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The Legacy of Hope at USDA 
Foreword by Secretary Dan Glickman 

I was honored to have the opportunity to serve this Nation for 6 years as U.S. Secretary of 
Agriculture. I am proud to have \\forked for two very special leaders, President Clinton and Vice 
President Gore. From my first day on this job to my last, their commitment to u.s. agm:ulture. 
to the Nation's family farmers and ranchers, to our rural communities, to the Nation's; war on 
hunger, to food san~ty. to conservation, and to healthy, sustainable 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 
millions of people around the world. ' 

I am indebted to a devoted and talented USDA staff. [was fortunate to have, at my right hand, 
Deputy Secretary Rich Rominger, whose commitment to family fanners, to conservation, to a 
leaner and more effective Department will forever be reflected in some of the most important 
legacies of this Administration. I could not be more proud of the achievements of the entire 
USDA leadership, and ofall the benefits and improved service that we delivered to this Nation 
thanks to their hard work. I 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 important issues facing our f>.:ation. Every day, they 
reminded m~ anew of the meaning of ' 'public service.!! 

But most ofaB, J am proud of the legacy that we have built together. Abraham Lincoln called 
USDA the "People's Department," 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 etlon to shore up the farm safety net as the U S farm economy was 
buffeted by an unprecedented string of natural disasters and bumper global crop yields 
that dIOve prices down and threatened to drive many farmers and ranchers out of 
business. This Administration also placed a particular emphasis on assisting America's 
small farmers and ranchers--working not only to help them survive, but to create 
opportunities for their success and growth in the 2111 century. 

• 	 Carried out the first major overhaul of US. meat and poultry inspections in nearly a 
century. We harnessed all the advances of science and technology to take food safety in 
this country to a new level, focusing industry on preventing contamination rather than 
,imply catchmg it after the fact. USDA also worked closely with all food safely agencies 
in this country to fulfill the Administration's vision of a seamless system that can better 
ensure that tood travels safely from [he farm to the table. 



• Creatt;d a geography of hope across America by transforming the Conservation Reserve 
Program to a true environmental program that protects the most fragile acres ofOUf 

landscape. By protecting the last pristine acres of our Nation's forests. the Clinton 
Administration also made a 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 Nation 
can and should have both. 

• Launched a civil rights initiative at USDA to address diserimination against minority 
filrmers and employees~~a devastating problem that had not been given the proverbial 
"time ofday" by previous Administrations. Pressed on by modern~day civil rights 
heroes, the Clinton Administration made historic steps to right past wrongs. paving the 
way for a settlement of a nationwide class action with African American farmers--a 
settlement with significance on a par with the World War tl 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 painful chapters of its history and build "one America." 

• Advanced the war on hunger in America and took unprecedented steps to improve public 
health through greater public awareness of the powerful ties between nutrition and health, 
From new etforts to teach school children healthy eating habits and physical activity to 
seeing the Federal government do more to encourage community-based food recovery 
and other antihunger activities, to a strong defense of food stamps for working poor, this 
Administration defe'oded and expanded the Federal nutrition safety net, We also 
recognized that our responsibility did not stop at the water's edge, From a global school 
meals initiative to swift and massive eftorts to avert a famine in the Horn of Africa, this 
Administration has left a powerfililegacy in the world war on hunger and malnutrition. 

• Worked to create a rebirth of the rural American dream. Not only did this Administration 
launch a massive campaign to deliver basic services, such as runoing water and 
electricity, to millions ofrural Americans who had never had them before. it also worked 

. to bring more 21.1 -century opponunities to our Nation's rural communities, particularly 
by empowering local leaders to develop strategies to build their own financial future. In 
community afier community, we proved that local challenges are best addressed with 
local solutions, backed by unprecedented resources from this Administration. 

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

• 	 Enhanced the role of science and technology in all aspects of the Department's wurk. 
From boosting small farm profitability, to improving health, to providing new ways to 
sustainably feed a growing world, this Administration's advocacy ofa strong agricultural 
research agenda will leave a lastmg 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 occurred during or after a massive effort to 
reduce the size of the Department, and [0 reorganize USDA's work around concrete 
missions that could better deliver the results Ihat aU Americans enjoy today" 

I am leaving my job as U.S" Secretary of Agriculture with a great sense of satisfaction and 
accomplishment in alllhat this AdministratlOn 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 American every day. This is an 
opportunity that President Clinton, Vice President Gore, Secretary Espy, myself, Rich Rominger 
and countless others seized every day. You can read about our legacy in the pages to come But 
I t~st 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 ofa more sustainable agriculture; and, see the Nation 
and the world reap the benefits of-reduced hunger, improved health, and expanded opportunities 
here in this country and around the globe. 
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Eight Years of Progress 
Executive Summary 

Introduction 
From guiding the U"S, farm economy through an unprecedented period ofvolatllity, to 

expanding opportunities in rural communities, to saving lives and preventing serious illness by 
overhaunng 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 powerfui"connections between nutrition and health, to supporting a strong 
future for small farms in America and expanding opportunities for V.S. agriculture around the 
wo'rld, the legacy of the Clinton Administration is exceedingly varied and of priceless value to 
the American people and to the world, 

A New era of Volatility in the U.S. Farm Economy , 
When President Clinton took office, the U.S. 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 farm economy slumps in our lifetimes. Fortunately for U.S. farmers and 
ranchers, two sons of rural America were in the White House at the time, The Clinton 
Administration did everything in its powe"r to see producers through these difficult times. With 
the help of Congress, USDA pumped billions ofdoUars into the farm economy, helping maintain 
cash now to keep thousands of farmers from losing their land due to circumstances far beyond 
their control·-from record low commodity prices to a string ofdevastating natural disasters and 
severe weather. 

At the close of the 20th century, USDA had delivered a record $28 billion in direct payments to 
farmers. This money was sorely needed by the men and wOmen of American agriculture, But 
the Administration made it clear that heavy reliance on Treasury checks is not the idea! for 
American farmers. So 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 in 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 inadequale in ensuring that Government remained a strong partner to farmers and 
ranchers and otl'ered adequate protection to them in difficult times, President Clinton ultimately 
signed the legislation in recognition that U.S. agriculture needed greater market orientation 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 
sust~nable agriculture. and to protect some of the most fragile acres of the American landscape, 
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For its remaining time, the Administration would devote a tremendous amOunt of Its time and 
energy to stitching a 21 $1 century farm safety net. The Chmon Administration>s vision for the 
ne'w safety net was far more holistic than any yet seen in this country--embracing big and small 
producers, farmers and ranchers, as well as an (he different kinds ofproducers that reflect th.e 
myriad diversity of modern U.s, agriculture. Throughout its time, the Administration maintained 
a strong commitment to providing real assistance to farmers when they are victimized by 
circumstances beyond their control --from powerful storms to weak markets. One strategy 
included championing income assistance that is coufltercyclical~~so 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. 

Early in 2000, the Clinton Administration sent a safety fiet proposal up to Capitoll·lill, which 
included many of these ideas But Congress chose not to make any large-scale farm policy 
changes. opting for yet anoth~ ad hoc stop-gap measure, the third multi-billion dollar emergency 
assistance package in 3 years. The Clinton 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 premiums more affordable; helped 
protect against multiyear losses; and altowed more producers, raising different kmds ofcrops and 
livestock, to obtain coverage. 

Building aWorld of Opportunity for U.S. Agriculture 
With about 96 percent of the world's consumers living outside the United States, the Clinton 
Administration understood that international trade is a critical driver of a strong farm economy, 
just as 1t is for the U.S. economy as a whole. In forging nearly 300 trade agreements~ President 
Clinton's USDA. was very aggressive in promoting American exports, particularly farm exports. 
especially after the global financial crisis drastically shrunk demand in so many key agricultural 
markets. 

From the early, successful drive to ratifY the North American Free Trade Agreement to the 
Uruguay Round oftbe General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade to securing Permanent Normal 
Trade Relations with China, the Admmistration successfully rallied a bipartisan majority In 
Congress to proceed with key agreements that dramatically expanded U,S. agriculture's 
economic opportunities around the world. Perhaps the most important step taken to increase 
trade opportunities for tarmers was the approval by Congress in 2000 of Permanent ~ormal 
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 ofChina's accession to the World Trade Organization, agricultural exports are expected 
to expand by 52 billion a year beginning in 2005. 
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The Clinton Administration also consistently was a champion of free and faiT trade--actively 
resisting the attempts ofother countries to use phony science trade barriers as competitive 
weapons. This effort. which helped protect and expand U.S. agnculture1s opportunities in key 
export markets, was an essential piece of the Administration's farm economy strategy that aimed 
to expand U.S. producers' market opportunities, so that future farmers and ranchers are less 
dependent on billions ofdollars in emergency aid year after year. 

Emerging Challenges and Opportunities 
The debate over the safety and potential ofbiotechnology 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 understood that biotech could help 
feed a growing and hungry world without explOlting natural resources. 

However, the Administration also understood that Government's most lmportant responsibility 
with respect to biotechnology is maintaining a strict, transparent, science-based approval proceSs, 
whjch 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 Administ.ration also worked to bring integrity and consistency to products being marketed 
across the country as "organic," When President Clinton came into office, 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 it meant. Through a vast and open 
process that induded record-setting amounts ofpublic comment and input, Clinton's USDA 
developed the fir'st national organic standards, The final rule was strict, precise, understandable, 
and it increased opportunities for the growing com~unity of American organic fanners., and 
others who would pursue this growing market. 

Reviving the Rural American Dream 
A strong farm economy, ofcourse, goes hand in hand with a strong rural economy. So 
strengthening historicaUy underserved rural communities also was a cornerstone of the Clinton 
Administration's work at USDA. President Clinton's USDA invested $62 billion in rural areas" 
Much of these resources were dispersed according to the Administration's philosophy of 
community 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 supponing role as a catalyst for locally driven economic g~owth, 

, 

The strategy worked_ During its time in Washington, the Clinton Administration helped create 
Or retain ) ~6 million rural jobs, and in 2000 rural homeownership stood at a record 7S percent, 
higher than the overall national homeownership rate. The Administration also focused 
tremendous re!-lQurces on persistent-poverty {;ornmunities and areas of the country that had been 
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historically underserved, One hallmark program was Water 2000 j which brought safe running 
water into the homes of more than 3 minion rural Americans who had never had it before. The 
Administration also increased efforts to bring the tools of the modern infonnation economy to 
the countryside-Internet access, fiber optics, satellite technology~~to help ensure that rural 
America had the basic infrastructure necessary to participate in the economic opportunities of the 
~ation's largely technoJogy~driven economic expansion. 

Fighting Hunger and Promoting Nutrition 
In selectmg his two Secretaries of Agriculture, President Climon selected men who were deeply 
committed nOt only to a strong future for U.S. agriculture, but also to reinvigorating the Nation's 
efforts to fight hunger in America and around the world and to improving public health by 
expanding hoth scientific knowledge and the general public's understanding of the powerful ties 
between nutrition and health, 

The Clinton Administration took several important steps to strcoh'1hen the Federal nutrition 
safety net. It restored food stamp benefits to many legal immigrants who had them stripped 
away by Republican provisions in the welfare refonn bill of 1996_ In response to a sharp drop in 
the food stamp rolls. Clinton's USDA launched an aggressive public infonnation campaign to 
reach out to the working poor and let 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 hunger in 
America_ So Secretary Glickman began a Community Food Security Initiative. which builds 
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 ofAgriculture, 
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 to get excess food 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 critical. One hallmark effon 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 visibility of the Nation's "quiet 
epidemic"-~chiidhood obesity--and expanded its child nutrition efforts to include messages about 
the importance ofphysical activity, 

The Administration focused considerable attention and research on expanding scientific 
understanding ofall the different powerful links between nutrition and health. To bring a 
singular focus to the importance ofsharing nutrition research with the public, the Clinton 
Administration created at USDA the Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion. Among its 
many activities, the Center created a special Food Guide Pyramid, tailored to the nutritional 
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needs of young children, It also ,,¥'orked with the Department of Health and Human Services to 
release revised Dietary Guidelines 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 through nutrition" 

The Clinton Administration also dramatically escalated the United States effort to reduce hunger 
around the world, both in response to a senes of humanitarian crises and as part of a broader 
strategy that supported the goal the United States agreed to at the 1996 World Food Summit to 
lead a broad international elfort to reduce world hunger by 2015, Under President Clinton's 
direction. USDA dramatically increased its humanitarian food assistance around the world~~from 
aiding Kosovar refugees to averting a mass famine in the Horn of Africa, The Department also 
led the President's $300~million Global Food for Education initiative to establish school feeding 
programs in developing f;ountries. 

Harnessing Modern Science to Improve Food Safety 
BeYond ensuring a food supply that is plentiful and nutritious, the Clinton Administration also 
did more than any Administration sin,ce that of Theodore Rooseve1t to improve fuod safety in 
this country. The new Administration received a strong public mandate to pursue fundamental 
reforms due to a tragic outbreak of a virutent strand of E. (xlii that took the lives of four young 
chiIdren 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 
rankjng food safety official in the U.S. Government. And the Department revolutionized 
Arrlerican meat and poultry inspection, reforming an antiquated system that had not kept up with 
nearly a centu,ry's worth of scientific and technological progress. The new system integrated 
state-ofNthe~art science into the process, allowing for the detection ofdeadly pathogens that 
cannot be caught with the naked eye. Based on information released by the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, the overhaul has undoubtedly saved lives and prevented countless 
illnesses, 

The Administration, however, also was quick to recognize that food safety does not begin and 
end at the slaughterhouse door. In addition to regulation of meat and poultry plants, President 
Clinton's USDA--in partnership with other Federal food safety agencies~-pursued a flfarm-to­
tableH food safety approach, which recognizes the shared responsibility of agricultural producers, 
mdustry, and Government. From increased investments in food safety research, risk 
assessments, and surveillance; to repeated attempts to give more teeth to Federal food safety 
enforcement efforts, this Administration made a truly historic and comprehensive effort to ensure 
one high standard for food safety in this country--for both domestic and imported food-~and to 
give'all 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 Chuton Administration also came into office vowing to bridge the historic divide between 
agriculture and the environment. This Administration understood that farmers are the original 
,cohservationists. They are the primary stewards of the American landscape, which is as valuable 
a dommodity as any bushel ofwheat or bale ofcotton. The Administration 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 soil; protect open spaces; and preserve 
wildlife habitat. These beGefs were reflected in the 1996 Farm BiU, which included a pack of 
neW programs to provide more resources to agriculture to pursue more sustainable practices, The 
Clinton Administration vigorously fought for these provisions, and they represent a key reason 
the President signed that legislation. The centerpiece of this key Clinton legacy was a 
fundamental overhaul of the Conservation Reserve Program, which the Administration 
successfully converted from a supply management mechanism into a genuine conservation efIbl1 
that idles only the most erodible farmland. 

The Administration also saw to it that the 1996 Farm Bill included a new Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program, which allows USDA to work with local communities on a cost-share basis, 
helping them sotve conservation problems, with an emphasis on those related to livestock 
production. The 1996 Farm Bill ruso continued a voluntary Wetlands Reserve Program, which 
has'proven ex:ceedingly popular. Demand for the program was very strong, helping us make 
major progress toward our goal ofno net loss of wetlands. 

The Clinton Administration also took seriously its responsibilities, through USDA's Forest 
Service, as the guardians of the more than 190 million acres ofnationaf forests and grasslands. 
The Administration pursued a policy that encourages multiple uses of nationru forests and 
balances ecosystem protection with commercial and recreational interests. Among its proudest 
achievements is a "roadJess" proposal that is the product of exhaustive scientific analysis and 
extensive public input. The proposal would prohibit new road~building and timber harvest 
except for stewardship purposes on 5fLS 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 enduring and meaningful legacies is one most 
,.\.mericans 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 Federal Government. Secretary Glickman commissioned a 
ground-breaking report, generated by a team of USDA employees, to assess the problem and 
recommend fundamental changes, From overhauling farm loans to stepping up minority 
recruitment to ensuring greater accountability to entering into an historic class-action settlement 
with Black farmers, every recommendation that did not require action by the Congress was 
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implementt~d. While the progress has been significant, the process is not complete and it must be 
continued by future administrations. 

