‘History of the U.S. Department of Agricuiture
f 1993-2000

Submitted to the Clinton Presidential Library
December 2000

December 20 2000



C[ontenlts

Ll

4

9.

The Legacy of Hope at USDA
Foreword by Secretary Dan Glickman

Eight Years of Progress
bxecutive Summary

Building a 21* Century Farm Policy
Defirsing Guvernment's Role ax Farmers' Risks Rise

Building a Geography of Hope

Protecting Resources Acruss Public, Private Landy
Part 1. Forestry
Part . Conservation

From Tragedy Comes a Revolution in Food Safety

"We Will Have a New Day”
The Civil Rights Movenent at USDA

Defending the Federal Nutrition Safety Net
Promoting Health, Fighting Hunger Amid Prosperily

Reviving the Rural Amernican Dream
Empowering Rural Communitics

Reorganization and Innovation
FDR's Machine Crets Lean and Fooused

Emerging lssues
Facing New Challenges, Seizing New Opportunitics

Biographies

Dan Clickman, Secreiary of Agriculture

Mike Fxpy, Secretary of Agriculture

Richard Rominger, Deputy Secretary of Agricufmre



Credits

This History of the U.S. Department of Agriculture 1993-2000 is in three parts: a
narrative history, a coflection of archival decuments, and an oral history consisting of tapes and
transcripts. The project 15 the work of many hands:

Sedelta Verble, USDA Communications Director, taok overall responsibility for the project.
Executive oversight was provided by the Office of the Secretary including Deputy Chief of Staff
Bart Chilton, the Secretary’s Counsel Janet Potts, Chief of Staff Eric Olsen, and the Secretary’s
Special Assistant John Gibson, Deborah Smith, Office of Communications, was the project
manager, Christine Hagstrom, former speechwriter for Secretary Dan Glickman, was the text
editor for the narrative higtory. Larry Quinn, Office of Communications, was the interviewer for
the oral listory videotapes and audiotape. From this team, special thanks to Secretary Dan
Glickman, whose passion for exceilence is always an inspiration,

In addition, dozens of people—in the Offices of the Under Secretaries and. Assistant Secretary,
and tn the USDA Agencies-had a hand in prepanng the matenal for the narrative volume and in
collecting documents for the archival collection. They include: ’

Deputy Secretary Richard Rominger,

Lynne Finnerty, Mats Kilbourne, and Butch May, Farm and Foreign Agricultural
Servivey,

Deputy Under Secretanies Anne Keys and Glenda Humuston, Jeremy Anderson, and Fred
Jacobs, Natural Resources amd Environment,

Under Secretary Catherine Woteki, Deputy Under Secretary Caren Wikcox, Diane Costes,
and Steve Teasley, Food Safety,

Nathaniel Deutsch, Office of the Assistant Secrelary for Administration;,

General Counsel Charles Rawls and Ron Walkow, Office of the General Connsel,

Director Rosalind Gray, Josie Woodley-Jones, and John Bottum, Office of Civil Righis,

Under Secretary Shirley Watking, Deputy Under Secretary Julie Paradis, and Rick Lucas,
Food, Nutrivion, cond Conswmer Servicey,

Chief Economist Keith Collins and Adela Backiel, Office of the Chief Economist,

Him Mewby, Rured Development,

Michael Schechiman and Deb Hayes, 4 mmai aned Pt Health Inspection Service,

Shannon Hamm, Marketing and Regulatory Programs:

. Linda Couvilion, Office of Budyel cnd Program Analysis;
© Jagt Berg, Community Food Security;

Chervl Cook, Narional Food ad Agriculture Connsel,

Under Secretary Miley Gonzalez, Raiph Coleman, and fames Spuring, Kescarch,
Edueation, and Leonomics,

Bart Acocelia, Cheryl Normile, and Mike Alexander, ﬁf{}gmph} writers; and

Larry Quinn, fiferviewer, oral historiey,

+



| The Legacy of Hope at USDA

Foreword by Secretary Dan Glickman

i

I was honored to have the opportunity to serve this Nation for 6 vears as U.S. Secretary of
Agnoulture. | am proud to have worked for two very special leaders, President Clinton and Vice
President Gore. From my first day oe this job to my last, their commitment to U.S. agriculture,
to the Nation's family farmers and ranchers, to our rural conununities, to the Nation’s war on
hunger, to food safety, to conservation, and to healthy, sustaipable national forests was readily
apparent and profound, Their support of the work of USDA never wavered, and their leadership
and vision helped us make a deep and positive difference in the lives of all Americans and
saitlions of people around the world. ‘

[ am indebted to a devoted and talented USDA staff. [ was fortunate to have, at my right hand,
Peputy Secretary Rich Rominger, whose commitment (o family farmers, fo conservation, 10 a
leaner and more effective Department will forever be reflected in some of the most important
legacies of this Administration. 1 could not be more proud of the achievements of the entire
LSDA leadership, and of all the benefits and improved service that we delivered to this Nation
thanks to their hard work, 1 also leave this job in awe of the commitment and expertise of
USDA’s career employees. This Department is blessed with countless unsung heroes who
devote their lives to some of the most impaortant issues facing our Nation, Every day, they
reminded me anew of the meaning of "public service."

But most of all, I am proud of the legacy that we have built together. Abraham Lincoln called
USDA the "People’s Depantment.” No Administration in modern history has done more to see
this Department live up to the full promise of that name than President Clinton’s,

‘Over the past 8 years, President Clinton’s USDA

. Carried out a massive effort to shore up the farm safety net as the U 8. farm economy was
buffeted by an unprecedented string of natural disasters and bumper global crop yields
that drove prices down and threatened to drive many farmers and ranchers out of
business. This Admimistration also placed a particular emphasis on asgisting America’s
small farmers and ranchers--working not only (o help them survive, but 1o create
opporiunities for their success and growth in the 21% century, ’

. Carried out the first major overhaul of ULS. meat and poultry inspections i nearlv a
century. We harnessed all the advances of science and technology ¢ take food safety in
this country to a new level, focusing mdustry on preventing contamination rather than
simply catching it after the fact. USDA also worked closely with all food safety agencies
i this country to fulfill the Administration’s vision of a seamless system that can better
ensure that food travels safely from the farm to the table,
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Created a geography of hope across America by transforming the Conservation Reserve
Program 1o a true enviroomental program that protects the most fragile acres of pur
landscape. By protecting the last pristine acres of our Nation’s forests, the Clinton
Admimistration also made 3 strong stand to protect some of the last great open spaces left
in our country--protecting them for all generations of Americans yet to come. By
channeling unprecedented resources into these and a whole range of other new

“environmental programs, this Administration will leave as its legacy not just a strong
economy and a healthy, sustainable environment--but indisputable proof that this Natioa
can and should have both.

Launched a civil nights initiative at USDA to address discrimination against minority
farmers and employees--a devastating problem that had not been given the proverbial
“time of day” by previous Administrations. Pressed on by modern-day civil rights
heroes, the Chaton Administration made historic steps to right past wrongs, paving the
way for a settlement of a natiopwide class action with African American farmers--a
settlement with sigatficance on a par with the World War U internment camp reparations
to Japanese Americans. The progress made throughout USDA in the civil rights arena
under this Administration provides powerful proof that this Nation can overcome the
most paitful chapters of its history and build "one America.”

Advanced the war on hunger in Amernica and took unprecedented steps to improve public
health through greater public awareness of the powerful ties between nutrition and health,
From new eflorts to teach school children healthy esting habits and physical activity to
seeiny the Federal government do niore to encourage community-based food recovery
and other antihupger activities, to a strong defense of food stamps for working poor, this
Administration defended and expanded the Federal nutrition safety net,. We also
recounized that our responsibility did not stop at the water’s edge. From a global school
mieals inftiative (o swift and massive efforts to avert a famine in the Horm of Africa, this
Administration has left a powerful legacy in the world war on hunger and malnutrition.

Warked 1o create a rebirth of the rural Amencan dream. Not only did this Administration
iaunch a massive campaign to deliver hasic services, such as running water and

electricity, to millions of rural Americans who had never had them before, it also worked
to bring more 21" century opportunities to our Nation”s rural communities, particularly
by empowering local leaders to develop strategies to build their own financial future. In
community after community, we proved that local challenges are best addressed with
local solutions, backed by unprecedented resources from this Admmstration.

Expanded opportunities for U.S, agriculture around the world by pursuing an
unprecedented number of trade agreements and championing the principles of free and
fair trade around the world. The more level playing field cur farmers and ranchers enjoy
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today will help ensure that more of the farm economy in the future 15 driven by the
matket opportunities for U.S. producers around the world.

» Enhanced the role of science and technology n all aspects of the Department’s work.,
From boosting small farm profitability, to improving heaith, to providing new ways to
sustainably feed a growing worlkd, this Administration’s advocacy of a strong agricultural
research agenda will leave a lasting legacy to the world. The additional support for
expanded use of new technologies also has improved everything from our food safety
efforts to the integrity and efficiency of USDA programs.

»  Reorganized USDA. All of these advances acourred during or afler a massive effort to
reduce the size of the Department, and to reorganize USDA’s work around concrete
missions that could better deliver the results that all Americans enjoy today.

I am leaving my job as U.S, Secretary of Agriculture with a great sense of satisfaction and
accomplishment in all that this Administration was able to achieve. More than any other
Department in the Federal government, USDA offers the leadership of this Nation the
opportunity to make a positive difference in the lives of every Amencan every day. This is an
opportunity that President Clinton, Vice President Gore, Secretary Espy, myself, Rich Rominger
and countiess others seized every day, You can read about our legacy in the pages to come. But
I trust that in future years this legacy will be best appreciated when you purchase safe, abundant,
affordable food in the grocery store; savor a peaceful walk through a silent forest; enjoy clean air|
and healthy waterways that are the result of a more sustainsble agricuiture; and, see the Nation
and the world reap the henefits of reduced hunger, improved health, and expanded opportunities
hete in this country and around the globe,



Eight Years of Progress
Executive Summary

|

introduction

From guiding the U.S, farm economy through an unprecedented penod of volatility, to
expanding opportumties in rural communities, to saving lives and preventing serious iliness by
overhauling the Nation's meat and poultry inspections, to reinvigorating agricultural
conservation programs and protecting more of our Nation’s last remaining pristine forests, to
escalating the Nation's war on hunger and malnutrition and launching massive efforts to educate
the public about the powerful connections between nutrition and health, to supperting a strong
future for small farms in America and expanding opportunities for U.S. agriculture around the
world, the legacy of the Clinton Administration is exceedingly varied and of priceless value to
the American people and 1o the werld, ‘

A New Era of Volatility in the U.S. Farm Economy

When Prestdent Clinton took office, the U8, farm economy was humming along, Prices were
high, Exports were strong.  But it wasn't long before the cycle turned, and American agriculture
faced one of the worst fanm economy slumps in our lifetimes. Fortunately for US. farmers and
ranchers, two sons of roral America were in the White House at the time, The Chinton
Administration did everything in its power to see producers through these difficult times. With
the help of Congress, USDA pumped billions of dollars into the farm economy, heiping maintain
cash flow to keep thousands of farmers from losing their land due to circumstances far beyond
their contral--from record low commodity prices to a string of devastating natural disasters and
severe weather,

At the close of the 20% century, USDA had delivered a record $28 billion in direct payments to
farmers. This money was sorely needed by the men and women of Amenican agriculiure, But
the Administration made it clear that heavy reliance on Treasury checks 1s sot the deal for
American farmers. 50 President Clinton’s USDA focused additional energy and resources in
pursuing innovative ways to see farmers thrive largely on their own, with government acting as a
true safety net,

Immediately preceding the sharp decline m the U.S. farm economy, Congress passed a new Farm
Bill that erased a policy dating back to the New Deal. While the Administration made clear that
the bill was inadequate in ensuring that Government remained a strong partner to farmers and
ranchers and offered adequate protection to them in difficult times, Prestdent Clinton ultimately
signed the legislation in recogmtion that U8, agniculture needed greater market onentation and
because the bill included his Administration’s proposals to dramatically overhaul the Nation’s
conservation programs, to provide a massive influx of resources to farmers to pursue a more
sustainable agriculture, and to protect some of the most fragile acres of the American landscape.



For its remaining time, the Administration would devote a tremendous amount of its time and
energy to stitching a 21¥ century farm safety net. The Chnton Administration’s vision for the
new safety net was far more holistic than any yet seen in this country--embracing big and small
producers, farmers and ranchers, as well as all the different kinds of producers that reflect the
myriad diversity of modern U.S, agriculture. Throughout s time, the Administration maintained
a strong commitment to providing real agsistance to farmers when they are victimized by
circumstances beyond their control --from powerful storms 10 weak markets. One strategy
included championing income assistance that 18 countercyclical--50 payments rise when the farm
economy falters. The Administration also advocated that payments be targeted to those who
actually grow the crops {rather than the landowners) and to farmers who need the government’s
help most, Secretary Glickman also strongly advocated a 50-State farm policy that embraces the
diversity of U.S. agriculture, rather than the existing regional policy that disproportionately
emphasized row crops. x

Eatly in 2000, the Clnton Administration sent a safety net proposal up to Capitol Hill, which
included many of these ideas. But Congress chose not to make any large-scale farm policy
changes, opting for yet another ad hoc stop-gap measure, the third multi-billion doilar emergency
assistance package in 3 years. The Chaton Administration, however, did work successfully with
Congress to pass the Agricultural Risk Protection Act in 2000, This crop insurance reform
increased the risk management options available--making premivms more affordable; helped
protect against multiyear losses; and altowed more producers, raising different kmds of crops and
livestock, to obtain coverage.

Building a World of Opportunity for U.S, Agriculture

With about 96 percent of the world's consumers bving cutside the United States, the Clinton
Administration understood that international trade is a critical driver of a strong farm economy,
just as it is for the U.S. economy as a whole. In forging nearly 300 trade agreements, President
Chnton’s USDA was very aggressive in promoting American exports, particularky farm exports,
especially after the global financial cnisis drastically shrunk demand in so many key agriculiural
markets. .

From the early, successful drive to vatify the North American Free Trade Agreement to the
Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Taniffs and Trade 10 securing Permanent Normal
Trade Relations with China, the Administration successfully rallied a bipartisan majority in
Congress to proceed with key agreements that dramatically expanded U.S. agnculture’s
economic opportunities around the world. Perhaps the most important step taken 1o increase
trade opportanities for farmers was the approval by Congress in 2000 of Permanent Normal
Trade Relations with China. China represented the last untapped frontier, the one major market
that had remained largely closed to the United States. By allowing American farmers to seize the
benefits of China’s accession 10 the World Trade Organization, agricultural exports are expected
to expand by $2 billion a year beginning in 2005,
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The Clinton Administration also consistently was a champion of free and fair trade--actively
resisting the attemipts of other countries to use phony science trade barriers as competitive
weapons. T his effort, which helped protect and expand U.S. agnculture’s opportunities in key
export markets, was an essential picce of the Admanistration’s farm economy strategy that aimed
to expand U.8. producers’ market opportunities, so that future farmers and ranchers are less
dependent on billiong of dollars in emergency aid year after year.

Emerging Challenges and Opportunities

The debate over the safety and potential of biotechnology reached a fever pitch around the world
during the Clinton-Gore years. The Administration not only recognized that these advances

- could enhance farm productivity and profitability. They also understoad that biotech could help
feed a growing and hungry world without exploiting natural resources.

However, the Administration also understood that Government’s most important responsibility
with respect to biotechnology is maintaining a strict, transparent, scrence-based approval process,
which keeps unsafe products from coming to market. The Administration took strong actions to
ensure a reliable process for addressing genetic engineering of crops—from establishing a USDA
advisory committee on biotechnology to asking the National Academy of Sciences to conduct an
independent assessment of the current regulatory framework and suggest ways it can be
improved. ‘

The Administration also worked to bring mtegrity and consistency to products being marketed
across the country as "organic," When Prestdent Clinton came into offide, the organic market--
once considered a fringe movement--was growing by leaps and bounds, yet there was no Federal
standard in place governing who could use that term and what 1t meant. Through a vast and open
process that included record-setting amounts of public comment and mput, Clinton’s USDA
developed the first national organic standards, The final rule was strict, precise, understandable,
and it increased opporntunities for the growing community of American organic farmers, and
others who would pursue this growing market.

Reviving the Rural American Dream

A sirong farm economy, of course, goes hand in hand with a strong rural economy. 8o
strengthening historically underserved rural communities also was a cornerstone of the Clinton
Administration’s work at USDA. President Clinton’s USDA invested $62 billion in rural aress.
Much of these resources were dispersed according to the Administration’s philosophy of
commrunity empowerment. Under this approach, local leaders had far more control over how the
resources were used to address the specific needs of their community, and the Federal
Government played a supportng role as a catalyst for locally driven economic growth,

The strategy worked. During 1ts time in Washington, the Clinton Admimstration helped create
or retam 1.6 million rural jobs, and in 2000 rural homeowrnership stood at a record 75 percent,
higher than the overall national homeownership rate. The Administration also focused
tremmendous resources on persistent-poverty communities and areas of the country that had been
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historically underserved. One hallmark program was Water 2000, which brought safe running
water into the homes of more than 3 million rural Americans who had never had it before. The
Administration also increased efforts to bring the tools of the modern information economy to
the countryside--Internet access, fiber optics, satellite technology--to help ensure that rural
America had the basic infrastructure necessary to parnticipate in the economic opportunities of the
Nation’s largely technology-driven economic expansion.

Fighting Munger and Promoting Nutrition

In selecting his two Secretaries of Agriculture, President Clinton selected men who were deeply
committed not only to a strong future for U.S. agriculture, but also to reinvigarating the Nation's
efforts to fight hunger in Amenca and around the werld and to improving public health by
expanding both scientific knowledge and the general public’s understanding of the powerfil ties
between nutrition and health,

The Clinton Admimstration took several important steps to strengthen the Federal nutrition
safety net. It restored food stamp benefits to many legal imimigrants who had them stripped
away by Republican provisions in the welfare reform bill of 1996, In response to a sharp drop in
the food stamp rolls, Clinton’s USDA launched an aggressive public inforimation campaign to
reach out to the waorkmg poor and et them know that this program existed to help them. USDA
also launched a school breakfast pilot program in six sites around the country to help ensure that
fewer children have to try to learn on an empty stomach, ’

The Administration recognized that it takes more than Federal programs to eliminate huoger in
America. So Secretary Glickman began a Community Food Security Intiative, which buiids
partnerships with the private sector, food banks, soup kitchens, and faith-based groups who are
attacking the hunger problem at the grass roots. When he became Secretary of Agriculture,
Glickman shared his personal passion for the issue of gleaning and food recovery with the
Nation, bringing about a string of campaigns to work with farmers, restaurants, grocery stores,
other Federal agencies, and to make the extra effort 1o get excess {ood to families who need it far
more than a dumpster does.

The Administration also understood that having enough food is only half the battle” Eating the
right foods also is entical. One hallmark effort of the Administration to improve America’s
eating habits was Team Nutrition, which worked in schools across the country to ingrain healthy
eating habits in children at an early age. USDA also raised the vistbility of the Nation’s “quiet
epidemic"-~childhood obesity--and expanded its child nutrition efforts to include messages about
the impaortance of physical activity,

The Administration focused considerable attention and research on expanding scientific
understanding of alt the different powerful finks between nutrition and health. To bring 2
singular foeus to the importance of sharing nutrition research with the public, the Clinton
Administratton created at USDA the Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion.  Among s
many activities, the Center created a special Food Guide Pyramid, tailored to the nutrittonal
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needs of young children. It also worked with the Department of Health and Human Services to
release revised Dietary Guidehines for Americans to promote healthy eating, and it developed an
interactive Healthy Eating Index, so individuals can go on-line, enter their eating habits, and get
guidance on how they can improve their health threugh nutrition.

The Clinton Administration also dramatically escalated the United States effort to reduce hunger
around the world, both in response to a senes of humanitanan ¢rises and as part of a broader
strategy that supported the goal the United States agreed to at the 1996 World Food Summit to
tead a broad international effort to reduce world hunger by 2015, Under President Clinton’s
direction, USDA dramatically increased 1ts humanitanan food assistance around the world--from
aiding Kosovar refugees to averting a mass famine in the Hom of Africa, The Department also
led the President’s $300-milfion Global Food for Education initiative to establish school feeding
grograms in developing countries.

