around GMOs 
and corn syrup, and now consumers are becoming skittish when 
they hear gene editing. I have 30 seconds left. How can companies 
like Agragene and the government more effectively communicate 
the safety of new technologies? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Well, part of it is financing the science and 
being supportive of the science, particularly if it is the U.S. science, 
right? And it is in our nation’s interest. So part of it is going back 
to more of a fact-based approach of this is the facts we have tested. 
We have put it out in our land-grant universities. We have had 
some of our best scientists test this, and here are the proven facts 
about this, not the hearsay. And I think it is important to get back 
to the facts and to then make sure that that is being represented 
to the growers that then get the opportunity to try some of these 
tools. 

As I said, some of them will work, some won’t, but part of it is 
trying to find that out. And doing that early through trusted people 
like what we have in terms of our scientists and folks at land-grant 
universities is very important. 

Mr. SORENSEN. Couldn’t agree more. Thank you so much to our 
panel. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. 
I now recognize the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Wied, for 5 

minutes. 
Mr. WIED. Mr. Cameron, you grow both organic and conventional 

crops. Could you further explain what your experience has been 
with crop protection tools with both of the production styles? 
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Mr. CAMERON. We find a very limited selection of crop protection 
tools for organic that actually do the job. We talked earlier about 
working with one hand tied behind your back. That is how it feels 
many times. We have been able to get good at it. We have been 
able to hit windows that we don’t have the pest pressure possibly. 
Weeds are always an issue. We spend a lot of money there, but we 
are very limited. There really haven’t been a lot of new products 
coming into the organic market that are very effective. We are 
hopeful that there will be with additional biologicals hitting the 
scene in the future. 

Conventional products, we are just not getting a lot of new prod-
ucts to use, and that means we are using older products, older 
chemistry. We have to worry about resistance developing. We are 
extremely careful about rotation of our chemistry when we do make 
applications, and we are just trying to find ways to do things better 
and lower our cost. 

Mr. WIED. Thank you. So in recent months and years, there has 
been a much larger and louder conversation to get Americans to be 
healthier and make healthier decisions regarding their food. How 
do you think these crop protection tools play a role in increasing 
American-sourced healthy foods? 

Mr. CAMERON. I believe that, when I started farming, we used 
very tough materials that would kill everything in the field. We are 
now using targeted materials that kill only the insect that is being 
the problem, leaving the rest of the field, the beneficial insects, to 
help continue attacking the ones that do come back. 

I think the food we produce is extremely healthy. We have be-
come very good. Our production has gone up. The genetics have im-
proved immensely in the crops that we do grow, but farming is a 
difficult operation. 

Mr. WIED. So on that, what driving factors do you use to deter-
mine which protection tools you use for your conventional crops 
versus your organic crops? 

Mr. CAMERON. I will start with the organic because that is very 
limited. But we do spray our organic crops. We definitely do put 
crop protection materials on that, but we are very selective. We use 
coppers, sulfurs. There are natural pyrethroid available that 
doesn’t have the same strength. We rarely use it. It doesn’t work 
great, but in dire situations, we will try it. 

We try to have a lot of diversity on our farm. We find that bene-
ficial insects will switch from field to field and actually keep some 
of the populations down not only in organic but in conventional. We 
have learned a lot of things in organic production we use in conven-
tional and vice versa. But we are running low on products that we 
can use in organic and conventional farming. We just see the back-
log. It affects us directly. 

Mr. WIED. So last, I understand the crop protection options for 
specialty crops are fairly limited compared to those more tradi-
tional row crops we talk about more frequently. How has that im-
pacted your business? 

Mr. CAMERON. We tend to tolerate more possible insect damage 
if we don’t have the product or a product that is registered on the 
crop that we are growing. We may lose yield, definitely. We typi-
cally see a lower yield in organic crops versus conventional. We 
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grow both side by side. Well, not side by side, but on the same 
farm. Typically, we definitely have a yield loss when we don’t have 
the crop protection chemicals. 

Mr. WIED. Great. Well, thank you all for being here today. 
With that, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I now recognize the gentlelady from Illinois, Ms. Budzinski, for 

5 minutes. 
Ms. BUDZINSKI. [inaudible] Can you hear me now? Yes. Okay. I 

was thanking our Chairman for hosting this and also just wanted 
to say thank you to the witnesses for traveling to be a part of this 
discussion. 

The conversation around innovations in crop production is some-
thing that is very timely. We have all heard from farmers in our 
districts, mine certainly, about the challenges of rising input costs 
and the difficult decisions that they must make to improve produc-
tivity but reduce costs at the farm. My district is home to over 1 
million acres of farmland, and while much of it is corn and soy-
beans, we are also the home to a variety of specialty crops. I often 
like to remind people I represent Collinsville, which is the world 
capital of horseradish production. 

But in central and southern Illinois, the ag industry is not just 
farms. We are also home to incredible agricultural research at the 
University of Illinois but also Southern Illinois University in 
Edwardsville. We are the home of corporate facilities like ADM’s 
North American headquarters in Decatur, along with other ag 
manufacturers like Premiant and facilities for some of the biggest 
names in ag across the district, including Nutrien in Champaign, 
Illinois. 

My district is, in many ways, leading in that next horizon of agri-
culture, be it in producing inputs, creating new markets through 
biomanufacturing. I also like to say I represent Silicorn Valley, a 
corny joke for everyone, or even the integration of AI into farming 
operations. The University of Illinois is the home of AIFARMS (Ar-
tificial Intelligence for Future Agricultural Resilience, Manage-
ment, and Sustainability). 

I enjoy each of your testimonies about the role that you are play-
ing in ag innovation and the importance of a regulatory system 
that works for producers and growers. But I also want to under-
score the importance of how these innovations can come to be in 
the first place. I have been a serious advocate for agricultural re-
search since I joined Congress. And as a part of that, I frequently 
talk about the importance of public-private partnerships and the 
role that these partnerships can play in ushering in the agriculture 
of the future. 

So I would ask, actually, each of the panelists, our witnesses, can 
each of you speak to the importance of Congress funding public ag-
ricultural and environmental research, especially as we work to-
ward new horizons in ag and pest control innovations? And maybe 
we could start with you, Mr. Witherbee. 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, no. And part of it is, for sure, as I had 
mentioned before, part of Agragene came out of BioSTL or Bio-
Generator, which is basically building on technologies and sup-
porting early development. Part of that is important. And then we 
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use strong linkages with the University of Missouri, Danforth Cen-
ter, other institutions in order to do the testing to get some of the 
products and to get some of the talent as well. And so I think it 
is important those relationships continue. A lot of that is via fund-
ing that comes into those organizations to help with supporting 
kind of the next generation of innovators, entrepreneurs, or just de-
velopers, and so I think it is very important. 

Ms. BUDZINSKI. Great. 
Dr. WYANT. Thank you for your joke. I might steal it from you. 

And thank you for mentioning Nutrien’s Innovation Farm in 
Champaign, a fantastic facility for showing growers and customers 
what is next. 