Reorganization 
The Clinton Administration also was the first in decades to successfully complete a major 
reorganization of the notoriously large and byzantine USDA The reorganization consolidated 
offices across the country into convenient "one-stop shops" that could better serve the 
Departmem's customers. The efforts also merged USDA programs into seven concrete mission 
areas to give greater focus to t~e key priorities of the Department's work. These innovations 
allowed the Department to reduce its wowrkforce by some 30,000 full-time positions. They also 
saved $6 billion over 5 years, freeing more resources to serve USDA customers. By the end of 
the proce.<:;s, USDA was lean, foc-used, and more capable ofdelivering 21"' 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 
Ame'ricans, the U.S. Department of Agriculture offers this Nation'~ leaders a significant 
opportunity to improve the health, economic opportunities, and quality of lite for aU Americans 
and countless people around the world. More than any other modern presidency, the Clinton 
Administratioo made the most of these opportunities, leaving an enduring legacy that 
strengthened the power oflne "people's department" to improve people's lives. 

• 
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1. 	 BUILDING A 21 sT CENTURY FARM POLICY 
Defining Government's Role as Farmers' Risks Rise 

.. There '.'I another parI ofour American community in trouble tonight - our family 
farmers, Whet~ J .';'igned the Farm ljill i111996, f said there was great danger 11 
IHJUld work well in good limes, hUI not in bad. Well, droughTs, floods, and 
historically low prices have made these lime ...· very badfor the farmers. We must 
work together 10 strengthen/he farm safety net, invest in land conservation, aUd 

. creaN: some new rnarkefs. ,. 

President Bill Clinton 
2000 State of the Union 
January 27, 2000 

"A new farm policy must continue to celehrate farmers, their contribution and 
their unique roJe in society. And il must do thai by embracing a more complele 
vision ofthe American farmer: farmer as effective risk manager. farmer as 
cunscientious land steward. farmer a,)' hold innovator, farmer as resourceful, 
mulli1aceled,flexible businessperson ,., (This) new farm policy muJl he as/air 
and illc/usiw as possihle, It musl go beyond commodity-hased programs, II mils/ 
be national in scope, encompm:ving more regiom: more farmer ...; and mure crops. 
II's time for afarm policy that is foct/sed less on historic crop prices and 
bureaucraticfort1l11las andmore on people and their dreams, " 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman 
lOOO Agricultural Outlook Forum 
February 24, 2000 

Shortly after settling into hi. new job a. the 26th US, Agnculture Secretary in March of 1995, 
Dan Glickman received a call in his office. It was the White House on the linc, specifically the 
President of the United States_ After a few congratulatory words, President Clinton got down to 

business: "How are corn prices today? What are we going to do to keep young people on the 
family farm?" He !hen 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 can with a final request, "don't 
forget rural America"" 

Glickman was impressed with the President's depth of knowledge and touched by his obvious 
enthusiasm. He also was flattered by what he considered primarily 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 conduded several things: (I) that President Clinton was the most well~versed orany 
President in modern times when it came to the complexities of U.S. farm policy and the needs 
and challenges of America's farmers, ranchers and rural communities; (2) that Glickmanjs own 
job had grown exponentially more challenging by the hands-on interest and expertise of his boss, 
and (3) that no matter how detached the country grew from America's farm communities, 
Glickman would never have to remind the President of the United States of the imponance 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 looked on generally as a time ofglittering economic prosperity for the 
Nation, it was a time of deep economic trials for U.S. farmers and ranchers" After setting record 
high farm incomes in 1996, an abrupt reversul of fortune - fueled by flagging commodity prices, 
bumper global crop production and a series of devastating natura) disasters - sent the U.S. farm 
economy into a tailspin. 

Complicating the U,S. government's response to this downward spiral was a new farm p<:ilicy­
the first major overhaul in 60 years - which moved government away from its traditional role of 
rigidly 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. 1n other words, in exchange for freeing fanners 
to make their own planting decisions, farmers would largely be out on their 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 proper role ofgove-rnment in 21it 
century U.S. farm policy, Republicans largely argued "survival of the fittest" - that farmers imd 
ranchers who made sound business decisions would prosper- and succeed in free markets. The 
Clinton Administration and its allies in the Congress warned that farmers and ranchers were 
uniquely vulnerable to circumstances beyond their control-from powerful storms to weak 
markets-circumstances tbat could drive even the best farmers and ranchers out of business, in the 
absence ofa strong government safety net. 

Ultimately, President Clinton did sign a new Farm Bill in 19~6. It included historic conservation 
provisions developed and fought for by his Administration (See Chapter 2). Clinton also hailed 
the fact that the biU"at long last, tarmers will be free to plant for the market, not for government 
programs» However, the President was quick to poilU out that he signed the legislation "with 
'reservation because 1 believe the bill fails to provide an adequate safety net for family farmers. 
The fixed payments in the bill do not adjust to changes in market conditions, which would leave 
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farmers, and the rural communities in which th~ live, vulnerahle to reductions jn crop prices and 
yields." 

While this vulnerability concerned Clinton and Secretary Glickman, these reservations were 
largely drowned out hy the farm economy's current good times and the inevitable popularity of 
generous government payments on top ofre\iord high prices. Yet, the Administration persisted 
with its warnlng: should the farm economy reverse course before the Republican~led Congress 
responded to the Administration's caU 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 ofnatural disasters 
formed dark clouds over tbe U.S. farm economy - douds that would never fully dissipa1e during 
the Clinton~Gore years, From those days on, building a modem fann safety net would be the top 
priority of Pres.ident Clinton's USDA 

What follows is an account of a three~pronged strategy that the Clinton Administration used to 
both respond 10 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 agriculture--farmers ai!d ranchers, small and 
large producers, traditional row crops as well as niche crops. This three-pronged effort involved: 
(I) effective and innovative use of traditiona1 farm programs, (2) an increasing emphasis on a 
range of risk management elforts; and (3) a strong focus on expanding global opportunities. 
Through these efforts, the Clinton Administration took key steps toward a true 21- century farm 
policy - one that promptly and elfet:tively.delivers emergency aid to 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 an'd around the world. 

The 1990$: A Stormy Sea 
[n 1993, farm incomes were climbing steadily, riding. a crest of strong commodity prices and 
robust exports. But the good economic news was marred by weather calamities that tested the 
mettle orthe heartiest farmer, and in retrospect were harbingers of things'to come. 

A 500-year flood in the Midwest, a devastating drought in the Southeast. coupled with widely 
scattered haiL fires, and tornadoes left many producers reel1ng. USDA in the early years of the 
Clinton Administration got high marks, under SecretaI)' Espy's leadership, for improving the 
Federal responsiveness to natural di.sasters, States quickly noticed a difference under the new 
Administration, as USDA cut through piles of red tape to ensure immediate assistance to people 
in need, from temporary housing and low-interest farm loans to nutrition Bssistance. 

But for most producers, Mother Nature's blows were softenet:l by the othervvise buoyant farm 
economy. By 1996, prices Bnd exports were at or near record levels, and the future looked bright 
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For USDA's Fann Service Agency, the task was manageable: identity ,those who suffered losses 
and administer emergency assistance quickly. The new agency did its job well. In 1993, L'SDA 
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 year to over $16 billion. 

At the time, few could imagine what the future held_ 

A lone voice of caution came on April 4, 1996 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 faU in prices that affected 
nearly every commodity group. In many cases prices fell to their lowest levels in decades. Farm 
incomes dropped dramatically--nearly 20 percent in 1998 from the 1996 peak.· This was just the 
beginning ofan ongoing "price crisis" that threatened thousands of family farms. 

Unfortunately, the 1996 Act left USDA with rew tools to help fatmers through tills cnsis. The 
few provisions of the 1996 Act that actually provided assistance) market transition and loan 
deficiency payments, took on unforeseen importance in shoring up farm incomes 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 
ongoing crisis. ' 

The first task was to secure emergency Congressional appropriations sufficient to stop 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 billion, the first in an 
annual series of emergency aid packages that by the end of2000, the President's final term, 
would total nearly $25 billion. 

Though this assistance would make the difference for thousands offarm families. for many 
farmers, their problems were just beginning. While a tide of low prices swept over commodity 
after commodity, the summers of 1998. 1999, and 2000 brought more bad weather that caused 
billions of dollars in tosses 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 Keny toured a series of drought~ 
stricken farms in West Virginia and Maryland. In one afternoon, the USDA officials drew the 
Nation's attention to the plight of fanners and ranchers. The resulting news frenzy effectively 
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jump-started a stalled $1.6 billion emergency appropriation in Congress, one that ensured the 
survival of thousands of family farms, 

While this aid was clearly necessary, this tourniquet approach~~a4~hoc emergency farm 
,legislation-became a recurring and controversial means ofhelping farmers through this period. 
While the aid was important, the Administration worried that Congress was intent to rely almost 
solely on this form of assistance, rather than admitting to the flaws of the new Farm 8ill and 
crafting a r!!aJ 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 $20 billion. and authorized a wbopping 70 new. 
programs, many of which USDA had to implement with litt1e guidance. 

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~~USDA 
used virtually every tool left in the wake of the 1996 Act to help fanners through the growing 
crisis, Slowly a new approach took shape. It was this new approach that, in the Spring of 1999 
Secretary Glickman established as a core set of "guiding principles," that the Administration felt 
should drive farm policy well into the future, 

.. 	 Farm programs should support farmers, not commodities. The Administration argued 
that Government payments should be based on farm income rather than crop prices, 
because it is overall farm income that ensures U.S. producers can continue working the 
land and enjoy a decent standard oflivlng. The old commodity-driven system, the 
Administration maintained, allowed too many producers to slip through the cracks. The 
Administration also belIeved th~t traditional U.s, farm policy encouraged the massive 
consolidation that had swept through agriculture in recent decades because when farm 
support is issued on a per-bushel or per~pound basis, the larger farm operations receive 
the bigger payments. 

• 	 u..)'. farm policy should he 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 specialty 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 
Outlook speech, "It wasn't untH last s'ummer's drought, which was centered in the 
No.rtheast 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 protection_" 

'" 	 U~'J)A risk mO!lllgemell1 programs mllsl hecome more affordahle and inclusive. The most 
glaring example of the exclusivity of U.S. farm policy was the fact that Congress barred 
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USDA from providing. through the Federal crop insurance program, affordable protection 
for livestock-even though ranchers account for about half of the U,S, farm economy. 
The Administration repeatedly pressed for sUch coverage. They also advocated lifting the 
area-wide trigger on USDA's Non~lnsured Assistance Program, making it easier for 
farmers ofuninsurabfe crops to receive help after a major loss. 

• 	 CO!1.YervalioJl must he a centerpiece offarm policp, not an afterthought. By creating 
incentives for all farmers to be environmentally responsible, the Clinton Administration 
firmly believed that Government could 'boost farm income at the same time it encouraged 
fanners and ranchers to protect the Nation's natural resources. As Secretary Glickman 
explained in his 2000 Agricultural Outlook remarks, "the land is not something that can 
be replaced hke a piece ofmachinery. We need to respect it above and beyond its crop­
producing capability; we must recognize it for what it is: our most valuable commodity of 
all. Long after this year's crop is grown, harvested and sold--and the next yearfs and the 
next year's--wbat still will remain is the tand. 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 devv/opmel11 policy L~ all mtegral part of U.S.jarm policy. The Clinton 
Admjnistration was qui~k to recognize that most people in modern-day America could no 
longer make a decent living in production agriculture 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 fanners to stay on the land. These changing realities made it all the more 
important that'rural farm conununities'diversify their economies and create an 
environment where entrepreneurship can flourish. It also made clear the importance of 
strong Federal programs to ensure these communities have a sound physical and 
information infrastructure that can attract economic opportunities and discourage the out~ 
migration ofyoung peopte from rural areas, 1 

This philosophy for a more inclusive and responsive u.s, farm safety net was first shared with 
the country in the Spring of 1999 by Secretary Glickman. It is a strong vision that can help 
ensure a bright, secure future for U.S. agriculture. It is a vision developed after years of effort on 
behalf of struggling fanners and ranchers across the country. What follows is a detailed account 
of those eHorts. 

Farm Credit: Helping Farmers Help Themselves 
Providing credit is a critical !Unction of USDA, especially during difficult ~onomic periodS. As 
the farm crisis deepened in the late 1990s farmers and ranchers found commercial credit more 
difficult to obtain, making USDA credit even more important 

• 1 for a detailcti discussion of the fUral development legacy of the Clintoll Administration. please see Chapter 6. 
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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 (is a critically important tooL In fact, 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 
Administr.ation 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 exampie, in 1999, widespread 
natural disasters and the weak fann 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. 

Recognizing, as well, that accessiqilit)' ofGovernment loan programs is: vital, the Clinton 
Administration-primarily under the auspices of Vice President Gore's "reinventing government" 
initiative-streamlined its farm Joan procedures by: reducing the time required to approve 
~pplications for loan guarantees, making the loan approval process morc consistent, and reducing 
paperwork As It result, lJSDA during the Clinton years processed a record number ofloans 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 ofle.. than $50,000. The Department slashed 1,200 pages offann loan 
re'!"tllations from its books and cut in half the number of required forms. It also created. a 
Preferred Lender Program to encourage more lenders to help smaJler producers, 

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

President Clinton and his two agriculture secretaries shared a firm commitment to ensuring 
USDA farm programs were available to all producers. Toward this end in 1997, USDA extended 
its maximum loan guarantees to beginning farmers to 95percent of the pure-hase.· This action was: 
part of an ongoing effort to help folks staning out in agriculture, It also provided a means for . 
retiring fanners to transfer their land to a new generation, USDA also increased dkect farm 
ownership and operating loans made 10 minority and women farmers by 74 percent from 1995 to 
1999. Between 1995 and 199&, USDA increased its farm lending to Native Americans from $2 
million in 1995 to more than $29 million in 1999. OveraJllending to socially disadvantaged 
farmers and ranchers rose by 44 percent, from 1998 to 1999 alone. 
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Making a Stand for Small Farms 
When the Clinton Administration took office,.U.S, agriculture 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 in terms ofconsumer 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 SmaU Farms, Their 
report, A Time 10 ACI, provided a series of recommendations based on testimony gathered at 
national meetings, President Clinton dedared that he would match - doltar for dollar - the 
report's call for a substantial increase in direct farm loans. This helped i,OOO beginning fanners 
get on the land and 12,000 more to 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 Smatl Farms. These entities recommend and coordinate USDA 'actions to enhance 
the viability and economic opportunities ofsmall farms and ranches. 

A sustained Clinton Administration commitment to family farmers and ranchers also helped 
deJiver: 

• 	 Intensified outreach to small, limited~resource> and minority farmers. For example, 
several agencies sponsored 3,'conference for limited 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 initiative to increase risk management etlucation and crop insurance 
products available to farmers in 15 under-served States. 

These are just a few examples of the many efforts to protect and promote America's smaU farms 
carried out by the Clinton 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 Farm":;: "What role - jfany - should the Federal Government play given 
the very determined trend toward larger and'fewer farms? Can Government help or would we be 
paddling hopelessly upstream." Secretary Glickman went on to share his opinion: "The question 
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is not big versus little," he said, "but cao we find a meaningful way for the two to coexist? 1 'd 
like to think that the answer is yes." 

Secretary Glickman got his answer in February of 2000 when USDA's Natiortal Agricultural 
Statistlcs Service released new numbers on the makeup of the U.S. fann economy. It found that 
while the total amount offarm acreage declined slightly in the United States in 1999, the number 
of small farms in AmerIca actually increased lor the first time in years. 

Fann Programs: Supporting Farmers and Ranchers 
Though the 1996 Act eliminated some of the suppon programs that made up the traditional (arm 
safety net, the role of USDA farm programs 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: administering a 
myriad of om\! emergency programs. While most were authorized through Congressional 
legislation, several were the product of the Administration's creative and innovative application 
ofdecades-old authorities. 
As prices collapsed for commodity after commodity, the list of commodities needing assistance 
grew: dairy, pork, oilseeds, sheep, lamb, apples. tobacco, onion:;;, peanut, potatoes, cotton seed, 
citrus, cranberries, livestock, wool, mohair. Few were spared from the price depression. 