Harnessing Modern Science to Improve Food Safety

Beyond ensuring a food supply that is plentiful and nutritious, the Clinten Administration also
did more than any Administration since that of Theodore Roosevelt to improve food safety in
this country. The new Administration received a strong public mandate to pursue fundamental
reforms due 1o a tragic outbreak of a virulent strand of £. vodf that took the lives of four young
children in the Pacific Northwest who ate hamburgers at a fast food restaurant. In the wake of
that tragedy, USDA created the Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safety, the highest
ranking food safety official in the U.S. Government. And the Department revolutiontzed
American meat and poultry inspection, reforming an antiquated system that had not kept up with
nearly a century’s worth of scientific and technological progress. The new system integrated
state-of-the.art science into the process, allowing for the detection of deadly pathogens that
cannot be caught with the naked eye. Based on information released by the Centers for Discase
Control and Prevention, the overhaul has undoubtedly saved lives and prevented countless
illnesses,

The Admumstration, however, also was quick 1o recognize that food safety does not begin and
end at the slaughterhouse door. In addition to regulation of meat and poultry plants, President
Chaton’s USDIA--in partnership with other Federal food safety agencies--pursued a "farm-to-
table" food safety approach, which recognizes the shared responsibility of agricultural producers,
industry, and Government. From increased investments in food safety research, risk
assessments, and surveillance; to repeated attempts to give more teeth to Federal food safery
 enforcement efforts, this Administration made a truly historic and comprehensive effort to ensure
one high standard for food safety m this country--for both domestic and imported food-and to
give'dll Americans the peace of mind that the food they feed their families is safe. USDA also
expanded its consumer safety education efforts with new campaigns to promote safe handling
and proper cooking temperatures.
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Ensuring a Geography of Hope

The Chnton Adminsstration also came into office vowing to bridge the historic divide between
agi'i culture and the enviromment. This Administration understood that farmers are the original
?0{1861”\«’3{1’{3{2%5?8‘ They are the primary stewards of the American landscape, which 18 as valuable
a commudity as any bushel of wheat or bale of cotton. The Admumstration strongly believed that
Government should "put its money where its mouth is” and provide strong financial incentives to
help farmers protect the Nation's air, waterways, and soll; protect open spaces; and preserve
wildlife habitat. These beliefs were reflected in the 1996 Farm Bill, which included a pack of
new programs to provide more resources to agriculfure to pursue more sustainable practices. The
Clinton Administration vigorously fought for these provisions, and they represent a key reason
the President signed that legistation. The centerpiece of this key Clinton legacy was a
fundamental overhaul of the Conservation Reserve Program, which the Admmstration
successfully converted from a supply management mechanism isto a genuine conservation effornt
that idles only the most erodible farmiand.

The Administration also saw to it that the 1996 Farm Bill included a new Environmental Quality
Incentives Program, which allows USDA to work with Jecal communities on & ¢ost-share basis,
helping them solve conservation problems, with an emphasis on those related to livestock
production. The 1996 Farm Bill also continued a voluntary Wetlands Reserve Program, which
has-proven exceedingly popular. Demand for the program was very strong, helping us make
major progress toward our goal of no net loss of wetlands.

The Clinton Administration also took senously its responsibilities, through USDA's Forest
Service, as the guardians of the more than 19¢ million acres of national forests and grasslands,
The Administration pursued a policy that encourages multiple uses of national forests and
balances ecosystem protection with commercial and recreational interests. Among its proudest
achievements is a "roadless” proposal that is the product of exhaustive scientific analysis and
extensive public mput. The proposal would prohibit new road-busiding and timber harvest
except for stewardship purposes on 58.5 million acres of the most pristine national forest land,
protecting it from erosion and other environmental problems,

A New Era of Civil Rights at USDA

One of the Clinton Administration’s most enduning and meaningful legacies i3 one most
Americans probably would not even associate with the Department of Agriculture--civil rights,
Prior to the Clinton Administration, USDA had a deeply discouraging record when it came to
providing equal opportunity and treating all employees and customers with dignity and respect.

The Clinton Administration committed to a process that would not stop until USDA eventually

emerged as a civil rights leader in the Federsl Government. Secretary Glickman commissioned a

yround-breaking report, generated by a feam of USDA emplovess, to assess the problem and

recommend fundamental changes. From overhauling farm loans to stepping up minority

recruitment to ensuring greater accountability 10 entering into an histonic class-action settlement
with Black farmers, every recommendation that didd not require action by the Congress was
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implemented. While the progress has been significant, the process is not complete and it must be
continued by future administrations,

r

§

Reorganization .

The Clhinton Admimstration also was the first i decades to successiully complete & major
reorgamzation of the notoriously targe and byzantine USDA. The reorganization consolidated
offices acrass the countsy inte convenient “one-stop shops” that could better serve the
Diepartment’s customers, The efforts also merged USDA programs into seven concrete mission
areas 1o give greater focus to the key priorities of the Department’s work. These innovations
allowed the Depariment to reduce its wowrkforce by some 30,000 full-time positions. They also
saved $6 billion over S years, freeing more resources 10 serve USDA customers. By the end of
the process, USDA was lean, focused, and more capable of delivering 217 century service to its
array of customers,

With responsibilities that span ensuring tood safety, practicing forestry, fighting hunger,
fostering conservation, and expanding opportunities for farmers, ranchers and all rural
Americans, the U.S. Department of Agriculture offers this Nation’s leaders a significant
opportunity to improve the health, economic oppertunities, and quality of life for all Americans
and countless people around the world. Maore than any other modern presidency, the Clinton
Administration made the most of these opportunities, leaving an enduring legacy that
strengthened the power of the “people’s department” to improve people’s lives,
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1. BUILDING A 215" CENTURY FARM POLICY

Defining Government's Role as Farmers’ Risks Rise

“There's another part of var American community in irouble tonight -~ our family
Jarmers. When [ signed the Farm Bill in 1996, [ said there was great danger i
would work well in good tmes, but not in bad. Well, droughis, floods, and
historicatly low prices have made these times very bad for the farmers. We must
work together to Strengthen the farm safety nel, invest in land conservation, and
oreate some new markets. ‘
’ President Bill Clinton

2408 State of the Union
January 27, 2000

"4 new farm palicy must continue to celebrate farmers, their comtribution and
their unique rofe in sociely. And it must do that By embracing a more complete
vision of the American former: farmer ax effective risk manager, farmer as
conscientions land steward, jarmer ax bold innovator, Jarmer as rexonrcefil,
multi-faceted, flesible businessperson .. {This} new farm policy must be as faiy
arnef inclusive as possible. 1t must go beyomd commeodity-based programs. It pust
be national In scope, encompassing more regions, more farmers and more crops.
It's iime for a farm policy that is focused lesy on hisioric crop prices amd
bureancratic formulas and more on people and their dreams.”

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman
2000 Agricultural Outisok Forum
February 24, 2000

Shortly after settling into his new job as the 26th U8, Agriculture Secretary in March of 1995,
Dan Glickman received a call in his office. 1t was the White House on the hne, specifically the
President of the United States. After a few congratulatory words, President Chinton got down to
bustness. “How are corn prices today? What are we going to do to keep young people on the
famaly farm?” He then launched into a series of ideas he had for how specific USDA programs
could be better used to assist farmers and ranchers. He ended the call with a final request, “don’t
forget rural America.”

Glickman was impressed with the President’s depth of knowledge and touched by hs obvious
enthusiasm. He aiso was flattered by what he considered primaniy a warm welcome to his new
job.

Then, the following week the phone rang again.
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As the conversations continued, the Former veteran member of the House Agriculture Committee
quickly concluded several things: (1} that President Clinton was the most well-versed of any
President in modern times when it came to the complexities of U.S. farm policy and the needs

andd challenges of Amenca’s farmers, ranchers and rural communities; (2) that Glickman’s own
job had grown exponentially more challenging by the hands-on interest and expertise of his boss,
and {3} that no matier how detached the country grew from Amenga’s farm communities,
(iickman would never have to remind the President of the United States of the importance of the |
men and women who feed our Nation and much of the world,

Little did Glickman know at the time just how valuable this support “from the top” would
become.

While the Clinton era is Jooked on generally as a time of ghitering economic prosperity for the
Nation, it was a wme of deep economic triafs for US. farroers and ranchers. Afler setting record
high farm incomes m 1996, an abrupt reversal of fortune — fueled by flagging commodity prices,
bumper global crop production and a series of devastating natural disasters — sent the U.S. farm
ecanomy into a talspin,

Compheating the U.S. government’s response to this downward spiral was a new farm policy ~
the first major overhaul in 60 years — which moved government away from 1ts traditional role of
rigtdly managing supply and demand by dictating what and how much farmers could plant.
Instead, the new policy replaced farm subsidies with fixed and declining “market transition”
payments that would phase out over seven years. In other words, in exchange for freeing farmers
to make their own planting decisions, farmers would largely be out on thetr own facing the
various risks associated with agriculture,

While few contested that it was time for U.S. farm policy to move in a more free-market
direction, a bitter dispute erupled--between the Republican leadership in Congress and the White
House and its largely Democratic allies in Congress--over the praper role of government m 21
century U8, farm policy. Republicans largely argued “survival of the fittest” - that farmers and
ranchers who made sound business decisions would prosper and succeed in free markets. The
Chnton Administration and its allies in the Congress warned that farmers and ranchers were
umiquely vulnerable to circumstances beyond their control-from powerful storms to weak
markets-circumstances that could drive even the best farmers and razzchers out of business, in the
absence of a strong government safety net,

Ultimately, President Clinton did sign a new Farm Bill in 1996, 1t included historic conservation
provisions developed and fought for by his Admimstration (See Chapter 2). Clinton also hailed
the fact that the bill “at long last, farmers will be free to plant for the market, not for government
programs.” However, the President was guick to point out that he signed the legislation “with
‘reservation because | believe the bill fails to provide an adequate safety net for family farmers.
The fixed payments in the bill do aot adjust to changes in market conditions, which would jeave
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farmers, and the rural communities i which they live, vulnerable to reductions in crop prices and
yields”

While this vulnerability concemned Chinton and Secretary Glickman, these reservations were
largely drowned out by the farm economy’s current good times and the inevitable popularity of
generous government payments on top of record high prices.  Yet, the Administration persisted
with its warning: should the farm economy reverse course before the Republican-led Congress
responded to the Administration’s call for a stronger safety net, the celebrated “freedom to farm™
legislation would take on a whole new meaning — “freedom to foreclose.”

Within a matter of months, the Administration’s worries became a grim reality for many farmers
and ranchers as the Asian financial crisis, bumper global crops and a series of natural disasters
formed dark clouds aver the U.S. farm economy - clouds that would never fully dissipate during
the Clinton-Gore years, From those days on, building 8 modern farmo safety net would be the top
priority of President Clinton’s USDA,

What follows is an account of a three-pronged strategy that the Clinton Administration used 1o
both respond 1o the immediate needs of farm communities facing one of their hardest times since
the Great Depression as well as broader efforts to stitch a new farm safety net for the long-haul,
one that embraces the whole diversity of American agneuiture—farmers and ranchers, small and
farge producers, traditional row crops as well as siche crops. This three-prosged effort involved:
(1) effective and innovative use of traditional farm programs, {2} an increasing emphasis on a
range of risk management efforts; and (3) a strong focus on expanding global apporiunities.
Through these efforts, the Clinton Administration took key steps toward a true 21% century farm
policy — one that promptly and effectively delivers emergency aid (o those who need it, but that
also moves USDA away from its role'as farm country’s “ATM machine” by creating more
opportunities for the U.S. farm economy to thrive primarily as the result of strong and growing
market opportunities here in America and around the world,

The 1990s: A Stormy Sea

In 1993, farms incomes were climbing steadily, riding a crest of strong commuodity prices and
robust exports. But the good economic news was marred by weather calamities that tested the
mettle of the heartiest farmer, and in retrospect were harbingers of zh’mgs%a come.

A 500-year flond in the Midwest, a devastating drought in the Southeast, coupled with widely
scattered hatl, fires, and tornadoes lefl many producers resling. USDA in the early years of the
Chinton Administration got high marks, under Secretary Espy’s leadership, for improving the
Federal responsiveness to natural disasters. States quickly noticed a difference under the new
Administration, as USDA cut through piles of red tape to erisure immediate assistance 1o people
in need, from temporary housing and low-interest farm loans to nutnition assistance.

But for most producers, Mother Nature’s blows were softened by the otherwise buoyant farm
economy. By 1996, prices and exports were at or near record levels, and the future looked bright.
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For USDA™s Farm Service Agency, the task was manageable: identify those who suffered losses
and administer emergency assistance quickly. The new agency did its job well. In 1993, USDA
paid 254,628 producers almost $964 million in disaster payments. . within a 2-week period, as
farm program assistance rose from under $10 billion the previous vear to over $16 billion.

At the time, few could imagine what the future held.

A Tong voice of caution came on April 4, 199% when, at the signing of the Federal Agricultural
Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (the 1996 Act}, President Clinton expressed deep
reservations that this Bill would fail to adequately protect farmers and ranchers when prices were
low. His concerns were well founded. The imminent collapse of key export economies coupled
with bumper-crop production around the globe precipitated a free fall in prices that affected
nearly every commuodity group. In many cases prices fell 1o their Jowest fevels in decades. Farm
incomes dropped dramatically--nearly 20 percent in 1998 from the 1996 peak.” This was just the
beginning of an ongoing “price crisis” that threatened thousands of family farms,

Unfortunately, the 1996 Act lelt USDA with few tools 10 help farmers through this cnisis. The
few provistons of the 1996 Act that actually provided assistance, market transition and loan
deficiency payments, took on unforeseen importance in shoring up farm mcomes and offsetting
low prices. But, for the most part, the 1996 Act proved woefully inadequate during this difficult
period.

Undaunted, the Administration took the challenge head-on, attacking on two fronts: providing
adequate emergency assistance, while working creatively to address the root causes of the
angoing crisis. ’

The first task was to secure emergency Congressional appropriations sufficient to step the
bleeding. Congress eventually responded to the Administration’s hard work by appropriating
nearly $4.billion, significantly less than was hoped for” President Clinton, recognizing that the
amount was insufficient, vetoed the appropriation. Thanks to the Administration’s firm stand,
farmers in the end received an emergency appropriation totaling $5.9 hillion, the first in an
annual series of emergency aid packages that by the end of 2000, the President's final term,
would total nearly §25 billion,

Though this assistance would make the difference for thousands of farm families, for many
farmers, their problems were just beginning. While a tide of low prices swept over commodity
after commodity, the suramers of 19981999, and 2000 brought more bad weather that cauged
billicas of doflars in losses in 45 States. Until the 1999 drought, the plight of farmers had gone
largely unnoticed by the general public, overshadowed by a Nation in the midst of an historic
economic expansion. That all changed when Secretary Glickman, Under Secretary August
Schumacher, and Farm Service Agency Administrator Keith Kelly toured a series of drought~
stricken farms i West Virginia and Marvland. 1n one afternoon, the USDA officials drew the
Nation's attention to the plight of farmers and ranchers. The resulting news frenzy effectively
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jump-started a stalled $1.6 bilhon emergency appropriation in Congress, one that ensured the
survival of thousands of family farms,

While this aid was clearly necessary, this tourniquet approach--ad-hoc emergency farm
Jegislation--bgcame a recurring and controversial means of helping farmers through this perind.
While the aid was important, the Administration worned that Congress was intent 1o rely almost
solely on this form of assistance, rather than admitting to the faws of the new Farm Bill and
crafting a real farm safety net. The Administration also believed that much of the aid was poorly
targeted. During the three years from 1997 through 2000, Congress passed no fewer than eight
pieces of emergency farm legislation in excess of 520 billion, and authorized a whopping 70 new
programs, many of which USDA had to implement with little gutdance.

A New Set of Guiding Principles

By applying the tools and resources available--farm credit, farm price and income support
programs, risk management, food aid, export credit, conservation incentives and more--LISDA
used virtually every too! left in the wake of the 1996 Act to help farmers through the growing
crisis. Slowly a new approach took shape. 1t was this new approach that, in the Spring of 1999
Seceetary Glickman established as a core set of “guiding principles,” that the Administration felt
should drive farm policy well into the future,

¢ Farm programs should suppert farmers, not commuodities. The Administration argued
that Government payments should be based on farm income rather than crop prices,
because 1t s overall farm income that ensures ULS. producers can continue working the
land and enjoy a decent standard of living. The old commodity-driven system, the
Administration maintained, allowed too many producers to slip through the cracks. The
Administration also beheved that traditional U.S. farm policy encouraged the massive
consolidation that had swept through agriculture n recent decades because when farm
support 18 issued on a per-bushel or per-pcunﬁ basis, the larger farm operations receive
the bigger payments.

. U8, farm policy should be more comprehensive and national in scope, While the 1996
Act professed to encourage planting flexibility, four years after its enactment, the Nation
continued to have a narrow, seven-crop, regional system that doesn't support or reward
farmers for branching out into new and specially crops that offer strong market
opportunities. This broader scope also must reflect the true geographic diversity of
American agriculture. As Secretary Glickman explained it in his 2000 Agricultural
Outlock speech, “It wasn't until [ast stmmer’s drought, which was centered in the
Northeast and mid-Atlantic regions, that certain people ... began to realize that there are
actually farmers in these parts of the country. In fact, from Maine to Virginia, there are
200,000 farmers. They too deserve support and proteciton.”

* USDA risk management programs must hecome more affordable and inclusive. The most
glaring example of the exclusivity of U.S, farm policy was the fact that Congress barred
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LSDA from providing, through the Federal crop insurance program, affordable protection
far livestock--even though ranchers account for abowt half of the U.S. farm economy.

The Adminsstration repeatedly pressed for such coverage. They also advocated lifting the
area-wide trigger on USDA’s Non-Insured Assistance Program, making it easier for
farmers of uninsurable craps o receive help after a major loss.

Conservation musi he a centerpicce of farm policy, not an afterthought. By creating
mcentives fiyr all farmers to be environmentally responsible, the Clinton Administration
firmly believed that Government could boost farm income at the same time it encouraged
farmers and ranchers to protect the Nation's natural resousces. As Secretary Glickman
expiained in his 2000 Agricultural Qutlook remarks, “the land is not something that can
be replaced hke 2 piece of machinery. We need to respect it above and beyond its crop-
producing capability; we must recogrize it for what i1 is: our most valuable commodity of
all. Long after this vear's crop is grown, harvested and sold--and the next year's and the
next year's-—what still will remain is the fand. We must hand it to the next generation in
as good a shape as we found it. And we can do that while still having an agriculture
sector that is productive and profitable.

Rural development policy Iy an integrad part of U8, farm policy. The Clinton
Administration was quick fo recognize that most people in modern-day America could no
tonger make a decent fiving in production agsiculture alone. A disappointing truth for
many, yet the fact remained that more and more farmers needed to supplement their
income with off-farm opportunities. Quite often, this dual-income approach was the only
way for family farmers to stay on the land. These changing realities made it all the more
important that rural farm communities diversify their economies and create an
environment where entreprencurship can flourish. It alse made clear the importance of
strong Federal programs to ensure these communities have a sound physical and
information mdrastructure that can atiract economic opportunities and discourage the out-
migration of young people from rural areas’

This philosophy for a more inclusive and responsive U.S. farm safety net was flrst shared with

the country in the Spring of 1999 by Secrefary Glickman, 1t is a strong vision that can help
ensure 4 bright, secure future for U.S. agriculture. 1t is a vision developed after vears of effort on
behalf of struggling farmers and ranchers across the country, What follows i3 a detailed account
of those efforts. :

Farm Credit; Helping Farmers Help Themselves

Providing credit is a critical function of USDA, especially during difficult economic periods. As
the farm crisis deepened in the late 1990s farmers and ranchers found commercial credit more
difficalt to obtain, making USDA credit even more important.

' For a detailed discussion of the rural development legacy of the Clinton Administration, please see Chapier &,
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By 1999 USDA farm lending had increased 70 percent from 1992, providing nearly $4 billion in
credit-—a 14-year high. In responding to the myriad of weather-related disasters, USDA’s
emergency lending program emerged as a critically important tool. In {act, during the drought-
plagued summer of 1999, USDA approved $330 million in emergency, low-interest loans to
nearly 4,000 farmers.

Recognizing that USDA receives more than 30,000 requests for new loans each year, the Clinton
Administration focused on making it easier for farmers and ranchers to get much needed

financial assistance. Several times the President went to Congress to request additional funds to
expand the loan program and help more farmers and ranchers. For example, in 1999, widespread
natural disasters and the weak farm economy placed unprecedented demands on USDA's farm
loan programs. The use of USDA direct and guaranteed loans increased more than 75 percent
over the previous year. So the President asked Congress for $110 million in emergency funding
to meet the increased demand for farm credit.

Recogniztng, as well, that accessibility of Government loan programs is vifal, the Clinton
Administration-primarily under the auspices of Vice Presidemt Gore's “reinventing government”
inttiative-streamiined its farm loan procedures by reducing the time required o approve
applications for loan guarantees, making the loan approval process more consistent, and reducing
paperwork. As aresult, USDA during the Clinton years processed a record number of joans for
farmers and ranchers quickly and efficiently-reducing the loan approval process from six weeks
to two weeks. As examples, USDA’s guaranteed loan program application was streamlined to
one page for loans of less than $50,000, The Department slashed 1,200 pages of farm loan
regulattons from its books and cut in half the number of required forms. 1t also created a
Preferred Lender Program to encourage more lenders to help smaller producers,

Other changes as part of USDA’s overhaul of its farm loan programs included: expanding the
Certified Lender Program; consolidating forms to reduce paperwork; reducing requirements for
historical documentation; reducing appraisal requirements; and expanding purposes for which
lines of credit may be used  Qther regulatory changes were made fo ease the financial burden on
farmers whao had debts forgiven under past USDA farm loan programs.

President Clinton and his two agriculture secretanies shared a firm commitment to ensuning
USDA farm programs were available to all producers. Toward this end in 1997, USDA extended
its maximum foan guarantees to beginning farmers to 95percent of the purchase. This action was
part of an ongoing effort to help folks starting out in agriculture, 1t also provided a means for |
retiring farmers to transfer their land to 3 new generation. USDA also increased direct farm
ownership and operating loans made 1o minonity and women farmess by 74 percent from 1995 to
1999, Between 1995 and 1998, USDA increased its farm lending to Native Americans from $2
roillion in 1995 {0 more than $29 million in 1999, Overall lending to socially disadvantaged
farmers and ranchers rose by 44 percent, from 1998 to 1999 alone,



Making a Stand for Small Farms

When the Clinton Administration took office, 1.8, agnculture was continuing a trend toward
fewer and larger operations, While many saw this trend toward more efficient and globally
competitive corporate farms as inevitable — even beneficial i terms of consumer prices ~
President Clinton was determined to also ensure a bright future for small family farmers and
ranchers. )

On July 16, 1997, Secretary Glickman appointed a National Commission on Small Farms, Their
report, 4 Time 1o Act, provided s series of recommendations based on testimony gathered at
national meetings. President Clinton declared that he would match — doflar for dollar — the
report’s call for a substantial increase i direct farm loans. This helped 1,000 beginning farmers
get on the land and 12,000 more 1o stay there.

