3. From Tragedy Comes a Revolution in Food
Safety

T carry with me loday a very simple message from President Clinton:
' America will never forsret”

%

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman

5% Anniversary of the Pacific Northwest /< co
outbreak

January 18, 1998

President Clinton and Vice President Gore took office in the wake of a severe £ cofi 0157 H7
ouibreak in the Pacific Northwest, More than 700 were sickened and 4 children died as 8 result
of eating undercocked hamburger at a fast food restaurant. The Natton was horrified, and 1ssues
of food safety and inspections rocketed to the top of the national prionty list. Consumers
oruanized and founded Safe Tables Qur Priority (STOP), 4 nonprofit organization devoted to
unproving the safety of the Nation's food supply and the meat and poultry industry entered a
period of self-examination, President Clinton and Secretary Mike Espy vowed to revolutionize
fond safety in America to help ensure that such a tragedy would not be repeated.

Food safety reforms were long overdue. The United SMates created sts Federal food safety system
in the early 1900s. These early food safety laws, in fact, were the Nation’s first consumer
protection laws, The impetus for the legislation was Upton Sinclair’s book 7he Jungle, which
exposed the hornfying conditions in most meat plants at the time. These early laws, covering the
meat, poultry, and egg industries, provided for regular inspection of slaughtering facilities and
processing plants.

Nearing the wum of a new century, American agriculture reflected the substantial changes and
progress of our Nation over nearly 100 years. Large, more mechanized, and productive farms
increasingly replaced the small family farm. Technology and scientific innovations led to mass
production methods and the common practice of successfully transporting perishable foods over
- long distances. A more global economy brought feod from arcund the world to Amenca’s
dinner tables. And finally, the expectations and behavior patterns of consumers changed
significantly. Modern consumers ¢at an ever-growing percentage of therr food away from home,
and they purchase more prepared and ready-to-eat products,

But while the Nation and U S, agniculture changed immensely, America’s meat and poultry
inspection system evolved very little. Efforts to modernize the system failed, and
recommendations (o enhance inspections through scrence went unanswered. For example, in
19885, the National Academy of Sciences issued a report! highfighting serious gaps in the

““Meat and Poultry Inspection, the Scientific Busis of the Nation's Program”
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Nation's food safety inspection system. But its recommendations were never acted upon;
consumers and Government officials generally seemed happy with the status quo. So the U S,
meat and poultry ingpection system that President Clinton and Vice President Gore inherited
remained much as it was under President Theodore Roosevelt in 1906

First Attempts At Reforim

The Pacific Northwest tragedy changed the political landscape for food safety reform, Those
who resisted modernization could not ignore the powerful public mandate for change--2 mandate
President Clinton’s USDA seized.  Secretary Espy and USDA’s Food Safety and Inspection
Service (FSIS) began developing a strategic plan that would itnprove food safety from the farm
to the table, This plan covered everything from safe-preparation labels on the meat and poultry
that conswmers buy at the grocery store to a significant overhaul of the Nation’s meat and poultry
mspections. Under the plan, microbiological testing would be integrated into the inspection
program. Most notably, the plan called for the use of the Pathogen Reduction/Hazard Analysis
and Critical Control Point (PRHACCP) approach to food safety,

Developed in the 1960s by NASA to ensure the safety of food caten by astronzuts, HACCP is a
“process control” approach for ensuring safe food by identifying all sieps in the process,
determining what mught go wrong at each step, and implementing measures to prevent those
potential problems.