A record $20.6 billion in Federal direct payments, the highest in history, was delivered to . 
America's fanners and ranchers in 1999, including morc than $5 billion in market transition 
payments, $05,9 billion in loan deficiency payments, more than $5.5 billion in market loss 
assistance payments, more than $400 million in livestock and dairy assistance, more than $1,8 
billion in conservation payments, and aJmost $2 billion tor crop losses. This staggering amount 
easily eclipsed the previous high of $16.7 billion in 1987. 

USDA employees 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 
excellent example. Consoiidation in the hog market intlieted devastatingly 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 SSO-million Small 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 
\-vas subject to long-term flooding and couid 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 Dakota and the Prairie Pothole region of South Dakota. Flooding in these areas began as 
early as 1993 and continued through J999. 
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Vinually an aftel1hought when crafting the 1996 Act, USDA loan deficiency payments took on 
tremendous significance 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 flexibility and relief from storage shortages, 
USDA began making seven-year, low--{:osr loans to farmers in 2000 to 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 periods 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 
insurance indemnities to producers. 

Disaster Assistance 
Many times through the 19905, 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 
livestock indemnity and assistance programs. During the worst period of drought, parts of 44 
States were declared agricultural disaster areas, making emergency low-interest loans available to 
tens of thousands ofhard-hit farmers, 

Responding to 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 recOInmended measures for public education on drought prevention and 
mitigation, 

Another unusually severe natural disaster - an ice storm-·struck New England in 1998. USDA 
responded quickly to requests for emergency food assistance and helped dairy farmers in the 
worst-hit areas, Farm Service Agency personnel were there to assess damage and match scarce 
resources to critic-al needs, such as getting electrical generators fO dairy fanns suffering power 
outages. USDA also made emergency loans for production and property 10sses caused by the 
storms. 

Being hit with so many disaster programs to administer, USDA streamlined its procedures to 
reduce the burden on farmers and ranchers to receive aid. In many cases, producers came to a 
local 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 19305 when the hardships ufthe 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 
prevent what has been a continuing phenomenon for the agricultural economy in hard times--ad 
hOt,.' 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 risks inherent in agriculture, it 
supported two major crop insuf2;nce reforms. 

Federal Crop Insurance Reform Act or 1994 
At the beginning of the Clinton administration, disastrous floods. in the Midwest and a drought in 
the Southeast showed the limitations of existing agricultural disaster assistance programs, 
Traveling extensively in the affected areas, President Clinton and Secretary Espy spoke directly 
with, and listened to, farmers facing financial ruin to determine what was working and what 
needed work. These conversations resulted in an ambitious rerann initiative announced by 
Secretary Espy on'March 2, 1994. Tbe Act was both a vital budget reform as well as a major 
agricultural policy refofiR 

For many farmers, the expectation of "free" ad hoc relief deterred their participation in the crop 
insurance program. The result? A vic-jaus 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. T~e 
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 Administration set,its sights on eliminating the need for two costly programs to solve one 
problem-white still maintaining a sturdy farm safety net. 

The Admiruslration resolved this si~uation by proposing to fuse crop insurance and disaster aid 
into a Single program tbat provided farmers with a predictabte leve1 ofprotection. The Act 
enjoyed wide. bipartisan support in the Congress, and was signed into law on October 13, 1994, 

Once the reforms were in place, crop insurance participation jumped from 33 percent of eligible 
acres to 80 percenL For the first time in U.S, history, the vast majority of eligible farmers had 
the security of knowing in advance the amount of their protection, and American taxpayers had a 
tool to rein in unbudgeted disaster assistance spendinK 
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Getting Crop Insurance on'a,Sbund:Financial Footing 

. Prior to 1993, the crop insurance program was bfeeding fed ink From 19& I to 1993, the overall 
loss ratio averaged ,lA7. This means that USDA paid out about $1,47 in claims for every $1,00 
collected in 'premiums. Presideni Clirit~:s 1993 ecoOOlriic-Jm.ckagc; which set' the':rou!itry-~n its 
histonc course toward a bal~ctX.t budget, required the Federal Crop Insurance,Corpor~tiOn-to: ,:, 
achieve an overall projected loss ratio of i. J by October 1, 1995, and, 1.075 by Octobe~ 1',.1998. ' 
Without reducing the avc!'tlge'L47 loss' ratio, U.S: taxpaYers' would hilVe paid ~(an extr.rS5.1II bUlion·in excess underwriting expenses. _~ 

Agricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000 
The Federal Crop Insurance Reform Act of 1994 produced phenomenal growth in the amount of 
protection ulrmers carried, and fanners enjoyed rising prices and expanding markets for several 
years. But when the Asian economic crisis hit in i997 and global overproduction of many 
commodities caused prices to plunge, President Climon's warning about an inadequate safety net 
hecame an an too real threat. as it became painfully apparent that more measures were needed to 
keep U.S, farmers afloat 

For example, -while many more producers now carried some protection. the coverage level 
selected was often too low to provide much assistance in the event ofa crop loss, To make 
matters worse, many farmers in parts of the country which suffered a series of natural disasters, 
saw the amount of their protection dwind'e to dangerously low levels. USDA also was 
specifically prohibited by law from offering insurance protection for I1vestock, which accounts 
for nearly half of the U,S, agricultural'economy, 

To address these weaknesses, the Administfation actively sought producef opinions and solutions 
through a series of listening sessions and conferences. These grassroots efforts resulted in an 
$11.5 billion initiative to strengthen the farm safety net, an 80 percent increase over past funding. 
Secretary Glickman made dear that this new endeavor reflected a new philosopby 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 includes a new safety net proposal worth 
$11 5 billion over the next two years... It includes targeted. counter-cyclical 
income assistance, as weI! as increased conservation assistance, improved risk 
management tools and new market opportunities for fanners, (believe that this 
plan represents a shift io farm policy philosophy, one that ( hope will guide 
lawmakers (for years to come),,,2 

2D~m Glickman. Feb. 7. ZOllO, Announccment of USDA FY 2001 Budgel 
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Key elements -of the initiative included making higher levels ofcoverage 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 risk management 
products, improving the rioninsured crop disaster assistance program, and increasing oversight to 
improve the integrity of the crop insurance program, 

The Administration's proposal was substantially reflected in the Agricultural Risk Protection Act 
of 2000, which President Clinton signed into law on June 20, 2000. The bill had broad-based, 
bipartisan support. Within days of enactment, USDA made 60 percent of the 5-year, $82 billion 
package available to farmers. But at the bill signing ceremony, Pre."lident Clinton made clear 
1hat this legislation was merely a first step in righting the wrongs of the 1996 Act and building a 
true farm safi~ty net for the future. 1<While this bill is important, it still fails to fix what is plainly 
an unsuccessful fann policy," President Clinton said, "We should be targeting assistance where 
it'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 19% Freedom To 
Farm Bill--to build a safety net that adequately protects our Nation's farmers." 

Meedng the Demand for Risk Management Tools 
By eliminating New Deal farm programs, the 1996 Farm Bill shifted more of the burden of 
agricultural risk from the Government to farmers. In the absence ofa sturdy fann safety net, 
increased risk, coupled with sustained low commodity 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 protectioR By 2000, USDA's 
Risk Managernent Agency provided protection to farmers through 36,262 county crop insurance 
programs. The Agency also created new programs for commodities like aquaculture and dairy 
products, It also developed new specialty and whole-~arm risk management products. 

As evidenced by two major crop insurance refonn initiatives, the Clinton Administration worked 
successfully to prov1de 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 disastcc 
But this coverage also helps fanners secure operating loans, aggressively market a portion of 
their crop, and plan for the future. 

23 




. ./ "'" '. ;'''''',6­ ~,,-
AIPlNG'AG'R1CULTURE'S DIVERSE FUTURE ./~'~ ". . 
David and Lorraine Tuttle live on the family futui that has txx:n producing crops since 1143." -,

• ~ v • 
1j1o~gh Qavid'~,been activ~,with'his:local Firm Service Agerky offioo for:m~,,~s, ~t wasn:t·­
untit;1997. that he,became·interested in crop insuran'ce- wMn USDA! launched' its Adjuste<fGross"':,­
Revenue phot.·~prQgrr.tm, \~nicll bases ~vcragc ~n historic Sclledulc F tax forms', r;lthetiliah crop ...: 
data.. .' ".. ..', . " ." 

i c, <1' 

By offering (:overage for a' wide range of the Tuttle's crops that were ineligible' f~~ tra'ditj'~ crop" 
insuraocc, the new program s~unded attra~ve. To: buy the fnost coverage, a prodlt~~jh:st giow. at 
leaSt eight ,diffcr~t commcidities, ,On 't~ic'Tutdc furm, crops can range from 'asp'aragu1fiQ'mccltini:,0. 
and a variety of fruit and berries, with some acreage devOted, to com and pottllOes. The Thttles',als~ 
have 115 acres in'the Maine Certified Tree.Farm program. and some'land set aside,for~pasiure. 

___ : ' '.' c. 

, ' . " " t _ " 

Originally, the Tuttle family sold to wholc~lcrs; -But in 1993 they Degan retailing th~ prOduC;C in a. 
-" " jY 'c ' 

farm stand, Today 85 pe~nl of their produce is sold there, allowing.the fumiiy to.keep more Of the 
retail price ofdlC food they produce on the £ann., By 2000, the Tuttle fann had added'greenhouses '..• ' ".. ,'7 '.. -.
that produce a third of the farm's income through the sale ofnursery pn.'I(!~ets; £- v ~', , " 

As this diverse furm thrives, 'thanks in part to the Clinton AdminIstration's efforts to extend Fodt:ral 
crop' insurance beyond trnditiunal row crops, Tuttle's oldest son plans to join the familv' husiill.~ss " 

. u~on ~i' graduation f,Om ,,?Ilege. . . 4;, ..1' '; . 
.... . ' " .;;. ". ' .. 

As a result of the Clinton Administration's persistence, participation io Federal crop insurance 
programs has increased dramaticaUy. In 1999, nearJy 530.9 billion in protection was provided on 
196 million acres through more than 1.8 million policies. This-level of protection is almost 2 lIZ 
times the $13.6 billion protection 00 the [00 million acres insured in 1994. 

Embracing a World of Opportunity 
American agriculture is the leading positive contributor to the U.S. trade balance, AI) commodity 
prices feU 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, It 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 ronsumers who live outside. 
the United States, 

Not only did the Clinton Administration understand how important expanded global market 
opportunities were to America's fanners and ranchers, so - by and large - did U.S. agriculture. 
As President Clinton eked out significant victory after significant victory in the U,S, Congress on 
the often divisive issue oftradc, 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~Gore years to Permanent Norma] 
Trade Relations with China in 2000. 

As a result of this strong alliance between U.S. agriculture and the Clinton Administration on 
trade, Secretary Glickman and Secretary Espy used USDA's foreign agricultural programs 
vigorously--oot only to promote a strong U,S. farm economy by expanding U.S. export 
opportunities. 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 principled global economy 
and a more food secure world. 

Expanding Global Markets 
As a result of the Administration's myriad efforts to open new markets, combat unfair trade 
barriers, and expand U,S. agriculture's opportunities around the world, U,S, agricultural exports 
reached $50.9 billion for 2000, an $8.3 billion gain from 1993. Exports passed $50 billion in 
1995, and climbed to a record $60 biUion in 1996, But as commodity prices dropped and a 
global financial crisis drove down demand, exports-like the rest of the fann economy-took a hit. 
Nevertheless the 2000 level was higher than any annual export level achieved before the record­
setting mid~ ~990s. 

Foreign market~ are vital to U.S, farmers and ranchers, These" consumers buy about one~third of 
U.S crops. These exports. markets also are critical to a continued strong U.S. 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 U.S. agriculture, no event was as significant as 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 Worid 
Trade Organization (WTO) and a new dispute settlement process, In the agriculture arena, trade­
distoning internal support and export subsidies were capped and reduced. The dispute settlement 
process was improved and a new appeals process was instituted to ensure that the new rules are 
applied fairly. Thanks to these new rules, the United State, filed 15 
successful complaints, which ultimately led to the opening of a wide variety of markets, from 
U,S, apples being sold in Japan to U.S, beef being sold in Korea, to U,S. grains having fair access 
to markets in (he European Unton, Disciplines were also imposed on Canadian dairy export 
subsidies, Whim all was said and done. the Clinton AdmitUstration successfully raised more than 
80 compliance issues involving approximately $2.5 billion in U.S. agricultural exports. 

From the original 128 members j the WTO grew to 139 members during the Clinton-Gore 
Administration. China and Taiwan are working toward accession, The accession of additional 
countries to the WTO further ensures that principles of free and fair trade arc the true foundation 
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of the modern global economy-ensuring better market access, lower tMiffs, 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 WTO. Taiwan immediately cut tariffs on 15 key 
U,S. commodities and hegan to phase tn imports of previously-banned chicken meat, pork 
bellies, pork offals, and beefoffals, The United States dominated tbese new import'-1lxporting 
23,940 metric tons oftbe 33,042 tons allocated for tbese products in 1999, 

In 1999, the U.S.~China Agricultural Cooperation Agreement opened China's market for the first 
time in more than 20 years to U.S. citrus, 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 Normal Trade Relations to China in 
October 2000. 

Pennanent Normal Trade Relations with Cbina 
Throughout its tenure, the Clinton Administration made several attempts to get Congress to 
normalize trade relations with China. A study done by USDA economists that projected an 
increase of $2 billion in global U.S. agric.ultural exports should China gain entrance into the 
World Trade Organization. In other words, ifCongress stood with President Clinton, U.S. 
farmers and ranchers would stand among tbe biggest winners due to sharply greater access to 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 bjlllon a year in US. farm 
expol1s to China by 2005. A no vote .. , is a vote to cede this lucrative market to 
the EU, Canada, Australia, Argentina and others. It would be a kind ofunilateral 
economic disarmament. This may be the biggest test yet ofour 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 political capital to the NTR fight. And, I 
hope the agriculture community will as well." . 

In the end, President Clinton secured this significant trade victory, and analys.ts agree that it was 
largely the support of U.S. agriculture that made the difference. This victory was an important 
foreign policy achievement for the President, but it was also critical to the Administration's 
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efforts to expand market global opportumties for uS farmers and ranchers in order to fuel a 
strong 211il century U.S, farm economy. The North American Free Trade Agreement 
The victory in expanding U.S. agriculture's opportunities in China topped off eight years of 
cliftbanger triumphs on trade policy that the Clinton-Gore Administration eked out by rallying a 
slim bipartisan majority in Congress, This majority understood that the future of both a strong 
U.S. economy and global economic and political stability hinged on fostering free and fair trade 
around the world, In 1992, the U.S., Canada. and Mexico signed the North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA), which addresses barriers [0 agricultural trade between the three nations. 
When President Clinton came into office) he was le!\ with the difficult job of getting the U.S, 
Congress to ratifY the agreement. This was the first test of his ability to pull together a bipartisan 
majority on trade issues. From the start the "leg work" of Secretary Espy and other leaders of 
U. S. agriculture was critical. But that hard work paid off. The agricultural sectors of the aU three 
countries-the linited States, Canada and Mexico-all have benefitted greatly from the liberalized 
environment created by NAFTA. Exports and imports of agricultural products have reached 
record levels between all parties. U.S. exports to our two neighboring countries steadily 
expanded during the Clinton-Gore years as tariffs and other barriers were reduced or eliminated. 
Between 1995 and 1999, U.S. agricultural exports to Mexico increased by $2.1 billion or 60 
percent, and exports to Canada rose by nearly S1.3 billion or ~2 percent. In 1998, U.K exports to 
Canada topped $1 billion for the first time, In 2000, Canada and Mexico ranked as the No,2 and 
No.3 largest U.S. agricultural export markets, behind Japan. 