Through these and other positive actions, the Administration made a substantive down payment
on the future of the small family farm. In 1999, President Clinton’s USDA made protecting and
promoting America’s small farms an explicit part of the Department’s mission. Secretary
Glickman also established an external Advisory Committee on Small Farms and an internal
Council on Small Farms. These entities recommend and coordinate USDA actions to enhance
the viability and economic opportunities of small farms and ranches.

A sustained Clinton Administration commitment to famly farmers and ranchers also helped
deliver:

- Intenstfied outreach to small, limited-resource, and minority farmers. For example,
several agencies sponsored a‘conference for Himited resource farmers in Tennessee and
California to help them earn more by planting alternative crops, and by using new
production and marketing methods.

. New rules to make livestock and poultry market transaction information available to the
public and to make production contracts less complicated.

* - Improved access to fair and open markets for family farmers through increased efforts to
monitor unfair market practices.

. A $25-million nitiative to increase risk management education and crop insurance
products available to farmers in |5 under-served States.

These are just a few examples of the many efforts (o protect and promote America’s small farms
carried out by the Chinton Administration. Perhaps the strongest indicator of their success, was
the answer given to the question posed by Secretary Glickman when he first created the National
Commission on Small Farms: “What role - if any — should the Federal Government play given
the very determined trend toward larger and fewer farms? Can Government help or would we be
paddling hopelessiy upstream.” Secretary Glickman went on to share his opinion: “The question
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is not big versus little,” he said, “but can we find a meaningful way for the two o coexist? 1°d
like to think that the answer 15 yes.”

Secretary Ghckman got his answer in February of 2000 when USDA’s National Agricultural
Statistics Service released new numbers on the makeup of the U.S. farm economy. 1t found that
while the total amount of farm acreage declined slighily in the United States in 1999, the number
of small farms in America actually increased for the first time in years.

Farm Programs: Supporting Farmers and Ranchers

Though the 1996 Act eliminated some of the support programs thas made up the traditional farm
safety net, the role of USDA farm proygrams could not have become more central to the
Administration’s efforts to assist struggling farmers and ranchers. By the latter part of the
decade, USDA’s Farm Service Agency was saddled with an enormous task: administening a
myriad of new emergency programs. While most were authorized through Congressional
legislation, several were the product of the Administeation’s creative and innovative application
of decades-old authorities.

As prices collapsed for commodity after commodity, the list of commodities needing assistance
grew: dairy, pork, oilseeds, sheep, lamb, apples, tobacco, onions, peanut, potatoes, cotton seed,
ctirus, cranbernies, livestock, wool, mohair. Few were spared from the price depression.

A vecord 320.6 billion in Federal direct payments, the highest in history, was delivered to
America’s farmers and ranchers in 1999, including more than $5 billion in market transition
payments, 359 billion in loan defictency pavments, more than $5.5 billion in market loss
assistance payments, more than $400 million in livestock and dairy assistance, more than $1.8
hillion in conservation payments, and almost §2 billion for crop losses. This staggening amount
eastly eclipsed the previous high of $16.7 billion in 1987,

USDA erployees worked tirelessly, often distributing payments to producers in days. This
required extra effort or creative thinking. The collapse of pork prices in the winter of 1998 is an
excelfent example. Consolidation in the hog market inflicted devasiatingly low prices on hog
farmers—the lowest since the 1940s, and far below those needed to recover costs Using an
authority not used in decades, USDA created a $50-million Smalt Hog Operation Payment
Program employees set up a toll-free hotline to get information on this new resource out to
farmers quickly. Ultimately, nearly 60,000 mostly smaller hog producers received payments
under this program.

The Flood Compensation Program disbursed $42 million to producers whose agricultural land
was subject to long-term flocding and could not be used for crop production or grazing. This
assistance went to producers in five States, including those in the Devil's Lake region of eastern
North Dzkota and the Praine Pothole region of South Dakota, Flooding in these greas began as
early as 1993 and continued through 1999



Virtually an afterthought when crafling the 1996 Act, USDA loan deficiency payments took on-
tremendous sigaificance as prices tumbled. By mid-1999, it was delivering $3.7 billion in
assistance, a 20-fold increase from 1997 ’

Realizing that farmers needed better marketing flexibihity and relief from storage shortages,
USDIA begae making seven-year, low-cost loans to farmers in 2000 1o help build or upgrade
commodity storage and handling facilities. As of September, 27, 2000, FSA had approved 1,585
loans totaling $46.9 million in 29 States. By this date, 244 new facilities had been completed —
increasing on-farm storage capacity by 31.2 million bushels, so fewer farmers are forced to
market during pertods of low prices.

Between 1998 and 2000, the USDA Farm Service Agency developed and administered
approximately 70 programs supporting farmers and ranchers. All told, in the three years between
1998 and 2000 USDA administered a staggering $60 billion in direct payments and crop
msurance indemnities to producers.

Disaster Assistance

Many times through the 1990s, Secretary Glickman authorized emergency grazing and haying on
all but the most environmentally sensitive conservation reserve acres, in an effort to assist
struggling cattle producers, Disaster relief for livestock producers was offered through various
hvestock indemnify and assistance programs, During the worst period of drought, parts of 44
States were declared agricultural disaster areas, making emergency low-mnterest loans available {0
tens of thousands of hard-hit farmers.

Responding 10 the severity of the drought, a policy commission was established to develop a new
national drought policy. The commission studied current drought preparedness and reviewed
laws and programs. It made recommendations on ways to integrate Federal and non-Federal
drought relief programs to improve services without infringing on State control of water
resources. It also recommended measures for public education on drought prevention and
mitigation.

Another unusually severe natural disaster — an ice storm--struck New Enpgland in 1998 USDA
responded quickly to requests for emergency food assistance and helped dairy farmers in the
worst-lut areas. Farm Service Agency personnel were there to assess damage and mateh scarce
resources to critical needs, such as getting electrical generators to dairy farms suffering power
outages. USDA alse made emergency loans for production and property losses cansed by the
storms, .

Being hit with so many disaster programs to administer, USDA streambined its procedures to
reduce the burden on farmers and ranchers 10 receive aid. In many Cases, producers came to a
focal office to find a completed application for disaster aid ready for their verification and
signature.
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Risk Management

Federally backed crop insurance first surfaced in the 1930s when the hardships of the Dust Bowl
and the Great Depression underscored the need to provide some form of insurance protection for
farmers. But it was not until the Federal Crop Insurance Act of 1980 that the program expanded
beyond major crops in major agricultural areas. However, this legislation was not sufficient to
prevernit what has been a continuing phenomenon for the agricultural economy in hard times--ad
hoe disaster programs. As part of the Clinton Administration’s efforts to develop more effective
and proactive tools to help farmers better manage all of the nisks imherent in agriculture, it
supported two major crop insurance reforms.

Federal Crop Insurance Reform Act of 1994

At the beginning of the Clintor administratioe, disastrous floods in the Midwest and a drought in
the Southeast showed the {imitations of existing agricultural disaster assistance programs.
Traveling extensively in the affected areas, President Clinton and Secretary Espy spoke directly
with, and hstened to, farmers facing financial ruin to determine what was working and what
needed work. These conversations resulted in an ambitious reform initiative announced by
Secretary Espy on'March 2, 1994, The Act was both a vital budget reform as well as a major
agncultural pohicy reform.

For many farmers, the expectation of “free” ad Aoc relief deterred their participation in the crop
msurance program. The result? A vicious cycle. Only one-third of eligible acres were covered
by crop insurance, so when disaster struck, the cry was loud for costly ad hoc assistance. The
availability of ad hoc assistance was inherently uncertain, inequitable and costly-averaging about
$1.5 billion per year on top of the $900 million per year paid out under crop insurance. The
Clinton Admimstration set-its sights on eliminating the need for two costly programs 1o solve one
problem--while still maintaining a sturdy farm safety net.

The Administration resolved this situation by proposing to fuse crop insurance and disaster aid
into a single program that provided farmers with a predictable level of protection. The Act
enjoyed wide hipartisan support in the Congress, and was signed into law on October 13, 1994,

Ohnee the reforms were in place, crop Insurance participation piraped from 33 percent of eligible
acres to 80 percent. For the first time in ULS. history, the vast majority of eligible farmers had
the security of knowing in advance the amount of their protection, and American taxpayers had a
too! to rein in unbudgeted disaster assistance spending.

21



\x% .
Gettmg Cw;; Iasuram:e on's Sound Financial meng N R
‘I Prior to 1993, the cmp insurance program was bleeding rod ink. Fm 1981 10 1993, the avcrail
collected in pmmmms Prcszdcnt Cirmﬁn s 1993 economic ;Jackage which s¢t th'é'bmmtry on rts R
historic eourse toward a balanced budget, required the Federal Crop-Insurance. Ccrporatt:m to -
ach:z;w an z;:vcrall projected iess mno af % Z by{)ctuhcr I i9§5 :md 1. 0?5 bv Octﬁber l 1998 )

..... Exs

l billion in cxcess underwriting expcnses no

4 —— A

I
|

Agricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000

The Federal Crop Insurance Reform Act of 1994 produced phenomenal growth in the amount of
protection farmers carried, and farmers enjoyed rising prices and expanding markets for several
vears. But when the Asian economuc ensis hit in 1997 and global overproduction of many
commodities caused prices to plunge, President Clinton’s warning about an inadequate safety net
became an all too real threat, as it became pai nfully apparent that more measures were needed to
keep L1.3. farmers afloat.

For example, while many more producers now carried some protection, the coverage level
selected was often too low 10 provide much assistance in the event of 3 crop loss. To make
matters worse, many farmers in parts of the country whech suffered a series of natural disasters,
saw the amount of their protection dwindle 10 dangerously low levels. USDA also was
specifically prohibited by law from offering msurance protection for ivestock, which accounts
for nearly half of the U.S. agricultural economy,

To address these weaknesses, the Administration actively sought producer opinions and solutions
through a series of listening sesstons and conferences. These grassroots effonts resulted in an
$11.5 billion initiative to strengthen the farem safety net, an 80 percent increase over past funding,
Secretary Glickman made clear that this new endeavaor reflected a new philosophy for the future:

“As you know, many in the farm sector have not shared in the overall national
prosperity. That’s why the USDA budget mcludes 2 new safety net proposal worth
3115 billion over the next two years... It includes targeted, counter-cyclical
sncome assistance, as well as increased conservation assistance, improved risk
management tools and oew market opportunities for farmers. | believe that this
plan represents a shift in farm policy philosophy, one that [ hope will guide
lawmakers {for years to come).”

2Dan Glickman, Feb. 7, 2000, Asnouncement of USDA FY 2001 Budgw
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Key elements of the initiative included making higher levels of coverage affordable, increasing
coverage for producers suffering multiple years of losses, developing a livestock pilot program,
expanding research and education efforts, encouraging the development of new nisk management
products, improving the dontnsured crop disaster assistance program, and increasing overgight to
inprove the integrity of the crop insurance program.

The Administration’s proposal was substantially reflected in the Agricultural Risk Protection Agt
of 2000, which President Clinton signed into law on June 20, 2000, The bill had broad-based,
bipartisan support. Within days of gnaciment, USDA made 60 percent of the S-year, $8.2 billion
package available to farmers.  But at the bill signing ceremony, President Clinton made clear
that this legislation was merely a first step in righting the wrongs of the 1996 Act and building a
true farm safety net for the future. “While this bill is important, it still fails to fix what is plainly
an unsuccessful farm policy,” President Clinton said. “We should be targeting assistance where
s truly needed, instead of making payments to farmers who haven't planted a crop and who
don't need our help. That's why we need to revise, revamp, and improve the 1996 Freedom To
Farm Bill--1c build a safety net that adequately protects our Nation's farmers.”

Mesting the Demand for Risk Management Tools

By eliminating New Deal farm programs, the 1996 Farm Bill shufted more of the burden of
agricultural risk from the Government to farmers. In the absence of a sturdy farm safety net,
mereased nsk, coupled with sustained low commeodity prices, pushed many farmers to the
financial edge. To help farmers manage their increased risks, USDA aggressively enhanced and
expanded the quality, types, and availability of crop insurance protection, By 2000, USDA’s
Risk Management Agency provided protection to farmers through 36,262 county crop insurance
programs. The Agency also ¢reated new programs for commodities like squaculture and dairy
products. It also developed new speciaity and whole-farm risk management products.

As svidenced by two major crop insurance reform initiatives, the Chinton Administration worked
successfully to provide farmers more coverage at a lower cost, Innovative programs like the
whole-farm income product described above mean more coverage for more producers.
Participation in the crop insurance program means protection in the event of a natural disaster.
But thig coverage also helps farmers secure operating loans, aggressively market a portion of
their crop, and plan for the future.
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AIDING AGRICULTURE'S DIVERSE FUTURE C o LARY S
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As a result of the Clinton Administration’s persistence, participation in Federal crop insurance
programs has increased dramatically. 1n 1999, nearly $30.9 billion in protection was provided on
{96 million acres through move than 1.8 million policies. This level of protection is almost 2 1/2
times the $13.6 billion protection on the 100 million acres insured in 1994,

Embracing a World of Opportunity

American agnouiture is the leading positive contributor to the ULS, trade balance. As commodity
prices fell and global competition for key agricultural markets heated up, the Administration
understood that a world marketplace free of trade barriers were key to ensuring the United States
would remain a major exporter of agricultural products. [t also understood that nowhere was
there more opportunity to decrease farmers and ranchers reliance on Government payments than
to increase the market opportunities that existed among the 6 billion consumers who live ouside
the United States,

Not only did the Clinton Administration understand how important expanded global market
opportunities were 1o America’s farmers and ranchers, so — by and large — did U 8. agriculture,
As President Clinton eked out significant victory after significant victory in the U8, Congress on
the often divisive issue of trade, time after time U.S. agriculture delivered critical support that
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tipped the balance in favor of some of the Admimstration’s greatest trade achievements ~ from
the North American Free Trade Agreement in the early Clinton-Core years to Permanent Normal
Trade Relations with China i 2000,

As a result of this strong alliance between U.S, agriculture and the Clinton Admanistration on
trade, Secretary Glickman and Secretary Espy used USDA’s foreign agricultural programs
vigorously--not only to promote a strong U.S. farm economy by expanding U.S. export
opportuniiies, but also to build a foundation of free and fair trade in food and fiber around the
world, a foundation that would ensure a strong U S, farm economy, a principied global economy
and a more food secure world.

Expanding Global Markeis

As a result of the Admimstration’s myriad efforts to open sew markets, combat unfair trade
barriers, and expand U.S. agriculture’s opportanittes around the world, U.8. agricultural exports
reached §50.9 bithon for 2000, an 383 billion gain from 1993, Exports passed 330 billion in
1695, and climbed to a record $60 billion in 1996, But as commodity prices dropped and a
global financial crisis drove down demand, exporis-like the rest of the farm economy-took a hit.
Nevertheless the 2000 level was higher than any annual export level achieved before the record-
setting nmid-1950s. . '

Foreign markets are vital to 1.8, farmers and ranchers, These consumers buy about one-third of
.5 crops. These exports markets also are critical 1o a continned strong US. economy.
Agricultural exports support about 750,000 Americanjobs. Only one-third of these jobs are in
rural areas. ) ‘

The Birth of the World Trade Organization

For U8, agriculture, no event was as significant a3 the negotiation of the Uruguay Round
Agreement under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, which was concluded in 1994

As a result of this round of negotiations, agriculture— for the first time--was brought under this
broad agreement for free and fair trade around the world. The agreement established the World
Trade Orgamzation {WTO) and a new dispute settlement process. In the agriculture arena, trade-
distorting internal support and export subsidies were capped and reduced. The dispute settlement
process was improved and a new appeals process was imstituted to ensure that the new rules are
applied fairly. Thanks to these new rules, the United States filed 15

successful complaints, which ultimately led 1o the opening of a wide variety of markets, {rom

U.8. apples being sold m Japan to LS, beef being sold in Korea, 1o U.S. grains having fair access
o markets in the European Union. Disciplines were also imposed an Canadian dairy export
subsidies. When alf was said and done, the Clinton Admirustration successfully raised more than
80 compliance issues involving approximately $2.5 billion in U S, agricultural expons.

From the original 128 members, the WTO grew to 139 members during the Clinton-Gore

Adeministration, China and Taiwan are working foward accession. The accession of additional
countries 10 the WTO further ensures that principles of free and fair trade are the true foundation
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of the modern global economy-ensuring better market access, lower tasiffs, and predictable
standards for trade in food and agricultural products. Taiwan’s WTO accession agreement with
the United States was completed in February 1998, Under this agreement, which is in
preparation for its hoped-for accession to the WTQ, Taiwan immediately cut taniffs on 15 key
U.§, commodities and began to phase in imports of previously-banned chicken meat, pork
bellies, pork offals, and beef offals. The Urited Statss dominated these new imports—exporting
23,940 metric tons of the 313,042 tons allocated for these products in 1999,

In 1999, the U.S.~China Agriculiural Cooperation Agreement opened Ching’s market for the first
time in more than 20 years to U.S, ¢itrug, meat and wheat, China’s accession to the WTO was
conditional on signing a market access agreement with the United States. This occurred in
November of 1999, and the United States granted Permanent Normat Trade Relations to China in
October 2000.

Permanent Normal Trade Relations with China X
Throughout its ienure, the Clinton Admimstration made several attempts to get Congress to
normalize trade relations with China. A study done by USDA cconomists that projected an
increase of 32 billion in globai U.8. agricultural exports should China gain entrance into the
World Trade Organization. In other words, if Congress stood with Prestdent Clinton, US.
farmers and ranchers would stand among the biggest winners due to sharply greater access 1o the
immense Chinese market. Speaking at the 2000 Agricultural Outlook Conference, Secretary
Glickman said: ‘

“When it's all said and done, based on conservative estimates, Chinese
membership in the WTO will mean an additional $2 billion a year in U.S. farm
exporis to China by 2003, A no vote .. is a vote to cede this lucrative market to
the EU, Canada, Australia, Argentina and others. It would be a kind of unilateral
economic disarmament, This may be the biggest test vet of our Nation's
commitment to a global economy based on fair trade principles. We all know
how vocal and intense the opposition can be on trade issues. We saw it in 1997
with fast track. We saw it just a few months ago in Seattle. The President will
devote considerable time, energy and pohitical capital to the NTR fight. And, |
hope the agriculture community will as well.” '

In the end, President Clinton secured this significant trade victory, and analysts agree that it was

largely the suppont of U.S, agriculture that made the difference. This victery was an important
foreign policy achievement for the President, but it wag also critical to the Admimtstration’s
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efforts 1o expand market global opportunities for U.S. farmers and ranchers in order to fuel 4
strong 21% century U5, farm economy, The North American Free Trade Agreement

The victory in expanding U.S. agriculture’s opportunities in China topped off eight years of
chithanger triumphs on trade pohey that the Clinton-Gore Administrauon eked out by rallying a
slim bipartisan majority in Congress. This majority understood that the future of both a strong
[1.S. economy and global economic and political stability hinged on fostering free and fair trade
around the world. In 1992, the U.$., Canada, and Mexico signed the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA}), which addresses barriers to agnicultural trade between the three nations.
When President Chinton came into office, he was left with the difficult job of getting the U §,
Congress to ratify the agreement. This was the first test of his ability to pull together a bipartisan
rnajority on trade issues. From the start the “leg work” of Secretary Espy and other leaders of
U.S. agriculiure was critical. But that hard work paid off. The agricultural sectors of the all three
countries-the United States, Canada and Mexico~all have bengfitted greatly from the liberalized
environment created by NAFTA. Exponts and imports of agricultvral products have reached
record levels between all parties. U.S. exports (o our two neighboring countries steadily
expanded during the Clinton-Gore years ag tariffs and other barriers were reduced or efiminated.
Between 1993 and 1999, 1.8, agricultural exports to Mexico increased by 321 billion or 60
percent, and exports to Canada rose by nearly $1.3 billion or 22 percent. In 1998, U.S. exports to
Canada topped $7 billion for the first fime. In 2000, Canada and Mexico ranked as the No.2 and
No. 3 fargest U.S. agricultural export markets, behind Japan.

To further enhance trade and reduce complex non-tariff barriers, a Consultative Committee on
Agriculture was established with Canada in 1998, As part of the process, a Provincial-State
Advisory Group was created to give State and local officials and producers a forum for raising
regional trade concerns with the two nations’ Governments. The U.S. went on to establish
sirilar consultative comimitees with Chile {(in 1997), Argentina {in 1998) and Brazil (in 2000},
The committees provide a vital government-to-government framework to address igsues such as
agricultural market access, agricultural marketing, regulation, and safety of food products,
development of positions before international standard-setting bodies; and agricultural research
and technical exchanges,

The Clinton Adnunistration also laid the groundwork for the expansion of NAFTA to all of
Central and South America. Negotiations to achieve a Free Trade Agreement of the Americas
were initiated in 1994, with the mim of creating the world’s largest free trade zone, The
governments of the 34 countries of the Western Hemisphere agreed to conclude these
negotiations by the end of 2005, This breakthrough will ensure that US| producers gain
liberalized access to a market of 675 million people, with a combined consumer buying power of
$1.5 trillion, Countries have agreed to specific measures to make it easier for companies to do
bustness throughout the hemisphere. In additton, they agreed 10 pursue the elmination of
agricaltural export subsidies as a2 common objective in WT trade negotiations.