Recogmzing that even the best systems could not deliver a "silver bulles" that ensures meat and
pouitry is completely free of pathogens, USDA alsp made consumer information and education a
top priority. In late 1993, safe cooking and handling labels were mandated on all raw meat and
poultry praducts. Four industry groups filed a iawsuit alleging that USDA did not have good
cause to dispense with notice and comment rulemaking, which is required by law (unless those
procedures are “impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary to the public interest™).  USDA argued
that the emergence of a new and deadly pathogen, £.co O157:H7, justified mandating safe-
handling tabels on an interim basis. The court sided with the industry groups. Rather than
appeal the decision, which would have taken months, USDA published a proposed rule with a
30-day comment period and then issued a final rule,

In September of 1894, Scoretary Espy sont a bill to Congress to establish pathogen standards for meat
and poultry. The Pathogen Reduction Act of 1994 directed USDA 1o establish regulations 1o hmit the
presence of humian pathogens i poultry at slaughter and ensure that appropriaie means are taken to
control the presence and growth of human pathogens on poultry prepared in an official establishment.
The bill proposed increased authority for the Seerctary in order to protect the public health in the event
that unsafe food entered the marketplace. This authority would have smpowered USDA to) recall
potentially unsafe food, trace adulterated product back to the source, and levy civil pennitics sgainst
establishments that put the public health at risk. The fegislation was introduced by Senator Tors Daschle
{D-5D) and Congressman Charles Stenbolm (D-TX), but it failed to pass cither Houses following
wmdusity opposition.
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Despite this setback, President Clinton’s USDA continued to modernize the meat and poultry
inspection system and further ensure food safety. On October 13, 1994, President Clinton
endorsed and signed legislation that USDA had advocated to reorganize the Department. This
legislation included a provision that separated USDA’s food safety responsibilities from its
agnicultoral marketing work, The reorganization also placed USDA’s public health oversight
responsibilities under a newly created mission area, the Office of the Under Secretary for Food
Safety. As aresult, USDA pow had the highest-ranking food safety official in the U.S.
Government. To ensure that public health was the top prionity, the reorganization legislation
expressly stated that this position could go only to someone with "specialized traming or
significant experience in food safety or public health programs.” Then-FSIS Administrator Mike
Taylor was named Acting Under Secretary shortly after joining the agency in August of 1994,
Catherine Woteks, Ph.D., R.D., became the first confirmed Under Secretary on July 31, 1997.

Further underscoring the Department’s commitment to a science-based food safety gystem,
Administrator Taylor, within weeks of joining FSIS, flatly declared £, cofi Q157 H7 an
adulterant in ground beef. This move made clear that meat contaminated with the pathogen
showutd be taken off the market. "This was a critical event in the history of food safety,” said
Taylor. “Within its first few weeks, the Administration was confronted with a public health issue
that shed lyght on a significant gap tn the country’s food satety system. That event triggered and
elevated the Administration’s focus on food safety.” 1n October 1994, the agency announced it
would begin sampling and testing raw ground beefl for the pathogen. This represented a major
shift in policy as the agency, before its independence, had considered the presence of such -
pathogens "natural” In an attempt to stop the testing, a group of industry orgamzations and
supermarkets filed suit claiming that the Administrative Procedure Act required USDA to go
through notice and comment nilemaking. The court found that the policy was actually an
“interpretative rule,” and that notice and comment rulemaking was not required. The testing
began. '

A Science-Based Revolution in Food Safety

As early as 1994, USDA began asking for stakeholder input as FSIS hegan the awesome task of
drafting the landmark PRZHACCP rule. 1n March of 1994, a roundtable meeting was held to
discuss this major overhaul of the Nation’s meat and pouliry inspection systems with
representatives from consumer groups, Government, industry, scientific organizations, and

~ farmer/producer groups. The proposed rule called for an end to a command-and-conirol approuch
to nspection, which dictated the exact steps that were required to meet a specific food safety
regulation. In confrast to this "cookie-cutter” approach, the new HACCP rule would focus on
preventing the problems that cause contammnation m the first place. Under the new system,
plants target the most significant hazards and build in comtrols to prevent them. USDA
mspectors still retain their presence, but their focus shifts from dependence on sight, touch and
smell examination to making sure the plant’s HACCP plan is working and that microbiotogical
tests are being conducted to confirm the safety of their product.
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The Clinton Administration recognized the revolutionary nature of the proposal and made clear
its intention to overhaul a system that had evolved very little for more than 8 decades. Ths
naturally caused angst and raised questions among even those most supportive of the shift. For
this reason, the Department commitied to an open ndemaking process in which all stakeholders
could ask questions, voice concerns, and make suggestions. Public meetings were held in
various settings. There were seven informational sessions, a two-day hearing, three scientific
and technical briefings, a town-hall meeting for FSIS emplovees, and a food safety summit
hosted by Secretary Glickiman, The comment period for the proposed rule was extended twice,
and FSI8 ultimately received approximately 7,500 written comments.