I think for your question about what Congress can be doing is 
just taking those steps to make sure that those tools are in the 
toolbox, that whatever challenge we have coming down the pipeline 
is growers have something they can reach into readily and take 
care of it. 

Ms. BUDZINSKI. Thank you. 
Mr. ABBOTT. And I will talk about investing in the land-grant 

universities and just the students themselves, right? We are seeing 
a lot of decrease of ag students coming out of the universities. And 
if you look here, a lot of gray hair up here. We need people to re-
place us as we move on, right? So I would really like to see Con-
gress help push that initiative and get the funding that we need 
to succeed. 

Ms. BUDZINSKI. That is a great point, yes. 
Mr. CAMERON. Yes, I have a lot of gray hair. Hopefully, I will 

keep it for a little while longer. 
But, no, we definitely need money for research in ag. I think 

without research, we don’t have a future. There is absolutely no 
question about that. The new technology is coming at a rapid pace. 
And, growers have a lot of issues on their plate, and this is a very 
important one. It is one of our basic needs that we have to have. 
Research is the backbone of agriculture, and if we don’t have that, 
we are not going to have a future. And we do need young people 
to get into ag, no question. 

Ms. BUDZINSKI. Great. Thank you. Well, you have a partner in 
me in that work and advocating for that funding. It is really criti-
cally important. 

Thank you, and I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. 
I now recognize the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Messmer, for 

5 minutes. 
Mr. MESSMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and for all the wit-

nesses today. 
Hoosier farmers are increasingly productive. Between 2020 and 

2023, net farm income grew by more than 60 percent, even though 
active farm acres declined. While much of this productivity is due 
to expertise of growing, some of it is of the efficiency. Some can be 
attributed to new farm tech. My district is at the forefront of the 
next generation of crop protection chemistries, but before ag 
innovators can bring a product to market, they must grapple with 
the threat of IP theft. 
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Mr. Abbott, can you speak to how IP theft impacts the decisions 
you make at Adjuvants Unlimited? 

Mr. ABBOTT. We take that very seriously, right? We want to 
say—and the proprietary nature of our business here is—because 
a lot of the adjuvants are not patent-protected as crop protection 
is, so we need to make sure that we keep that confidential and se-
cure. 

Mr. MESSMER. Okay. Thank you. The USDA identified cybersecu-
rity as a primary threat to our national farm security. Mr. Abbott, 
how can Congress partner with businesses like Adjuvants Unlim-
ited to bolster IP protections through cybersecurity enhancements? 

Mr. ABBOTT. I would say, wherever you can fund it, I would sup-
port that. 

Mr. MESSMER. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. Cameron, I appreciate your comments about the pragmatism 

of the American farmer. The producers who have survived the last 
several years of razor-thin margins are among the most efficient, 
innovative, and hardest-working individuals out there. They are 
not wasting expensive chemicals on irresponsible application. 

Mr. Cameron, for the purpose of shedding light on a part of farm-
ing that is often misunderstood, can you quantify how much pes-
ticide is applied on an acre of your conventional crops? 

Mr. CAMERON. Can I quantify the amount of pesticide used? 
Mr. MESSMER. Yes. 
Mr. CAMERON. We grow a very diverse number of crops on our 

operation, and I think years ago we used to spray on a much more 
frequent basis, maybe a calendar basis. We use integrated pest 
management on all of our crops. We scout. We have companies that 
actually come do pest control work on our farm, check our field, but 
we also check behind them. I always say the best footprints are 
your own to be on your farm. We need to be out in the field looking 
at our own fields. 

But as far as quantifying, we grow over 2,000 acres of processing 
tomatoes. We may put one product on sulfur, very common for dis-
ease and insect protection. And then we may later in the season 
put one spray on for worms to keep them from getting into the to-
matoes. 

But, I look back on how we used to farm. We used to spend more 
money. Our products cost more, but they are more specific and they 
are more effective. 

Mr. MESSMER. Thank you. The National Corn Growers Associa-
tion compares the amount of glyphosate applied to an acre of farm-
land to that of a large cup of coffee being spread evenly around a 
football field. But in the real world the absence of this coffee cup’s 
worth of protecting would lead to large crop losses and eradicate 
the use of soil health practices like no-till, so they are very impor-
tant. 

FIFRA keeps our producers, consumers, and environment safe, 
but the process is incredibly slow and needs improvement. Mr. Ab-
bott, you mentioned that $1⁄2 billion in CPDA products are cur-
rently tied up in EPA reviews. How challenging is it for a small 
biotech innovator to wait out these EPA delays? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Very costly. I don’t know the exact dollar amount, 
but I do know the longer they wait every day is lost revenue, and 
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not only for the small startup companies, but also for the farmers 
as well because it is back to needing additional tools out there to 
be successful. 

Mr. MESSMER. Thank you. In holding up pesticide reviews, the 
Biden Administration forced small businesses to shoulder a heavy 
expense. I am encouraged by the steps the current Administration 
is taking to right these wrongs, and I look forward to working with 
them to ensure affordable access to critical inputs for Hoosier farm-
ers. 

With that, I thank you all for sharing today. And, Mr. Chairman, 
I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I am now pleased to recognize the gentleman from New York, 

Mr. Riley, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. RILEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to all the wit-

nesses for being here today. 
I represent a rural district in upstate New York. I actually grew 

up just a few blocks away from The Cider Mill, and one says The 
Cider Mill, not a cider mill. Folks in Broome County understand 
that. Every kid has a field trip at some point where you go to The 
Cider Mill. My wife, she is a Virginian, and the first time I brought 
her home to meet my parents, our first hometown date, I took her 
to The Cider Mill so she could see how the apples are crushed and 
we got some donuts, which may or may not be why she ended up 
marrying me in the long run. 

But I raise all that because apples upstate, it is a big driver of 
our economy, but it is also a really important part of our culture. 
It is a really important part of our community. But I don’t think, 
or at least I wonder sometimes whether Congress is doing enough 
to support our apple growers. Unlike row crops, specialty crops 
typically don’t have the same level of access to crop insurance and 
to other safety net programs. And I have heard from a lot of our 
apple growers across upstate New York that that leaves these pro-
ducers especially vulnerable when you have invasive pests or 
emerging diseases or shifting climate conditions end up hitting 
their fields. And sometimes when it comes to research dollars, our 
specialty crop growers are sort of an afterthought, despite the fact 
that they probably need the help the most, given that a lot of the 
challenges they face are crop-specific or region-specific and there-
fore require targeted, science-based solutions. 

And so, Mr. Cameron, I was just hoping you could speak gen-
erally and share your perspective as a specialty crop producer. 
What are the handful of Federal programs that could be improved 
when it comes to pest management and research and mitigation 
tools for specialty crops? How should we be thinking about crop in-
surance and just generally as somebody who cares a lot about the 
apple industry and specialty crops generally, things that we should 
be focused on here in the Agriculture Committee? 

Mr. CAMERON. Well, we know that the IR–4 Project has been a 
great boon to specialty crop growers, getting new chemistry into 
the hands of specialty crop growers, so that is number one. The 
FAR program that actually does testing and brings other products 
on farm for testing, very important. Specialty Crop Block Grants 
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have been critical for getting projects within states and getting new 
products, new technology on board in specialty crop areas. 