Sanctions Reform Sets Aside Trade in Food

In April of 1999, President Chnton announced sweeping sanctions reforms to open new foreign
markets to U.S, agnicultural exports, Despite continuing sanctions on most other products,
American farmers and ranchers~thanks to President Clinton’s decision—were able to sell their
commadities to Iran, Libya, and Sudan. By the fall of 2000, sales made under the new mandate,
mehuded 29,000 tons of hard red winter wheat to Sudan, 20,000 tons of durum to Libya, and
more than 600,000 tons of corn to Iran. 1o general, the Chnton Administration felt that
commercial exports of food and other human necessities should not be used as tools of foreign
policy. The President’s actions on sanctions policy paved the way for Congress to pass sanctions
reform legislation as part of the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001, opening the way for fiture U 8. exporis of food
ard medicine to Cuba.

Exploring New Markets and Sharpening U.S. Agriculture’s Competitive Edge

On July 13, 2000, President Clinton signed the U.S - Vietnam Bilateral Trade Agreement. This
agreement will significantly open the Vietnamese market to U.8. agricultural exports by cutting
tariffs as much as 30 percent on a wide range of U.S. farm products, These cuts will be fully
implemented three years after the agreement is approved by the U.S. Congress and Vietnam's
National Assembly.

During the Clinton-Gore Administration, USDA used a variety of export market development
programs aggressively to mamntain ULS. agricubture’s competitive edge in a hotly contested global
marketplace. For example, from 1993 to 2000, USDA’s export credit guarantee programs
supported sales of about $26 billion in U.S. agnicultural products. These programs encourage
expoits of U.S. agricultural products to countries where private-sector financing for these exports
may not be available. In 1998, during the height of the Asian economic crisis, USDA made $1.5
hiltion in credit guarantees available to exporters for the sale of U S, agricultural produets,

mostly to South Korea.

President Clinton’s USDA also developed a Supplier Credit Guarantee Program to address
foreign buvers’ desires for more consumer-ready products and more attractive payment terms, In
addition, a Facility Guarantee Program was launched in 1998 to provide guarantees for the sale
of capital goods and services Lo improve or establish agriculture~related infrastructure in
emerying markets, where demand for U.S. products may be constricted due to a lack of storage,
processing or handling facilities.

USDA also reinvented the planning and application process for its major export market
development programs. This dramatically reduced paperwork requirements and improved the
effictency of the programs. It encouraged exporters to develop market-specific strategies for
ax;}anémg their economic Qppei’zumues ensuning a more effective use of USDA’s full arsenal of -
market development programs.



Expanding the Definition of the Farm Safety Net

Trade efforts, rural development efforts and conservation efforts all were integral to the Clinton-
Gore Administratien’s vision of a strong farm safety net for the 21" century. Throughout the
Administration’s tenure, Secretary Espy and Secretary Glickman took every opportunity they
could to minimize economic hardships facing America’s farmers and ranchers and to exploit new
opportunities that showed the promise of real growth — from supporting the growing market for
organic agriculture to reforming one of the most politically charged programs at USDA to
eradicating animal health issues to supporting a strong agricultural research agenda,

The First National Standards for Organic Food

In 1989, a television report was broadcast alerting the public to the use of a carcinogemc
pesticide, Alar, io apple production. Thig focused attemtion on the fact that there was an
alternative to food grown with the aid of chemicals—organically produced food.

Members of the organic food mdustry came to Congress and asked for legislation that would
marddate the creation of nattonal standards for the production of organic food. The Organic Food
" Production Act was passed as part of the 1990 Farm Bill. Work on the standards was stow, The
first Congressional appropriation paid one-half of one person’s salary.

The priority placed on this effort changed with the arrival of the Clinton Administration. By
1994, the staff was expanded 1o eight persons and work began wn earnest. In 1997, USDA issued
the first proposed national standards for the production and processing of organic food  The
Department received an unprecedented 275,603 comments {most urging that the standards be
even more strict}.

President Chnton’s USDA histened. On March 7, 2000, Secretary Glickman announced revised
standards. The final standards, the most comprehensive and strict organic rules in the world,
were put in place at the end of 2000.

USDA’s goal for national organic standards was to ensure that they are:

. Strict in what is acceptable as organic;

. Precise in their definition of organic;

» Easy for consumers to understand; and

. Through their uniformity, create more economic potential for the Nation’s 12,000 organic

farmers—a rumber that is growing and will continue 10 grow as a result of these standards.

Thanks to the Administration’s diligent efforts, and the strong participation of U.S. consumers
and organic farmers in the process, consumers will know what they are buying, and farmers will
know what is expected of them. By establishing uniform national organic standaeds, President
Clinton’s USDA smoothed the way for even mere growth in organic agriculture and the further
development of a promising and growmng new market for U.S, farmers,

29



Federal Milk Marketing Order Reform

When the Clinton Admunistration took office, one of the most divisive issues facing agriculture
was the need to reform the 60-year-old Federal Milk Marketing Order program. The process of
having the Federal Government set forth the terms of trade between buyers and sellers of milk
based on an archaic gystem that divided the country into 33 milk marketing areas, had led to
bitter disputes about regional price inequities among dairy farmers,

While there was broad agreement that milk marketing orders need to move toward greater market
orientation. If one started talked specifics, that consensus promptly broke down. Yet tn 1696,
Congress “punted” on the igsue — ordening President Clinton’s USDA 1o take on the divisive,
politically explosive, but certainly necessary challenge of reform.

In wading into the divisive issue by putting out an initial proposal, Secretary Glickman invited
gveryone into the debate, “Our proposal gives America a more reasonable, contemporary dairy
policy,” Glickman said. “Some folks will say it doesn't go far encugh. Others will say #’s too
radical. That telfs me that Pm in the right vicinity. But | invite everyone inio this debate ... We
have a real chance to avert a crisis and create a real opportunity bere. But it will require all of us
to wade through what has been a highly emotional issue and achieve some national consensus.
We owe that to America’s dairy farmers.” When the process was done, USDA had received
8,000 comments on its proposal,

URDA znalyzed all aspects of the program as well as the public input. The Department was
commitied 1o ensuring that the changes would not unduly barm small dairy farmers and
processing plants, USDA issued a final decision on March 12, 1999, consolidating the milk
marketing orders from 33 to 11, establishing a national Class 1 price surface, modernizing the
formula used for pricing milk, and making other revistons to improve the program. Congress also
overturned the Administration's reform of the Class 1 price surface,

Completion of this project was a significant accomphishment for President Clinton™s USDA,
especially in light of the complexity of the program and divisiveness that existed in the dairy
industry. USDA demonstrated unprecedented initiative and leadership that resulted in a more
streamlined, efficient and market-oriented program.

Eradicating Animal Health Problems

Animal diseases and pests cost producers mithons of dollars each year in direct losses and costs
associated with eliminating them. But hvestoek producers are not the only ones burdened by
animal diseases and pests; the resulting higher food prices affect all Americans. As the Clinton
Administration sought out every oppartunity to improve the outlook for the U.S. farm economy,
it made a priority of working to eradicate animal disezases and pests that posed significant risks to
.S, agricultural resources. By accelerating programs to eradecate bovine tuberculosis,
brucellosis, and pseudorabies, Pregident Clinton’s USDA successfully reduced the risks and costs
associated with these diseases,
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The success of the brucellosss eradication program is a good example of the results USDA’s
Antmal and Plant Health ospection Service achieved under the leadership of the Clinton
Administration. Brucellosis causes abortions, infertility, and lowered milk production in cattle
and bison. Brucellosis alse impacts human health-causing potentially fatal undulant fever. Itisa
particularly stubborn disease to eliminate because the bacteria that cause it can survive in the
environment for long pertods of time. Additionally, the incobation period for exposed animals is
long and variable.

In 1997, USDA established the Brucellosis Emergency Action Plan. Thanks to an enhanced
cocperative Federal-State-industry effort, only two cattle herds and one bison herd in the entire
country carried the disease in 2000, The last reservoir for the disease is free-roaming bison and
elk herds in the Greater Yellowstone Area. USDA has taken an active rele with other Federal
and State agencies in efforts to reduce the potential for transmission of brucellosss from infected
bison to livestock and disease-free bison and elk populations in the Greater Yellowstone Area.
The end result? Greater economic opportunities for ULS, ranchers and safer food for all who
enjoy their products.

Supporting a Streng Agricultural Research Agenda

In 1998, Secretary Glickman released a USDA report that backed up the Clinton
Administration’s belief in a strong mvestment in agncultural research. The report —“U.S.
Agricultural Growth and Productivity: An Economywlde Perspective” — found that from World
War I through the 1990s, public investment in agricultural research was responsible for three
quarters of all growth in U.S. farm productivity. The report also found that consumers got a big
return on therr Investment, as well, in the form of lower food costs, The Clinton Admmistration
understood that agricultural research was a major driver of farm productivity and profitability. It
also recognized that investments in agricultural research were a good part of the reason that U8,
consumers spend less of their dollar on food than any other country in the world. For this reason,
USDA invested in a wide range of research aimed at improving the long-term economic
prospects and opportunities for farmers and ranchers in the United States. Here are a few of the
major efforts that this support helped finance:

. Methyl Bromide Alternatives. Methyl bromide had been a tremendously valuable
chemical for American agriculture. Yet scientists discovered that methyl bromide
contritustes to the depletion of the earth’s ozone layer, thus causing potentially significant
environmental consequences worldwide. The U.S. is scheduled to ban methyl bromide in
20035 in accordance with an international treaty. As a result, the development of
alternatives to methyl bromide became a major priority at USDA. USDA scientists
worked to develop and test new fumigants and/or strategies to reduce methy! bromide
use, and to develop technology and equipment to reduce methyl bromide emissions into
the atmosphere. USDA also worked to develop acceptable alternatives to methyl bromide
for post-harvest quality maintenance of fresh fruits and vegetahles.

31



Alternative Crops to Enhance Small Farm Profitability. Three USDA laborstories
dealt specifically with research to support small farms. Many other laboratories had
relevam programs. For example, research findings and technology transfer activities by
USDA’s Semall Frun Station at Poplarville, Mississippi, were instrumental in the growth
of the blueberry industry of the Gulf Coast region. This industry tecreased from about
SO0 acres in 1980 o more than 10,000 acres in 1998 New early-ripening blueberry
cultivars developed by scientists at LISDA’s Agricuitural Research Service (ARS) allow
Southern growers 1o economically produce fruit that fits a market window that does not
compete with the blueberry growers to the North, USDA also had major programs
directed toward small farms af the Dale Bumpers Small Farm Research Center in -
Beoneville, Arkansas, and at the Appalachian Soif and Water Conservation Laboratory in
Beaver, West Virginia. New economically efficient and sustainable forage and livestock
praduction systems for small family farms in hill-lands were developed at both of these
facilities. In addition, both faciities conducted agro-forestry research, incorporating tree
production into livestock and high-value speciaity crop production. Such farming
systems benefit small farmers in landscapes naturally dominated by trees. ARS scientists
from six research units in Georgia established the Small Farm Survival Project for the

- Southern Coastal Plain. They developed a whole-farm approach that provided small
farmers with choioes to aid their survival,

Technsiogy Transfer, Many small businesses have butlt new industries based on ARS
research and products, QOne of the most commercially successiul inventions was Super
Slurper. Bandz, Inc., of Smelterville, Idaho, built an entire market based on the ARS-
patented cornstarch absorbent that can hold 2,000 times its weight in water. Another
example was a start-up company, located in Research Triangle Park, North Carolina,
which made its mark on the egg industry thanks to an ARS-patented method to immunize
poultry by injecting vaccines directly into the fertile egg. 1n 2000, more thar 85 percent
of North American broilers were inununized by this process and the technology was
rapuily spreading to Europe and Asia.

Bicenergy. ARS continues to conduct research on lowering the cost of preducmg
ethanol from biomass. Between 1995 and 2000, LISDA's Office of Energy Policy and
New Uses conducted many research studies on biomass supply and bio-energy topics,
including two studies indicating a positive net energy balance for corn ethanol. In
addition, USDA and the Department of Energy jointly published two studies indicating
strongly lower life cycle costs for bio-diesel and corn ethanol than for their fossil fuel
alternatives. USDA reported U8, biomass rescurce availability of 188 million tons per
year. Finally, USDA estimated the ¢ffects of minimum average rengwable fuel standards
for gasoline and ethanc! on corn prices {an average annual morease of 13 cents per bushel
from 2000 to 2010) and farm income (up an average of 31 2 billion per year over the
sarne period),
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. Rice Genome Project. ARS scientists at multiple locations contributed to rice genome-
mapping efforts. The Chnaton Administration recognized the commercial and world food
implications of mapping and sequencing the rice genome. ARS research focused on
genelic improvement with a large biotechnology effort. ARS pioneered efforts on
nutritional genomics in which rice will be a major focus. (enes and markers for
important nutritional and end-use quality traits were being identified. Additionally, ARS
scientists identified new sources of disease resistance for rice, particularly for leaf blast
and sheaf blight. ARS research also made major contributions t0 maintaining and
improving end-use quality of rice grain. ARS was an essential part of the ongoing
Federal-State-industry partnership that has resulted in the release of nearly 30 improved
rice varieties,

While agricultural research rarely grabs the spotlight to the extent of human health research, its
snplications for people around the world can be equally as profound. As Secretary Glickman
stoad at President Clinton’s side at the White House for the signing of the 1998 agricultural
research bill, he summed it up well: “cutting-edge research s critical to U.8. agriculture’s
success,” Glickman said. “And, as we've become a more urban society, agricultural researchis a
good part of the reason that we are able to produce affordable and safe foed for ourselves and the
world.™

The Census of Agriculture Moves to USDA

The transfer of the Census of Agriculture from the Department of Commerce to USDA in 1997
was an historic event that made Government work better by finally consolidating, within one
Federal agency, the agricultural statistics program for the United States. For more than 150
years, the Nation’s farmers and ranchers were asked to report {0 two separate Government
agencies, and both agencies were respongible for issuing reports about U S, agriculture to the
public.

Every five years, the Census of Agriculture provides the most comprehensive mformation about
America’s agriculture. Ope of the greatest benefits of the censug ig'demographic data. Thisis
one area, (n particular, where USDA leadersinp brought much-needed improvement, In 1997,
the census showed a 14 percent increase in the number of female farm operators, and a shight rise
in minorty operations. This was due to USDA's efforts to do a more thorough job of counting
‘minority- and women-owned farms and ranches through cooperative work with minority
orgamzations, and through a pre-census survey to uncover operations that were not on the census
matling list. The 1997 census also marked the first attempt 1o count individual Amencan indian
farm operations on reservations. (In the past, reservations were counted as one farm.) USDA
achieved a higher response rate {nzarly 2 percent} and released the final results 10 months eartier
than the previous census—offering a more complete picture of the true nature and diversity of
U.S. agriculture at the turn of 4 new century.



Conclusion ‘

From dramatically expanding the opportunities of U8, farmers and ranchers around the world to
fighting hard to build a sturdy farm safety net for the future, the Clinton Administration helped
take the U.S. farm economy to new heights in its early years. 1t also, when world conditions
darkened, made the critical difference for many farmers to ensure their survival. While

effectively administering many emergency programs, the Administratton also worked to build
long-term economic security for U.S. agriculture-secunity that was built more around 21¥ century
market opportunities, than around big Government bailouts. 1t also recognized the inextricable
ties between [J.8. farm policy, rural development programs, conservation programs and a strong
agricultural research agenda. )

As the failure of key aspects of the 1996 Farm Bill became more and more apparent, backing up
President Clinton’s concerns about the adequacy of the safety net, few policy debates in
Washington more clearly delineated the philosophical differences between the two major
political parties i this country. President Clinton and his Administration stooed with family
farmers and ranchers, with extending U.S. farm policy to embrace the wide diversity of American
agriculture, with maintaining and modernizing the Mation’s histonic commitment to stand by the
men and woren who produce its food when hard tmes it In many ways the Administration
 advanced this vital compact. In other instances, deep divisions between the two parties stood in
the path of real progress. Under President Clinton’s leadership, much was done to ensure a
decent standard of living for the men and women who feed this Nation and much of the world,
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2. Building a Geography of Hope
Protecting Resources Across Public, Private Lands

USDA’s conservation and forestry achievements during the Clinton-Gore Administration’s eight
years in office have been substantial-from the landmark effort m 1996 to begin channeling
billions of dollars in rescurces to farmers and other private landowners to support their efforts to
protect the Nation’s air, water, wildlife to taking bold steps to better protect the long-term health
of the Nation's forests and America’s last pristing acres of untouched wilderness,

By pioneering efforts to improve the scientific basis for natural resource policies, by promoting
new concepts of fand stewardship and the use of ecosystem management strategies, and by
emphasizing the connections between a region’s health and the health of its watersheds~-from
their headwaters to the ocean’s edge-the Clinton Admunistration laid the groundwork for a future
1 which our Nation reaps the benefits of both economic and environmental wealth ~ a fiture in
which a strong American economy and a healthy environment advance hand in hand,

President Clinton and Vice President Gore understood that USDA was uniquely positioned to
carry out this vision across America’s patchwork of public and private lands  The USDA Forest
Service manages 192 million acres of public land and, through its State and private forestry
programs, affects the stewardship of other public and private forests. USDA’s Natural Resources
Conservation Service, through the technical and financial assistance it provides, affects the long-
term health of millions of acres of private lands~and all the life these lands support with their
contribution 10 abundant food, clean air and water, and abundant wildife. Using these agencies,
and developing new tools to help them carry out the challenge of a strong, sustainable future,
President Clinton and Vice President Gore left as one of their most significant legacies not just a
strang U.S. economy, but a healthier American landscape.

This chapter is divided into two sections: Part | describes the legacy of the Admimstration in the
. Nation’s forests, and Part 1 describes the legacy of President Clinton and Vice President Gaore
across America’s agricultural and other private Jands. Both are substantial accomplishments in
thetr own right. But both are connected at their core to one over-arching goal: to leave to future
generations productive farmland, healthy air and water, and abundant wildlife, This is the
Chnton-Gore environmental legacy. 1t represents a powerful rebuttal te all who would believe *
that economic and environmental mterests are destined to conflict. From a quiet, pristine forest
to strong, sustainable agriculture, this Clinton-Gore legacy proves otherwise. It's gift to fiture
generations? A geography of hope. :



Partl. Bridging the Agriculture-Environment
Divide
An Historic Investment in Conservation

"My earlicst lessons about the environment were about the prevention of soil erosion on
our family farm. What | learned then | believe now: we should not have an either-or, s
versus-them meniality when it comes to agricniture and the environment. We need both.
And we need sustainable naiural resource policies, incentive-based conservation efforts,
and cutting-edge research 1o make sustainabiiity a real possibility on the farm.”

Vice President Al Gare
To the Third Annoal Farm Journal Conference
Precember §, 1998 ' )

“Afl owr human progress has its nataral limits: there is only so much land we can farnt
on, and without proper stewardship, there is only so much farming that kand can take ...
Plenty has been soid about the schism between agriculture and the environment, But we
accomplish very little for cither by locking horns over conservation. 1t is time {o set aside
past differences and work together toward a policy of natural balance: one where we
meet the needs of owr people today without sacrificing those of future generations.”

Agriculture Secretary Dao Glickman
Fo the National Association of Agricultural Journalists
April 22, 1996

In the wake of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (the 1996 Act),
most of American agricuiture was aflutter about the changing direction of U.S. farm policy.

With its generous Government farm payments on top of a record strong farm economy, the new
policy was enjoying quite a honeymoon in farm country. So when Secretary Glickman stood
before an annual gathering of sgricultural journalists on April 22, 1996-Earth Day~he raised
more than a few eyebrows when he largely eschewed the topic of the moment. Instead, Secretary
Glickman made an argument that was to many at the fime unthinkable. The true history made in
1996 was niot the shifts in tradinional U.S. farm programs, he argued. The change that would
matier most 1o future generations, Glickman said, was the fact that the 1996 Act was at iis heart a
conservation kil of epic proportions.

Secretary Glickman’s remarks that day did not make headiines, but the efforts behind them did
make history, During the 1996 Farm Bill debate, the Clinton Administration held firm in its
dernand for a raft of new and newly overhauled conservation programs.  lts goal: to bring
conservation policy and farm policy together-ta cross the historic divide between agriculture and
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the environment by channeling billions of dollars into voluntary, incentive-based programs to
support farmer, ranchers and other private land owners in their efforts to protect America’s
farmiand, ensure clean air and water and nurture wildlife habusat. |

With roots in rural America, President Clinton and Vice President Gore both knew that farmers
were the original conservationists. They understood that no one takes the health of the land more
seriously than those who pull their Rving from 1. As a result, they believed that the true nature
of the historic division between agriculiure and the environment was not one of prioirities, but
one of respurces. 1n shon, they believed that if Government conservation programs offered a
helping hand, rather thao a slap on the hand, that they could make sustainable agriculture a
mainstay on U S, farms and ranches and make a lasting contribution to the health of the Nation’s
natural wealth.

The 19986 "Conservation Bill"

A 1994 Gallup poll surveyed Amenca’s attitudes toward conserving natural resources. Not
surprisingly it revealed a strong public mandate {or stepped-up conservation effonts. In fact,
more than haif of all Americans wanted 1o see more of their tax doliars going to these efforts.
The survey also revealed that miost Americans understood that farmers and ranchers had perhaps
the most important role in taking care of the environment,

From the earliest days of the Clinton Administration, 1t was clear that there would be a major
itiative fo put the Federal Government’s-and by extension the American people’s-"money
where its mouth i5.” In 1994 and 1995, USDA’s Natural Regources Conservation Service held
351 public forums across the country, discussing with some 18,000 people how best to go about
enhancing the Nation’s conservation efforts. Overwhelmingly, the agency heard back from
stakeholders that farmers and landowners wanted to do right by the land. What they needed to do
s0 were voluntary, incentive-driven programs, not more regulatory efforts.