T~ further enhance trade and reduce complex oon~tariffbarriers, 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 
51milar consultative committees with Chile (in 1997), Argentina (in 1998) and Brazil (in 2000), 
The committees provide a vitru government-to-government framework to address issues 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' Administration also laid the groundwork for the expansion ofNAPT A to all of 
Central and South America. Negotiations to achieve a Free Trade Agreement of the Americas 
were initiated in 1994, with the aim of creating the world's largest free trade zone. The 
governments (lfthe 34 countries of the Western Hemisphere agreed to conclude these 
negotiations by the end of2005. This breakthrough will ensure that U.S. 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 
business throughout the hemisphere. In addition, they agreed 10 pursue the elimination of 
agricultural export subsidies as a common objective in WTO trade negotiations. 
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Sanctions Reform Sets Aside Trade in Food 
1n April of 1999, President CHntan announced sweeping sanctions reforms to open new foreign 
markets to U.S. agricultural exports. Despite continuing sanctions on most other products, 
American farmers and ranchers-thanks to President Clinton's decision-were able to sell their 
commodities to Iran, Libya, and Sudan. By the fall of 2000, sales made under the new mandate, 
included 29,000 tons of hard red winter wheat to Sudan, 20,000 tons of durum to Libya, and 
more than 600,000 tons ofcorn to Iran. In general, the Clinton Administration felt that 
commercial exports of food and other human necessities should not be used as tools offoreign 
policy, The President's actions on sanctions policy paved the way for Congress to pass sanctions 
reform legislation as part ofthe Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 200 1, opening the way.for future U. S. exports 'of food 
and medicine to Cuba, 

Expl.ring 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 
agreeme'fit will significantly open the Vietnamese marker to U.S. agricultural exports by cutting 
tariffs as much as 30 percent on a wide range of U.S farm products, These cuts will be fully 
impleme!1ted three years arler 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 maintain U. S. agriculture'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. agricultural products. These programs encourage 
exports 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 
billion in credit guarantees available to exporters for the sale of lJ,S, agricultural productsJ 

mostly to South Korea. 

President Clinton's USDA also developed a Supplier Credit Guarantee Program to address 
foreign buyers' 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 to improve or establish agriculture-related infrastructure in 
emerging markets, where demand for U.S. products may be constricted due to a lack of storage, 
processing or handling facilities. 

USDA also reinvented the pianning aud application process for its major export markel 
development programs. This dramatically reduced paperwork requirements and improved the 
efficiency of the programs. It encouraged exporters to develop market-specific strategies for 
expanding their economic opportunities, ensuring a more effective use of USDA's full arsenal of . 
market development programs. 
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Expanding the Definition of the Farm Safety Net 
Trade effons, rural development efforts and conseD/atian efforts aU were integral to the Clinton~ 
,Gore Administration's vision ofa 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 exp10it new 
opportunities that showed the promise of real growth - from supporting the growing market for 
organic agriculture to reforming one nfthe most politically charged programs at USDA to 
eradicatlng animal health issues to supporting a strong agricultuml research agenda. 

The First National Standards for Organic Food 
[n 1989, a television report was broadcast alerting the public to the use of a carcinogenic 
pesticide, Alar, in apple production. This focused attention on the fact that there was an 
alternative to food grown with the aid of chemicals-organicaUy produced food. 

Members of the organic food industry came to Congress and asked for legislation that would 
mandate the creation of national standards for the production oforganic food, The Organic Food 
Production Act was passed as part of the 1990 Fann BilL Work on the standards was slow, The 
first Congressional appropriation paid one-halfof one person's salary. 

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

President Clinton's USDA listened< 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 of20oo. 

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 number that is growing and will continue to grow as a result of these standards. 

Thanks: to the Administration's diligent efforts:, and the strong participation of U.S. consumers 

and organic nJrmers in the process: consumers will know what they are buying, and farmers will 

know what is expected of them. By establishing uniform national organic standards, President 

Clinton's USn'A smoothed the way for even more growth in organic agriculture and the further 

development of a promising and growing new market for U.S, farmers, 
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Federal Milk Marketing Order Reform 
When the Clinton Administration took office, one of tile 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 ofl11ilk 
hased on an archaic system 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. Ifone started ta1ked specifics, that consensus promptly broke down. Yet in 1996, 
Congress "punted" on the issue - ordering President Clinton's USDA to take on the divisive, 
poJiticaily explosive. but certainly necessary challenge of reform. 

In wading into the divisive issue by putting out an initial proposal, Secretary Glickman invited 
everyone into the debate, l'Our proposal gives America a more reasonable, contemporary dairy 
policy," Glickman said, "Some folks will say it doesn't go far enough. Others will ~ay it's too 
radical. That tens me that I'm in the right vicinity_ But J invite everyone into this debate ... We 
have a real chance to avert a crisis and create a real opportunity here. But it will require all ofus 
to wade through what has been a h.ighly 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. 

USDA analyzed all aspects of the program as well as the public input. The Department was 
committed to ensuring that the changes would not 'unduly harm smaU dairy farmers and 
processing plants, USDA issued a final decision un March 12, 1999, consolidating the milk 
marketing orders from 33 to 1 t. establishing a national Class I price surface, modernizing the 
formula used for' pricing milk, and making other reviSIons to improve the program, Congress also 
overturned lh.e Administration's reform of the Class 1price surface, 

Completion of this project was a significant accomplishment 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 millions ofdollars each year in direct losses and costs 
associated with eliminating them. But livestock producers are not the only ones burdened by 
animal diseases and pests; the resulting higher food prices affect all Americans. As t.he Clinton 
Administration sought out every opportunity to improve the outlook for the U.S. farm economy, 
it made a priority of working to eradicate animal diseases and pests that posed significant risks to 

U.S. agncultural resources. By accelerating programs to eradicate bOVIne tuberculosis, 
bru~llosis, and pseudorabies, President Clinton's USDA successfully reduced the risks and costs 
associated with these diseases, 
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The success of the brucellosis eradication program is a good examp1e of the results USDA's 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service achieved under the leadership of the Clinton 
Administration. BrucellosIs causes abortions, infertility, and lowered milk production in cattle 
and bison. Brucellosis also impacts human health-causing potentially fatal undulant feveL It is a 
particularly stubborn disease to eliminate because the bacteria that cause it can suf'it'ive in the 
environment for long periods of time. Additionally, the incubation period for exposed animals is 
long and variable. 

In 1997, USDA established the Brucellosis Emergency Action Plan. Thanks to an enhanced 
cooperative 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 role with other Federal 
and State agencies in efforts to reduce the potential for transmission of brucellosis from infected 
bison to livestock and disease~free bison and elk populations in the Greater Yellowstone Area, 
The end result? Greater economic opportunities for U.s. ranchers and safer food for all who 
enjoy their products, 

Supporting a Strong Agricultural Research Agenda 
In 1998, Secretary Glickman released a USDA report (hat backed up the Clinton 
Administration's belief in a strong investment in agricultural research. The repon - ·'U. S. 
Agricultural Growth and Productivity: An Economywide Perspective" - found that from World 
War II 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 their investment, as well, in the form of lower food costs, The Clinton Administration 
understood that agricultural research was a major driver off2(m productIvity and profitability. It 
also recognized that investments in agricultural research :were a good part of the reason that U.S. 
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 Alternatjves~ Methyl bromide had been a tremendously valuable 
chemical for American agriculture. Yet scientists discovered that methyl bromide 
contributes to the depletion of the earth's ozone layer, thu's causing potentially significant 
environmental consequences worldwide" The U.S. is scheduled to ban methyl bromide in 
2005 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 andJor strategies to reduce methyl 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 fiuits and vegetables, 
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• 	 Alternative Crops to Enhance Small Farm Profitability. Three USDA laboratories 
dealt specifically with research to support small farms. Many other laboratories had 
relevant programs. For example, research findings and technology transfer activities by 
USDA's Small Fruit Station at Poplarville, Mississippi, were instrumental in the growth 
of the blueberry industry of the Gulf Coast region This industry increased from about 
500 acres in 1980 to more than 10,000 acres in 1998 New early-ripening blueberry 
cultivars developed by scientists at USDA's Agricultural Research Service (ARS) allow 
Southern growers to economically produce fruit that fits a market window that does not 
compete with the btueberry growers to the North, USDA also had major programs 
directed toward small farms at the Dale Bumpers Small Farm Research Center in 
Booneville, Arkansas. and at the Appalachian Soil and Water Conservation Laboratory in 
Beaver, West Virginia, New economically efficient and sustainable forage and livestock 
pmduction systems for small family fanns in hill~lands were developed at both of these 
facilities. In addition. both facilities conducted agro-forestry research, incorporating tree 
production into livestoc.k and high-value specialty 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 Fann Survival Project for the 
Southern Coastal Plain. They developed a whole-farm approach that provided small 
farmers with choices to aid their survival. 

• 	 Technology Transfer. Many smail businesses have built new industries based on ARS 
research and products. One of the most -commerciaJly successful inventions was Super 
Slurp"r. Bandz, Inc., ofSmeltervilie, 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. In 2000, more than 85 percent 
of North American broilers were immunized by this process and the technulogy was 
rapidly spreading to Europe and Asia. 

.. 	 Bioenergy. ARS continues to conduct. research on lowering the cost of producing 
ethanol from biomass, Between !995 and 2000, USDA's Office ofEnergy Policy and 
New Uses conducted many research studies on biomass supply and bio-enerh'Y topics, 
including two studies indicating a positive net energy balance for com ethanol. In 
addition, USDA and the Department of Energy jointly published two studies indicating 
strongly lower lire cycle costs for bio-diesel and corn ethanol than tor their fossil fuel 
alternatives. USDA reported U.S. biomass resource availability of 188 million tons per 
year. Finally, USDA estimated the effects of minimum average renewable fuel standards 
for gasoline and ethanol on corn prices (an average annual increase of t 5 cents per bushel 
from 2000 to 2010) and farm income (up an average ofS] 2 billion per year over the 
same period). 
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• 	 Rice Genome Project ARS scientists at multiple locations contributed to rice genome­
mapping efforts. The Clinton Administration recognized the commercial and world food 
implications of mapping and sequencing the rice genome. ARS research focused on 
genetic improvement with a large biotechnology effort. ARS pioneered efforts on 
nutritional genomics in which rice will be a major focus. Genes and markers for 
important nutritional and end-use quality traits were being iOentified. Additionally, ARS 
scientists identified new sources ofdisease resistance for rice, particularly for leaf blast 
and sheaf blight. ARS research also made major contributions to maintaining and 
improving end-use quality ofrice grain. ARS was an essentiai 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 
implications for people around the world can be equally as profound~ As Secretary Glickman 
stood 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 is critical to u.s. agriculture's 
success," Glickman said. "And, as we've become a more urban society, agricultural research is a 
good part of the reason tbat we are able to produce affordable and safe food for ourselves and the 
world," 

The Census of Agnculture 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 consolidatirig, within one 
Federal agency. the agricultural statistics program for the United States. For more than 150 
years, the Nation's farmers and ranche~s were asked to report to two separate Government 
agencies. and both agencies were responsible for issuing reports about U. S, agriculture to the 
public. 

Every five years, the Census of Agriculture provides the most comprehensive information about 
America's agriculture. One of the greatest benefits of the census is"demographic data. This is 
one area, in particular, where USDA leadershlp brought much-needed improvement. In 1997. 
the census showed a 14 percent increase in the number offemale farm operators, and a slight rise 
in minority operations_ This was due to USDA's efforts to do a more thorough job of counting 
minOfity~ and women-owned farms and ranches through cooperative work with minority 
'organizations, and through a pre-census survey to uncover operations that were not on the census 
mailing list. The J997 census also marked the first attempt to count indi\>,dual American Indian 
farm operations on reservations. (In the past, reservations were counted as one farm.) USDA 
achieved a higher response rate (nearly 2 percent) and released the final results lO months earlier 
than the previous census-offering a more complete picture of the true nature and diversity of 
U.S. agriculture at the turn ofa new century. 
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Conclusion 
Ffom dramatically expanding the opportunities of U. S. 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 y~ars, It also, when world conditions 
darkened, made the critical difference for many farmers to ensure their survival. While 
effectively administering many emergency programs, the Administration also worked to build 
long-term economic security for U.S. agriculture-security that was built more around 2lu century 
market opportunities, than around big Government bailouts, It also recognized the inextricable 
ties between U.S. farm policy, ruraJ 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 ofthe safety net, few policy debates in 
Washinh'1on mo're clearly delineated the philosophical differences between the two major 
political parties in this coumry. President Clinton and his Administration stood with family 
farmers and ranchers, with extending U.S. farm policy to embrace the wide diversity of American 
agriculture, with maintaining and modernizing the Nation's historic commitment to stand by the 
men and women who produce its food when hard times hit. In many ways the Administration 
advanced this vital compact. In other instances, deep divisions between the two parties stood in 
the path ofreaJ 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 oftice have been substantial-from the landmark effort in 1996 [0 begin channeling 
billions of dollars in resources to farmers and other private landowners to support their efforts to 
protect the Kation's air, water, wildlife to taking bold steps to better prote.c~ the long-term health 
of the Nation' 5 forests and America's last pristine acres ofuntouched wilderness. 

By pioneering eftan:; to improve the scientific basis for natural resource policies, by promoting 
new concepts of land stewardship and the use of ecosystem management strategies, and by 
emphasizing the connections between a region's health and the health ofits watersheds--from 
their headwaters to the ocean's edge-the Clinton Administration laid the groundwork for a future 
in which our Nation reaps the benefits of both economic and environmental wealth - a future 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 o'f 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 ofother public and private forests. USDA's Natural Resources 
Conservation Sef\'ice, 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 
contributton to abundant food. clean air and water, and abundant wildlife. Using these agencies, 
and developing new toots to help them carry out the challenge of a strong, sustainable future, 
President Clinton and Vice President Gore left as one oftnclr most significant legacies not just a 
strong U,S. economy. but a healthier American landscape. 

This chapter is divided into two sections: Part l describes the legacy of the Administration in the 
Nation's forests, and Part H describes the legacy of President Clinton and 'Vice President Gore 
across America's agricultural and other private lands. Both are substantial accomplishments in 
their own right. But both are connected at thek core to one over-arching goat: to leave to future 
generations productive farmland, healthy air and water, and abundant wildlife. This is the 
Climon-Gom environmental legacy. It represents a powerful rebuttal to all who would believe' 
that economic and environmental interests are destined to conflict. From a quiet, pristine forest 
to strong, sustainable agriculture, this Clinton~Gore legacy proves otherwise. It's gift to future 
generations'? A geograpby of hope. 
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Part I. 	 Bridging the Agriculture-Environment 
Divide 
An Historic Investment in Conservation 

"My earliest lessOils ahout the environment were ahoUl the prevention ojsoi/ erosion on 
our family farm. What I learned then Jbelieve now: we should not have an either-or, US~ 
versu.\'-Ihem fflelllalify when it comes to agriculture and the environment. We need both . 
And we need sus/a/nahle natural resource policies, incentive-based (.'onservQli(m efforts, 
and cutting--edge research to make suslainalnlity a real possibility on the farm. " 

Viet President AI Gore 
To the Third Annual Farm Journal Conference 
December I, 1998 

"All our human progress has ils na/tlra/limits,' there is only so much land we can farm 
on, and without proper stewardship, there is only !to much farming thaI land can take." 
Plenty has been said about the schism between agriculture and the enVlrfmment. But we 
accompitsh very lillie for either by lucking horns m'er conserwUirm. It is time to S,Cl aside 
past difference ... alld wur.1c logether toward a policy ofnatural balance: one where we 
meet the need,; ofour people today without sacrificing those offuture generations, " 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickm:m 
To the National Association of Agricultural Journalists 
April 22, 1996 

In the wake of the FederalAgriculture Improvement and Refonn Act of 1996 (the 1996 Act), 
most of American agriculture was aflutter about the changing direction of U.S. farm policy. 
With its generous Go.vernment fann payments on top ofa 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 agricultural 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 time unthinkable, The true history made in 
1996 was not the shifts in traditional u.s. farm programs, he argued, The change that would 
matter most to future generations, Glickman said, was the fact tha1 the 1996 Act was at its heart a 
conservation bill of epic proportions. 