As far as insurance, you are right. Many times specialty crops 
are left behind. They are difficult to get insured. You go through 
maybe the—I can’t think of the term, but for NRCS, their program 
for non-insured crops. It is a difficult process. It is not easy. I usu-
ally don’t even bother with it because it is too cumbersome. Maybe 
simplification, maybe we can group them together in some way and 
have some type of a matrix that could address some of the issues 
that you face and that we face in California. 

Mr. RILEY. Yes, I appreciate that and would like to work with 
you on some ideas for both streamlining existing programs but also 
making sure they are covering more folks and covering the chal-
lenges that are particular to specialty crops across the country. 

Thank you all for being here for your testimony. Mr. Chairman, 
I will yield back my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I am pleased to recognize the gentleman from North Carolina, 

Mr. Harris, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. HARRIS. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all 

on this panel for your time and your patience and the way you 
have brought your expertise on a very important subject to us 
today. 

Mr. Abbott, let me just start with you. The Office of Pesticide 
Programs was created to oversee the safe administration of pes-
ticides in order to help farmers, but your testimony shows that it 
is failing to keep up with the demand. As a result, farmers are 
missing out on more affordable and effective products. And so in 
December, Mr. Abbott, Congress passed a law that asked for an 
independent audit of EPA processes and performance to make rec-
ommendations. And I just wanted to ask if you might have some 
insights or what you might expect that that audit is going to find. 

Mr. ABBOTT. It is a great question, Congressman. I am not sure 
what it will find, but I do know what we have done. As registrants, 
we paid an additional 30 percent. That was what was agreed to, 
and we are not seeing that money for the backlogs that we con-
tinue to talk about here today. So I would assume that it will 
maybe see some inefficiencies and where they could possibly bolster 
different staffing, whether it is a reduction in staff, people retire, 
people leave. I mean, we just need to fix what is wrong. 

Mr. HARRIS. Got you. Well, let me ask you this. Are the delays 
at OPP simply a matter of a lack of Congressional funding, or are 
there further regulatory changes that Congress really needs to con-
sider? 

Mr. ABBOTT. I think you always got to consider the future, look 
at the past, where we have been and where we are going with new 
innovations, new technologies, and whether or not the current sys-
tem fits the bill going forward. I can’t speak to that, per se, but I 
do know we just need to do—and I think doing an audit of it is 
going to probably get to the bottom of some of that. 

Mr. HARRIS. Okay. Thank you. 
Dr. Wyant, we often hear from producers the need for more tools 

in the toolbox, we have used that phrase several times here this 
morning, as they face increasing pressures and the need to produce 
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more with less. I wonder if you could take a moment and explain 
further how biostimulants being used in conjunction with tradi-
tional crop inputs like fertilizer and pesticides can actually help 
producers form a well-rounded plan to protect their crops. 

Dr. WYANT. Thank you, Congressman, great question. So those 
fertilizers serve as that foundational component. We need to pro-
vide the plants nutrition that they need to grow and produce a 
great crop. That is something we have been doing for a long time, 
and it is something that Nutrien prides itself on bringing those ma-
terials to the market. 

One thing we can do with biostimulants is add a new functional 
component where we can take a material—and biostimulants are 
a big tent with lots of ingredients and lots of modes of action of 
how they impact the soil or the plant, and we can add a new com-
ponent to the fertilizer in a blend. We can put them together and 
make something completely new, completely innovative. And some 
of these products can be very tailored to what those local conditions 
are, field conditions, weather conditions, even crop-specific condi-
tions. Thank you. 

Mr. HARRIS. Okay. Great. 
Mr. Cameron, given your experience producing both conventional 

and organic crops, I imagine you know the ins and outs of almost 
any type of crop production tool out there. I think we would benefit 
from hearing your perspective on the value of the pesticides and 
ensuring an abundant U.S. food supply since you have farmed with 
them and without them. Could you share with us today how access 
to these EPA-approved pesticides is crucial for the farmer’s suc-
cess? 

Mr. CAMERON. Absolutely. We know and we see with farming 
with very limited inputs in organic production that we run into dis-
ease issues, we run into pest issues that we really have a difficult 
time controlling. We have lost crops due to insects and disease, 
which is why organic products or produce tends to be higher in 
price. There is more risk involved. And when we have conventional 
chemistry that we can use for crop protection, we have a better, 
back to the toolbox, we have better tools to be able to put specifi-
cally on for certain types of pests to control them and get our crop 
to where we end up with higher yields and many times better qual-
ity. 

Mr. HARRIS. Thank you. Thank you all again for being here today 
and for your expertise that you have shared. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I am now pleased to recognize the gentlelady from Maryland, 

Mrs. McClain Delaney, for 5 minutes. 
Mrs. MCCLAIN DELANEY. So thank you to our witnesses here 

today. I know it has been a long morning, and I really appreciate 
all of your expertise. 

And I do have to say thank you to our Chairman GT Thompson 
and to our Ranking Member, Ms. Craig, because they really have 
focused on innovation and U.S. competitiveness in the agricultural 
sector, and I really appreciate that work. 

Your perspectives today speak directly to the importance of im-
proving practical, science-driven innovation in agriculture. And 
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many of you have raised challenges to those resources. And I have 
to say, I am a fourth-generation Idahoan, came from a farming 
family, but I represent Maryland’s 6th Congressional District and 
western Maryland in our ag preserve. And I believe in our strong 
regulatory system, although it clearly needs improvement, but we 
can’t meet today’s needs without proper resources. So my questions 
are just going to focus on really understaffing and resourcing, prob-
ably at the EPA, and also you know, further research at our land- 
grant universities. 

The EPA’s Office of Pesticides Program is chronically under-fund-
ed and understaffed, as we have talked today, and leading to back-
logs that delay access to safer, more effective tools. And, second, I 
want to highlight the vital role of our land-grant universities and 
regional research and what that means. 

So with respect to these staffing shortages, Mr. Cameron, you 
highlighted that there is simply not enough staff and resources to 
sometimes keep up with the applications in some of your testi-
mony, and I share your concern, especially given the impact on the 
EPA’s ability to improve innovation products. With growing resist-
ance to existing pesticides and a shifting consumer demand, is 
there a way farmers in the private-sector could help better address 
some of these staffing shortages and this education back loop? I 
saw some of your testimony and thought it was really interesting. 
And, do you have any specific recommendations for us in Congress? 
And I might add that also open that up to the whole panel as well. 

Mr. CAMERON. No, we know that we have a lack of products that 
we can use in traditional farming and in the organic world since 
I live in both realms. 

Mrs. MCCLAIN DELANEY. Yes. 
Mr. CAMERON. We know that the products, we are being asked 

to reduce pesticide use, produce healthy food for consumers 
throughout the nation, but the tools take time. You have heard 10, 
12 years to go from inception to being able to be registered in the 
field, so anything we are getting now was designed or created years 
ago. So we are not seeing the technology move forward at a rapid 
pace. 