It was against this backdrop of renewed and rededicated commitment to natural resources
conservation that the Clinton Administration made g move in 1996 to establish one of the most
important environmental legacies of the Clinton-Gore Administration.

An Emphasis on Local Leadership

To make this vision of conservation a reality across America, the Administration settled on two
key tenets: (1) the efforts should be locally led-with on-the-ground guidance in establishing
priority efforts and allocating resources, and (2) all participation would be voluntary-USDA
would be a true partner to farmers in conservation,

This approach reaffiemed USDA’s 60.vear commitment to locally led conservation as one of the
most effective ways to help landowners and communities achieve their conservation goals
through a voluntary approach to environmental stewardship. Those who participate in locally led
conservation efforts often mclude penple who value the land for different reasons — from hunters
who want 10 increase wildlife populations to more traditional environmentalists, for example. As
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they come together to understand the land in a particular area, they often focus far more clearly
on shared visions of their community. Where natural resource conditions and needs can be
assessed, goals defined, opportunities and constraints identified, and responsibilities clarified,

plans of action can emerge that have a good chance to succeed because they are rooted in this
shared vision,

The Centerpiece: A True Conservation Reserve Program

Thanks to the strong efforts of the Clinton Administration, the 1996 Farm Bill included a whole
universe of new and newly overhauled conservation programs. Clearly, the centerpiece of the
conservation aspects of the il was a revitalized Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) that, for
the first time, truly ived up to its name.

In size, the program was the largest conservation endeavor in the country-paying farmers to idle
millions of acres of agricultural land, ostensibly to protect the land. The CRP had been created in
the wake of the Dust Bowl! days of the 1930s, when billions of pounds of rich ULS. soil were
swept goross the country and into the sea~lost forever. As the crops dried up, the ground
shriveled up and U S, agriculture went belly up, the devastation provided a somber reminder that
man ¢ertainly can push the land beyond the boundaries of its natural generosity,

Unfortunately, for many vears, the reality of the CRP prior to the Clinton Administration was as
a primary lever by which Government kept a firm hand on agncultural supply and demand. For
decades, the programs had been used a5 a means of manipulating the farm economy, rather than
protecting the Nation’s natural resources. When commeodity prices were low, more land went
into the CRP and supply came back down, boosting prices, When commodity prices rose, more
land would be released from the reserve, and prices would come back down.

This approach defied the central, unifying premise of the 1996 Act-a greater market orientation
for U.S, agriculture—and it robbed taxpayers of many of the benefits of what their conservation
dollars should return 1o them in healther air and water, and abundant fertile soil and wildlife.

The Clinton Administration’s strong stand in 1996 Farm Bilf debate established the program as a
true conservation program. From that day forward, the program would only be used 1o idls the
most sensitive land-from fragile farm acres whose agricohtural capacity was threatened (o strips
of land along streams that could help reduce farm runoff if planted with grass buffers. The new
program paid farmers per acre to idle their land. 1t also helped finance the conservation
practices, such as grass buffers, that would help the land return the most environmental dividends
to the country,

While most acres entered into the CRP were competitively bid, giving USDA conservation staff
the opportunity to select land that would give taxpayers the “biggest bang for their conservation
buck,” & contingous signup program also was established that allowed landowners to’
automatically enroll at any time certain categories of the most environmentally sensitive fand.
This revitalization of the CRP 1s widely considered to have prevented the annual loss of | billion
tons of America’s 501 to crosion.
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As the farm economy worsened in the years to come (fulfilling President Clinton's prediction
that the 1996 Act’s populanity would be short-lived), immense pressure was put on the
Administration to revert the CRP to its historic role of controlling agricultural supply and
demand. While Secretary Glickman permitted some grazing on heartier acres to help ranchers
stricken by drought, the Administration held firm—if Congress wanted to aid the farm economy,
then they should address the Administration’s demand that they stitch a real farm safety net; they
shouid not seek to abuse a conservation program to tinker with the marketplace. There was
tremendous pressure to give in. But the Admimstration recognized its long-term responsibility to
ensure a strong, productive agriculture and a healthy environment for generations to come,

A Galaxy of New Programs

Another vital creation of the 1996 effort was the Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP). This program consolidated four existing programs into one effort (o provide cost-share
assistance to farmers and ranchers who need help in protecting sofl, water, and other vital natural
resources, BEOIP also was the first USDA congervation program to offer assistance to ranchers
who wanted 1o do their part for a healthy environment. As such, the program became a major
tool in the Administration’s clean water efforts by giving ranchers the resources they needed to
protect focal waterways from agricuitural runoff. With funding authorized at $200 million
anmually, EQIP is the Department’s largest conservation program targeted to those who want to
conserve and improve land while it remains in agricultural production. A full 50 percent of the
program’s funds are dedicated to conservation efforts carried out by livestock operations.

The Farmiand Protection Program also fulfilled the Administration™s commitment {o protecting
farmiand from development. In the 1990s, i was estimated that the Nation lost 50 acres of
farmland 10 development every hour. The Farmland Protection Program was the first Federal
effort 1o address the growing encroachment on America’s agricultural land of suburbs, strip malls
andd other development. The program provided up to $35 million annually to establish long-term
easements-essentially a generous payment to farmers in exchange for a guarantee that their land -
will be used wnly for agricultural or conservation purposes.

The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program also was created in 1996, This was the first USDA
program devated solely to aiding private landowners in their efforis to provide critical habitat to
wildlife on their property. This voluntary program provides both technical assistance and cost-
share payments 1o help establish and improve fish and wildlife habitat. The program provided
more than $50 million to landowners during the Clinton-Gore years, growing to encompass
86,000 agreements to create habitat on 1.3 million acres of private land. Approximately 15
percent of the agreements benefit threatened and endangered species. In order to reach as ouny
critical acres as possible for this vital purpose, the program is not limited to agricultural
producers, Instead, it is available to a wider range of landowners than other Department
conservation programs.

Other intatives also were introduced: the Nationa! Natural Resources Congervation Foundation
was established as a sonprofit corperation 1o fund research, education, and demonstration
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projects related to conservation; membership in USDA State committees that provide guidance
on technical standards for Department conservation programs also was broadened to include
agricultural producers and others knowledgeable about conservation.

The Administration aiso dramatically expanded the Natton’s Wetlands Reserve Program, which
offers landowners fnancial resources and technical help in protecting, restoring, and enhancing
wetlands on their property. Under the Chinton-Gore Administration, the program grew from a
small pilot effort with only 50,000 acres enrolled to a nationwide program protecting nearly |
million acres of wetlands. While the original pilot effort was a half-hearted “walk-away” process
where drainage ditches were simply filled in and left alone, the current grogram supparts
extensive wetland restoration to enhance the quality of these vital habitats. The Administration
also broadened the definition of wetlands to include not only cropland and pastureland, but also
rangeland, native pastureland, other land used to support livestock production, and tree farms,
making more senstive acres eligible for assistance. Under the program, landowners have the
choice of either permanent or 30-year easements, or restaration-only cost-share agreements.

While the CRP helped reduce s0il erosion, protect air and water quality, and nurture wiidlife
habitat across public lands, the Administration also wanted the ability 1o enbance the program in
arder to develop a concerted effort to address some of the Nation’s most significant
environmental challenges, From this desire came the Congervation Reserve Enhancement
Program (CREP}. The CREP boosts the financial incentives of the regular program, providing
even stronger encouragement for landowners to participate in locally led conservation efforts in
priority areas with significant clean water and other challenges where farmers’ conservation
efforts could have a major impact.

One notable CREP effort involved farmers in upstate New York working together to reduce farm
runoff that threatened the downstream drinking water supply of millions of residents in New
York City. Thanks to these efforts, the city was able to avoid the necessity of purchasing a $60-
million water filtration plant. Another CREP effort brought together the States of Maryland,
Virginia, Delaware, and Pennsylvania in an effort to restore the heaith of the Chesapeake Bay
and its connected waterways, As a result of these efforts, nearly 60 percent of the bay’s shoreline is
sow butfered, reducing runoff and improving water quality and wildhfe habitat. Thirteen States
enrolled in the CREP during the Clinton-Gore years, receiving strong Federal assistance for their
conservation efforts.

National Conservation Buf¥er Initiative

The evolution of the Nation’s conservation programs in 1996 paved the way fnr an ambitious
new Clinton-Gore effort—a national conservation buffer mitiative, The Clinton Administration
understood that grass and other vegetative buffers, when planted along the Nation’s waterways,
could prevent as much as 80 percent of tarm runoff from ever reaching the Nation’s rivers and
streams. To take advantage of this simple but effective approach to protect water quahity, the
Administration launched a massive campaign (o encourage the installation of conservation
buffers across the country to transform the health of Amertca’s waterways. The campaign
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involved nearly 100 partners, including State conservation agencies, conservation districts,
agribusiness, and agricultural and environmental organizations. By 2000, landowners had
installed nearly | million miles of conservation buffers, thanks in no small part to UUSDA
technical assistance, cost-share programs, and other conservation programs that were
reinvigorated by the Clinton Administration,

For example, buffers installed along Mill Creek, in Pennsylvania, are good for the local trout
population, but they also improve the health and water quality of the Chesapeake Bay, since Mill
Creek flows to the Susquehanna River which connects to the bay.

Carbon Sequestration

The Clinton Administration’s efforts to increase enrollment of land into conservation practices,
over the long term, will be a major contributor in helping reduce the threat of global warming.
Vice President Gore's book Earth In The Balunce drew attention to the role "greenhouse” gases
play in global climate change and called for action on a world scale 10 reverse its effects,

As a natural part of the Barth’s atmosphere, greenhouse gases, such as carbon dioxide, trap heat
in the same way that glass does in 3 greenhouse. Without them, the Earth would be too cold for
agriculture and for human lifs, Unfortunately, these gazes are increasing in the atmosphere due
to the burning of fossil fuels and other buman activities, such as manufacturing chemicals, .
raising cattle, and clearing land. The accumulation of these gases in the atmosphere is likely to
cause changes in temperature, rain, snowfall, and other aspects of the climate. In 1998, a group
of 2,000 of the world’s leading scientists concluded that “the balance of evidence suggests a -
discernible human influence on global climate.” Computer models indicate that future warming
will be faster and greater in the decades to coms. '

USDA soil scientists have been global leaders i understanding the role of soils in taking carbon
out of the atmosphere and sequestering it in the soil. Agriculture produces substantial amounts
of two greenhouse gases, methane and nitrous oxide, and minor amounts of carbon dioxide,
Many conservation practices can produce a variety of benefits o reduce emissions of greenhouse
gases,

Clean Water Action Plan

While proud of the progress of the Clean Water Act in the 1970s, President Clinton and Vice
President Gore understood that # was time In the 1990s o build on this landmark environmental
legislation with new efforts to address new challenges. As a result, it created The Clean Water
Action Plan. Announced by President Clinton and Vice President Gore on February 19, 1998,
the plan worked to protect and restore the health of the Nation's waterways by providing States,
communities, farmers, and landowners with the tools and resources they need to achieve their
clean water goals. The plan emphasized collaborative strategies butit around watersheds and the
local communities they sustain. USDA’s role in this effort was prominent because farmers and
ranchers control so much of the Nation's private lands and can have a major impact on water
guality. Sound environmental practices on the farm were pivotal to the success of this endeavor,
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As a part of s Clean Water Action Plan, President Clinton proposed funding levels that would
ensure that every farmer and rancher had access to the financial and technical belp they needed 1o
do their part for clean water. President Clinton’s USDA also placed a strong emphasis on
cutting-edge research that could make it easier for farmers to produce the Nation’s food in an
environmentally sensitive manner. One sspecially significant breakthrough involved scientists at
USDA’s Agricultural Research Service who discovered a new corn variety that protects water
quality and farm income. As Secretary Glickman colorfully described the advance in Maryland
i1 1998, “when this corn is fed to chickens and pigs, about 30 percent leys phosphorous comes
out the other end.”™ For farmers, the benefit of this new com was more than simply
envirnnmental. Since the phosphorous m this corn s readily absorbed by animals, it reduces the
need for costly dietary supplements~helping farmers do their part for clean water and benefit
financially for their effort, as well,

Specific components of USDA’s leadership in the President’s Clean Water Action Plan include:

Animal Feeding Operations

Anmmal feeding operations figured prominently in the President’s Clean Water Action Plan. As
agriculture continued its determined trend toward fower and larger operations, economics of scale ked o
great concentration m the hvestock sector, as well, Ax a result, today there are fewer hvestock farms, but
these operations include magsive numbers of animals. In 1988, hog farms with more than 50,000 heads
madde up about 7 percent of the market. A decade Jater, large hog farms took up 35 percent of the market
aned oftentimes produces as much waste as an entire city. Further complicating the matter was the
concentration of these large farms in regons of the countey where locad environmental regalations werg
most lenient. Ag the Administration prepared to cnact strong national standasds 1o protect nearby
watcrways, it made an equally strong commitment-through its raft of conscrvation programs-to give
producers the resources they needed to run more environmentally responsible operatiens.

Minimizing threats to water quality and public health caused by animal feeding operations, while
ensuring the long-term sustainability of livestock production, was a major priority for the Clinton
Admimnistration. In partnership with the Environmental Protection Agency and various
stakeholders, USDA developed a Umfied National Strategy for Animal Feeding Operations that
included a national expectation that all animal feeding operations would put in place
comprehensive nutrient management plans by the year 2008 These plans address manure
handling and storage, application of manure to the land, record keeping, feed management, land
management, and other strategies. While the focus of this strategy is voluntary and will affect 95
percent of the Nation's 450,000 animal feeding operations, it also will contain proposals to
improve existing regulations in order to more adequately protect the Nation's waterwavs,

Stream Corridor Restoration

With more than 3.5 million miles of rivers and streams, communities across the Nation are
becoming more aware of the need to address clean water issues. Stream cornidors are complex
ccosystems that provide a vaniety of benefits, from removing harmful materials from water to
providing habitat for plants and animals. As part of the President’s Clean Water Action Plan,
UUSDA helped develop “Stream Corndor Restoration: Principles, Processes, and Practices,” a
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guide that pools the expertise and resources of 15 Federal agencies with clean water
responsibilities. This resource provides a solid foundation for local communmities to restore
streams in their own backyard.

Unified Watershed Assessments

In partnership with the Environmental Protection Agency, President Clinton’s USDA worked
closely with State and local entities to help them assess the health of their watersheds and
identify those in need of attention. The Administration also made a particular effort to reach out
o Tribal authorities to include Tribal lands in this critigal effort, as well. The critical watersheds
identified in turn received priority for funding under the Clean Water Action Plan, realizing a
central tenet of the plan’s strategy—targeting resources to the most critical efforts.

Conservation Beyond the Farm

~ In addition to the Urban Resources Partnership, described in the forestry portion of this chapter,
Secretary Glickman also promoted urban gardening and backyard conservation initiatives to
gnhance urban and suburban America’s understanding that evervone has a role 1o play in helpiag
pratect the environment and nurture the Nation’s natural resources. Through USDA’s backyard
conservation campaign, the Department worked to educate homeowners about wavs they can
promote a healthy environment at home-from planting native grasses, to reducing their use of
chemicals and pesticides, to tnstalling bird baths and other habitat-friendly environs,

Expanding conservation assistance to landowners in urban and suburban settings offers a
tremendous return on investment to the Nation’s environment. Edusating people about their
actions, from washing the car with the right type of soap to applying fertiizer responsibly, can
make a huge difference in reversing the dangerous trend of nonpoiat source pollution. Educating
city planners about how to build a more “green” city, from more tree plantings to strategies to
reduce storm water runoff also are critical £ improved air and water quality,

National Conservation Summit to Focus on Private Land

One of the major challenges of the 21 Century will be to help farmers, ranchers, and forestland
owners conserve and protect aur Nation's valuable private land. The loss of prime agncoltoral
land to developmaent, the health of cur watersheds, and the future of private forestlands are some
of the critical issues facing the Nation. Seventy percent of the Jard in the United States is private
land, and what happens to that land is crucial to our Nation's economic and environmental well
being. To meet this challenge, Secretary Glickman held a day-long National Summit on Private
Land Conservation on December 7, 1999, at the lowa State University Memorial Union in Ames,
Towa, 10 take a new look at conservation and forestry 1ssues facing the Nation's private lands and
to help spur a public-private dialogue to identify the key conservation issues we face in the new
milleanium and to begin the search for solutions to these challenges.

The surmnmit activities included a panel of elected officials, conservation leaders, and others who
identified the critical conservation issues on private land, as well as individuals representing a



cross-section of interests, including private foundations, major corporations, and agricultural and
environmental groups addressing potential selutions to the critical conservation issues.

In recent years, USDA has expanded its conservation efforts bevond curbing soil erosion 1o
include farmland protection, improving water quality, restoring wetlands, protecting soil
productivity, enhancing fish and wildlife habitat, and promoting conservation tn the nation's
cities and commumities,

Promoting Sustainable Development'

Without a douby, the Clinton Administration’s historic commitment to sustainable agriculture was central
1o a larger goal-promoting sustainable development and a sustainable future-for Americans and people
around the world. In 1992, the United States joined more than 100 nations for an Earth Summit in Rie de
Jangiro, There, the United States signed a number of sseeping intorsational agreements 1o promoke
more sustainable development in the 21% century, To follow through on those commitments, Prosident
Clinton established the President’s Council on Sustainable Development. This 25-member Council
included representatives from Government, business and mdustry, envivonmental and other groups,
USDA Deputy Sceretary Rominger was an active feader on the Council, serving as cochair of the
Council’s Task Force on Sustaimable Agriculture,

One key change Rominger helped bring about was the creation of a USDA Dircctor of Sustainablc
Development 1o 1995, With this move, the Department became the first Federal agency to create o
position with a sole responsibility for promoting the principies of sustainable development in all aspeocts
of USDA’s work, Rather than creating a new Government bureaucracy, this USDA strategy focused on
coordination among all Depariment agenciss to se the principles of sustamability reflected throughout
the Department. One example of a tangible outcome was the Sustainable Agriculture Learning Initiative,
which helped promote understanding of sustainable agricultere practives among both farm lenders and
producers. This cffort took aim al what many consider the biggest barrier to the adoption of new, more

-enviromnentally friendly agricultural practices-the Fequent lack of availability of adequate credit and
crop insurance for farmers who adopt “nontraditional” farming practices that promote environmoental
stowsrdship,

Conclusion

By entering into a historic new partnership with farmers, ranchers, and other landowners across
the country, the Clinton Administration laid the groundwork for improved quality of Iife,
environmental health and livatahity in the Nation’s 21* century communities. From the mountain
10ps to the cities, this Administration took tremendous strides in protecting America’s resources
and wnproving the way Goverament works to encourage conservation and environmental health-
by promoting 2 partnership approach that delivered billions of dollars in resources to help
farmers, ranchers, and other private landowners to perform the stewardship tasks asked of them,
With these strong investments, the Nation made clear that olean water and air, abundant wildlife

'For a detailed discussion of this ¢ffort, please sec the paper in the appeadix to this chapter entitled
“Promoting Sustainable Developmernt,” that was prepared by USDA’s Director of Sustainable Development during
the Climon-Gare veurs, Adela Baskiel,
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habitat and productive soif arc “commuodities™ every bit as ¢ritical as comn, wheat, and cantle. Asa
resuli, the Clinton Adminisiration helped close the gap between the interests of a strong, ‘
competitive L1.8. agriculture and a healthy, sustainable environment, instilling in Government
programs the country’s belief that a strong Nation needs and deserves both,

Part ll. A Nation Reclaims Its Forests
Valuing Environmental Protection

“As a by, Ilearned by walking the Ozark and Quachita National Forests of my home
State that national forests are more than a source of timber, they are places of renewal
of the human spivit and our naturad environment . . .. Even as we srengthen
profections, the majority of our forests will continue ta be responsibly managed for
sustainable timber production and other activities. We are, once agaip, determined to
prove i environmental protection and economic growih can, und must, go hand in
hend. " ‘

President Clinton .

Speaking in the George Washington National Forest

Gctober 13, 1999

“This Administration understarids that we are reaching a point in the growth of our
Nation where we are pressing up against var final ecological frontiers, Aswe do, [
think most Americans are coming 1o i shared realization ihat we need to protect our
remaining open spaces because they are a treasure unigue in the world. In short, we
are conchuding that some frontiers are not meant o be conguered.”

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman

Announcing an Interim Ban on New Forest Road

Canstruction

February 11, 1999

During the Clinton years, no story 15 quite as compelling as that of the efforts that were
undertaken 1o return the U.S. Forest Service to its conservation roots. Upon entering office in
1993, the Clinton Admumistration faced a difficult challenge. Timber harvests from Federal
forests had risen sharply during the preceding Reagan and Bush administrations, and conflicts
between timber production and water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, recreation use, and other
noncommodity values of the forests had grown, 1t was in this environment that a systematic
effort was made to refocus the agency on its land stewardship role, to fundamentally change its
management focus from the production of commodities to the restoration and maintenance of
forests for a broader array of multiple uses.