Secretary Glickman's remarks that day did not make headlines, but the efforts behind them did 
make history, During the 1996 Farm Bill debate, the Clinton Administration held firm in its 
demand for a raft of new and newly overhauled conservation programs. Its. goal: to bring 
conservation policy and farm PQlicy together-to cross the historic divide between agriculture and 

36 




the 'environment by channeling billions ofdollars tnto vo1untary, 'incentive~based programs to 
support farmer, ranchers and other private land owners in their efforts to protect America's 
farmland: ensure dean air and water and nurture wildlife habitat 

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 living from it As a result, they believed that the true nature 
of the historic division between agriculture and the environment was not one ofprioirities, but 
one of resources. In short, they believed that if Government conservation programs offered a 
helping hand, rather than 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 1996 "Conservation Bill" 
A 1994 Gallup poll surveyed America's. attitudes toward conServing natural resources, Not 
surprisingly it revealed a strong public mandate for stepped-up conservation efforts. In fact, 
more than half of all Americans wanted to see more of their tax dollars going to these efforts. 
The survey also revealed that most Americans understood that fanners and ranchers had perhaps 
the most intportant role in taking care of the environment. 

From the earliest days of the Clinton Administration, it was clear that there would be a major 
initiative to put the Federal Govemment's-and by extension the American people's-"money 
where its mouth is." In J994 and 1995, USDA's Natural Resources Conservation Service held 
351 public forums across the country, discussing with some} 8,000 people how best to go about 
enhancing the Nation's conservation efforts. Overwhelminwy, the agem;y heard back from 
stakeholders that farmers and !andowners wanted to do right by the land. What they needed to do 
so 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 its move in 19% to establish one ufthe 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: (!) 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 reaffirmed USDA's 6O~year 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 include people who value the land for different reasons - from hunters 
who want to increase wildlife popUlations to more traditional environmentalists, for example. As 
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they corne 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. opponunities and constraints identified, and responsibilities clarIfied, 
plans of action can emerge that have a good chance to succeed because they ate fOoled in this 
shared vision. 

The Centerpiece: A True Conservation Reserve Program 
Thanks to the strong efforts of the Clinton Administration, the 1996 Farm BiJJ included a whole 
universe of new and newly overhauled conservation programs. Clearly, the centerpiece of the 
conservation aspects of the bill was a revitalized Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) that, for 
the first time, truly lived up to its name. 

In size, the program was the largest conservatlon endeavor in the country-paying farmers to idle 
millions of acres of agricultural land., ostensibly to protect the land. The eRP had been created in 
the wake of the Dust Bowl days of the 19308, when billions of pounds of rich U.S. soil were 
swept across 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 certainly can push the land beyond the boundaries of its natural generosity. 

Unfortunately, for many years, the reality of the CRP prior to the Clinton Administration was as 
a primary levt:r by which Government kept a finn hand on agricultural supply and demand, For 
decades, the programs had been used as a means of manipulating the farm economy, rather than 
protecting the Nation's natural resources. When commodity prices were low, more land went 
into the CRP and supply came back down, ooosling 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 o~the 1996 Act-a greater market orientation 
for U.S, agriculture-and it robbed taxpayers of many of the benefits of what their conservation 
doUars should return to them in healther air and water, and abundant fertile soil and wildlife. 
The CJinton Administration's strong stand in 1996 Farm Bill debate established the program as a 
true conservation program. From that day fOI'Wdrd. the program would only be used to idle the 
most sensitive land-from fragile fann acres whose agricultural capacity was threatened to strips 
of land along streams that could help reduce fann runoff if planted with grass buffers, Tbe new 
program paid farmers per acre to idle their land. It 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," a continuous signup program also was established that allowed landowners to' 
automatically enroll at any time certain categories of the. most environmentally sensitive land. 
This revitalization of the eRP is widely considered to have prevented the annual loss of 1 billion 
tons of America's soil to erosion. 
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As the farm economy worsened in the years to come (fulfilling President Clinton's prediction 
that the 1996 Act's popularity 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 
should not seek to abuse a conservation program to tinker with· the marketplace. There was 
tremendous pressure to give in. But the Administration 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 vilal creation of the 1996 effort was the Environmental Quality Incentives Program 
(EQIP). This program consolidated four existing programs into one effort to provide cost-share 
assistance to farmers and ranchers who need help in protecting soil, water, and other vital natural 
resources, EQIP also was the first USDA conservation program to offer assistance to ranchers 
who wanted to 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 local waterways from agricultural runoff. With funding authorized at $200 million 
annually, EQIP is the Departmenes largest conservation program targeted to those who want 10 
conserve and'improve land while it remains in agricultural production, A full 50 percent of the 
program's funds'are dedicated to conser:vation efforts carried out by livestock operations. 

The Farmland Protection Program also fulfilled the Administration's commitment to protecting 
farmJand from development In the 1990s, it was estimated that the Nation lost 50 aCres of 
fannland to development every hour. The Farmland Protection Program was the first Federal 
effort to address the growing encroachment on America's agricultural land of suburbs, strip malls 
and other development. The program provided up to $35 million annually to establish long·term 
easements--essentiaHy a generous payment to farmers in exchange for a guarantee that their land 
will be used only for agricultural or conservation purposes. 

The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program also was created in 1996. This was the first USDA 
program devoted solely to aiding private landowners in their efforts to provide critical habitat to 
wildlife on their property. This voluntary program l'fovides both technical assistance and cost­
share payments to help establish and improve fish aHd 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 J5 
percent of the agreements benefit threatened and endangered species, In order to reach as many 
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 initiatives also were introduced: the National Natural Resources Conservation Foundation 
'.vas established as a nonprofit corporatlon to 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 also dramatically expanded the Nation's Wetlands Reserve Program> which 
offers landowners financial resources and technical help in protecting. restoring, and enhancing 
wetlands on their property. Under the Clinton~Gore Administration, the program grew from a 
small pilot effort with only 50,000 acres enrolled to a nationwide program protecting nearly I 
million acres ofwetlands. While the original pilot effort was a half~hearted Hwalk~away" process 
where drainage ditches were simply filled in and left alone, the current program supports 
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 p-astureiand, but also 
rangeland, native pastureland. other land used to support livestock production) and tree fanns, 
making more sensitive acres eligible for assistance. Under the program, landowners have the 
choice of either permanent or 30~year easements, or restoration~only cost-share agreements. 

While the CRP helped reduce soil erosion, protect air and water quality. and nurture wildlife 
habitat across public "ands. the Administration also wanted the ability to enhance the program in 
order to develop- a concerted effort to address some of the Nation's most significant 
environmental challenges. from this desire came the Conservation Reserve Enhancement 
Program (CREP). The CREP boosts the financial incentives of the regular program. providing 
even stronger encouragement for landowners to participate in loeaBy led conservation efforts in 
priority areas with significant clean water and other challenges where fanners' conservation 
efforts could have a major impact. 

One notable (REP 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 health of the Chesapeake Bay 
and its connected waterways. As a result ofthcse efforts, nearly 60 percent of the bay's shoreline is 
nov: buffered, n:ducing runoff and improving water quality and wildlife habitat. Thirteen States 
enrolled in the CREP during the CUntQn~Gore years, receiving strong Federal assistance for their 
conservation efforts. 

National Conservation Buffer Initiative 
The evolution of the Nation's conservation programs in 1996 paved the way for an ambitious 
new Clinton~Gore effort-a national conservation buffer initiative, The Clinton Administration 
understood [hat grass and other vegetative buffers, when planted along the l':ation's waterways, 
could prevent as much as 80 percent offann runoff from ever reaching the Nation's rivers and 
streams, To t~e advantage of this simple but effective approach to protect water quality, the 
Administration launched a massive campaign to encourage the installation ofconservation 
buffers across the country to transfonn the health of America'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 1 million miles of conservation buffers, thanks in no small part to USDA 

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 Min 

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 ofglobal wanning, 

Vice President Gore's book Earth 111 The Balance drew attention to the role "greenhouseu gases 

play in global climate change and called for action on a world scaie to reverSe its effects. 


As a natural pan of the Earth's atmosphere: greenhouse gases, such as. carbon dioxide, trap heat 

in the same way that glass does in a greenhouse. Without them, the Earth would be too cold for 

agriculture and for human life. Unfortunately, these gases are increasing in the atmosphere due 

to the burning of fossil fuels and other human 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 1995, a group 

of 2,000 of the world's !eading scientists concluded that "the balance of evidence suggests a . 

discernible human influence on global climate." Computer models indicate that future wanning 

will be faster and greater in the decades. to come. . 


USDA soil scientists have been global teaders in understanding the role ofsoils in taking carbon 

out of the atm~sphere and sequestering it in the soiL Agriculture produces substantial amounts 

of two greenhouse gases, tylethane and nitrous oxide, and minor amounts ofcarbon dioxide. 

Many conservation practices can produce a variety ofbenefits to reduce emissions ofgreenhouse 

gases. 


Clean Water Action Plan 
White proud of the progress of the Clean Water Act in the 19705, President Clinton and Vice 
President Gore understood that it was time in tbe 1990s: to 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 waterv.rays 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 built 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 
quality. Sound environmental practices on the farm were pivotal to the success of this endeavor. 
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As a part ofhis Clean Water Action Plan, President Clinton proposed. funding levels that would 
ensure that every farmer and rancher had access to the financial and technical help they needed to 
do their part for clean water. President Clinton)! USDA also placed a strong emphasis on 
culting~edge research that could make it easier for farmers to produce the Nation's food in an 
environmentally sensitive manner. One especially significant breakthrough involved scientists at 
USDA's Agricultural Research Service who discovered a new com variety that protects water' 
quality and farm income. As Secretary Glickman colorfully described the advance in Maryland 
in 1998, "when this corn is fed to chickens and pigs, about 50 percent less phosphorous comes 
out the other end." For farmers, the benefit of this new com was more than simply 
environmental. Since the phosphorous in this com is 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 
Animal feeding operations figured prominently in the President's Clean Water Action Plan. As 
agriculture continued its dl.1ermincd trend towatd fe\','cr and larger operations, economies of scale led to 
great concentration In the livestock sector, as well. As a result. today there are f..,.wer livestock furms, but 
these opcmti.ous include massive numbcrs ofanimals, In 198K, hog farms with more than 50,000 heads 
made up about 7 percent of the market. A decade later. large hog farms took up 35 petecnt ofthc market 
and oftentimes produces as much \vastc as an entire city, Further complicating the matter was the 
concentration of these large fanns in fegll)tlS of the country ...vi)ere local environmcntaJ n:gulations were 
most lenient. As the Administration prtpatcd to enact strong national standards to' protect nearby 
waterways, it made an equally strong commitment-through its raft of conscrvatJon programs-to give 
produccrs the resources they needed to run more environmentally responsible operations. 

Minimizing threats to water quality and public health caused by animal feeding operations, while 
ensuring the loneHerm sustainability oflivestock production, was a major priority for the Clinton 
Administration. In partnership with the Environmental Protection Agency and various 
stakeholders, USDA developed a Unified National Strategy for Anima! Feeding Operations that 
included a national expectation that alt animal feeding operations would put in plnce 
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 Kation's 450,000 animal feeding operations, it also win contain proposals to 
improve existing regulations in order to more adequately protect the Nation's waterways. 

Stream COITidor Restoration 
~rith 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 corridors are complex 
ecosystems that provide a variety of benefits, from removing harmful materials from water to 
providing habitat for plants and animals, As part of tile President's Clean Water Action Plan, 
USDA helped develop "Stream Corridor 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 fur local communities to restore 
streams in their own backyard. 

t:nined Watershed Assessments 
In partnership with the Environmental Protection Agency, President Clintonls 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 
to Tribal authorities to include Tribal lands in this critical 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 
enhance urban and suburban America's understanding that every-one has a role to play in helping 
protect the environment and nurture the Nation's natural resources. Through USDA's backyard 
conservation campaign, the Department worked to educate homeowners about ways they can 
promote a healthy environment at home-from planting native grasses, to reducing their use of 
chemicals and pesticides, to installing 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. Educ:1ting people about their 
actions, from washing the car with the right type of soap to applying ferttlizer responsibly. can 
make a huge difference in reversing the dangerous trend ofnonpoim 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 to improved air and water quality. 

National Conservation Summit to Focus on Private Land 
One of the major cHallenges of the 21 II Century will be to help farmers, ranchers, and forestland 
owners conserve and protect our Nation's valuable private land. The toss of prime agricultural 
land to development, the health ofour watersheds, and the future of private forestlands are some 
of the critlcallssues facing the Nation. Seventy percent ofthe land 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 Iowa State University Memoria! Union in Ames, 
Iowa, to take a new look at conservation and forestry issues facing the Nationls private lands and 
to help spur a pUblic-private dialogue to identify the key conservation issues we face in the new 
millennium and to begin the search for solutions to these challenges. 

The summit ac.1.ivities included a panel of elected officials, conservation leaders, and others who 
identified the ,;ritical conservation issues on private land, as well as individuals representing a 
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cross~section of interests, including private foundations, major corporations, and agricultural and 
environmental groups addressing potential solutions to the c~itical conservation issues" 

In recent years, USDA has expanded its conservation effons beyond curbing soil erosion to 
include fannland protection, improving water quality, restoring wetlands, protecting soli 
productivity, enhancing fish and wildlife habitat, and promottng conservation in the nation's 
cities and communities. 

Promoting Sustainable Development 1 

Without a doubt, the Clinton Administration's historic commitment to sustainable agriculture was cenu,,! 
to a Jarger goal.,.promoting sustainable development and a sustainable future-for Americans and pcople 
arQund the world. In 1992, the United States joined more than 100 nations for an Earth Summit in Rio de 
Janeiro. There, the United States signed a number ofSwct..'ping tntematiomd agreements to promote 

more sustainable development in the 21" century, To follow through on these commitments, PresidJ..'1lt 

Ctinton established the President's Council on Sustainable Development This 25~member Council 

included representatives from Government, business and industry, cnvironmentaJ and other groups. 

USDA Deputy Secretary Rominger was an active leader on the Council, serving as cochair of the 

Council's Task Force on Sustainable Agrieulturc. 


One kcy change Rominger helped bring about was the creation of a USDA Director of Sustainable 
Development in 1995 With this move, the Department became the ftrst Federal agency to create a 
position with a sole responsibility for promoting the principles of sustainable development in aU aspects 
of USDA's work. Rather than creating a new Government bureaucracy, this USDA strategy focused on 
coordination among aU Department agencies to sec the principles ofsustainability reflected throughout 
the Department. One example of a tangible outcome V<'aS the Sustainable Agriculture Learning Initiative. 
Ytfiieh helped promote understanding ofsustainable agriculture practices among both fann lenders and 
producers. This effort took aim at whar many consider the biggest barrier to the adoption of new, more 

·cnv1tQruncntally friendly agricultural prnctices-tbc frequent lack of availability of adequate credit and 
<rep insurance for farmers who adopt "nontradltional" fanning practi-ces that promote environmental 
s,cwardsbip. 