Possibly, I can see some type of accelerated program for 
biologicals that may not have the traditional risk associated with 
it, maybe a special category, but definitely working with state gov-
ernments that do have—like we do in California, we have a De-
partment of Pesticide Regulation, work in tandem, possibly get an 
MOU put together to where we can move products forward to-
gether rather than getting a product registered at the Federal level 
and then going through a California process. It just delays. It is 
delay after delay. We need things now. The consumers are demand-
ing it, and we want to be good stewards. We feel we are. We just 
need to get products through the process. 

Mrs. MCCLAIN DELANEY. Thank you. I am going to just move on 
quickly for time for university investment. Mr. Abbott, you men-
tioned that the CBDA supports increased Federal investments in 
applied research and demonstration projects through land-grant 
universities and regional Centers of Excellence, and Maryland has 
a great footprint of strong land-grant universities. I am curious, 
how can we better leverage to support testing new spray tech-
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nologies, validating application strategies, and supporting farmer 
adoption through education and outreach? 

And then I loved the comment about investment in students 
themselves as well because I think that is important. 

Mr. ABBOTT. Sure. No, and I will just talk briefly here because 
I know our time is short here, but they have not stopped the re-
search, right? I know several researchers, they continue, and I 
have also helped support because they solicit grants and working 
for a large multinational at DuPont, I helped get some of those 
fundings for them because I saw the importance. And it wasn’t 
around just selling a product. It was actually getting the tools into 
the farmer’s hands. 

Mrs. MCCLAIN DELANEY. Anyone else in terms of input on that? 
All of you seem to really support research as well, but any other 
specific recommendations for us? All right. And for the record, I 
will submit one more question about regulatory delays, but my 
time is up. I yield back, and thank you all, very informative today, 
and I appreciate your testimony. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. 
Now I recognize the pride of South Dakota, Mr. Dusty Johnson, 

for 5 minutes. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Cameron, I come to you. I think we all realize producers de-

serve a consistent science-based approach toward crop protection 
tools, a national labeling standard that embraces that consistency 
and that science-based approach. It seems like we increasingly 
have a state or two that wants to be in the business of conflicting 
labeling standards. Tell me about the frustration or the complica-
tion that causes producers. 

Mr. CAMERON. I said earlier that when you have a product that 
is fully registered in one state but not in another, I think it puts 
that state at a disadvantage. They can’t compete equally, and it 
creates issues. We may have an insect infestation that needs a 
product that isn’t fully registered within that state. It creates 
issues, creates the use of using more material, maybe more toxic 
materials to try and find a solution to the problem a grower may 
have. So, I am always in support of uniform labeling and uniform 
distribution of the product and the legality, the legal side of appli-
cation. 

Mr. JOHNSON. And I think the Committee here, most Members 
well understand the rigorous science-based approach that EPA en-
gages in to get these labeling requirements. I think it is broadly 
accepted across the industry. States that are attempting to do their 
own labels have their own processes. Do any of them match or ex-
ceed the rigor of what we see at the Federal level? 

Mr. CAMERON. Occasionally, that is the case, yep. They may 
make the product more restrictive, put buffer zones. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I know that they may be more restrictive, but is 
their scientific analysis, are they doing more science, or are they 
allowing political science to creep into their findings? 

Mr. CAMERON. I think it is probably a mix of both. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sure. Okay. How about for you, Mr. Abbott? 

You talked about, and I thought appropriately so, that ESA compli-
ance has been trending away from practical solutions and toward 
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more land restrictions. It seems like in some cases that can be the 
wrong approach. Can technology help solve these problems? 

Mr. ABBOTT. I believe so. And I will say I lived in your beautiful 
state for 5 years. I was a DuPont rep up there, so lived in Pierre, 
actually Fort Pierre, West River. 

I would say yes, the adjuvants play a huge part into that on the 
ESA. There are several different things that can be and were recog-
nized from nozzles, different things, but in order to fine tune it and 
help reduce that buffer even more because, let’s face it, if you do 
a buffer zone, that is lost production, and that is money out of the 
farmer’s pocket. So I am not saying that we don’t need to pay at-
tention to the endangered species, but I think we have the tools 
and the technology to mitigate that. 

Mr. JOHNSON. So you mentioned nozzles. I mean, help us under-
stand, explain for folks a little bit how some of these drift reduction 
tools, these practical tools can help. I mean, how do they work? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Sure. So when you add that to the tank mix, it is 
going to help increase the volume, the VMD is what it is called, 
and it is the droplet size because what spreads and what drifts is 
fines, right? When you come out of the nozzle body, out of the ori-
fice, it is going to drift across the field. We are influencing that to 
minimize that. You are never going to totally eliminate it, but you 
can definitely severely reduce that. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I don’t have any particular answer in mind, but 
is there something Congress can do to encourage more of these 
technological, practical solutions rather than just carte blanche, the 
land restrictions? 

Mr. ABBOTT. I would say work within the committees that are in 
Congress in support and the funding because I think some of this, 
they don’t quite understand we need to get adequate resources 
there to bring in the experts if you will. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 
Mr. Chairman, I would yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate the gentleman. I appreciate the fact 

that we just actually passed legislation that increased investment 
in agriculture research. It is something that unifies both sides of 
the aisle here recognizing that. 

I am now pleased to recognize a patient and very effective legis-
lator, Mr. Taylor from Ohio, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Ranking 
Member. 

I think if I just yield back before anybody walks in, you guys get 
to go home, but let’s gamble a little bit here. 

Dr. Wyant, you have a lot of experience dealing with all the dif-
ferent state regulations and regulators, and you talked in your tes-
timony about the trouble of a patchwork approach concerning defi-
nitions as well. Can you talk about how having 50 different regula-
tions and 50 different definitions of something would complicate 
your business? 

Dr. WYANT. Thank you, Congressman, appreciate that question. 
Yes, so having this patchwork of regulation means some farmers in 
some states have tools available to them where just going over a 
border they don’t have that tool, and that is quite frustrating to the 
growers. We experience that. I am from Arizona. We have access 
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to tools that Californians don’t, even though it is just a river that 
separates us. Climate is very similar. The stressors are very simi-
lar. Maybe the same for Midwestern growers now where there is 
this heat dome going across the country, an incredible stressful 
event for a crop that is developing at a sensitive time for yield. The 
heat dome doesn’t care where state borders end and where they 
begin. It is a climate event. It is a weather event. 

So I think cleaning up some of that patchwork and providing a 
Federal definition of what a biostimulant is and what it isn’t and 
then excluding it from FIFRA to really just expand access to the 
toolbox and even it out throughout these different states. Thank 
you. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you. Is that something you see a level of con-
cern from the average farmer about, or are they not as concerned 
as they should be? If you understand what I am trying to ask. 