The challenge was substantial. Theré s no question that reforming the Forest Service came at a
very high cost personally and professionally to many of the dedicated people involved. In
Washington DC, real change rarely comes easy, especially where Western public land issues and
agencies are involved. The agency’s culture and recent history also acted as strong impediments
to efforts 1o reform its management and focus, However, President Clinton’s USDA did succeed
m achieving this fundamental shift in the agency, brought about by changes in leadership,
philosophy, legislation and regulations, programs and policies, all geared toward the protection
of unique natural resources, the restoration of damaged landscapes, greater public invelvement in
management and decisionmaking, and the stewardship of watersheds and natural resources.

The Early Years: Taking the Reins

Since the 1970s, the management of Federal forests in the Pacific Northwest was controversial,
During the Reagan-Bush years, the decades of heavy logging in the Pacific Northwest started
taking its toll on the old growth environment and people blamed the Forest Service. By 1990,
environmental groups had won in court claims regarding the Forest Service's protection of
sensitive old growth wildlife, such as the northern spotted owl in its design and sale of timber,
The courts ordered the forests shut down to timber harvesting in three separate injunctions until
the Forest Service met its legal requirements. By 1992, there were more than a dozen lawsuits
and three court injunctions involving the northern spotted owl, the marbled murrelet, and timber
harvest in old-growth forest. As a result, the forests were essentially in court receivership,

The reaction by the Bush admimstration was to call on Congress to change the environmental
laws to allow the Forest Service to continue harvesting 12 billion board feet a year. By 1992, the
Pacific Northwest, after 2 years of litigation and mjunction, was ready for leadership and
resolution of the gridlock that had taken hold in the region. In walked Governor Clinton. Asa
candidate for the presidency, he announced his mtentions, if elected, to bring the parties together
and work out 2 solution that balanced economic and environmental interests for the long run,
President Clinton kept his promise by convening a forest conference i Portland, Oregon,
Afterwards, the President directed his cabinet to craft, within 60 days, a long-term policy for the
management of more than 24 million acres of public land administered by the Forest Service and
the Bureau of Land Management,

To get the job dong, the President relied on a few people, inciuding Jim Lyons-soon to be
USDA’s Asststant Secretary for Natural Resources and Epvironment. Lyons came from Capitol
Hill, where he had worked on eavironmental and forestry issues for the House Agriculture
Committee. Another person whom the President trusted was Katie McGinty, a former aide to
Vice President Gore when he was a Senator. Katie was quickly nominated to be the White
House’s Chair of the Council on Environmental Quality. The other prominent participant was
Tom Tuchmann, who worked on the Senate Agniculture Committee. Tuchmang Iater moved to
Poritand 1o oversee the plan.
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In directing his Hedgling administration to prepare this plan, President Clinton outlined five
principles: {1} adhering to the Nation's environmental faws, (2) protecting and enhancing the
entvironment using sound science, (3) providing a sustainable timber economy, (4} supporting
people and communities in economic transition, and (5) ensuring that Federal agencies work
together,

A team was assembled, under the leadership of Jack Ward Thomas, then & sentor researcher in
the Forest Service, to take on this herculian task. Under Thomas’s leadership, with remarkable
speed and dedication, a team of sctentists constructed a strategy which ultimately satisfied the
Ninth Crrouit Court and created the framewaork for Riture sirategies across the Western United
States. A new way of doing bustness had been invented, and the concept of ecosystem
martagement was firmly established in policy and law, as the model for managing forested
geosystems.

. {eadership Changes

After years of controversy surrounding national forest management, the Forest Service was
demoralized due to the deep public suspicion of agency motives. The Clinton Administration
wanted new leadership 10 take the agency back to its conservation roots. Under Secretary Jim
Lyons convinced Jack Ward Thomas, who had been s Forest Service wildlife researcher for his
entire career, o lead the agency. Thomas’ contributions to the President’s Northwest Forest
Plan, made him a logical chaoice.

But efforts 1o make Thomas chief were stynuied by traditional agency forces that resisted his
promotion. Being thwarted by personnel policies and politics, Lyons went to the White House to
secure their support for conversion of the Chief's position to a political appointment, in order to
altow Thomas o become chief The effort was successful, and the move was extraordinarily
controversial within the Forest Service. The thinking of some m the agency was that as long as
they produced encug?i board feet of timber for the mills, no one would bother them. Hut the
Forest Service was in for a change.

Chief Thomas moved quickly to implement an ecosystem-based appraach to managing all
national forests. Unfortunately, Thomas’ efforts were severely undermined by those within the
agency who were loyal to the old system of managing by forest rather than by ecosystem. Each
forest supervisor wanted to act independently. Most fought the idea of basing management
choices on a broad set of standards that were based on protecting ecosystems, a concept
supported by the science community. Each wanted his or her own "feifdom” to rule. To
communicate this message, more than 30 supervisors signed 3 letter opposing Thomas’
appointment. Instead of replacing these agency leaders, Thomag attempted to work with them,
Nevesthelass, his offorts were continually thwarted. As tensions grew between the agency
opponents of change and Administration proponents, Thomas elected to step down,

" In the 1995 salvage nder debate, the Forest Service responded effectively to an agenda set by
Congress. But the debate showed that the agency needed to set its own agenda for natural
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resource conservation, In 1997, Secretary Glickman called on Mike Dombeck, then-Acting
Director of the Bureay of Land Management, to serve as Forest Service Chief. Dombeck created
a long-term vision for improving the health of the land through a natural resource agenda
focusing on healthy watersheds; sustainable forest ecaosystems; dispersed recreation opportunities
for all Americans; and a sound system of forest roads, including special protections for roadless
areas. By carrying through with these promises, Dombeck helped restore cani’zéance in the Forest
Service as a conservation leader,

* The Natural Resource Agenda

Not long after his appointment, Chief Dombeck received a letter from Republican leaders in
Congress threatening to fund the Forest Service at a diminished, “custodial” level because the
agency was allegedly not producing commodities commensurate with its level of funding at the
nime. In shott, it wasn’t cutting enough trees. The letter reflected widespread concern in
Congress, the public, and even the agency itself that the Forest Service had lost sight of its
mission,

During a hearing held by the House Agriculture Committee aver the future of the Forest Service,
Secretary Dan Glickman told the Committee that the agency had been diverted by previous
admimistrations to focusing on barvesting timber as its primary purpose, After all of the resulting
legal and public relations catastrophes, the Forest Service and its mission were adrift, President
Clinton’s new Chief vowed a change. Dombeck said, "We have two very basic choices, we can
sit back on our heels and react 1o the newest iitigation, the latest court order, or the most recent
legisiative proposal that would ensure that we continue to be buffeted by social, political, and
budgetary changes. Or we can lead by example. We can lead by using the best available

scientific information based on principles of ecosystem management, . to advance a new agenda
~ an agenda with a most basic and essential focus—caring for the land and serving people.”

Formulated in 1997 by Chief Dombeck and Jim Lyons, with major input from Brooks Preston,
spectal assistant to Lyons; Anne Keys, special assistant to Secretary Glickman; Chris Wood,
special asmistani to Chief Dombeck; and the Council on Environmental Quality, the Forest
Service’s Natural Resource Agenda was born. The agenda included four focal areas. Each was
chosen as a basis for consensus among the comtending parties. Each also reflected the Clinton-
Gore vision of a broader valuation of the Nation’s forests that extended far bevond the dollar
value of their board feet of timber:

» Watershed Health: The Mational Forest System was founded in part "for the purpose of
securing favorable conditions of water flows. ™ By 2000, watersheds In the national
forests supplied about 60 million Americans with their drinking water. Morgover, Foreg
Service research had shown that healthy watersheds were the foundation for sustainable
forest and grassiand ecosystems.

*Drganic Act of 1987
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. Sustainability: The Administration considered managing natural resources for the long
run as key 1o conserving the health of the land. '

. Recreation: Long befors the 1990s, recreation had become the dominant use of the

" national forests, vastly eclipsing timber harvests and mining. Furnishing all Americans
with a variety of recreation opportunities while protecting the wildland values that
support a bustling tourism trade was a key pnority of the Clinton adminigtration,

* Forest Roads Repair: Sustainable forest management and recreation both depended on a
sound system of forest roads. But the forest road system was in growing disrepair, vastly
underfunded for proper maintenance. As a result, the Clinton Administration pursued
sound roads management, which included protections for remaming roadless areas,

The Natural Resource Agenda became the basis for a seiies of Forest Service initiatives, some
involving partnerships across ownership boundaries, others entailing the most extensive public
consultations in Forest Service history. Initiatives included large-scale watershed restoration
projects and new rules {or roads management and roadless area conservation.

By 2000, there were signs of growing public confidence in the agency, Favorable reports again
outweighed negative stories in the media. Contentious debates had all but ceased in Congress
aver levels of timber harvest and appropriations for forest roads. 1n 2000, in a striking vote of
conftdence, Congress raised the Forest Service’s annual budget from $2.9 billion to $4.4 bilion,
a 47-percent increase and the largest in agency history. Thanks in good measure o the Natural
Resource Agenda, the Forest Service was back wn control of its own destiny.

Ecosystem Management: A More Holistic Approach to Forestry

1n drafting the Northwest Forest Plan, the Administration created the prototype of a region-wide
management plan that came 1o be known as ecesystem management. Ecosystem management
acknowledges that forests are complex networks of biological systems and that people and water
are integral parts of those systems, The Plan was the first-ever attempt to apply the concept on a
region~-wide basts. In releasing the Plan from litigation in 1994, Judge William Dwyer
acknowledged the wisdom of this approach in his decision, which read, "Given the current
condition of the forests, there is no way the agencies could comply with the environmental laws
without planning on an ecosystem basis.”

Using cutung-edge seience and strong interagency cooperation, the Plan brought balanced, long-
term management to public forests m western Washington, western Oregon, and northern
California. The Plan protected old-growth trees across the region. The strategy included
snvironmental protection and restoration activities, as well as commercial tmber harvest,
Ongoing monitoring helped determine the plan’s effectiveness in promoting habitat for northern
spotted owls and marbled murrelets, protecting and restoring watersheds, and promoting a
sustainable level of goods and services from Federat forests.

The Northwest Forest Plan, signed in 1994, ended the litigation that had gripped the region for
nearly four years. The Plan represented the first tine that all the Federal agencies with 4 stake in
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these 1ssues developed a commen management approach for an entire ecological region,

Another critical component of the plan was 1t economic transition assistance to help timber-
dependent communities diversify into other commercial activities.  More than $1.2 billion was
invested to help Pacific Northwest communtties become less dependent on Federal timber sales.

Protecting the Interior Columbia Basin

Afer completing the Northwest Farest Plan, the Clinton Administration focused on ’Feder al lands
in the eastern portion of the Pacific Northwest, In July 1993, President Clinton directed the
Forest Service to “develop a scientifically sound and ecosystem-based strategy for management
of eastside forests.” In response, the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management
mitiated the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. Other major partners
inciuded the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and
Envitonmental Protection Agency, The Project provided a long-term strategy for managing
public tands on a landscape level, addressing forest and grassland health, fish and wildlife
habitat, and regional social and economic issues. The management strategy will apply to 64
miliion acres of Federal lands in castern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and western Montana.

The final strategy promotes the restoration and protection of Federal fands in the Interior
Columbia River Basin. The strategy will involve activities such as reintroducing five to the
ecosystem, reducing the spread of noxious weeds, restoring and eliminating roads, and thinning
unheaithy and diseased forests. The strategy will alse protect environmentally sensitive areas
such as old forests, streams, and watersheds 1o improve the health of these public lands, protect
fish and wildhife habitat, and provide the public with a sustainable level of goods and services.

The project marked the first comprehensive, landscape-level scientific assessment of its size in
the United States. It was the first major Federal resource management planning process to
include, from the beginning, a multi-State coalition of counties. It prepared a sub-basin review
guide to help users consistently apply the project’s broad scientific findings and decisions to
smaller areas. The project partners learned to collaborate at the regional level by developing
management tools helpful to field personnel. In many ways, the project paved the way for similar
inttiatives nationwide.

Building a Healthy Future for Sierra Nevada

Soon after the Clinton Administration arrived in 1993, the Forest Service listed the California
Spotted Owl as a species of concern and started to prepare a strategy to help protect it. Upon his
arrival at USDA, Secretary (Hickman created an advisory council 1o advise him on ways that the
owl strategy could be enbanced, The recommendation? The owl strategy missed the forest for
the trees-failing 10 address other species’ needs, or the health of the ecosystem that supported all
hife in the aren.  Soon after, the Sierra Neveda Framework strategy for Conservation and
Collaboration was created,

Even before the framework process began, the Forest Service invited the public to participate in
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formulating the proposal, In all, the Forest Service held over 120 public meetings and gathered
comments from some 12,000 individuals. Another 38,000 signatures arrived on petitions and
posteards,

The draft environmental impact statement addressed five problem areas: old forest ecosystems;
aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosysters; fire and fuels management; noxious weeds, and lower
westside hardwood ecosystems: The statement afso considered access and recreation
opportunities, subregional differences, and socioeconomic Impacts on communities,

The most difficult task was developing an effective conservation sirategy for old forests and
associated wildlife species while at the same time reducing risks of wildfires. Ultimately, the
regional farester’s decision~due in December 2000-will involve balancing risks and managing
uncertainties,

Preserving the Unique Landscape of the Southwest

The Southwestern States of Arizona and New Mexico have unique cultures and ecosystems,

* partly dise to the region’s special climate. In the 1990s, Federal agencies in the region recognized
the need for amore holistic--landscape-level, scosystem-based-approach to protect this unigue
landscape.

In November 1997, the Secretanes of Agriculture and the Interior, together with the Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security}, directed thewr respective land management
agencies to develop an interagency strategy for conserving the values umque to the Southwest.
The Southwest Strategy was designed to maintain and restore the region’s cultural, economic,
and environmental quality of life in a manner that was collaborative, scientifically based, legally
defensible, and do-able,

A regional executive comunittee, with representatives from Federal agencies and the States and
Tribes, was formed to implement the Scuthwest Strategy. The committes chartered issue-based
work groups to help resoive issues of concern, For example, a priority for the Scientific
information Work Group was to list research and monitoring seeds for the Southwest that were
not being addressed.  So far, the sirategy seems to be working, however, the reégion may need &
more comprehensive approach similar to that of sirategies noted above. Litigation against the
Forest Service seems (o be crippling its efforts to conduct the type of work-such as monitoring,
research, and restoration--neaded (0 meet environmental laws.

Tongass Timber Mills Close

Established in 1217, the Tongass National Forest covers some 17 million acres, mzkzng it the
fargest unit in the National Forest System. Its borders include about 83 percent of southeastern
Alaska, a region 300 miles long and 100 miles wide. Afler World War 11, the Government
vigorously promoted wood-pulping facilities in southeastern Alaska to utitize the vast wood
supply and to provide stable, year-round employment. In 1951, the Forest Service awarded a 50-
vear contract for some 8.5 billion board feet of Tongass imber to a company operating a pulp
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mill in Ketchikan, AK. In 1957, the Alaska Lumber and Pulp Company signed a similar deal for
operating a pulp mill in Sitka, AK, In 1980, Congress bolstered the timber supply through the
Alaska National 1nterest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA), directing the Secretary of
Agriculture to offer 4.5 billion board feet of Tongass timber per decade.

But Alaskan pulp companies steadily lost market share in the Pacific Rim. From 1980 to 1987,
the Forest Service prepared and offered an anaual average of 467 million board feet of Tongass
timbar, whereas the volume sold and harvested averaged only 280 million board feet. The
disparity precipitated the Tongass Timber Reform Act of 1990, repealing the ANILCA provision,
In 1993, the Alaska Pulp Carporation permanently closed its mil in Sitka. On October 31, 2000,
the Ketchikan mill followed suit, terminating its long-term contract, as well. Although the Foret
Service continued to support a stable timber program, the agency could now manage the Tongass
National Forest just like the rest of the National Forest System {or the long-term health of the
land,

By the 1990s, a new forest plan for the Tongass National Forest was long overdue. The existing
plan dated from 1979 and called for an annual timber sale level of 520 million board feet to feed
the two large pulp mills in Sitka and Ketchikan, AK. Moreover, it contained only minimal
proteciions for wildlife habitat, '

In 1991, scientists warned that unlass the pace of loggiag was slowsd, at least nine wildlife
species, mcluding the brown bear, the Queen Charlotte goshawk, and the Alexander Archipelago
waolf, could disappear from the Tongass National Forest. The scientists recommended
establishing large old-growth reserves to maintain habitat blocks for wildlife.

With the Sitka and Ketchikan mlis closed, Forest Service planning in the region was no fonger
driven by meeting the volume requirements of long-term contracts with timber companies. In
1997, after repeated revisions 1o strengthen its scientific foundations, the Tongass National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan was signed. After the Forest Service made
modifications, primarily to reduce the annuaf fimber sales and to protect ald growth trees, Under
Secretary Lyons finalized the plan in 1999,

I the final plan, the annual sllowable sale of 187 million board feet provided a sound

commercial basis for Alaska’s nmber-dependent communities, In 42 separate wildlife areas
scattered throughout the forest, the plan established timber harvest rotations of 200 years, with
234,000 acres of old growth permanently shielded from harvest. The plan ensured the long-term
health of the land by protecting oid growth, headwater areas, stream and beach buffers, caves and
karst, and habitat for species viability.

These actions have been extremely contraversial. In 1993, one of the reasons for the infamous
Government shut down by Congress was a heated dispute over the Tongass Land Management
Plan. Senators Stevens and Murkowski insisted that the President enact a level of timber
harvesting that the Administration believed would do catastroptue damage. This was a key -
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reason Prestdent Clinton vetced the bill. As noted previously, Jim Lyons suffered major attacks
from the Alaska delegation. In addition, the Tongass issue almost ¢ost Secretary Glickman his
job. His confirmation was temporarily hung up because, as a congressman, Glickman had
supported the Tongass Tumber Reform Act as well as attempts to cancel the long-term timber
contracts. Out of all of the issues, Tongass issues were the most contraversial, In the end, the
Administration put the Tongass on a sustainable road 1o recovery, but it wasn't easy.

Planning a Sustainable Future for America’s Forests

In another dramatic departure from the past, the Administration uaveiled new regulations that
will guide management of the national forests and grasslands well into the 21% century. These
regulations reflect the Chnton Administration’s broader vision of all the values of the Nation’s
forests,

In hearings on the proposal, Dr. Art Cooper, who led a team of scientists that drafted the original
regulations in 1982, endorsed the new approach. “Sustainability is not a new idea for forestry,”
he said. "However, in the past sustainability for forestry was almost always interpreted in terms
of a sustained flow of commodities, primarily timber. The new view of sustainability ... expands
the concept to include all the benefits and values of the forest, including wildlife and fish, biotic
diversity, recreation, landscape protection, and aesthetics. Under the new sustamability all of
these properties of the forest are of value, and it becomes essential that all continue to be
avatlable for rhe benefit of future generations.”

The Forest Service is required by law 1o maintain sound regulations for national forest
ranagement planning. The existing planuing rule was adopted in 1982. By the 1990s, the public
was demandinig more involvement in policy planning, and new ecological insights were
revolutionizing natural resource management. In other words, a planning rule revision was long
overdue,

For more than 10 years, the Forest Service worked on revising the rule. Secretary Glickman
apponted a group of eminent specialists to evaluate the existing rule. Based on the committee’s
report, the Forest Service released a proposed rule in October 1999, The final rule affirmed
ecological, social, and economic sustainability as the overall goal for managing the national
foresis, Mamtaining and restoring ecological sustainability was confirmed as the highest
priotity. In the spirit of Gifford Pinchot, the first Forest Service Chief, the rule also facilitated
greater public collaboration. "National Forests are made for and owned by the people,” wrote
Pinchot in the first Forest Service manual in 1907, “They should also be managed by the
people.” The Clinton Administration returned the Forest Service to its raots.

The final rule also placed greater emphasis on the use of science in planning. The rule
emphasized monttoring of resource conditions and trends over time so management can adapt 1o
changing conditiong. It also called for the creation of gcientific advisory boards to update
planners on the latest information and analyses. The rule also affirmed the Forest Service’s
commitment to the viability of all spectes.
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Through its commitment to planning on an ecosystem basis, the new rule represented a
fundamental change in philosophy. It broke with past bureaucratic models 1o help public land
managers work more closely with the American people to sustain the health, biological diversity,
and productivity of the Nation's lands and waters. Completion of the new rule was a major
milestone for the Clinton Administration. This rule received little public attention, but it will
affect national forests for decades.

Protecting America's Special Places

A More Rational Approach to Roads

The 1993 salvage rider controversy highlighted a lingering pmbiem the lack of special
protections for roadless areas on national forest lands. Following passage of the {964
Wilderness Act, the Forest Service began inventorying pristine forest areas for possible
designation by Congress as protected wilderness. Many of these areas were protected, By 14998,
remaining mventoried roadless areas covered some 38.5 million acres, or about 31 percent of the
National Forest System,

Roadless areas provide values unique to a tiny and dwindling portion of our increasingly
developed American landscape. They are a biological refuge for native plant and aninal species
and a bulwark againgt the spread of non-native invasive species. As a baseline for natural
habitats and ecosystems, roadless areas offer rare opportumnes for study, research, and
education. In addition, they provide unique opportunities for dispersed recreation, clean drinking
water, and large undisturbed landscapes that offer privacy and seclusion.

Congress annually debated the Forest Service's roads budget. With every vear, there was a
growing recognition within Congress that the agency’s roadbuilding force was literally out of
control, Over the fast 50 vears, it had allowed 386,000 miles of roads in our national forests.