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 ofhfe, 
environmental health and livabihty in the Nation's 2111: century communities. From the mountain 
tops to the cities, this Administration took tremendous strides in protecting America's resources 
and improving the way Government works to encourage conservation and environmental health­
by promoting a partnership approach that delivered billions ofdollars in resources to help 
farmers, ranchers, and other private landowners to perfonn the stewardship tasks asked of them. 
With these strong investments, the Nation made clear that clean water .md air, abundant wildlife 

I For a detailed discussion of this effort, p!cnsc sec the paper in the appendix lo this chapter entitled 
"Promoting Sustainable De-.'e!opment," Ihal was prepared by USDA'5 Director ofSominable Development during 
the Clinlon-Gore- years, Adela Back.icl. 
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habitat and productlvc soii are "commodities" every bit as ~ritical as com, wheat, ami cattle. As a 
result, the Clinton Administration helped close the gap between the interests of a strong, 
competitive U.S. agriculture and a healthy, sustainable environment, instilling in Government' 
programs the country>s belief that a strong Nation needs and deserve.q both, 

Part II. A Nation Reclaims Its Forests 
Valuing Environmental Protection 

"As a hoy, !learned hy lvalking the. Ozark and Quachuo National Fores!s ofmy home 
Slate that Jlationaljorest.\' are more thall a source ofrimher, they are places ofrenewal 
ofthe human .'tpiril and our natural environment. . .. Even as we strengfhen 
prOfectimrs, the majority ofourjOtC,')IS will continue to be responsibly managed/or 
sustainable timher production and other activities. We are, once again, determined to 
prove thut environmental proteellOn and economic growth can, and must, go hand in 
hand" 

President Clinton 
Speaking in the George Washington National Forest 
October 13, 1999 

"This Administration understancl'i. fhat we are reaching a poim in the gt(Jwlh ofotlr 
Nation where we are pre.~~<;ing up against our final ecological fromier,~, As we do, 1 
fhink most Americans are coming to a shared realization thaI we need to protect our 
remaining open spaces becau:re Iheyare a treasure unique in the world In shorf, we 
are concluding that some /rolltiers are not mean/to be cOllquered " 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman 
Announcing an Interim Ban on New Forest Road 
Construction 
February II, 1999 

During the Clinton years, no story is quite as compelling as that of the efforts that were 
undertaken to return the U.S, Forest Service to its conservation roots. Upon entering office in 
1993, the Clinton Admmistration faced a difficult challenge. Timber harvests from Federal 
forests had fi~en 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, It 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. 
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The challenge was substantial. There is 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 
agencie;s are involved. The agency's culture and recent history also acted as strong impediments 
to efforts to reform its management and focus .. However, President Clinton's USDA did succeed 
in 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 
ofunique natural resources, the restoration of damaged landscapes, grea,ter public involvement in 
management and decisionmaking, and the stewardship of watersheds and natural resources, 

The Early Years: Taking the Reins 
Since the 19705, the management of Federal forests in the Pacific Northwest was controversial. 
During the Reagan-Bush years, the decades of heavy logging in the Pacitic Northwest started 
taking its toll on the old growth environment and people blamed the Forest Service. By 1990, 
environmental groups had won in coun 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 essentlaUy in court receivership. 

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

To get the job done, the Pre~ident relied on a few people, including Jim Lyons-soon to be 
USDA's Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources and EnvironmenL Lyons came from Capitol 
Hill, where he had worked on environmental 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 Agriculture Committee. Tuchmann later moved to 
Portland to oversee the plan. 
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.In directing his fledgling administration to prepare this plan, President Clinton outlined five 
principles: (1) adhering to the Nation's environmental laws, (2) protecting and enhancing the 
environment usine; sound sdence, (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 a senior researcher in 
the Forest Service, to take on this herculian task Under Thomas's leadership, with remarkable 
speed and dedication, a team of scientists constructed a strategy which ultimately satisfied the 
Ninth Circuit Court and created the framework for future strategies across the Western United 
States, A new way of doing business had been invented, and the concept of ecosystem 
management was firmly estahlished in policy and law, as the model for managing forested 
ecosystems-

leadership 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 to take the agency back to its conservation roots. Under Secretary Jim 
Lyons convinced Jack Ward Thomas, who had been a Forest Service wildlife researcher for his 
entire career, to lead the agency. Thomas' contributions to the President's Northwest Forest 
Plan, made him a logical choice. 

But effons to make Thomas chief were stymied 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 Chiefs position to a political appointment, in order to 
allow Thomas to become chief. The effort was successful, and the move was extraordinarily 
controversial within the Forest Service. The thinking of some in the agency was that as long as 
they produced enough board feet of timber for the mills, no one would bother them. But the 
Forest Service was in for a change. 

ChiefThomas moved quickly to implement an ecosystem·based approach to managing all 
national forests. Unfortunately, Thomas' efforts were severely undermined by those within the 
agency who were loyal to the old system ofmanaging by torest rather than by ecosystem. Each 
forest supervisor wanted to act independently, Most fought the idea ofbasing 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 50 supervisors signed a letter opposing Thomas' 
appointment Instead of replacing these agency leaders, Thqmas atte~pted to work with them. 
Nevertheless, bis efforts were continually thwarted. As tensions grew between the agency 
opponents of change and Administration proponents, Thomas elected to step down. 

In the 1995 salvage rider 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 oft~e Bureau of Land Management, to serve as Forest Servic-e Chief Dombeck created 
a long-tenn vision for improving the health ofthe land through a natural resource agenda 
focusing on healthy watersheds; sustainable forest ecosystems; dispersed recreation opportunities 
for all Americans; and a sound system offorest roads, including special protections for roadiess 
areas" By carrying through with these promises. Dombeck. helped restore confidence in the Forest 
Service as a conservation ieadcc 

The Natural Resource Agenda 
Not tong after his appointment, Chief Dombeck received a letter from Republican leaders in 
Congress threatening to fund the Forest Servlce at a diminished, "custodial" level because the 
agency was allegedly not producing commodities commensurate with its level of funding at the 
time. In short, 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 c 

During a heari.ng held by the House Agriculture Committee over tbe future of the Forest Service, 
Secretary Dan Glickman told the Committee that the agency had been diverted by previous 
admimstrations to focusing on harvesting 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 to the newest litigation, tbe latest court order, or the most recent 
legislative proposaJ that would ensure that we continue to be buffeted by social, politjcal, 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--canng for the land and serving people." 

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

• 	 Watershed Hfalth: The National Forest System was founded in part "for the purpose of 
securing favorable conditions ofwater flows. ,,1 By 2000, watersheds in the national 
forests supplied about 60 million Americans with their drinking water. Moreover, Forest 
Service research had shown that healthy watersheds were the foundation for sustainable 
forest and grassland ecosystems, 

10rgnntc Act of 1987. 
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• 	 Sustainability: The Admin'stratton considered managing natural resources for the long 
run as key 10 conserving the health of the land, 

• 	 Reneation: Loog before the i 990s, 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 priority of the Clinton administration, 

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

The Natural Resource Agenda became the basis for a series ofForest Service initiatives, some 
involving partnerships across ownership boundaries, others entailing the most extensive public 
consultations in Forest Servlce history. initiatives included large~scale watershed restoration 
projects and new rules for 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 
over levels of timber harvest and appropriations for forest roads, In 2000, in a striking vote of 
confidence. Congress raised the Forest Service's annual budget from $2.9 billion to $4.4 billion, 
a 47-percent increase and the largest in agency history. Thanks in good measure to the Natural 
Resource Agenda, the Forest Service was back in control of its own destiny. 

Ecosystem Management: A More Holistic Approach to Forestry 
In drafting the Northwest Forest Plan. the Administration created the prototype of a region~w1de 
management plan that came to be known as ecosystem management. Ecosystem management 
acknowledges that forest$ are compJex networks of biological systems and that people and water 
are integral parts ofrhose systems. The Plan was the first~ever attempt to apply the concept on a 
region~wide baSIS. 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 
cond!tion of the forests, there is no way the agencies could comply with the environmental laws 
without planning on an ecosystem hasis.!! ' 

Using cuttinf;-edge science and strong interagency cooperation, the Plan brought balanced, long~ 
term management to public forests 1ft western Washington, westt';rn Oregon, and northern 
California. The Plan protected old-growth trees across the region" The strategy included 
environmental protection and restoration activities, as well as commercial timber 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 ofgoods and services from Federal forests. 

The Northwest Forest Plan, signed in 1994, ended the lltigation tbat had gripped the region for 
nearly four y~:ars. The Plan represented the tirst time that all the Federal agencies with a stake in 
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these issues developed a common management approach for an entire ecological region. 

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

Protecting tbe Interior Columbia Basin 
After completing the Northwest Forest Plan, the Clinton Administration fo(;used on Feuerallands 
in the eastern portIon of the Pacific Northwest. In july t993, President Clinton directed the 
Forest Service to udevelop a scientifically sound and ecosystem-based strategy for management 
ofeastside forests." In response. the Forest Service and the Bureau of Lafld Management 
initiated the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. Other major partners 
included the U.s, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and 
Environmental Protection Agency, The Project provided a loog*term strategy for managing 
public lands on a landscape level. addressing forest and grassland ht;aJth, fish and wild!i fe 
habitat, and regional social and economic issues, The management strategy will apply to 64 
million acres of Federal lands in eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and western Montana, 

The final strategy promotes the restoration and protection of Federal lands in the Interior 
Columbia River Basin. The strategy will involve activities such as reintroducing fire to the 
ecosystem, reducing the spread of noxious weeds, restoring and eliminating roads, and thinning 
unhealthy and diseased forests, The strategy will also protect environmentally sensitive areas 
such as old forests. streams, and watersheds to improve the heahh of these public 1ands, protect 
fish and wildlife habitat, and provide the public with a sub1ainable level ofgoods 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 consi~tently apply the project's broad scientific findings and decisions to 
smaller areas. The project partners learned to collaborate at the regiooallevel by developing 
management tools helpful to field personnel. In many ways, the project paved the way for similar 
initiatives nationwide. 

Building a Healtby Future f'Or 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 Glickman created an advisory council to advise him on ways that the 
owl strategy could be enhanced. The recommendation? The owl strategy missed thc fOf\ist Cor 
the trees-failing to address other species' needs, or the health of the ecosystem that supported all 
life in the area. Soon after, the Sierra Neveda Framework strategy for Conservation and 
Collaboration was created. 

Even before the framework process began, the Forest Service inviled the pubJic 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, Anotner 38,000 signatures arrived on petitions and 
postcards. 

The draft environmental impact statement addressed five problem areas: old forest ecosystems; 
aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems; 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 strategy for old forests and 
associated wildlife species while at the same time reducing risks of wildfires. Ultimateiy, the 
regional fore3ter'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, 

. pan!y due to the region' s special climate. [n the 19905, Federal agencies in the region recognized 
the need for amore holistic...landscape~level, ecosystem-based-approach to protect this unique 
landscape. 

In November 1997, the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior, together vvith the Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security), directed their respective land management 
agencies to develop an interagency strategy for conserving the values unique to the Southwest. 
The Southwest Strategy was designed to maintain an~ restore the region's cultural, economic, 
and environmental quality oflife in a manner that was collaborative, scientifically based, ·Iegally 
defensible, and do-able. 

A regional executive committee. with representatives from Federal agencies and the States and 
Tribes, was formed to implement the Southwest Strategy, The committee chartered issue~based 
work groups to help resolve issues of concern. For example, a priority for the Scientific 
lnformation Work Group was to list research and monitoring needs for the Southwest that were 
not being addressed. So far, the strategy seems to be working. however, the region may need a 
more comprehensive approach similar to that of strategies noted above. Litigation against the 
forest Service seems to be crippling its efforts to conduct the type of work-such as monitoring, 
research, and restoration--needed to meet environmental laws. 

Tongns$ Timber M ills Close 
Established in 1917, the Tongass National Forest covers some 11 million acres, making it the 
largest unit in the National Forest System. Its borders include about 85 percent of southeastern 
Alaska, a region 500 miles long and 100 miles wide. After World War n, tne Government 
vigorouslY'pmmoted wood-pulping facilities in southeastern Alaska to utilize the vast wood 
supply and to provide stable, year-round employment. In 1951. the Forest Service awarded a 50­
year contract tor some 8.5 billion board feet ofTongass timber 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 Interest 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 annual average of 467 million board feet ofTongass 
timber, whereas the volume sold and harvested averaged only 280 million board feet. The 
disparity precipitated the Tongass Timber Reform Act of 1990, repealing the A.'1ILCA provision, 
In 1993, the Alaska Pulp Corporation permanently closed its mill in Sitka. On October 3 t, 2000, 
the Ketchikan miII followed suit, terminating its long-term contract, as well. Although the Forest 
Service continued to support a stable timber program, the agency could now manage the Tongass 
National Forest just like the rest of the NationaJ Forest System for the long-term health of the 
land. 

, 

By the 19905, 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 
protections for wildlife habitat. 

In 1991, scitmtists warned that unless the pace of logging was slowed, at least nine wildlire 
species, including the brown bear, the Queen Charlotte goshawk, and the Alexander Archipelago 
wolf, could disappear from the Tongass National Forest. The scientists recommended 
establishing targe old-growth reserves to maintain habitat blocks for wildlife. 

With the Sitka and Ketchikan mills dosed, Forest Service planning in the region Was no longer 
driven by meeting the volume requirements oflong-term contracts with timber companies. In 
1997, after n~peated revisions to stren!:,'then its scientific foundations, the Tongass National 
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan was signed. After the Forest Service made 
modifications, primarily to reduce the annual timber sales 'and to protect old growth trees, Under 
Secretary Lyons finaliz.ed the plan in 1999, 

In the final plan, the annual allowable sale of 187 million board reet pro;ided a ,ound 
commercial basis for Alaska's timber-dependent communities. In 42 separate wildlife areas 
scattered throughout the forest, the plan established timber harvest rotations of200 years, with 
234,000 acres of old growth permanently shielded from harvest The plan ensured the long~term 
health of the land by protecting old grO\\<1h, headwater areas, stream and beach buffers, caves. and 
karst, and habitat for species viability. 

These actions have been extremely controversial. In 1995, 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 catastrophic damage. This was a key' 
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reason President Clinton vetoed the bill, As noted previously, Jim Lyons suffered major attacks 
from the Alaska delegation. In addition, the Tongass issue almost cost Secretary Glickman his 
job His confirmation was temporarily hung up because, as a congressman, Glickman had 
supported the T ongass Timber Reform Act as well as attempts to cancel the long~term timber 
contracts. Out ofall of the issues, Tongass issues were the most controversial. In the end, the 
Administration put the Tongass on a sustainable road to recovery, but it wasn't easy. 

Planning a Sustainable Future for America's Forests 
In another dramatic departure ITom the past, the Administration unveiled new regulations that 
will guide management of the national forests and grasslands well into the 21*t century. These 
regulations reflect the Clinton Administration's broader vision of all the values of the Nation's 
forests:. 

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

The Forest Service is required by law to maintain sound regulations for national forest 
management planning" The existing planning rule was adopted in 1982. By the 19905, the public 
was. demanding more involvement in policy planning, and new ecological insights were 
revolutionizing natural resource management In other words, a planning rule re'llision was long 
overdue, 

For more than 10 years, the Forest Service worked on revising the rule. Secretary Glickman 
appointed a group of eminent specialists to evaluate the existing nile, Based on the committee's 
report, the Forest Service released a proposed rul~ in October 1999, The tlnal rule atlitrned 
ecological. socia!, and economic sustainabllity as the ov~rall goal for managing the national 
forests, Maintaining and restoring ecological sustainability was confirmed as the highest 
priority, In the spirit ofGifford Finchot, 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 Ihe Forest Service to its roots. 

The fmal rule also placed greater emphasis on the use of science in planning. The rule 
emphasized monitoring of resourCe conditions and trends over time so management can adapt to 
changing conditions. It also caUed for the creation of scientific 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 species. 
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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 to help public land 
managers work more closely with the American people to sustain the health, biologicaJ 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 1995 salvage rider controversy highlighted a lingering problem: the lack of speCIal 
protections for roadless areas on national forest lands, Following passage of the 1964 
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 1998, 
remaining inventoried roadless areas covered some 58.5 million acres, or about 31 percent of the 
National Forest System, 

RoadleS5 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 animal species 
and a bulwark against the spread of non-native invasive species. As a baseline for natura) 
habitats ~nd ecosystems, roadless areas offer rare opportunities for study, research. and 
education. In addition, they provide unique opportunitIes for dispersed recreation, clean drinking 
water, and large undisturbed landscapes tbat offer privacy and seclusion. . 

Congress annually debated the Forest Service's roads budget, With every year, there was a 
growing recognition within Congress that the agency's roadbuilding force was literally out of 
control, Over the last 50 years, 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, wildlife habitat, and human 
safety problems, Yet the Forest Service kept building into pristine areas to access virgin timbeL 

In early 1999, Secretary Glickman announced an I S·month temporary halt to road building into 
roadless areas until a roads management strategy was created. tn making the announcement, 
Secretary Glickman explained the stakes and the Administration's viewpoint this way, "it is 
fairly easy to fell a 1 OO~year...Qtd tree or carve a road into the side of a mountain. The harder, 
more disciplined approach IS to refrain." But in keeping with the Administration's commitment 
to allow greater public involvement in the management ofthe Nation's forests, the temporary 
ban was a move to "test the waters" with the public. As expected, the public overwhelmingly 
wanted more long-term protecti,on of the last pristine acres of national forest and a strategy to 
deal responsibly with existing roads in disrepair. 
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On October 13, t999, President Clinton formaIly unveiled his vision for the long-term protection 

of America's last untouched forests while visi1ing Virginia's George Washington National 

Forest. There, he directed tbe Forest Service to 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 last wild places in America, I am firmly committed to preserving 

them for future generations" 


Six: days later, the Forest Service proposed to immediately restrict certain activities In roadle55 

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 II million hits in its first 6 months. In all, the 

Forest Service's pfan elicited more than 511,000 responses, an unprecedented number for any 

Federal rulemaking. 