Dr. WYANT. I hear the frustration. I came up in agriculture, Cali-
fornia, Arizona. My first territory was Phoenix to San Diego. We 
farm out there. If you are eating a salad in the wintertime, it is 
coming from us. And lots of frustration from growers on the Cali-
fornia side because they know their buddies over the river in Ari-
zona have a tool that they don’t have access to, and they are frus-
trated. It is slow, it is delayed, and it is years later maybe that tool 
does show up on the toolbox. And it is just differences in how states 
approach innovation. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Sure. All right. Thank you. 
Mr. Cameron, as a farmer at the Terranova Ranch for nearly 40 

years, I think you can provide a unique perspective on the changes 
in the agricultural industry. From technology and equipment to 
yield and productivity, things have changed immensely in the ag 
industry over the last 40 years. During that time, I am sure you 
have seen new technologies that helped, some that weren’t the 
right fit, and maybe even some that you thought were going to be 
widespread but ultimately did not take off. America has been built 
on consistently changing and improving, but it can take time for 
adoption to occur. I am curious, as a farmer, could you talk about 
how adopting new technologies, especially from startup companies, 
can be a daunting task? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes, we have worked with several startups over 
the years. We have actually worked with a company that is pro-
ducing nitrogen fertilizer out of the atmosphere with electric en-
ergy. They came to our farm. We gave them a corner of the ranch. 
We actually had Secretary Vilsack see that and called it lightning 
in a bottle. Now, due to Federal grants, they upsized, and they are 
now going to start groundwork for a new facility in California in 
September. 

So I think working growers can help. They can give them advice. 
There are things that are going to be great for agriculture, but the 
changes I have seen over the years are immense. I have a VAPAM 
sodium metam 1 quart container that was purchased at Kmart 
generations ago, and now we know the restrictive nature of using 
that product. We have come a long way. We have improved a lot. 
I think we have a great future as long as we continue with re-
search development and being open to new products. 
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Mr. TAYLOR. Right. Are there things that we can do, meaning 
Congress, to incentivize the adoption of these things other than 
make them cheaper, subsidize them? Are there other things we can 
do? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes, I mean, we know that maybe tax breaks for 
new developments possibly for incentivizing growers to make adop-
tion of new technology. There are a lot of ways to incentivize farm-
ers to get these new methods on-farm. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Okay. Thank you very much. I appreciate everyone’s 
time and sacrifices you made to be with us today, and sorry about 
that. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman, yields back. I now recog-

nize the gentleman from California, Mr. Gray, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. GRAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 

Craig, for holding this timely hearing, and thank you to our wit-
nesses for being here today, appreciate that. 

I find myself concerned about the narrative developed around the 
health and safety of our crops. Farmers are under increasing 
stress, tariffs, labor, changes in energy policy, and I think these 
last few years have really revealed just how fragile our food pro-
duction system can be. We must focus on science and research to 
ensure everyone has access to safe and healthy food, but the Cen-
tral Valley grows healthy food, point blank, full stop. From vegeta-
bles to fruits to nuts, our producers are at the core of ensuring 
America is healthy. 

Our farmers care deeply about feeding Americans safe products 
and do so under a uniquely stringent regulatory environment in 
California. I worry that what seems to be a well-intentioned move-
ment is achieving the opposite. By not following the science and 
creating dangerous narratives that go against what research and 
our institutions have told us, we endanger farmers even more. 

Mr. Cameron, it is great to see you here in Washington. I find 
myself concerned that while the MAHA report may claim it has the 
goal of making America healthy, the actual conclusions in the re-
port are faulty. If you were writing your own report justifying your 
production practices and making suggestions for a healthier popu-
lation, what would you include? 

Mr. CAMERON. Thank you, Congressman. We know that we are 
producing the finest and highest quality food in the world with the 
safest practices for our workers, for our communities. We are doing 
the right thing. We are glad to see fresh fruits and vegetables 
being mentioned, and increased consumption would be fantastic. 
That would help all of us in the farming community. 

We demand science at the base of decisions moving forward. We 
feel very strongly that sometimes we get emotion. I know that 
TikTok people that get a following may not be true, could be great, 
but we want to see science as a basis for any decisions moving for-
ward, absolutely. 

Mr. GRAY. I appreciate that sentiment. I don’t think we can ex-
pect our farmers to adapt to a constantly changing narrative 
around their crop protection tools while at the same time stripping 
away the staff and resources needed to ensure farmers feel safe 
adopting these new technologies. 
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Just this weekend, in fact, the Administration instructed further 
cuts at the EPA, closing down the Office of Research and Develop-
ment. These staff cuts lead to further delays in critical approval 
processes and frankly slow the opportunity for innovation in the 
crop production space. 

Mr. Witherbee, in your testimony, you call for the creation of 
science-based risk proportionate pathways that recognize the 
unique properties of biological and gene-edited pest control tools. 
Could you go ahead and elaborate on that? Is the EPA adequately 
equipped to assess these technologies, or do they need additional 
funds or perhaps specific scientists to efficiently and effectively re-
view this type of technology? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, I think that, unfortunately, they are regu-
lating to legislation that has been put in place for chemicals. As we 
start to look at some of these new technologies now, they are 
adapting to some of these. It is just slow, and a lot of times it is 
plant first and then followed by other biologics or other things. And 
so it is just not fast enough, and it is not across the board. 

The same scientific decisions that are being made, is it safe to 
the environment, is it safe to people, should we not be able to go 
and test that, those three things are kind of key pieces to this to 
move it forward and to allow for the universities to test, and then 
from that, the data is there in order to approve it to move on to 
commercialization and into the growers’ hands. 

Mr. GRAY. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the rest of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I am now pleased to recognize the gentlelady from Florida, Con-

gresswoman Cammack, for 5 minutes. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to 

our witnesses for being with us today. I really do appreciate the 
commentary that has been put forth today. It is a vital topic. As 
the lone Representative for the entire State of Florida being a very 
large ag state and production state, it is critical, so thank you. 

I will start with you, Mr. Cameron. As you stated in your testi-
mony, IR–4 is a key resource for our specialty crop producers. And 
as so many of you know, Florida is home to 300 specialty crops, so 
something that is near and dear to our hearts. Can you share with 
us some of the breakthrough innovations over the last few years 
that that has enabled? 

Mr. CAMERON. I apologize. I don’t have specific results for you, 
but I do know that this has been a very successful program. We 
haven’t had to deal at our location with products that have gone 
through the IR–4 process, although we are dealing with—I take 
that back. We are running tests currently through the IR–4 Project 
for a pesticide that is used in some of the other commodity crops 
that we are trying on processing tomatoes. We want to see if there 
is a fit, seeing if we can control thrips early season so that we can 
get control where we usually don’t have products that fit that need. 
So it is getting to the farm. Maybe some other farms, possibly 
more, but we are always looking for new solutions. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Well, and I know you have touched on this a lit-
tle bit today, Mr. Cameron, but talk a little bit about the role that 
Congress can play explicitly just so folks back home can really un-
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derstand the role that we here can have in making sure that our 
producers, particularly as it relates to specialty crops, have access 
to safe and effective crop protection options. And you can talk 
through regulatory reform, research investments, or other means. 
But really for the folks back home, what is the most important 
thing Congress can be doing? 