The PRAHACCP final rule was published on Jaly 25, 1996,

The agency continued 1o work with the industry and more than 7,500 FSIS inspectors and
veterinarians to ensure that everyone would be comiortable with, and up to speed on, the sew
system, All plants first were required (o put in place sanitation standard operating procedures
{SS0Ps), which were tailored to their specific operations. S30Ps are plans developed by each
plant to plot how they will meet basic sanitation requirements, such as ensuring clean facilities
and equipment. In addition, all slaughter plants were required 1o conduct microbial testing for
generic £. cofi 1o verify that their systems to prevent fecal contamination were working. To
further verify that the HACCP system was warking, FSIS set a pathogen reduction performance
standard for Saimonella.  Sahmonefla was chosen because it is an indicator of other pathogens
and the U.S. Centers for Disease Control had gooed historical data about iliness caused by the
pathogen. '

With a fundamental shift underway in its inspection system, FSIS conducted 4 top-to-bottom
review of its regulatory roles, resource allocation, and organizational structure in the new
HACCP environment. The day afier the final rule wag published, Secretary Glickman

announced that FSIS would reorganize itzelf to maximize the agency’s inspection and
enforcement capabilities, The plan reduced the pumber of non-front-line employees by 20
percent. The reorganization also ¢reated the Office of Public Health and Science, which included
several new divisions that reflected the science-based, public heaith foeus of the new FSIS;
Epidemiology, Risk Assessment, and Emerging Pathogens and Zoonotic Diseases.

Once HACCP was in place, USDA recognized that it still had food safety regulations on the
books that reflected the old "command-and-control” format. Because this was incousistent with
HACCP's tailored, preventive approach, more than a dozen rules were either revoked or changed
to: improve food safety, reflect the HACCP approach, and/or make the regulations less
burdensome and easier to use. FSIS did such a good job with is regulatory reform efforts that it
was designated a Government "Remvention Center” by Vice Prestdent Gore’s Mational
Performance Review.

An increased emphasis on science was a centerpiece of the inspection modernization effort.
Equally imporiant was the recagnition that in order to truly improve the food safety system,
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USDA would have to reach beyond the walls of slaughtering and processing plants. Thisled o a
new emphasis on the "farm-to-table” continuum. To this end, FSIS teamed up with the Food and
Drug Administration to dentify hazards associated with transportation and storage. FSIS also
partnered with the Environmental Protection Agency to measure human health risks associated
with the presence of carcinogenic dioxin residues in cattle, swine, and poultry. And FSI8
worked with the Centers for Disease Controf and Prevention to gather baseline data on the
incidence of foodhorne iliness due to meat, poultry, and egy products. These partnerships were
natural next steps as the Clinton Administration began to look at food safety issues more broadly.

Hudson Recall Event _
When National Public Radio identified the top three stories of 1997, topping the list was the
teagic death of Princess Diana. The second biggest story was U N, mspectors searching for
chemical weapons in Iraq. The third biggest stary was the record recall of more than 25 million
pounds of hamburger from the Hudson Foods Company, believed to be the largest food recall in
1.8, history. The event undoubtedly also influenced the outcome of a subsequent (/84 Today .
poll. Surveying consumers, the newspaper ranked the fear of getting sick from eating
contaminated meat or poultry Gfth highest among Amenicans’ greatest concerns, close behind
being diagnosed with cancer and becoming the victim of a violent crime,

The svent began in August of 1997 with Hudson’s recall of 20,000 pounds of frozen beef patties
for possible contamination of £, coli O157H7, Because of poor recordkeeping, the "reworking”
of meat from one day 1o another, and shoddy cleanup practices by the company, within several
days the recall engulfed 23 million pounds of potentially contaminated product. A Colorade
cutbreak eartier in the month triggered the recall when more than 20 people became violently il
Maosgt had grilled and eaten hamburgers processed by the Hudson plant.