On May 10, 2000, the Forest Service released a proposed rule, wnich included a prohibition on 

road construction and reconstruction in all roadless areas except in the Tongass National Forest. 

where a decision would be made by local forest officials. The proposal also required the forests' 

managers to analyze roadless areas for their special characteristics. 


By November, the USDA Forest Service had received 1.6 million commen~s from Americans 

interested in the proposal. At that time, the Forest Service presented Secretary Glickman with a 

plan to prote'ct nearly 60 million acres of roadless areas - barring most road COl'lStruction in these 

areas, as well as prohibiting timber harvesting except for defined stewardship purposes, "As we 

lose more and more open space to sprawl and development, Americans increasingly tum to our 

national forests to experience and enjoy our shared natural landscape," Glickman said. 

"Preventing tOad building in these areas is an essentiaJ step toward preserving and protecting 

these wildlands for the future," 


Protecting Yellowstone National Park 

In 1996, with the scenic view of Lamar Valley ofYellowstone National Park as a backdrop. " 

President Cli'1ton 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 years of bitter opposition to the proposed gold mining project 

known as the New Wortd Mine due to tne potential effects. on the waters~ wilderness, recreation, 

and wildlife in the Yellowstone area. 


The President look earlier action to protect Yellowstone by withdrawing, in 1995, all National 
Forest Lands in the area from mining operations. This withdrawal was made permanent by 
Congress in 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 $65 minion. In return the mining company agreed to 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 ofbighly mineralized 
lands that also 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 mining 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 is mQre than 1,600 feet deep and blessed with some of the clearest water on Earth. 
Lake Tahoe is also one ofAmerica1s 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 
legendary visibility, 'These environmental challenges, in tum, 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, i997. President Clinton and Vice President Gore traveled to Incline 
Village, Nevada, to host the Lake Tahoe Presidential Forum. The forum yielded many 
significant commitments to restore and protect the Lake Tahoe Basin for future generations. 
These efforts culminated in the signing of an executive order to strengthen the Federal 
Govemmentls work preserving the health of the lake and its surrounding forests through a 
stronger partnership with the States of Nevada and California, the Washoe Tribe, the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency, and local governments. . 

In the wake of the summit, President Clinton asked Secretary Glickman to lead Federal efforts to 
synthesize those recommendations into a long*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 unique partnership took meaningful actions on a wide 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, imd Federal partners. Their work provides an example tor 
collaborative stewardship of unique natural treasures in c?mmunities across the country, 

PUr(:hase of Bara Ranch' 
The purchase seemed doomed to failure when Senator Domenici ofNew Mexico voiced 
concerns about the acquisition of the famous. Baca Ranch in New Mexico. Aft~r a meeting in 
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New Mexico with Senators Domenici and Bingaman. President Clinton invited the two men to 
join him on Air Force One for his return 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 be managed as a 
"working ranch" under a Board of Trustees. Administration Officials and the New Mexico 
Congressional Delegation crafted legislation from this framC\vork and then the proposed "Valles 
Caldera Preservation Act." 

With support from the White House and New Mexico's Congres5iona1 Members, purchase 
seemed assured. To the surprise and disappointment of many involved with the acquisition, the 
owners then withdrew their offer to sell, After approximately six months, the owners renewed 
the negotiations. 

A unique 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 adjoined their reselVation and contain the headwaters of Santa Clara 
Creek. 

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

Resisting Mines in the Rocky MOllntains 
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 oftnat 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 HeJena National Forest and the Lewis and Clark National [<'orest. 

Mining laws dating to l872 allowed anyone to enter a national forest or grassland and stake a 20~ 
acre claim. The prospector was entitled to 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 lfit 
cont1icted With the public interest. In 1998, to protect the Rocky Mountain Front, the Clinton 
Administration prohibited leasing in the area for oil and gas. While completing the analysis 
necessary to enact this ban, 104 mining claims were staked in the area, eliciting a Forest Service 
deciSion to request a formal withdrawal from mining tor hardrock minerals:, The authority to 
grant such a request resided with Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt. In 1999, Babbitt formally 
protected the Rocky Mountain Front from hardrock mining for 20 years, with the option of 
subsequent 20-yeat 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 Front was 
borne to nationally important wildlife populations, including the only remaining population of 
prairie~rang~ng grizzlies in the United States. Preservation of the area was imended to keep the 
ecosystem. intact across the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex and Glacier Nati~nai Park, in 
accordance with the Forest Service's commitment to landscape.level, ecosystem-based natural 
resource management. 

Salvaging l'..otection' 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 regulations that allowed 
citizens to appeal and even sue the Government to stop controversial timber srues. 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 timber 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. hs proponents 
attached the ridee to the most popular legislation moving through Congress, in the hopes that 
Members of Cungress who deeply opposed the salvage rider would be forced to vote for the 
overall bill, fI:!gardless of the inclusion of this objectionable provisioR Perhaps the most 
egregious example of this strategy was the Republican ieadets' decision to attach the rider to a 
bill that provided money to Oklahoma City to recover from the disastrous bombing. It was a 
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 rider. 

Knowing that the salvage rider threatened to undo everything he had accomplished in the 
Nation's forests in his first 2 years, President Clinton was particularly concerned with a provision 
in the salvage rider that gave it primacy over Federal environmental protection laws. President 
Clinton strongly believed that Federal agencies should follow the'environmentallaws. In fact, as 
the rider was being negotiated witb HOllse and Senate conferees, a special effort was made by the 
Administration to give the President the discretion to ultimately decide how this provision was 
carried out. 

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

The salvage rider provoked a divisive national controversy. Environmental groups branded it an 
attempt to allow "logging without laws." The Act contained provisions prohibiting appeals by 
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the puhlic and providing for sales ofold-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 
old-growth timber, 

Salvage saies in roadless areas also became a contentious issue. Secretary Glickman severelv . . 

narrowed the scope of the legislation by directeing the Forest Service to allow salvage sales in 
road less areas only where the risk of fire was high in the vicinity of homes and communities or 
wbere trees .were susceptible to insect attack within 3 years. HalY'est of green trees during timber 
salvage raised further concerns The Forest Service directed managers to subordinate 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" 

tn testimony befor~ the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources on August 1 j 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 misinformation and even 
mistrust between the Government and the people." Noting that litigation had risen to 
unprecedented levels, the Secretary invoked the words ofGifford Plnchot, first Chiefof the 
Forest Service. who argued that the American people must know all about their national forests 
and take an active part in their management fl After guiding Forest SCtvlce policy and 
implementing this emergency program," added the ,Secretary, "J wholeheartedly agree. 'I 

Secretary Glickman proposed offering 4.5 billion board feet of salvage tiiuber. plus or minus 25 
percent The Forest Service was able to meet the requirements of the new law while observing 
the Jetter and spirit of environmentallaw8 designed to protect our Nation's natural resources for 
future generations. 

Recognizing the New Primacy of Recreation 
After World War H, recreational visits to the national forest lands soared-from just 18 million 
visitor..-days in 1946 to almost 1 billion in 1999. By the 19908, recreation dwarfed all other uses 
of the national forests and grasslands, contributing billions ofdollars to local economies. 

In 1997, the Forest Service ackno'l.vJedged tbe central role of recreation by makjng it a major 
focal area in the Natural Resource Agenda, While offering compelling evidence of the declining 
importance of timber. a growing number ofvis:itors: placed potential strains on the land, as well, 
Three-quarters of the Nation's outdoor recreation occurred within half,:\ mile ofa stream or water 
body. The forest Service faced daunting challenges in meeting visitor expectations for enjoyable 
access to recreational actiVities while conserving the high quality of the wildland experience-the 
very thing visitors came for, The agency's first priority remained consclY'ing and restoring 
watershed health. 

To meet the challenge, the Forest Service crafted 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 ofdoing business, The agency adopted a custorner­
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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 prioritized based on feedback from partners and local 
communities, in accordance with sound science. 

The agenda included a new commitment to reaching youth and underserved populati~ns, thereby 
building future constituencies and extending the benefits of outdoor recreation to all Americans, 
Another focal area was increa.<;ing the quantity and quality of conservation education and 
interpretive programming, thereby expanding the agency's support base while reducing the 
adverse effects of recreation on ecosystems, Finally, the agenda included national design 
standards for facilities to creafe a strong sense of place. The Recreation Agenda was designed to 
guide Forest Service recreatton programs into the 21st century, helping us live within the limits 
of the land while increasing visitor satisfaction. 

Leaving America's Wilderness Untamed 
America's love affair with its wilderness has always been troubled. By the 1990s, only 5 percent 
of the original American wilderness remained protected, Yet the Clinton Administration 
understood that wilderness provides our cleanest water and air, critical 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 training to increase 
public support for wilderness, including designation of new wiiderness areas in underrepresented 
ecosystems, such as old~growth and bottomland forest" To belp the agency better understand the 
threats to wilderness, tbe agenda called for a comprehensive program of wildemess 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 bej~n at work on it and man can only mar it.!! The same can be said about every 
remaining aCJ'e of American wilderness. The Wilderness Agenda was designed to address the 
challenges to America's remaining wilderness by working in the spirit of Theodore Roosevelt to 
help inspire in all Americans an awe and reverence, a Jove for the land-feelings that alone Can 
ensure the conservation of our wilderness heri~age. 

Protecting America's Last Acres of Pristine Forest 
The National Forest Transportation System mushroomed in the postwar period to meet tbe rising 
demand for timber harvests, Tbe system grew_to some 380,000 miles of forest roads. Yet only 
about a fifth ufthose roads were suitable for passenger cars. In the 19905, with the Forest 
Service's shift in emphasis to sustainable forest management, timber harvest declined to a 
fraction of its former level, The agency was left with a 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 its vast road system, Congressional 
funding for forest roads declined from $600 million in 1980 to 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 erosion, and stream siltation, destroying 
habitat for sensitive species and reducing safe public access, 

In 1997, the Natural Resource Agenda made a sound system of forest roads a top Forest Service 
priority, The agency began the process of revising its road management rule and policy. The 
final rule required roads to meet standards desibYfled to ensure their efficient management within 
the capabilities of the land, Standards included compliance with resource objectives and 
sustainability at likely funding levels. AU adverse environmental effects associated with road 
construction and maintenance were to be minimized. Unneeded roads were to be identifled for 
decommissioning. starting with ~hose that posed the greatest risk to public safety or 
environmental he~lth. 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 limitations for new road construction in sensitive areas until a 
comprehensive analysis is conducted. 

Walershed and Rural Communily Inillallves 

An Intense Focus on Large-Scale Watershed Restoration 
In the 19905, the Forest Service increasingly embraced a fundamental truth formulated by AIda 
Leopold. a one~tlme Forest Service employee who founded the science of wildlife management 
and pioneered the field ofecology in the 1930s" "Instead of learning more and more about less 
and less," Leopold noted, "we must learn more and more about the whole biotic landscape." 
Leopold understood that land health is impossible without a comprehensive. landscape~tevel 
approach to managing the land. 

Beginning in 1997, the Forest Service emphasized a watershed approach to landscape-levelland 
management, "Given the fundamental importance ofwater to all life," said CbiefDombeck 
"healthy watersheds are the basic measme of our mission at the Forest Service to care for the 
land and serve people." In 1999, the Forest Service broke new ground by launching a series of 
collaborative large-scale watershed restoration projects. Around the country, 15 large 
watersheds, providing water for millions of people and habitat fOf numerous threatened species, 
were chosen to become national prototypes tor a more visionary management of ailing 
watersheds and ecosystems, 

The Forest Service's large-scale watershed restoration projects covered parts of23 Stales, ln 
2000. the Forest Service invested $24 million in 12 watershed restoration projects across the 
eountry. Our Federal, State, Tribal, and private partners put up about $22 million in matching 
funds. The projects ranged from the 3;.million-acre Blue Mountain Demonstration Area in 
Oregon to the multi-State Chesapeake Bay Watershed Partnership in the mid-Atlantic region, 
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Short-term gains were immediately apparent For exampie, project teams 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 smal1~ almost 13,000 individuals were involved, 
From the hardwood forests of the Mississippi Delta to the Green Mountains ofVennont, 
community development happened an many levels, attesting to the connection between 
ecological and economic health, From Pacific Northwest forests to New York's watershed, 
project partners pioneered new technologies, such as e1ectromc ear tags to manage cattle grazing 
near streams and modified wood fibers that absorb pollutants from surface runoff. 

Th~ough the projects, tbe Forest Service leveraged scarce resources - people, dollars. and 
facilities - to accomplish shared objectives across the landscape, The watershed partnership 
approach is baseq on a few key principles: a shared long-term vision for the land; cooperative 
decisionmaking across land ownerships: shared costS and workloads; and a commitment to new 
approaches. Aside from specific project benefits, the initiatives communicated 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 its results, the projects helped strengthen the fabric, natural and sociai, of the 
lands and.communities that together comprise America. 

A Shared Federal Vision for Watershed Management 
More than 800 million acres of the Nation's land are managed by Federal agencies for multiple 
uses, such as drinking water, irrigation, transportation, recreation, and wildlife habitat. At the 
President's direction, USDA worked with other Federal agencies and other stakeholders to 
develop the Unified Federal Policy for a Watershed Approach to Land and Resource 
Managemenl to protect water quality and the health of aquatic ecosystems on Federal lands. 

The primary goals of this effort are to prevent and reduce pollution of surface and ground waters 
caused by Fe:deralland and resource management activities_ The policy calls on Federal agencies 
to: 

• Use a common science-based approach to watershed assessments of Federal lands, 
• Take a more holistic approach to protecting and restoring"watersheds, 
• Identify critical watersheds for priority allocation of resources, 
• Improve compliance with water quality requirements under the Clean Water Act, and 
• Enhance collaboration with Tribes, States, and interested stakeholders. 

This policy enables the Federal Government serve as a model tor water qualIty stc\vardship. 

American Heritage Rivers . 
In hIS 1997 State of the Union Address, President Clinton announced the American Heritage 
Rivers initiative to provide special recognition to outstanding stretches of America's rivers_ This 
initiative is an innovative response to communl1ies seeking Federal assistance in revitalizing 
their economies, protecting natural reso'urces, and preserving the history and culture of their 
fivers" 
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Communities across America answered the President's call by nominating 126 rivers for 
designation as American Heritage Rivers. A,: advisory committee reviewed the nominations and 
recommended! 0 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 loans~ information to heip communities identify and evaluate historic, 
environmental, and economic resources; training in the use of soil and water quaJity information 
as a basis for decisionmaking and program monitoring; research and interpretive assistance in 
compiJing and cummunicating a river history; technical and financial assistance for riyer 
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 fogether to dean up rivers, rejuvenate surrounding areas, and stimulate economic 
growth. 

Return of an Old Enemy: Fire 
Three factors changed the face ofwlldland fire management in the 19905: the massive 1994 
South Cany()n Fire, the rising number of large conflagrations of 1,000 acres or more, and the 
growing number Df homes built in fire-prone rural areas--the sO~9alled wildland-urban interface. 

The South Canyon Fire will long be remembered, next to such firefighting calamities as the 19 t0 
Big Blowup and the 1949 Mann Gulch Fire. as a pivotal event in the annals ofwjldland 
firefighting, On July 6, 1994, on the outskirts of Glenwood Springs, CO, what was supposed to 

be a routine tire suppression effort on Storm King Mountain resulted in 14 firefighter fatalities. 
The tragedy riveted the Nation" Memorials to the fallen still Serve as a focal point for wildland 
firefighters, much as: the Vietnam Memorial 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 confinued that firefighter 
and public safety is a universal responsibility and the first priority of toe Forest Service. The 
policy also focused renewed attention on fire use for wildland health, on effective preparedness 
and suppression programs, on wildland-urban interface pr'Oteclion, and on coordinated efforts. 