Mr. CAMERON. Well, I think many times specialty crops get left 
out of the mix. We know that—— 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Preach. Thank you. Amen. 
Mr. CAMERON. No, we realize that, let’s face it, the commodity 

crops that have millions of acres, it is a bigger market, gets more 
attention. In California, we have crops that you may only have 100 
acres, 200 acres in very small specific crops that are being grown, 
and they are totally uncovered. They don’t have the crop protection 
chemicals because nobody has pursued the label. That makes it 
very difficult to grow crops similar to very small plots when you 
compare it to the rest of the nation. So we always do need like an 
IR–4 Project. We need Section 18, Section 24 where we have local 
needs that we can actually bring certain products into those situa-
tions. 

But many times, it takes a long time to develop those, so emer-
gency situations even for larger minor crops, so any help we could 
get either in funding for research to where we can develop a label 
for some of these minor crops. 

I mentioned earlier my neighbor planted agave, low water use. 
We will see how that works out, but absolutely no products can le-
gally be used on that crop for crop protection. So anything you can 
do for funding to get into the IR–4 Project, the FAR program to 
where we can actually see results in the field in growers’ hands is 
invaluable. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Okay. I appreciate that, Mr. Cameron. 
I am going to go to you, Mr. Witherbee. As you know, the Asian 

citrus fly has decimated our citrus growers in Florida really and 
across the country. Have you performed any research on whether 
a sterile insect technique could be applicable in combating citrus 
greening? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. It is a little tougher mechanism of action, unfor-
tunately. It could help. You start to suppress the amount of insects 
that are available to link up to the orange, and then you can de-
crease greening. It is a bigger problem, and so it is one of those 
where it would require research. We know it is important, but it 
is also a specialty crop where the return on investment is really 
tough. And so part of it is funding that would go into a lot of that 
research for new technologies just hasn’t been there. It has been 
in some cases, but this is where, over the years, like I said, the 
delays that would take to get it even if it was emergency use would 
be really tough to get something new into that industry very quick-
ly. 

Mrs. CAMMACK. Well, I think you are making the case as to why 
the research dollars are so critically important. 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes. 
Mrs. CAMMACK. And of course we are very proud of the fact that 

the farm bill includes another 5 years’ worth of funding to combat 
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citrus greening because you can’t have Florida without oranges, 
right? So thank you. 

My time has expired, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. And actually, what we 

just passed is 6 years’ worth of funding. 
I am pleased to recognize my good friend from California, Mr. 

Carbajal, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to you 

and Ranking Member Craig for having this important hearing. 
Mr. Cameron, you are from paradise, also known as California, 

and I am really glad that you are imparting your wisdom onto the 
rest of our country today. I represent the Central Coast, which is 
an even focused paradise within paradise in California. And Rank-
ing Member Craig was just in my district this past weekend, and 
I was talking to the Chairman about him visiting as well, and so 
I hope you enlighten him as to why he should come and have a 
good time and see the great agriculture in our state. 

Specialty crops are both unique and delicate and come with 
many challenges when it comes to protecting them against pests, 
invasive pests and disease. You mentioned in your testimony that 
farmers have been investing in innovation to improve methods to 
manage pests while reducing risks to people, property, and the en-
vironment. What are some of the most effective ways this Com-
mittee can support those efforts? And how can research at our local 
universities help specialty crop growers adopt safer and more effec-
tive pest management strategies? 

Mr. CAMERON. So, we are looking at—I apologize. The first part 
of your question was related to—— 

Mr. CARBAJAL. What are some of the most effective ways this 
Committee can support those efforts? 

Mr. CAMERON. We believe that additional money for research 
within California for specialty crops is imperative either through 
the IR–4 Project, the FAR program, Specialty Crop Block Grants, 
working directly with universities to fund research for specialty 
crops. As you know in California, I hate to say this, but we grow 
over 400 specialty crops, and we have a lot of minor crops that 
need attention that usually don’t get the funding and the light 
shone on them to get results done in the field. 

We know that the universities are involved in many aspects of 
crop production and doing research. We know the Strawberry Com-
mission does work at Cal Poly within your district. They have a 
great grant there. The university is very well engaged with agri-
culture, as is UC Davis, Fresno State, and some of the other minor 
colleges, UC Merced as well. 

So we know that funding is what we need. We need to be able 
to do the research, engage with the farmers, show them what is 
going on and new avenues, new ways of doing things. It is really 
the only way we are going to get the technology down to the grower 
level. 

We also know that the University of California Extension is 
great for moving that information through their ag advisors. 

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you. I always like to remind people that 
California is the largest agriculture state in the country, just say-
ing. 
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Mr. Cameron, you noted in your testimony that dual pesticide 
registration process with the state and EPA can slow down the 
adoption of biologicals. From your perspective, how can Federal 
and state agencies better coordinate to ensure that these tools are 
both safe and more readily available to growers? 

Mr. CAMERON. As you stated, there is a delay when we move 
from Federal to state registration for products. I believe that par-
allel registration, working with the—maybe get an MOU between 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation and the Federal 
EPA office so that when products do come and if they are going to 
have a fit in California that we start the registration process at the 
same time so that we get registration concurrent. As you know, we 
increased the mill tax for pesticides last year with the idea that we 
are going to get products moving through the system at a more 
rapid pace. 

California farmers, especially crop growers, are innovative. They 
want new tools. They want new technology, and they are always 
willing to adopt. 

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you, Mr. Cameron. Finally, Mr. Cameron, 
as this Committee continues to work on a farm bill, I would like 
to revisit a point you raised in your testimony regarding integrated 
pests management, or IPM, which is already being used by many 
growers. What more can Congress do to help support methods like 
the use of integrated pest management so growers can protect their 
crops, keep their operations strong, and increase crop resiliency? 

Mr. CAMERON. I think pest management starts with your soil. 
We need to have healthy soils. We need to have funding for prac-
tices that will improve soil quality because I think you start out 
with a healthy plant, an insect is less likely to cause the damage. 
I think there are programs through NRCS for funding into Cali-
fornia that we could expand on. But, getting new products out 
quicker at the Federal level would be great. 

Mr. CARBAJAL. Great. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am out of 
time. 

Thank you, Mr. Cameron. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
I am now pleased to recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. 

Jackson, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I 

appreciate each one of you coming out today for your testimony. 
I would like to first start with Mr. Abbott. You noted in your tes-

timony that the MAHA Commission’s report ‘‘undermines trust in 
the regulatory process by citing unverifiable sources, omitting key 
stakeholders’ voices, including farmers’’—how about that? We are 
missing farmers at the table—‘‘food producers, and scientists and 
making sweeping claims not grounded in the science or structure 
of the current systems.’’ I agree, and I am concerned that MAHA’s 
stated goals diverge strongly from what was reported in this docu-
ment. Moving forward, what would you like to see from the com-
mission to believe that they are actually engaging in an honest sci-
entific process? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Well, thank you for your question, Congressman. I 
just would really like to see it based in science. I mean, that is how 
we have gotten to where we are at today. That is how we have got-
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ten the tools that the farmers use today and where we are going 
to go in the future, so we need sound science reviews. And then I 
can’t speak for the MAHA Commission and what they have been 
doing, but what I can say is we all want safe, healthy food for not 
only our children but our own families and everybody, right? So it 
is all about food security and food safety. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Well, thank you so much. We need a few 
more farmers and producers at the table and a few less lawyers, 
correct? 