The high profile nature of the event prompied the Chinton Administration to once again seek
legistation that would give USDA critical food safety enforcement tools: the ability (o fine
companies that fell short of their food safety responsibilities and the ability to order a mandatory
recall of potentially unsafe food. Although introduced in Congress more than once by the
Clinton Adminisiration, the legislation was never enacted, Jargely because Congress generally
supporied industry’s argument that an expansion of USDA authority was unnecessary, In a radio
address of May 2000, President Clinton made clear his disappointment. “The Departasent has
the right to penalize a circus to protect animals from harm,™ he said. *1t’s about time we gave
them the tool they need to protect human beings from harm, too"

HACCP Launch

Once the Clinton-Gore Administration: had successfully launched the HACCP revolution, the

first real test would be getting the new system up and running in plants across the country. In the
end, HACCP’s implementation went smoothly, thanks to extensive USDA preparation of its
mspectors and plant employees, Hard scientific data reflected its success almost immediately.
Also, despite foud cries from HACCP opponents that many plants, particularly-small ones, coutd
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rot survive under the rigors of the new system, the number of operations suffering business
setbacks was miromal.

These facts represented a monumental achievenent when one considers that the transition to
HACCP meant that meat angd poultry plants had to: (1) develop and implement written sanitary
operating plans; {2) begin operating under 2 system of preventive controls, which they had to
design and matatain, (3} in the case of slaughter plants, had to conduct microbial testing for
generic K. cofi to venfy the adequacy of their process controls for preventing fecal
contamination; and {(4) in the case of plants producing raw ground products, had to meet
pathogen reduction performance standards for Safmaoneffa.

Recognizing that this transition would be more of a challenge for smalier plants and that it would take
time to train all of thir inspectors, USDA opted for 3 phase-in of the new rule, The Nation's 300 largest
plants {3004+ emplovess) were required (o come under the new gystem first, followed by plants with 10-
499 employees, and uliimately working down to even smalier, often family-owned, operations.

Under the new HACCP system, Government and industry food safety responsibilities were
crystal clear.  Industry was accountable for producing safe food. Government was responsible
for setting appropriate food safety standards, maintaining oversight, and operating a strong
enforcement program to deal with plants that did not meet regulatory standards.

To ensure that USDA inspectors, plant operators, and employvees were intimately familiar with their roles
and duties under the new system, USDA launched a massive education campaign. For cxamphe, FSIS
conducted almost 200 HACCP workshops, attracting some 4,000 plant employees. Thousands of
HACCP videotapes, software, workbooks, process control information, and other materials were
distributed in rmultiple languages.  FSI8’s Technical Service Center in Omaha set up 2 HACCP hatline
to answer regulatory guestions, Five land-geant universities across the country worked with USDA to st
up model HACCP plants, which were opencd to mdustry and used to demonstiate the new approach,

After large plants successiully implemented HACCP, FSIS linked some of those plants as
mentors for smaller plants, In June 1998, the agency established the Office of the HACCP
National Coordinator to build and maintain an infrastructure for providing information, technical
guidance, and assistance to plants. 1t also set up a network of coordinators across the country to
respond 10 requests for additional training and assistance.

HACCP Success

The end result was success.  After the last phase of implementation, a study revealed that more
than 92 percent of plants were up and running under the new system on thme. FS18 worked
closely with those who struggled to meet the higher standard. Of the more than 8,000 plants
under HACCTP, only a handful decided to close rather than take the actions necessary to meet the
higher bar for safety.

Another indication of HACCP's success was the significant decrease in the prevalence of
Scrlmonelfear in raw meat and poultry producets. Sedmoneilu was chosen as a performance standard
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for HACCP because it is a strong indicator of other pathogens and because an inability to control
Salmonelia levels is unsanitary. Baseline data on the prevalence of Salmonella was collected
pre-HACCP, and a performance standard was established for where the plants should be post-
HACCP.