The 1994 fLre season was pivotal in another way. In that year, more than 1.4 million acres burned 
on the natiunal forests and grasslands. It was only the third time since 1919 that the National 
Forest System had seen more than a million acres bum 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 fLres were 
returning to the interior West. 
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As CbicfDornbeck put it, "sooner or later, rivers will fill their flood plains and fire-adapted 
ecosystem!. will bum," For thousands of years, severe fires in higher elevation 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 little to do with Mother Nature. 

Ironically, the rising effectiveness of fire suppression efforts had exacerbated the risk of major 
conflagrations. At lower elevations, western forest types historically had frequent low-intensity 
fires that kept the number of trees per acre low" Large, severe lires were rare in these open 
western forests. Beginning in the 19305, growing firefighting effectiveness excluded virtually all 
fire ff(lm the fo~ests. 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 to 
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 
tree;; became dense ruels with the potential to generate fires so severe that they destroyed entire 
forest stands. In 2000, some 56 minion acres ofnati~nal forests in the interior West were at high 
or moderate risk of major wildJand fires. 

The heightened fire risk was exacerbated by the growing wildland-urban interface. A rising 
population density in many rural areas. placed people and communities in forest ecosystems 
naturally prone to fire, increasing the threat to· life and property, Wildland-urban interface fires, 
such as the 1991 Oakland Hills Fire, graphically illustrated the destructive power of,,11dland fire 
in an urban environment. Drought conditions in Florida 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 a<;-fOSS the country. In 2000, the Cerro Grande Fire burned 
parts of Los A!amos, NM; and the BuffaJo Creek, Hi Meadow, and Bobcat Fires threatened 
communities in Colorado. Wildland and rural fire managers were in a quandary: How could they 
meet traditional expectations for fire protection by a public that chose to hve in a fire-prone 
environment? ' 

Such challenges, coupled w!th changing public attitudes toward natural resource use, contributed 
to a revolution in Federdl wildland fire policy" A new fire management paradigm. inaugurated in 
the i970s, adopted controlled burns that tight fire with fire. The concept gained strength in the 
J9905 in tandem with the Forest Service's more holistic approach to natural resource 
managemenL The need for greater stakeholder involvement, the rising cost of fire protection. the 
growing number of large fires, and the increasing emphasis on safety all ;;;ame together to 
produce a series of new policy initiatives culminating in the 2000 ~ational Fire Plan. 

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 environment. Congress appropriated $2 billion for the National Fire Plan. The 
plan called for increasing our national firefighting capabilities; rehabilitating and restoring lands 
and communities affected by fire: using techniques such as prescribed fire to reduce hazardous 
fuefs~ 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 long-term health oftbe land while making our rural communities safer places to 
live and work, 

Severing State Payments from Timher Sales 
Since 1908, States, have received 25 percent of Forest Service revenues to help 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 land should be returned 'to the public, Yet the 
payments were tied to Ouctuating timber sales. By 2000, with timber sales in decline, payments 
to States and counties had dropped by 36 percent. 

In 1999, after several previous attempts, the Clinton Administration successfully proposed 
increasing and stabiliiing payments to States by decoupling them from the amount of timber 
harvested from national forests, Two bills were introduced 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 ofmass timber harvests. Two more bills with Republican 
backing wen; opposed by the Administration for continuing to link payments to timber sates, 
One of them passed the House in November 1999. Backed by the timber industry, many county 
commissioners and superintendents, and the National Education Association, it linked timber 
sales to payments tor county schools and roads. 

The Clinton Administration responded by stating its wdIingness to work with Congress iffive 
core principles were adhered to: (1) providing a permanent, stable source offunding to counties, 
(2) allowing flexibility at the local level, (3) promoting non-controversial projects to build trust 
and collaboration, (4) promoting strong collaboration, and (5) establishing dear lines of 
authorities. After nearly II months of negotiation, a compromise was reached. The bill signed 
into law gave counties the option of continuing to receive 2S percent oftimber receipts or basing 
payments on the average of the State's three highest payments from 1986 to 1999. It also would 
require 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 to create citizen advisory committee.'i representing environmental, 
commercial, i1f!.d local interests 

On October 30,2000, the President signed (he Secure Rural Schools and Community Self­
Determination Act, increasing payments to rural counties by about $1,1 billion over 5 years, As 
a result, a key Clinton-Gore goal was aChieved: Counties no longer have to depend on 
controversial timber sales to provide 1he funding for their local schools and roads. 

Cleaning Up Abandoned Mines 
in the 20th century, thousands ofabandoned mines accumulated on national forests., threatening 
public health, degrading water quality, destroying'wildlife habitat, and diminishing recreational 
opportunities. Under the Clinton Administration, the ForeSt Service worked with other Federal 
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agencies, State enforcement agencies, Indian Tribes and interested parties to clean up sites and 
restore natural conditions. 

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

President Clinton'g Forest Service encouraged the private parties responsibte 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 incorporated its cleanup and restoration projects into 
its natural re~ource managemen~ programs, such as watershed restoration and minerals 
management. Sites were prioritized for cleanup based on the risk to human health and the threat 
to the environment. 

Timber Contracting Becomes Stewardship Contracting 
In the 19905, the Forest Service took steps to end the divisive debates surrounding timber harvest 
on the national forests by making watershed health and sustainable forest ecosystems agency 
priorities, Timber harvest continued. but at a fraction of the peak levels reached in the 1 980s, 
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 harvest 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 also on service 
contracts as vegetation management tools to reduce ·risks to forest health from disease, insects, 
and wildland fire. However, the early 1990s revealed the limitations ofboth tools. Public uproar 
continued to surround timber sales. Furthermore, the declining commercial value of the 
vegetation the torest 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 land management activities unrelated to the timber harvest activities under the contract. 
Service contracts are a powerful and flex.ible 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. 

In 1996, the Forest Service began to consider the alternative of stewardship contracting. 
Stewardship contracts combine timber sa1e contracts with multifunction procurements over 
multiple years. They are rcsulls·oriented and promote local collaboration. By 1998, the Forest 
Service had identified 22 stewardship contracting pilot projects. In 1999. Congress authorized 
the Forest Service to enter into up to 28 "stewardship end·results demonstration contracts:' The 
legislation included expanded authorities, such as retention of receipts, exchange of goods for 
services, and best value award of contracts. These pilot projects are widel)' distributed 

66 



geographically, test all supplemental authorities, and address a broad array of ecological as well 
as social and ecooorriic objectives. ­

Initial reactions to stewardship contracts were favorable. New coalitions emerged around the 
pilot projecls. sometimesdncluding groups typically opposed to Forest Service activities. 
Attention olten focused on the desired condition of the land, not on resource~specific advocacy. 
The contentious concept of a commercial sale was eclipsed by a focus on meeting the total needs 
of a given watershed in a comprehensive manner. As a result of the initial success of these 
efforts, Congress in 2001 authorized the creation of an additional 28 stewardship contracts, 

Bridging Ihe Divide: The Quincy Library Group 
Since the J 970s, a divtsive debate between logging and environmental interests has debilitated 
national efforts to restore our public forest lands to health, By the 19905,. the tontending . 
extremes had 50mewhat exhausted their energy and public appeaL Hopeful signs emerged of a 
new approach as tormer adversaries began to sit down together. putting aside what divided theJ'!l 
to discuss what they had in common. 

The Quincy Library Group in California's Sierra Nevada region was one such initiative. The 
group emerged in 1992 from a meeting between representatives of Friends of Plumas 
Wilderness, an environmental group, and Sierra Pacific Industries, a member of the timber 
industry. The meeting was mediated by the supervisor of Plumas County, who chose Quincy 
Library as the venue to help keep the meeting civil. 

Tbat first meeting \\'as foUowCd by years of efforts [0 change management ofCaJifornia' 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 immediately throughout the fores.t to maintain a relatively 
continuous fClrest cover, (2) carrying out various fire management objectives, and (3) 
establishing a riparian management program, including wide protection zones and active 
restoration efforts. 

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

From 1995 through 1997, the Forest Service implemented a forest health pilot project based on 
the activities advocated by the group. The group's efforts paid off when the Herger-Feinstein 
Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act was signed into law on October 21, 1998. The Act 
directed L"SDA to 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 
cost of $31 million per year for full imp1ementation of the pilot project up to 70,000 acres. In 
2000, with a project budget limited to $12.2 million, fhe Forest Service camed 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 to protect our remaining forests is 1I0t always a viable 
option; a voluntary approach is often preferable. Perpetual conservation easements can be a 
powerful tool for private forestland protection. 

Through the Forest Legacy Program, the Forest Service works with State foresters, local 
governments, land trusts. and i~terested 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 Clinton's Lands Legacy Irtitiative propelled the Forest Legacy Program from a small, 
underfunded effort to an important national program to protect private forests from development. 
Previously an underfunded program - bottoming out at $2 million in 1997-inclusion in the 
Lands Legacy Initiative 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 
in 200L 

By August 2000, the program had protected 118,655 acres in 12 States, For example, a large 
land value donation was made a short distance from rapidly developing areas ofSalt 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 is now protected for generations to come, 

Beyond Forest Communities 

The Urban Resources Partnership 
In 1993. the Clinton Administration launched the Urban Resources Partnership, For 7 years, 
Federal agencies and partners collaborated with underserved communities to address 
environmental problems. based on a shared rea1jzation that a greener urban infrastructure will 
produce neighborhoods that are deaner. healthier, more energy-efficient, and ultimately more 
prosperous. 

The partnership put Government resources at the service ofcommunily~led projects, which 
included included restoring streambanks, establishing public trails, conducting anti­
litteringtbeautification campaigns, and enhancing water quality and urban wildlife habitat. 

Each participating city established a steering committee that might include various government 
agencies, nonprofit organizations, and local businesses. The steering committee established the 
local pal1nership's mission. investigated natura! resource conditions and community needs, set 
priorities, ant: 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 D 
designated cities, Communities matched each Federal dollar with labor. in*kind donations; and 
local funding. These partnerships tapped the enormous power of community-based action to 
empower urban communities to enhance their quality of life and build a stronger social fabric, 

Millennium Green 
In the 19905, urban areas were rapidly expanding, often at the expense of neighboring fafm~ and 
forestland, Decades of development had left many of our urban areas with a tree canopy ofless 
than 20 percent, adversely affecting streams and wetland buffer systems, water quality, 
stofmwater runoff. air quality, and a host of other factors related to 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 2pI 
century. In 1999, the council asked that USDA lead a Millennium Green Initiative. 
One of the campaign's first efforts was to establish Millennium Groves across the country. 
Millennium Green was officially launched in December 1999 with the dedication of a white oak 
in front of the USDA headquarters building by First Lady Hillary Rodluun Clinton and Secretary 
Glickman. Numerous Millennium Green celebrations foliowed, along with a number of related 
State initiatives and events in cities and communities across the country during the spring 
planting season. 

Overarching Service Initiatives 

Forest Sen-ice Reinvention 
In 1993. the Clinton Administration launched an initiative to "reinvent" Government through 
more effidenl, cost~effective, responslve ways of working on behalfof Americans, Among 
dozens of Forest Service reinvention actions, three achievements stand out: 

• 	 The Forest Service's Enterprise Initiative encouraged the agency to operate more like a 
·busint:ss and less like a Federal bureacracy. Employees created their own "small 
busim~sses" serving customers, operating in a self-determined, setf~motivated way. Tbe 
'Initiative applied the best ideas of the business world to motivate and reward Forest 
Service employees for high-quality work "The Forest Service is growing its own small 
businesses," noted Govemmefll EXl!clIlive Magazine (November 1(99), "and possibly 
building the Government of the future." 

• 	 Servir.e First is a partnership of the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management 
to enable the Nation's two largest Pederalland 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, 
common~sense approach to customer service on nearly a third of the Nation's lands. 

• 	 The Forest Service and six other Federal agencies designed ff!creatioll.gov to provide 
recreation information on all Federal lands in the L"nited States over the Internet. In the 
past, recreational users had to seek information through myriad: sources. Now, they have 
a one-stop. 24-hour source of informalion on all Federal lands. 

Reinvesting Visilor Fees in tbe Region 

Before the Clinton Administration, all receipts on Federal lands were returned to general 

Govemmenl funds and could not be invested in the projects, facilities. and services that 

generated them, As a result. by the 19905, many unMrfunded Federal facilities were 

deteriorating-even though they often generated significant money for the Federal GovernmenL 

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 born.' 


From 1995 to 2001, the Forest Service retained most project revenues at 100 specially chosen 

recreation sites. In 1999, the Forest Service (;Ollecled $26.5 miilion. The fees were used to 

maintain thousands of miles oftraJls, retrofit hundreds of facilities and sites for accessibility, 

refurbish hundreds of campsites, upgrade signs and information 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. Unfortunately, this innovative approach to financing needed improvements in 

America's national forests was de-funded by Congress in 200J, 


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 Tennessee Valley Authority, the State of Tennessee, 

and local communities to promote economic development in the Ocoee watershed, including 

promotton for the world's greatest whitewater facility, The result: tbe first Olympic Games 

whitewater slalom event on a natural river, 


After the 1996 success, the national forests were again invited to serve as an Olympic venue, this 

time for the 2002 Olympic Winter Games in Utah. The Forest Service began planning 

responsible development of the Snowbasin Ski Area on the Wasatch-Cache Nationar Forest. The 

agency regarded the games as a unique opportunity to showcase 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 facilities development, 
avalanche forecasting, and educating the public about avalanche dangers. Other goals. included 
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working with local commuruties to help visitors to the games fee) 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 ami 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 Demonstration Program was founded as a laboratory for Vice 
President Gore's reinventing Government etforts, An eight-agency group formed in 1999, the 
program was designed to showcase improvements to recreation opportunities 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 
pilot list of 30 lakes. 

Promoting Sustainable "~orestl).l 
Since the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, USDA has been a leader in the international 
movement for sustainable development In November 1993, the President issued a directive 
ordering Federal agencies to work toward "achieving sustainable management oru,s, forests." 
From 1993 to 1995, the Forest Service participated in the Montreal Process, an international 
initiative to develop criteria and indicators of sustainable forest -management for temperate and 
boreal forests, This work ted to the Santiago Declaration by the United States and ) 1 other 
countries, in which signatories endorsed the agreed upon criteria 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 organizations, and 
various governnient agencies from across the country, Under the Clinton Administration's 
leadership, the principle of sustainable resource management became an intrinsic part of atl of 
the Forest Service's work, This approach was endorsed by the Committee of Scientists that 
Secretary Glickman appointed to review the Forest Service's long-term goals. They, 100, 

identified sustainability as the fundamental principle for managing the Nation's forests. 

Conclusion 
In his 1998 State of the Union address, President Clinton told the American people, "every time 
we have actt!d to heal our environment, pessi!llists have told us it would hurt the economy: Well, 
today our economy is the strongest in a generation, and our environment IS the cleanest in 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-ln~hand was a 
cc'ntral theme of the Clinton-Gore Administration. By the 1990s, it also had grown into a central 

~For ,1 detailed dh1:llsslon ofthcsc efforts, please SCe tbc paper in Ihe nppendix to Ihis chaptcr clItilled 
"Promoting Sust.'linnhlc Development," prepared by USDA's DIrector ofSus!ain.'lblc Development during the 
Clinton~Gorc p::ars, Adela B<'lckicl. 
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American value, Yet no arena had managed so successfully to remain behind the times and out 
of step witl1 the American people as the management ~fthe Kation's forests, 

The Ctinton-Gore Administration developed a proactive vision ofa sustainable future for the 
Nation:s forests and grasslands; they brought the American people more fully into the process of 
managing their forests; they established a strong precedent for valuing all the Mcommodities" of 
our national forests-from timber, to recreation to environmental protection; and they connected 
poljcies and programs with modern science's understanding ofthe need to protect an entire 
ecosystem to safeguard aU that it supports-from clean air and water, to wildlife, to forests that 
produce them. In taking these bold and visionary steps, the Administration returned the 
management of the Nation's forests to its original mission: to care for these special places "for 
the greatest good, for the greatest number, for the long run. U In doing so, the Clinton-Gore 
Administration teturned the Nation's forests to their rightful owners-all generations of 
Americans yet to come. 
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