Mr. ABBOTT. Absolutely. 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Thank you so much. 
Mr. Cameron, in your testimony, you mentioned EPA being 

understaffed. I share this concern, and I worry that EPA will not 
be able to approve the novel products or get through their backlog 
of registrations review. As we see increasing resistance to existing 
pesticides and a shift in consumer sentiment towards a reduction 
in pesticides, how critical is it that you get access to new products? 

Mr. CAMERON. I think it is actually really critical for farmers to 
have new products in their hands, either biologicals or more spe-
cific, targeted crop protection products. We know that the public 
would like to see more of these. There is a hesitancy in traditional 
pesticides being used on crops. We know they are safe, but we 
would really appreciate seeing new products get through the proc-
ess much quicker. Even ones that are coming out now have been 
in that process for 5 to 10 years, so we are dealing with older tech-
nology already. 

We know that technology is moving fast with AI. New products 
are coming quicker, but they are getting backlogged at EPA, and 
they are not getting into the farmer’s hands. We would love to see 
that changed. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Thank you. I agree with you as well. We 
need to make sure there are more scientists, not fewer, that we can 
keep and preserve this great benefit we have on being a nation 
that can feed the world, and that innovation starts with education 
and research. Unfortunately, we have taken a retreat on cutting 
back on that scientific progress. 

And also let’s be clear, you don’t always get the thing that you 
were investigating. Sometimes there is an ancillary, there is some-
thing serendipitous, another surprise just from doing the research. 

For Mr. Witherbee, thank you so much for your time and atten-
tion being here. You have seen an increase in resistance to pes-
ticides over the years with limited new chemical development. How 
do technologies such as Agragene improve our ability to fight pests 
and limit chemicals in the environment? And I must say, as a na-
tion, as we speak today in 2025, and we are experiencing a heat 
dome, and we have seen flash floods, and we have seen these new 
weather patterns where some parts of the nation are experiencing 
drought, others are experiencing rainfall, and now we are under 
this heat that this—just to start with the pesticides, there are 
heat-resistant grains that have to be produced because our climate 
is altering. Will you please speak to that? 

Mr. WITHERBEE. Yes, I still think it is the science that is going 
to lead us there, and part of it is part of these solutions. As the 
climate changes, as the pests change, how they migrate, how they 
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move, we are going to need these tools available. It is not going to 
be one silver bullet that ever solves it. It is going to be the science 
that leads us there. It is going to be multiple products. It is going 
to be putting it into the hands of the users to best find out how 
to do that. 

Part of that research is really important that we are talking 
about these land-grant universities having land where they can 
test these new products in the environments that they are going 
to be used. Part of that investment has got to be on crops. Part of 
early development, you have to do crop destruct. No grower, no 
farmer is really going to want to test something new if they have 
to destroy the crop and not take profit from it. So we need the 
land-grant universities to be able to do some of that testing. They 
are also trusted by the growers and the farmers. It is very impor-
tant. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Well, I thank each and every one of you. 
Dr. Wyant, I look forward to working with you in the future. 

I yield back my time. Thank you, Chairman Thompson. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
Before we adjourn today, I invite the Ranking Member to share 

any closing comments that she might have. 
Ms. CRAIG. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 
Throughout this hearing, we have heard about innovations that 

are primed to come to the market and help farmers use the tools 
that are available to them to grow crops more efficiently. For farm-
ers to continue their progress and for industry to thrive, we do 
need a fully staffed Environmental Protection Agency. For compa-
nies to have regulatory certainty and remain viable, they need to 
have their products reviewed in a timely manner. Reducing the 
number of scientists at the EPA doesn’t change the regulatory sys-
tem. It just leads to worse customer service and longer wait times. 
There is certainly room for reform in our regulatory system, but 
those reforms should make the system work better, not worse. 

For the past 100 years, we have seen immense progress in food 
safety and food production efficiency. These two things can and 
should go hand in hand, but the MAHA Commission is headed the 
opposite direction. They are advocating for change that makes our 
food supply less safe and makes it harder for farmers to do their 
jobs. I hope that we can keep the information we heard today in 
mind and that the testimony of the witnesses will give us the cour-
age to hold the Administration accountable when they begin to de-
grade our food safety system or undercut our farmers. 

None of this is about ideology. It is about doing the right thing 
for our farmers. It is about ensuring government and private-sector 
partnerships that work together based on sound science. I think 
the future remains bright for America’s farmers and biotechnology 
innovation so long as we can keep the crackpots and the conspiracy 
theorists from hijacking our nation’s public health and food policy. 

Thank you, and I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. 
I want to start my closing comments by just thanking the wit-

nesses. All four of you bring tremendous experience and just a 
foundation in science when it comes to looking at the chemical 
products that our farmers need. And these are products that im-
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pact not just crops. I know we were pretty well focused on crop pro-
tection, but I heard mentions to the New World screwworm and 
probably some other impacts on livestock as well. So this really is 
a hearing that applies to not just crops but also livestock. 

And I want to thank our staff on both sides of the aisle for doing 
such a great job of helping prepare us for what I thought was a 
very fruitful hearing here as we enter into our bipartisan work on 
what I have been affectionately calling Farm Bill 2.0. 

American agriculture can be defined clearly as science, tech-
nology, and innovation. We have a record of that. It is undeniable. 
There are fewer applications of this definition than what I view of 
the crop and the livestock protection products that are out there. 
And just an example—and I give credit to Secretary Kennedy, who 
is responsible for the FDA—within the past week, their approval 
of a medication, basically in the poultry industry to address the 
northern fowl mite, which has an impact on the health of the birds 
and also decreases egg production. And we all remember the egg 
crisis here that we experienced earlier. And so that is an FDA ap-
proval that came out within the past—well, probably 5 days ago 
under the leadership of the FDA, which is under the jurisdiction 
of Secretary Kennedy, and much appreciation for that, probably the 
most recent example of using science, technology, and innovation to 
provide agriculture solutions. 

The development of all critical agricultural products for food se-
curity is, quite frankly, well-grounded in science. We must assure 
the scientific review of these products that have to be completed 
with efficacy and efficiency to assure effectiveness in farmer tools 
to deal with environmental challenges, whether they be pests, dis-
eases, or weather. American agriculture really is the envy of the 
world because we have embraced science, technology, and innova-
tion. And we cannot allow bureaucracy to delay or block that com-
mitment to progress. 

So under the Rules of the Committee, the record of today’s hear-
ing will remain open for 10 calendar days to receive additional ma-
terial and supplementary written responses from the witnesses to 
any question posed by a Member. 