One could go around the world 15 or 16 times with this number of miles. Worse yet, the existing
roads were in complete disrepair, causing widespread water quality, wildiife habitat, and human
safety problems, Yet the Forest Service kept building into pristine areas to access virgin timber,

In early 1999, Secretary Glickman announced an 18-month temporary halt to road building into
roadless areas until g roads management strategy was created. In making the announcemen,
Secretary Glickmian explained the stakes and the Administration’s viewpoint this way, "it is
fairly casy to feil a 100-vear-old tree or carve a road into the side of a mountain. The harder,
more disciplined approach 1s to refram.” But in keeping with the Administration’s commitment
to allow greater public involvement in the management of the Nation’s forests, the temporary
ban was 3 move 1o "lest the waters” with the public, As expected, the public overwhelmingly
wanted more fong-term protection of the last pristine acres of national forest and a strategy to
deal responaibly with existing roads in disrepair.
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On October 13, 1999, President Clinton formally unveiled his vision for the long-term protection
of America’s last untouched forests while visiting Virginia's George Washington National
Forest. There, he directed the Forest Service 1o undertake an open, public process to provide
long-term protection for these special places. In making the announcement, Clinton said, “these
pristine areas are some of the lasgt wild places in America, [ am firmly committed to preserving
them for future generations ™

Six days later, the Forest Service proposed to immediately restrict certain activities in roadless
areas, such as road construction, and to develop procedures to guide roadless area management.
The initial rulemaking process included 187 public meetings attended by about 16,000 people
and an interactive Website that scored more than 11 million hits in its first 6 months, In all, the
Forest Service’s plan elicited more than 517,000 responses, an unprecedented number for any
Federal rulemakng,

On May 10, 2000, the Forest Service released a proposed rule, which included a prohibition on
road construction and reconstruction in all roadiess areas except in the Tongass National Forest,
where a decision would be made by local forest officials. The proposal also required the forests’
managers 1o analyze roadless areas for their special characteristics.

By November, the USDA Forest Service had received 1.6 million comments from Americans
interested in the proposal. At that time, the Forest Service presented Secretary Glickman with a
plan to protect nearly 60 million acres of roadless areas ~ barring most road construction in these
areas, as well as prohibiting timber harvesting except for defined stewardship purposes. “As we
tose more and more open space to sprawl and development, Americans increasingly ture to our
national forests to experience and enjoy our shared natural landscape,” Glickman said.
“Preventing road building in these areas is an essential step toward preserving and pri}t&‘:{mg
these wildlands for the fisgure.” X

Protecting Yellowstone National Park

I 1996, with the scenic view of Lamar Valley of Yellowstone National Park as a backdrop, -
President Clinton presided over the signing of an historic agreement among the Forest Service,
Crown Butte Mining Company, and a coalition of environmental organizations. This agreement
effectively prevented any future mining outside the northeast boundary of Yellowstone National
Park. This agreement also halted vears of bitter apposition to the proposed gold mining project
known as the New World Mine due to the potential effects on the waters, wilderness, recrestion,
and wildlife in the Yellowstone area,

The President took earlier action to protect Yellowstone by withdrawing, in 1995, gll National

Forest Lands in the area from mining operations. This withdrawal was made permanent by
Congress i 1999, :

The purpose of the August 1996 Agreement was to preserve and restore the area’s natural
resources, resolve the bitter controversy over the environmental safety of mining in the area, and
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protect Yellowstone. The President also wanted to ensure that the mining company and other
private interests would receive fair compensation for these actions. Specifically, the United
States agreed to pay the company 365 mullion. In return the mining company agreed 1o pay
$22.5 million to correct historic mining damage to the area. The Forest Service also negotiated a
conservation agreement to prevent mining on another contiguous block of highly mineralized
lands that alse were privately owned.

The final steps to conclude the agreements were completed in August 1998, exactly 2 years after
the President’s announcement, Since then the Forest Service, in cooperation with the Park
Service, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the State of Montana, has led efforts to
restore the area’s ecosystems, clean up mines, and improve water quality, while preserving the
area’s rich nuning history,

Protecting the “Lake in the Sky™ ‘

Lake Tahoe is one of America’s most special places, a vast lake high in the Sierra Nevada
mountains that 1s more than 1,600 feet deep and blessed with some of the clearest water on Earth.
Lake Tahog is also one of America’s most beloved places, That popularity in recent decades has
created special challenges to the basin's environment, including an alarming drop in the lake’s
fegendary visibility. ‘These environmental challenges, in turn, have significant implications for

the Tahoe economy, which is forever linked to the health of the fabled “lake in the sky.”

On Saturday, July 26, 1997, President Clinton and Vice Prestdent (ore traveled to Incline
Viilage, Nevada, to host the Lake Tahoe Presidential Forum. The forum yielded many
significant commitments to restore and protect the Lake Tahoe Basin for fisture generations.
These efforts culminated in the signing of an executive order to strengthen the Federal
Government's work preserving the health of the lake and its surrounding forests through a
stronger partaership with the States of Nevada and California, the Washoe Tribe, the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency, and local governments, '

I the wake of the summit, President Chinton asked Secretary Glickman to lead Federal efforts to
synthesize those recommendations into a iong-term action plan to restore and protect the Lake
Tahoe Basin. Through the end of the Administration, Federal agencies committed an average of
$12 million a year to these efforts.

Together, this unigue partnership took meaningful actions on a Wwide range of fronts, including
water quality, transportation, forest management, and recreation and tourism. The people who
live around Lake Tahoe have responded to these challenges with innovative solutions based on
collaboration with local, State, and Federal partoers. Their work provides an example for
collaborative stewardship of unique natural treasures in communities across the country,

Purchase of Baca Ranch’

The purchase seemed doomed to failure when Senator Domenici of New Mexica voiced
concerns about the acquisition of the famous Baca Ranch in New Mexico, After a meeting in

56



New Mexico with Senators Domenici and Bingaman, President Clinton invited the two men to
join him on Awr Force One for his returs flight to Washington, DC. During their flight, the
President and the Senators outlined a new approach for the purchase and management of the
ranch. They decided that the ranch, even though in public ownership, would he managed as 3
“working ranch” under a Board of Trustees, Administration Officials and the New Mexico
Congressional Delegation crafied legislation from this framework and then the proposed “Valles
Caldera Preservation Act.”

With support from the White House and New Mexico's Congressional Members, purchase
seemed assured. To the surprise and disappointment of many involved with the acquisition, the
owners then withdrew their offer to sell, Afier approximately six monthg, the owners renewed
the negotiations.

A unigue agreement was reached between Administration officials, the Santa Clara Pueblo
indians, and the ranch owners. The Santa Clara Pueblo Tribe purchased approximately 5,000
acres of the Ranch, which adjomned their reservation and contain the headwaters of Sama Clara
Creek.

On July 25, 2000, President Clinton signed into law the Valles Caldera Preservation Act, creating
the Valles Caldera National Preserve. With a purchase cost of $101,600,000, this 95 000.acre
property is the largest and most expensive purchase ever made by the Forest Service

Resisting Mines in the Rocky Mountains

In 1805, when Meriwether Lewis and William Clark made their historic journey of discovery,
they found vast western plains teeming with bison and elk, with wolves and grizzlies roaming the
edges of huge ungulate herds. Some semblance of that pristine western landscape survives at the
foot of the Rocky Mountains in Montana, an area known as the Rocky Mountain Front, Much of
it is protected by the Helena National Ferest and the Lewas and Clark National Forest.

Mining laws dating to 1872 allowed anyone 1o enter a national forest or grassland and stake a 20-
acre clann. The prospector was entitled 1o use the land’s surface resources, with limitations only
to prevent the worst abuses. A discovery of hardrock minerals could justify a patent for full
mineral rights.

Since 1909, the Government acted to constrain free access to minerals on public lands if it
conflicted with the public interest. 1ni 1998, to protect the Rocky Mountain Front, the Clinton
Adrmumistration prolututed leasing in the area for oil and gas. While completing the analysis
necessary to enact this ban, 104 mining claims wers staked in the ares, eliciting a Forest Service
decision to request a formal withdrawal from mining for hardrock minerals, The authority fo
grant such a request resided with Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt. Tn 1999, Babbitt formally
protected the Rocky Mountain Front from hardrock mimmng for 20 years, with the option of
subserquent 2(-vear protections.
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This move was necessary to preserve the area for traditional and cultural activities by American
Indians, to protect threatened species, and to conserve outstanding scenic areas, The Froat was
home to nationally important wildlife populations, including the only remaining population of
prairie-ranging grizzhies in the United States. Preservation of the area was intended to keep the
ecosystem intact across the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex and Glacier National Park, in
accordance with the Forest Service’s commitment to landscape-level, ecosystem-based natural
resource management.

Salvaging Protection of the Nation’s Forests

In 1994, the majority in Congress had just gone Republican and it was eager to move the Forest
Service back to a timber cutting agency. By and large, leading conservatives did not support the
concept of ecosystem management or the environmental laws and reguiations that allowed
citizens to appeal and even sue the Government 10 stop controversial timber sales. In their view,
these approaches thwarted timber harvesting and caused economic problems in timber-dependent
communities. So the new Republican-led Congress created what became commonly known as
the {imber salvage rider,

Equally onerous to the intent of the legislation-to force the Forest Service to permit mass timber
harvests-was the method adopted to push this unsavory legislation through. s proponents
attached the rider to the most popular legisiation moving through Congress, i the hopes that
Members of Congress who deeply opposed the salvage rider would be forced to vote for the
overall bill, regardless of the inclusion of this objectionable provision. Perhaps the most
egregious example of this strategy was the Republican leaders’ decision to attach the rider to a
bill that provided money to Oklahoma City to recover from the disastrous bombing. Tt wasa
provision that the entire environmental movement fought hard against. But feeling the need to
obtain funding for other priority concerns, the President signed legislation that included the
salvage nider,

Knowing that the salvage rider threatened to undo everything be had accomplished in the
Nation’s forests in his first 2 vears, President Clinton was particularly concerned with a provision
in the salvage rider that gave it prienacy over Federal environmental protection laws. President
Clinton strongly believed that Federal agencies should follow the'environmental laws. In fact, as
the nider was being negotiated with House and Senate conferees, a special effort was made by the
Adminigtration to give the President the discretion to uliimately decide how this provision was
carmied out.

As a result, an interagency memorandum was negotiated that directed the agencies to follow
procedures as if the environmental laws were still largely in place. The memorandum reaffirmed
the agencies’ commtment to comply with existing environmental laws while conducting the
salvage-related activities Congress had authorized.

The salvage rider provoked 2 divisive national controversy. Environmental groups branded it an
attempt 10 allow "logging without laws.” The Act contatned provisions prohibiting appeals by
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the public and providing for sales of old-growth trees delayed by lawsuits and by new listings of
threatened and endangered species. Many suspected that the real purpose of the rider was to cut
ald-growth timber. )

Salvage sales in roadless ureas also became a contentious issue, Secretary Glickman severely
narrowed the scope of the legislation by directeing the Forest Service to allow salvage sales in
roadless areas only where the risk of fire was high in the vicinity of homes and communities or
where trees were susceptible to insect attack within 3 vears. Harvest of green trees during timber
salvage raised further concerns. The Forest Service directed managers to subardinate the harvest
of green trees to the salvage of dead and dying trees, limiting green-tree harvest during timber
salvage to areas where it was necessary for safety and to improve the health of the forest.

In testimony before the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources on August 1, 1996,
Secretary Glickman went straight to the heart of the matter. Excluding the public from its right
to consultation on managing public lands "has created an atmosphere of miginformation and even
mistrust between the Government and the people." Noting that litigation had risen to
unprecedented levels, the Secretary invoked the words of Gifford Pinchot, first Chief of the
Forest Service, who argued that the American people must know all about their national forests
and take an active part in their management. " Afler guiding Forest Service policy and
implementing this emergency program,” added the Secretary, "I wholeheartedly agree.”

Seeretary Glickman proposed offering 4.5 billion board feet of salvage timber, plus or minus 25
percent. The Forest Service was able to meet the requirements of the new law while observing
the letter and spirit of environmental laws designed to protect our Nation’s natural resources for
future generations.

Recognizing the New Primacy of Recreation

After World War H, recreational visiis to the national forest lands soarsd-from just 18 million
visitor-days in 1940 to atmost 1 billion in 199%. By the 19905, recreation dwarfed all other uses
of the national forests and grasslands, contributing billions of doliars to local economies.

[n 1997, the Forest Service acknowledged the central role of recreation by making it a major

focal area in the Natural Resource Agenda. While offering compeliing evidence of the declining
importance of timber, a growing number of visitors placed potential strains on the land, as well,
Three-guarters of the Nation’s outdoor recreation oceurred within half a mile of a stream or water
body. The Forest Service faced daunting challenges in meeting visitor expectations for enjoyable
access 10 recreational activities while conserving the high quality of the wildland experience—the
very thing visitors came for, The agency’s first priority remained conserving and restoring
watershed health.

To meet the challenge, the Forest Service crafied a Recreation Agenda to protect the essential
wildland character of the national forests and grasslands. Like the Natural Resource Agenda, the
Recreation Agenda abandoned old ways of doing business. The agency adopted a customer-
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driven approach, relying on sound marketing to deliver the right services in the right way.
Partnership was key; projects would be prionitized based on feedback from partners and local
communities, in accordance with sound science.

The agenda mchuded a new commitment 1o reaching youth and underserved populations, thereby
building future constituencies and extending the benefits of outdoor recreation to all Americans,
Another focal area was increasing the quantity and quality of congervation education and
mterpretive programming, thereby expanding the agency’s support base while reducing the
adverse effects of recreation on ecosystems. Finally, the agenda wcluded national design
standards for facilities to create a strong sense of place, The Recreation Agenda was designed 1o
guide Forest Service recreatton programs into the 215t confury, helping us live within the limits
of the land while increasing visitor satisfaction,

Leaving America’s Wilderness Untamed

America’s love affair with #s wilderness has abways been troubled, By the 1990s, only 3 percent
of the onginal Amernican wilderness remained protected. Yet the Clinton Administration
understood that witderness provides our cleanest water and air, ¢ritical habitat, quiet venues of
unmatched scenic splendor, and economic benefits to communities through tourism and
recreation, Responsible wildland stewardship is predicated on conserving our remaining
wilderness for the benefit of future generations.

In 1994, the Forest Service rededicated itself to effective wilderness management, The agency’s
Wilderness Agenda committed the Forest Service to outreach, education, and {raining to increase
public support for wilderness, including designation of new wilderness areas in underrepresented
ecosystems, such g8 old-growth and bottomland forest. To belp the agency better understand the
threats (o wilderness, the agends called for a comprehensive program of wilderness inventory
and monitoring and a common wilderness information delivery system shared across agencies.

Theodore Roosevelt once stood on the rim of the Grand Canyon and said, "Leave it as it is. The
ages have been at work on it and man can only mar it." The same can be said about every
remaining acre of American wilderness. The Wilderness Agenda was designed to address the
challenges to America’s remaining wilderness by working in the spirit of Theodore Rooseveli to
help inspire in all Americans an awe and reverence, a love for the land--feelings that alone can
ensure the conservation of our wilderness heritage.

Protecting America’s Last Acres of Pristine Forest

The National Forest Transportation System mushroomed in the postwar period to meet the rising
demand for timber harvests. The system grew to some 380,000 miles of forest roads. Yet only
about a fifth of those roads were suitable for passenger cars, [n the 1990s, wath the Forest
Service’s shift in emphags 1o sustainable forest management, timber harvest declined to a
fraction of its former level, The agency was left with & road system that was designed primarily
for a vastly diminished use,
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As a result, the Forest Service was no longer able to afford s vast road system. Congressional
funding for forest roads declined from $600 million in 1980 (o less than $200 million in 2000.
The agency received only about 20 percent of the funding needed to maintain existing roads, and
its funding backlog for roads reached $8.4 billion--more than twice its entire 2000 budget.
Deteriorating forest roads were causing landslides, soil erpsion, and siream siltation, destroying
habitat for sensitive gpecies and reducing safe public access.

In 1997, the Natural Resource Agenda made a sound system of forest roads a top Forest Service
priosity. The agency began the process of revising its road management rule and policy. The
final rule required roads to meet standards designed to ensure their efficient management within
the capabilities of the land. Standards included compliance with resource olyectives and
sustainability at likely funding levels. All adverse environmental effects associated with road
construction and maintenance were to be minimized. Unneeded roads were to be identified {or
decommissioning, starting with those that posed the greatest risk to public safety or
environmental health. Public involvement in forest road management was ensured through
coordination with State, county, local, Tribal, and other Federal authorities. Additionally, the
final rule included interim Emitations for new road construction in sensitive areas until a
comprebensive analysis is conducied.

Watershed and Rural Community initiatives

An Intense Focus on Large-Scale Watershed Restoration

It the 1990s, the Forest Service increasingly embraced a fundamental truth formulated by Aldo
Leopold, a one-time Forest Service employee who founded the science of wildlife management
and pioneered the field of ecology inthe 1930s. “lnstead of learning more and more about less
and less,” Leopold noted, "we must learn more and more about the whole biotic fandscape.”
Leopold understood that land health is impossible without @ comprehensive, landscape-level
approach to managing the land. '

Beginning in 1997, the Forest Service emphasized a watershed approach to fandscape-levet land
management. "Given the fundamental importance of water to all life,” said Chief Dombeck,
“healthy watersheds are the basic measure of cur mission at the Forest Servige 1o care for the
fand and serve people." In 1999 the Forest Service broke new ground by launching a series of
coliabarative large-scale watershed restoration projects. Around the country, 15 large
watersheds, providing water for millions of people and habitat for numercus threatened species,
were chosed 1o become national prototypes for a more visionary management of ailing
watersheds and ecosystems, ’

The Forest Service’s large-scale watershed restoration projects covered pans of 23 States, In
2000, the Forest Service invested $24 million in 12 watershed restoration projects across the
country, Our Federal, State, Tribal, and private partners put up about 322 million in matching
funds. The projects ranged from the Jsmillion-acre Blue Mountain Demonstration Area in
Oregon to the multi-State Chesapeake Bay Watershed Partnership in the mid-Atlantic region.

&1



Short-term gains were immediately apparent. For example, project {eams established more than
70 miles of riparian forest and 1,500 acres of native grass in critical watersheds. Partnerships
were of every type, public and private, large and small; almost 13,000 individuals were involved,
From the hardwood forests of the Mississippt Delta to the Green Mountains of Venmont,
community development happened on many levels, attesting to the connection befween
ecological and economic health, From Pacific Northwest forests to New York's watershed,
project partners pioneered new technologies, such as electrome ear tags to manage cattle grazing
near streams and modified wood fibers that absorb pollutants from surface runoff.

Through the projects, the Forest Service leveraged scarce resources « people, dollars, and
facilities — to accomplish shared objectives across the landscape, The watershed partnership
approach is based on a few key principles: a shared long-term vision for the land; cooperative
decisionmaking across Jand ownerships; shared costs and workloads; and a commmitment to new
approaches. Aside from specific project benefits, the imtiatives commumnicated to the public the
importance of private and public forests for water quality, By weaving together urban, rural, and
wildland landscapes, these efforts connected the forest to the faucet. Through an unprecedented
partnership and s results, the projects helped strengthen the fabric, natural and socizl, of the
lands and communities that together comprise America.

A Shared Federal Vision for Watershed Management

More than 800 mullion acres of the Nation’s land are managed by Federa! agencies for multiple
uses, such as drinking water, irrigation, transportation, recreation, and wildlife habitat. At the
President’s direction, USDIA worked with other Federal agencies and other stakeholders to
develop the Unified Federal Policy for a Watershed Approach to Land and Resource
Management 1o protect water quality and the health of aquatic ecosysterns on Federal lands.

The primary goals of this effort are to prevent and reduee pollution of surface and ground waters
caused by Federal land and resource management activities. The policy calls on Federal agencies .
to:

{Jse z common science-based approach to watershed assessments of Federal lands,
Take 3 more holistic approach to protecting and restoring.watersheds,

Hdentify critical watersheds for prionty allocation of resources,

Imprave comphiance with water quality requirements under the Clean Water Aci and
Enhance collaboration with Tribes, States, and interested stakeholders.

& & * & 5

This policy enables the Federal Government secve as a model for water quality stewardship.

American Heritage Rivers :

In his 1997 State of the Union Address, President Clinton anmounced the American Hez‘;iage
Rivers initiative to provide spectal recognition to outstanding stretches of Amenica’s rivers. This
initiative i3 an innovative response 1o communities secking Federal assistance in revitalizing

their economies, protecting natural resources, and preserving the history and culture of their
rivers,
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Communities across Amenca answered the President’s call by nominating 126 rivers for
designation as American Heritage Rivers. Ap advisory committee reviewed the nominations and
recommended 10 rivers to the President. He chose to designate 14.

Without imposing new Federal regulatory requirements, the American Heritage Rivers initiative
used Federal resources to lend a helping hand. For example, the Government provided small
business grants and ioang; information to help communities identify and evaluate historic,
environmenial, and economic resaurces; trainng in the use of soil and water guality information
as a basis for decisionmaking and program monitoring; research and interpretive assistance in
compiling and communicating a river history; technical and financial assistance for river
restoration and pollution prevention; and economic modeling to help communities assess benefits
and costs of proposed projects.

The American Heritage Rivers initiative was founded upon the belief that what is good for the
environment is also good for the economy. The initiative brought citizens, businesses, and
Government together to clean up rivers, rejuvenate surrounding dreas, and stimulate economic
growth,

Return of an Old Enemy: Fire

Three faciors changed the face of wildland fire management in the 1990s: the massive 1994
South Canyon Fire, the rising number of large conflagrations of 1,000 acres or more, and the
growing number of homes built in fire-prone rural areas--the so-called wildiand-urban interface.