In the fall of 2000-just 9 months after the last plants joined the program-Secretary Glickman
released data showing significant reductions in the prevalence of Salmonella for the year ending
June 30, 2000, Salmonella prevalence in broilers declined more than 50 percent, from 20 percent
to 9.9 percent. Prevalence in hogs dropped from 8.7 percent to 7.7 percent. In cows and bulls,
prevalence fell from 2.7 percent to 1.6 percent, and in steers and heifers, from 1.0 percent to 0.2
percent. In ground beef, the decrease was from 7.5 percent to 5.0 percent, and in ground turkey,
from 49.9 percent to 30 percent. During that same period, the data showed that the percentage
of plants meeting the HACCP performance standard_was high: 92 percent for broilers, 82 percent
for hogs and ground turkey, 84 percent for cows and bulls, 87 percent for ground beef, and 100
percent for steers and heifers, In total, 88 percent of large and small plants met the standard.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) also provided evidence of HACCP’s
immediate success. Its data released on March 11, 1999, showed a marked decline in Salmoneiia
and Campylobacter infections, two of the most common causes of foodborne illness in the

United States. The findings showed a 13 percent decline in Sa/monella infections over the
previous 2-year period, a 44 percent drop in the incidence of Salmonella enteritidis (associated
with egg contamination), and a 15 percent reduction in the number of illnesses caused by
Campylobacier, the most common bactertal foodborne pathogen in the U.S. CDC officials
credited HACCP as a significant contributor to the reductions.

Thanks to the Clinton Administration’s commitment to food safety reforms, the United States
overcame nearly a century of inaction in modernizing the way the Federal Government ensures
the safety of meat and poultry. In bringing meat and poultry inspections into the 2 1* century,
USDA also proved HACCP’s detractors wrong: a modern, science and prevention-based system
was needed to address emerging problems like /2. coli 0157:H7; industry could survive the
transition-and indeed could prosper with renewed consumer confidence in the safety of U.S.
meat and poultry products. Most important, the Administration ensured one of its most enduring
legacies would be a lasting and meaningful contribution to the Nation’s public health.

Science, Risk Assessment, Surveillance and Testing

Inherent in the HACCP approach is the explicit understanding that science should guide modern
food safety systems. Basing food safety decisions on science provides greater consumer
confidence in food safety, separates fact from rhetoric (particularly in trade disputes), and--most
importantly - best protects public health. Some areas in which sctence plays an important role in
the U.S. system are risk assessment, surveillance, and testing. For HACCP to work at a high
level, scientific information is needed to understand the nature and level of foodborne pathogen
risks, to be able to identify and connect related foodborne illnesses, and to test for pathogens
undetectable by human senses.
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Taking risk assessment as an example, the President’s Food Safety Initiative provided for creation of the
Interagency Risk Assessment Consortium, which advises all Federal agencies with risk suansgenunt
responsibilities for food safety on advancing the science of microbial risk assessment. Through the
Consortium, scientific risk asscssments have been undertaken for a range of dangerous pathogong 1o holp
determne where and how Fedeend resources shoudd be directed,

Another great example of using technology to improve food safety and protect the public health
is FoodNet, Created by the Clinton Administration, FoodNet provides active surveillance for
diseases caused by foodborne pathogens, This surveillance offers public health officials across
the country promyt access to information that can help them identify causes of foedborme
ilfnesses and link inesses to each other and to potential sources. Quickly identifving an
outbreak and its sources is critical 10 preventing the spread of food poisoning. FoodNet's
baseline data in subsequent years will be used to document the eﬁectweness of USDA's
PRHACCP efforts in ceducing foodborme disease.