This hearing of the Committee on Agriculture is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 1:49 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.] 
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 
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SUBMITTED FEDERAL REGISTER RULE BY HON. ALMA S. ADAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM NORTH CAROLINA 

Federal Register 
Vol. 90, No. 90 
Monday, May 12, 2025 
Page 20083 

Rules and Regulations 
Department of Agriculture 
Agricultural Marketing Service 

7 CFR Part 110 
[Docket No. AMS–AMS–25–0019] 
RIN 0581–AE38 

Rescission of Recordkeeping on Restricted Use Pesticides by Certified Applications 
AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service(AMS), U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
ACTION: Final rule. 
SUMMARY: This action rescinds regulations pertaining to Recordkeeping on Re-

stricted Use Pesticides by Certified Applicators; Surveys and Reports. 
DATES: The final rule is effective July 11, 2025. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Erin Morris, Associate Administrator, AMS, 

USDA, Room 2055–S, 1400 Independence Ave. SW, Washington, DC 20250; Tele-
phone (202) 690–4024, or Email erin.morris@usda.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The United States Department of Agriculture’s 
(USDA) regulations governing Recordkeeping on Restricted Use Pesticides by Cer-
tified Applicators; Surveys and Reports are contained in part 110 of title 7 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). These regulations set forth the requirements for 
recordkeeping on restricted use pesticides by all certified private and commercial ap-
plicators. These regulations require the Secretary of Agriculture, in consultation 
with the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), to ensure 
certified applicators of restricted use pesticides (described under 7 U.S.C. 
136a(d)(1)(C)) maintain records comparable to records maintained by commercial ap-
plicators of pesticides in each state. Upon reviewing these regulations, USDA has 
determined that they should be rescinded due to their obsolescence. 

The record-keeping program was defunded and closed on September 30, 2012, 
when it was determined that the Federal funding was insufficient to cover the costs 
of all state cooperators. Twenty-three state programs have since come to operate 
their own programs and (1) have implemented procedures to inspect certified appli-
cators when complaints are filed; or (2) they combine pesticide recordkeeping inspec-
tions with other state and Federal inspections during one visit to a certified private 
pesticide applicator. These state programs produce and distribute their own edu-
cational outreach materials and information. 

Other state programs that operated under the Federal regulations and were no 
longer funded discontinued surveillance or random inspections of certified private 
pesticide applicators and no longer provided educational outreach and materials. 
Many of these states have continued to conduct pesticide recordkeeping inspections 
when a complaint is registered against a certified applicator in order to support 
state compliance actions. 

Furthermore, upon closure of the program, the EPA incorporated training on 
many of the recordkeeping and reporting requirements into Worker Protection 
Standards, which apply to many certified private pesticide applicator operations. 

USDA has determined that each of these reasons, independently and alone, justi-
fies rescission of the Recordkeeping on Restricted Use Pesticides by Certified Appli-
cators; Surveys and Reports regulations. Regardless of the benefits of the regula-
tions, USDA must not maintain regulations that are obsolete. USDA has deter-
mined that there is no reliance interest in an obsolete regulation. Moreover, regard-
less of the lawfulness, USDA has no interest in maintaining a rule that is obsolete. 

To the extent there is any uncertainty about the costs and benefits of the Record-
keeping on Restricted Use Pesticides by Certified Applicators; Surveys and Reports 
regulations, it is the policy of USDA to err on the side of deregulation. USDA’s lim-
ited resources should be focused on fairly and rationally enforcing a discrete and 
manageable number of regulations. The regulations in Recordkeeping on Restricted 
Use Pesticides by Certified Applicators; Surveys and Reports are not a priority. 
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List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 110 
Administrative practice and procedure, Agricultural commodities, Intergovern-

mental relations, Penalties, Pesticides and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping re-
quirements. 

Under the authority of 7 U.S.C. 136a(d)(1)(c), 136i–1, and 450; 7 CFR 2.17, 2.50; 
and for the reasons set forth in the preamble, AMS amends 7 CFR subtitle B chap-
ter 1 as follows: 

Part 110—[Removed] 
fi 1. Remove part 110. 
Bruce Summers, Administrator, Agricultural Marketing Service. 
[FR Doc. 2025–08220 Filed 5–9–25; 8:45 am] 
Billing Code P 

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS 

Questions Submitted by Hon. John W. Rose, a Representative in Congress 
from Tennessee 

Response from Terry Abbott, Chairman, Council of Producers and Distributors of 
Agrotechnology; Sr. Product Portfolio Manager, Adjuvants Unlimited 

Question 1. Mr. Abbott, in your written testimony, you mentioned that the integ-
rity of the U.S. Pesticide Regulatory System had been challenged by recent nar-
ratives. While I think I understand the broad goals of the Make America Healthy 
Again (MAHA) movement, I also share concerns regarding the origination of many 
of the claims made and the future repercussions for the agriculture industry and 
food supply. 

Mr. Abbott, if crop protection tools, like pesticides, become scarcer, how will crop 
production, grocery prices, and the food supply be affected in the future? 

Answer. We have seen real-world examples of what happens when access is cur-
tailed by political decisions rather than science. Sri Lanka’s abrupt ban on pes-
ticides led to widespread crop failures, food shortages, and economic turmoil. While 
our system is far stronger, the principle remains: without reliable access to safe and 
effective tools, our ability to produce an abundant and affordable food supply is at 
risk. 

Question 2. Mr. Abbott, can you elaborate on how the MAHA Commission should 
work in tandem with agriculture stakeholders and accredited scientists to ensure 
crop protection tools are safeguarded while also delivering on an agenda to provide 
an even healthier food supply? 

Answer. The MAHA Commission has a responsibility to ground its work in science 
and to engage those who actually grow and supply the nation’s food. Unfortunately, 
its initial report leaned heavily on unverifiable sources and overlooked critical voices 
from farmers, food producers, and accredited scientists. If the Commission is to suc-
ceed, it must shift course and fully integrate agriculture stakeholders into the proc-
ess. 

That means ensuring U.S. growers, land-grant universities, and scientific experts 
have a seat at the table when recommendations are developed. It also means recog-
nizing that the United States already has the most rigorous pesticide regulatory 
system in the world that protect consumers and the environment. Strengthening, 
rather than sidelining, that system is the best path to both a healthier food supply 
and a resilient farm economy. 
Response from Karl Wyant, Ph.D., Director of Agronomy, Nutrien 

Question. Dr. Wyant, there has been a constant battle between agricultural inno-
vation and the authority surrounding the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). Do you believe FIFRA has been weaponized at times, and 
how should the Federal Government clarify the regulatory provisions in the law to 
ensure advancements are not stifled? 

Answer. Innovation thrives when suppliers can introduce new technologies to 
growers at a reasonable cost and in an efficient and predictable timeframe, where 
regulatory hurdles are robust but not overly burdensome. It is my view that bio-
stimulants products should be excluded from FIFRA regulations as this would intro-
duce undue regulatory burden, as biostimulant products are a distinct product cat-
egory. At the same time, I believe that a formal Federal definition of the biostimu-
lant category would help level the regulatory playing field across all 50 states and 
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allow our growers greater confidence in the inputs they purchase and more certainty 
for our industry. 
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