The South Canyon Fire will long be remembered, next to such firefighting calamities as the 1910
Big Blowup and the 1949 Mann Gulch Fire, as a pivotal event in the annals of wildland
firefighting. On July 6, 994, on the outskirts of Glenwood Springs, CO, what was supposed 10
be a routine fire suppression effort on Storm King Mountaio resulted in 14 firefighter fatalities.
The tragedy riveted the Nation, Memorials to the fallen stll serve as a focal point for wildland
firefighters, much as the Vietnam Memonal serves as an emotional center for military veterans,

The subsequent South Canyon Fire investigation report set in motion a series of reviews and an
interagency effort to effect fundamental change, culminating in the 1995 Federal Wildland Fire
Management Policy and Program Review. The new interagency policy confirmed that firefighter
and public safety is a unmversal responsibility and the first prionity of the Forest Service. The
policy also focused renewed attention on fire use for wildland health, on effective preparedness
and suppression programs, on wildland-urban interface protection, and on coordinated efforts.

The 1994 fire seasnn was pivotal in another way. In that year, more than 1.4 million acres burned
on the national forests and yrasslands, It was only the third tme since 1919 that the National
Forest System had seen more than a million acres burn in a single fire season. The two previous
severe fire seasons had come just a few years earlier, in 1987 and 1988, More than a million
acres burned again in 1996, and then again in 2000, The trend was clear: Large fires were
returning to the interior West,
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As Chief Dombeck put it, "sooner or fater, rivers will fill their flood plains and fire-adapted
ecosystems will burn.® For thousands of vears, severe fires in higher glevation forests had etched
patchwork patterns into the landscape every few decades or centuries. In a sense, Mother Nature
was reclaiming her turf. But our worst fire problems had hittle 1o do with Mother Nature.

fronically, the rising effectiveness of fire suppression efforts had exacerbated the risk of major
vonflagrations. At lower elevations, western forest types historically bad frequent low-intensity
fires that kept the number of trees per acre low.. Large, severe fires were rare in these open
western forests. Beginning in the 1930s, growing firefighting effectiveness excluded virtually all
fire from the forests, even small fires.  As a result, small trees and brush, no longer purged by
fire, now built up in lower elevation western forests. Dense thickets commonly added 200 1o
2,000 small trees per acre in old-growth stands and 2,000 to 10,000 small trees per acre where
the forest canopy had been removed through timber harvest. When fires now occurred, the dense
trees became dense fuels with the potential to generate fires so severe that they destroyed entire
forest stands. In 2000, some 56 million acres of national forests in the interior West were at high
or moderate risk of major wildiand fires.

The heightened fire risk was exacerbated by the growing wildland-urban interface. A rising
population density in many rural areas placed people and commumties in forest ecosystems
naturally prone to fire, increasing the threat to life and property. Wildland-urban interface fires,
such as the 1991 Cakland Hills Fire, graphically illustrated the destructive power of wildland fire
tn an urban environment. Drought conditions in Flonda in 1998 produced wildland fires
affecting much of the State’s population; entire counties were evacuated, and firefighting
resources had to be brought in from across the country. In 2000, the Cerro Grande Fire burned
parts of Los Alamos, NM; and the Buffalo Creek, Hi Meadow, and Bobceat Fires threatened
communtties in Colorado. Wildland and rural fire managers were in a quandary: How could they
meet traditional expectations for fire protection by z public that chose to live in a fire-prone
enviroament? ‘

Such challenges, coupled with changing public attitudes toward natural resource use, contributed
to 4 revolution in Federal wildland fire policy. A new fire management paradigm, inaugurated in
the 1970s, adopted controlled burns that fight fire with fire. The concept gained strength in the
19%0s i tandem with the Forest Service’s more holistic approach to natural resource
management, The need for greater stakeholder involvement, the rising cost of fire protection, the
prowing number of large fires, and the increasing emphasis on safety all came together to
produce a series of new policy inttiatives culminating in the 2000 National Fire Phan,

On September 8, 2000, Secretary Glickman and Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt delivered a
national plan to the President outlining steps to better manage fire for the health of America’s
communities and emviranment. Congress appropriated $2 billion for the National Five Plan. The
plan called for ingreasing our national firefighting capabilities; rehabilitating and restoring lands
and communitias affected by fire] using technigues such as prescribed fire to reduce hazardous
fuels; and working with and through local communities to carry out rehabilitation, restoration,
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and fuels reduction projects. The National Fire Plan offered unprecedented opportunities for
investing in the loag-term health of the fand while making our rural communities safer places to
live and work.

Severing State Payments from Timber Sales

Since 1908, States have received 25 percent of Forest Service revenues to he¥;> fund schools and
roads. The original thinking was that since the land was owned by the public, a portion of the
proceeds derived from selling commodities on that laad should be returned to the public. Yet the
payments were tied to fluctuating timber sales. By 2000, wath timber sales tn decline, payments
to States and counties had dropped by 3& percent.

In 1999, after several previous attempts, the Clinton Administration successfully proposed
increasing and stabilizing payments to States by decoupling them from the amount of timber
harvested from national forests, Two hills were tntroduced in Congress, but both were blocked
by a Republican leadership well aware that severing the connection to county payments would
erect yet another barrier to their goal of mass imber harvests. Two more bills with Republican

- backing were opposed by the Administration for continang to link payments to timber sales.
One of them passed the House in November 1999, Backed by the timber industry, many county
commissioners and superintendents, and the Nattonal Education Assaciation, if linked timber
sales to payments For county schools and roads.

The Clinton Administration responded by stating its willingness to work with Congress if five
core principles were adhered to; (1) providing a permanent, stable source of funding to counties,
(2) allowing flexibility at the local level, {3} promoting non-controversial projects to build trust
and collaboration, (4) promoting strong collaboration, and (3} establishing clear lines of
authorities. After nearly 11 months of negotiation, a compromise was reached. The bill signed
into law gave counties the option of continuing to receive 25 percent of timber receipts or basing
payments on the average of the State’s three highest payments from 1986 to 1999, It also would
requirg counties opting to receive the latter payments and receiving more than $100,000 to invest
15 to 20 percent in forest restoration, maintenance, or stewardship. Finally, it would require the
Secretary of Agriculture 1o create citizen advisory committees representing environmental,
commercial, and local interests

On October 30, 2000, the President sigred the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self
Determination Act, increasing payments to rural counties by abour 1.1 billion over § years. As
a result, a key Clinton-Gore goal was achieved: Counties no longer have to depend on
controversial timber sales to provide the funding for their local schools and roads.

Cleaning Up Abandoned Mines -

In the 20th century, thousands of abandoned mines accumulated on national forests, threatening
public health, degrading water quality, destroying-wildlife habitat, and diminishing recreational
opportumitics. Under the Clinton Administration, the Forest Service worked with other Federal
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apencies, State enforcement agencies, Indian Tribes and interested parties to clean up sites and
restore nataral conditions.

A 1998 inventory identified about 39,000 abandoned or inactive mines on national forest lands.
Some 5,000 mine sites required cleanup. In addition, national forests harbored numerous
fandfills, dumps, and illegal drug laboratories, adding to the cleanup burden. Another 100
cleanup actions were required on lands used by the Department of Defense to deal with
hazardous substances and unexploded ordnance. '

President Clinton’s Forest Service encouraged the private parties responsible to clean up the sites
they had contaminated. Since 1995, Forest Service actions resulted in more than $200 million
worth of cleanup work. The Forest Service mncorporated its cleanup and restoration projects into
its natural resource management programs, such as watershed restoration and minerals
management, Sites were prioritized for cleanup based on the risk to human health and the threat
te the environment,

Timber Cantracting Becomes Stewardship Contracting

in the 1990s, the Forest Service took steps to end the divisive debates surrounding tumber harvest
on the national forests by making watershed health and sustainable forest ecosystems agency
priorities. Timber harvest continued, but a1 a fraction of the peak levels reached in the 1980s,
down from more than 12 billion board feet per year to about 3 to 4 billion board feet per year.
The primary purpose of timber barvest on the national forests became healthy forest .
management, not furnishing wood for the Nation.

Traditionally, the Forest Service has relied not only on timber harvest, but alse on service
contracts as vegetation management tools 1o reduce risks to forest health from disease, insects,
angd wildland fire. However, the early 1990s revealed the hmitations of both toals, Public uproar
continued o surround timber sales. Furthermore, the declining commereial valug of the
vepetation the Forest Service needed to remove rendered commercial timber harvest increasingly
infeasible, and timber sale contracts do not permit the Forest Service to require purchasers to
perform Jand management activities unreiated to the timber harvest activities under the contract.
Service contracts are 3 powerful and flexible tool, but they cannot be used to dispose of
commercially valuable material, Moreover, limited appropriations always constrain the amount
of work that can be accomplished in this manner.

1n 1996, the Forest Service began to consider the alterpative of stewardghip contracting,
Stewardship contracts combine timber sale cantracts with multifunction procurements over
multiple years. They are resulis-oriented and promote local collaboration. By 1998, the Forest
Service had identified 22 stewardship contracting pilot projects. 1n 1999, Congress authorized
the Forest Service to enter into up to 28 "stewardship end-results demonstration contracts,” The
fegistation included expanded authorities, such as retention of receipts, exchange of goods for
services, and hest value award of contracts. These pilot projects are widely distributed
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geographically, test all supplemental authorities, and address a broad array of ecological as well
as social and econoniic objectives.

Initial reactions to stewardship contracts were favorable. New coalittons emerged around the
pilot projects, sometimes including groups typically apposed to Forest Service activities.
Attention often focused on the desired conditton of the land, not on resource-specific advocacy.
The contentious concept of a commercial sale was echpsed by & focus on meeting the total needs
of a given watershed in a comprehensive manner. As a result of the mitial success of these
efforts, Congress in 2001 authorized the creation of an additional 28 stewardship contracts,

Bridging the Divide: The Quincy Library Group

Since the 1970s, a divisive debate between logging and environmental interests has debilitated
national efforts 10 restore our public forest lands to health, By the 1990s, the contending .
extremes had somewhat exhausted their energy and public appeal. Hopeful signs emerged of a
new approach as former adversaries began to sit down together, putting aside what divided them
to discuss what they had in common, -

The Guincy Library Group in Californea’s Sierra Nevads region was one such initiative. The
group emerged i 1992 from a meeting between representatives of Friends of Plumas
Wilderness, an environmental group, and Sierra Pacitic Industries, a member of the timber
industry. The meeting was mediated by the supervisor of Plumas County, who chose Quincy
Library as the venue 1o help keep the meeting civil,

That first meeting was followed by years of efforts to change management of California's Lassen
and Plumas National Forests and the Sierraville District of the Tahoe National Forest to promote
forest health and ecological integrity while ensuring an adequate timber supply and local
economic stability, The Quincy Library Group proposed three strategies: {1} selecting trees,
singly and in groups, for harvest immedsately throughout the forest to maintain a relatively
continuous furest cover, (2) carrying out various fire management objectives, and (3)
establishing a riparian management program, inchiding wide protection zones and active
restoration efforts.

The group’s goal was an all-age, multi-storied, fire-resistant forest approximating presettiement
conditions. '

From 1993 through 1997, the Forest Service mnplemented a forest heaith piot project based on
the activities advocated by the group. The group’s efforts paid off when the Herger-Feinstein
Quingy Library Group Forest Recovery Act was signed into law on October 21, 1998, The Act
directed USDA 10 conduct a pilot project along the lines advocated by the group. Unfortunately,
the Act did not appropriate specific funding for the project, and the Forest Service estimated a
cast of $31 millton per year for full implementation of the pilot project up to 70,000 acres. In
2000, with a project buduet limited to $12.2 million, the Forest Service carmed out a pilot project
on about 20,500 acres,
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President Clinton’s Lands Legacy Initiative

Under pressure from development, many acres of private forestland are being converted and
fragmented every day, Outright purchase 1o protect our remaining forests 1s not always a viable
aption; a voluntary approach is often preferable. Perpetual conservation pasements can be a
powerful tool for private forestland protection,

Through the Forest Legacy Program, the Foreyt Service works with State Foresters, local
governments, land trusts, and interested landowners to conserve forest lands of regional and
national significance, Through conservation easements or fee simple purchase, the partners
cooperate with willing landowners to ensure that traditional uses and public values are protected
on private forestland for future generations.

President Chnton’s Lands Legacy Initiative propelled the Forest Legacy Program from a small,
underfunded offort to an important national program to protect private forests from development.
Previously an underfunded program - bottoming out at $2 mitlhon in 1997~inclusion in the

Lands Legacy Imtiative brought full White House backing-and vital funding, From about $7
million in 1999, funding jumped to almost $30 million in 2000 and then doubled to $60 million

n 2001,

By August 2000, the program had protecied 118,655 acres in 12 States, For example, a large

land value donation was made a short distance from rapidly developing areas of Salt Lake City,
UT. The land ranges from snow-covered peaks and alpine lakes to rich downstream meadows
and pastureland; it remained in family ownership, but s now protected for generations to come,

Beyond Forest Communities _

The Urban Resources Partnership

1n 1993, the Clinton Administration launched the &3:‘2}&:} Rescurces Partnesship. For 7 vears,
Federal agencies and partners collaborated with underserved communities 1o address
environmental problems, based on a shared realization that 2 greener urban infrastructure will
praduce neighborhoods that are cleaner, healthier, more energy-efficient, and uliimately more
PIOSPErous.

The pastnership put Government resources at the service of community-led projects, which
included included restoring streambanks, establishing public trals, conducting anti-
littering/beautification campaigas, and eanhancing water quality and urban wildiife habitat.

Each participating cify established a steering commuttee that might include various government
agencies, nonprofit organizations, and local businesses. The steering committee gstablished the
local partnership’s mission, investigated matural resource conditions and community needs, set
nrigrities, anc agreed to a grant application process. It then assembled a technical team to work
on projects with community leaders. ‘
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The partnerships were were partially funded through $300,000 USDA grants to each of the 13
designated cities. Communities matched each Federal dollar with labor, in-kind donations, and
tocal funding. These partnerships tapped the enormous power of community-based action to
empower urban communities to enhance thelr quality of life and build & stronger social fabric,

Millenninm Green

In the 1990s, urban areas were rapidly expanding, often at the expense of neighboring farm- and
forestland. Decades of development had lefl many of our urban areas with a tree canopy of less
than 20 percent, adversely affecting streams and wetland buffer systems, water guality,

stormwater runoff, air quality, and a host of other factors related 1o human and environmental
health,

To help address the problem, the Clinton Administration established a White House Millennium
Council to encourage the creation of healthier, more livable community environments in the 21*
century. 1o 1999, the council asked that USDA lead a Millennium Green Initiative.

One of the campaign’s first efforts was 10 establish Millennium Groves across the countey.
Millennium Green was officially Jaunched in December 1999 with the dedication of a white pak
in front of the USDA headquarters building by First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton and Secretary
Glickman. Numerous Millennum Green celebrations followed, along with a number of related
State inittatives and events in cities and communities across the country during the spring
planting season.

Overarching Service Initiatives

Forest Service Reinvention

In 1993, the Clinton Administration launched an initiative to "reinvent™ Government through
more efficient, cost-effective, responsive ways of working on behalf of Americans, Among
dozens of Forest Service retnvention actions, three achievements stand out:

»  The Forest Service’s Enterprise Initiative encouraged the agency to operate more like a
business and less like a Federal bureacracy. Employees created their own "small
businesses” serving customers, operating in a self-determined, sel-motivated way. The
Initiative applied the best ideas of the business werld to motivate and reward Forest
Service employees for high-guality work. "The Forest Service is growing its own small
businesses,” noted Government Exeentive Magazine {November 1999}, "and possibly
butlding the Government of the future”

. Service First 1s a partnership of the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management
to enable the Nation’s two largest Federal land managers to deliver one-stop customer
_service to users of public lands while improving their collective capability to care for the
land, By pooling resources, the agencies avoid duplication of effort, co-locate offices,
share personnel, combine operations, harmonize processes and permits, and standardize
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public information. Through Service First, the American people get a single, unified,
commaon-sense approach to customer service on nearly a third of the Nation’s lands.

* The Forest Service and six other Federal agencies designed recreation. gov to provide
recteation information on all Federal tands in the United States over the Internet. In the
prast, recreational users had to seek information through myriad sources. Now, they have
4 one-stop, 24-hour scurce of information on all Federal lands.

Reinvesting Visitor Fees in the Region

Before the Clinton Administration, afl receipts on Federal lands were returned to general
Government funds and could not be invested in the projects, facilities, and services that
generated them. As aresull, by the 1990g, many underfunded Federal facilities were
deteriorating—even though they often generated significant money for the Federal Government.
The Forest Service joined other Federal agencies in working with Congress to address the
problem, In 1996, Congress authorized a test; Fees collected from recreational users at pilot sites
would be retained for investment at those sites, The Recreational Fee Demonstration Program
was o,

From 1995 to 2001, the Forest Service retained most project revenues at 100 specially chosen
recreation sites. In 1999 the Forest Service ¢ollecied $26.5 mullion. The fees were used to
maintain thousands of miles of trails, retrofit hundreds of facilities and sites for accessibility,
refirbish hundreds of campsites, upgrade signs and iaformation for visitors, expand office hours
for visitor centers, and more. The Forest Service reinvested at least 90 percent of revenues at the
project or site where these fees were collected. The remainder was distributed to projects within
the region. Linforiunately, this innovative approach to financing needed improvements in
America’s national forests was de-funded by Congress tn 2601,

Olympics on the National Forests

The Cherokee National Forest served as a venue for the 1996 Olympic Games in Atlanta, GA.
The Forest Service collaborated with the Tennessce Valley Authonity, the State of Tennessee,
and local communities to promote economis development in the Ocoee watershed, including
promotion for the world’s greatest whitewater facility. The result: the first Olympic Games
whitewster slalom event an a natural river,

After the 1956 success, the nattonal forests were again invited to serve as an Olympic venue, this
time for the 2002 Olympic Winter Games in Utaty, The Forest Service began planning
responsible development of the Snowbasin Ski Area on the Wasatch-Cache National Forest. The
agency regarded the games as a unigue opportunity to showase recreation in national forests
while linking healthy ecosystems to quality of life.

The Forest Service’s main goal was to help ensure that Olympic activities on the national forests
were safe and environmentally sound, That included consultation on facilibies development,
avalanche forscasting, and educating the public about avalanche dangers, Other goals included
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warking with local communrities to help visitors to the games feel safe and welcome. In addition,
the Forest Service worked to leave a legacy for future generations by upgrading and restoring
out-of-date recreation areas and by helping to plant groves of Olympic trees at 1,600 schools and
communities throughout Utah,

Showcasing the Nation’s Lakes

The Federal Lakes Recreation Demongstration Program was founded s a laboratory for Vice
President Gore's reinventing Government efforts. An eight-agency group formed in 1999, the
program was destgred to showcase improvements to recreation opporttunities on Federal lakes,
Projects chosen for the program had a high level of community and interagency support, but
faced regulatory challenges to their lake management plans. Demonstration projects were
designed to show how the regulatory or contracting authority could be improved or how
partnership funding could be obtained, Six nominated projects were accepted and added to the
pifot list of 39 lakes.

Promoting Sustainable Forestry’

Since the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, USDA has been a leader in the international
mavenent for sustainable development. In November 1993, the President issued a directive
ordering Federal agencies to work toward “achieving sustainable management of U S, forests.”
From 1993 1o 1995, the Forest Service participated in the Montreal Process, an internations!
mitiative to develop critena and indicators of sustainable forest management for temperate and
boreal forests. This work led 1o the Santiago Declaration by the Unsted States and 11 other
countries, in which signatories endorsed the agreed upon oriteria and indicators as a tool for
monitoring and guiding progress toward sustainable forest management. Since its inception in
1999, USDA also was an active participant in the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests, which
included representatives from the forest products industry, nongovernmental ergamzations, and
various government agencies from across the country, Under the Clinton Administration’s
leadership, the principle of sustainable resource management became an wtninsic part of all of
the Forest Service’s work. This approach was endorsed by the Committes of Scientists that
Secretary Glickman appointed to review the Forest Service’s long-term goals. They, 100,
dentified sustainability as the fundamental principle for managiag the Nation’s forests.

Conclusion

In his 1998 State of the Union address, Prestdent Clinton told the American people, "every time
we have acted to heal our environment, pessimists have told us it would hurt the econamy: Well,
taday otir economy 15 the strongest in a generation, and our eavironment is the cleanest i a
generation. We have always found a way to clean the environment and grow the economy at the
same time.” This notion of the economy and the environment advancing hand-o-hand was a
central theme of the Clinton-Gore Administration. By the 1990s, it also had grown mto a central

Far ¢ detatted disoussion of these efforts, please s the paper in the appendix to this chapler eotiticd
*Promoting Sustainable Developmoent,® preparcd by USDEA's Director of Sustainable Development during the
Clinton-Gore years, Adela Backiel,

71



American value, Yet no arena had managed so successfully to remain behind the times and out
of step with the American people as the management of the Nation's forests,

The Clinton-Gore Administration developed a proactive vision of a sustainable future for the
Nations forests and grassiands; they brought the American people more fully into the process of
managing their forests; they established a strong precedent for valuing all the "commodities” of
cur nationg! forests~from timber, to recreation 1o environmental protection; and they connected
policies and programs with modern science’s understanding of the need to protect an entire
ecosystem to safeguard all that # supporis—from clean air and water, 1o wildlife, to forests that
produce them. [n taking these bold and visionary steps, the Administration returned the
management of the Nation’s forests to its onginal mission: to care for these special places "for
the greatest good, for the greatest number, for the long run.” In doing so, the Clinton-Gore
Administration returned the Nation’s forests to their rightful owsners—all generations of
Americans yet 1o come.
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