‘The Costs of Foodboine Mlness . 2.
 When pmpk: think of ﬂtai food safety research, t}plcally thev tlunk fi rst abﬁut the mgmﬁc.ant -
brcaktﬁroug!m that ci:rccﬂ} unprove pubhc health; Whn Ic this'was a key pm:mw fer the Clmten,

XY

,ﬁmdamema[ overhaul of the Nation® s meat and pau%tfy mspectzans t}p;mmnts argzzed thiat if'& &
reforms would be sconomically devastating. USDA economists'found c?iscwiscgs’fhey es:ma{eﬁ -
the armua} LOstS cf foodbomc cizseases to b berween 35,610 9 4 billion - ’f‘ime estimaics alsome,

J z‘wcaiaci that the | iwc eooaomzﬁ izm*éezz swas $76 miihon to $89 maiixem | T year to m\?ﬁ:{\iw

tha f‘irsi Byenrs and $ 100 mitlion to $120 million’| pgr year ! (0 nmutam HACCE sys?e:hsior )

rshghﬂy mote than onc-tenth of a cent per pound sUSDA ccorwmlsts also prov}&éd estimates of L
- the expected benefits of HACCP, ﬁndmg the savings in medical costs and productivity losses of‘

Fiw $3 7 hzi ion per year.or ovcr 2{) ycars to be as much as $l?2 hzii oz:wfar in excess afths

critical to scouring rmillions of dcllm in now funding for tood: safei:y research, eéazatzcn, azzé
énforcement activities.- By.demonstrating that improving the safety of the Nafion’s food supply
would save billions of doltars annually i medical costs, lost productivity and saved lives; USDA
seaneists demonstrated once again that the Cizmoﬁ Administration’s strong support of USDA
research offers a tremendously high return on investment to the American taxpaycr

The Clinton Admimstration also created PulseNet, a multi-agency, national computer system of
public health laboratories that helps to identify and stop episodes of foodbome illness. The
PulseNet laboratories perforemn DNA fingerprinting on bactena to permit rapid comparisons of the
patterns through an electronic database at the Center for Disease Control and Prevention,
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PulseNet is an early warning system that links seemmgly sporadic human illnesses so that more
outbreaks can be recognized. PulseNet is especially effective given the nature of modern food
production systems that are capable of producing millions of pounds of product and shipping it
within a matter of days across the country. Without PulseNet, identifying an gutbreak across a
wide geographic area would be far more difficult and time-consuming. In fact, PulseNet proved -
integral in finking the many illnesses and deaths that occurred in 1998-1999 due to a Lisweria

" outbreak across the country. Thanks to the database, investigators were able to trace the products
back to a Sara Lee plant (Bil-Mar} in Michigan,

As part of the Clinton Ademistration’s commitment to address a vanety of pathogens linked to
foodborne siness, USDA intensified 1ts efforis 1o 1dentify and measure certain bacterial risks to
human health. For example, in 1999, Campylubacter testing of raw chicken carcasses began,

The data will be used to assess the need for an industry performance standard for Campylobacter.
In 2000, FSIS continued monitoring for the presence of Listeria and Safmanefia in cooked,

ready-t0-eat meat and poultry products and for £, coli 0157, H7 in cooked meat patties, Armed
with scientific information, future policy makers will be able to carry on the vital work of
improving the Nation’s food safety,

Expanding the Concept of HACCP

The success of USDA efforts to modernize meat and poultry inspections led FSIS in October of
1994 10 launch a project designed to explore whether HACCP could be extended to further
mmprove food safety.  Under this banner, the agency designed a HACCP inspection model for
slaughter plants, in an effort to extend the principles of science-based prevention of
contamination beyond the processing stage, so it could benefit the prior link in the farm-to-table
chain. The effort was called the HACCP-based Inspection Models Profect (HIMP), and some 30
plants that slaughter healthy, umform, young chickens, turkeys, and swine volunteered to
participate, The initial data collection, refeased in July 2000 by Research Triangle Institute, an
independent consulting firm, showed a Salmoneila prevalence reduction from 6.1 percent pre-
HIMP to 5.5 percent, post-HIMP. The national Saimenella performance standard was 20
percent. The data collection also showed reductions of from 9 percent to 100 percent in carcass
defects. '

Threats to HACCP and HIMP \
The American Federation of Government Employees threatened HIMP’s future in April of 1998
when it filed suit in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia on behalf of the group’s
more than 5,030 member-inspectors. The suit challenged the pilot program’s test of new
inspection methods, claiming the changes compromised food safety. Under the pilot program,
establishment employees would sort acceptable from unacceptatde products under Federal
inspector oversight,

8]



The plaintiffc alleged that the pilot violated the Federal Meat Ingpection and Pouliry Products
Acts because Federal inspectors were not conducting a post-mortem inspection of the carcasses
of all livestack and birds processed for human consumption. The District Court granted
summary judgment for the Government, but the union appealed. 1n a unanimous june 30, 2000
opinion, the Court of Appeals reversed the lower court’s decision, holding that the pilot program
violated Federal laws because Federal inspectors were not making the critical determination
whether each carcass was adulterated or not,

In September 2000, FSIS substantially modified the pilot program to place a Federal inspector at
a fixed position on the production line to determine whether each carcass is adulterated or not,
AFGE challenged the modification, claiming that the agency continued o violate Federal laws,
A court decision was still pending in late 2000,

During this legat dispute, two "public intercst® organizations-the Governmant Accountability Projeot and
Public Citizen-bought into the union’s allegation that HACCP and BIMP compromised food safety,
They attacked USDA by publicizing gencral in-plant observations they had collected from a small
number of union inspectors. Many in the media concluded that the union was using the two
prganizations 1o advance its labor objeatives and that the orgamizations’ own motivation was support-for
a minor poliical party which had a candidate in the 2000 presidential election. Most consumer groups
and industry indicated support for HACCP and HIMP doring thig episade.

Few individual regulated companies challenged the movement toward a HACCP system, One
major exception was Supreme Beef Processors, a Texas-based company with a meat-grinding
plant in Dalias, which on November 30, 1999 filed 2 lawsuit in UK. District Court for the
Naorthera District of Texas,

The suit sought to enjoin USDA from suspending inspection services after Supreme failed the
Saimoneila performance standard for the third consecutive time, Under the PRAHACCP rule,
three consecutive failures result in the suspension of inspection services (which effectively shuts
down a plant’s operations). Following issuance of a temporary restraining order and a
preliminary mjunction prohibiting USDA from taking action, the court on May 25, 2000 held

that USDA exceeded its statutory authority in 1ssuing and seeking to enforce the Safmonella
standard. The court found that meat is adulterated only when USDA finds that the conditions of
the establishment are unsanitary, but that it cannot use the identification of Sa/monella on the end
product as sole evidence of unsanitary conditions, UJSDA appealed the decision on September 9,
2000 to the U.5. Court of Appeals for the Fifth District.

Changes to the Workforce

HACCP and other factors, including a seemingly more violent society, dramatically impacted the
FSIS workforee in the fate 1990s. A tragic incident occurred in June 2000 when the owner of a
small sausage-manufacturing operation in Califorma allegedly shot and killed two FSIS
compliance officers and a State of Califorma inspector when they visited the business to
determine if it was in compliance with Federal and State laws.  USDA held memorial services in
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both the Oakland area and at USDA headquarters in Washington, where an American Linden tree
and plaque bearing the names of Jean Hillery and Tom Quadros, the slain LUSDA emplnyees
were dedicated at the corner of 14* Street and Jefferson Drive.

The murders of the two compliance officers led FSIS to focus on workplace violence to a greater
degree. The agency had already developed materials and a strategy 1o neutralize problems
associated with troubled employees and condlicts between employees. But, following the
killings, FSIS also set up a Workplace Violence Prevention Task Force to develop a set of
recommendations, To complement that effort, the Office of the Linder Secretary for Food Safety
entered into a cooperative agreement with the Mitbank Memorial Fund under which workplace
violence experts will begin a dialogue with labor and employee groups, industry and consumer
argamzations, and agency leaders to find ways to improve the quality of the workplace |
environment.

The arrival of HACCP in the late 19505 positioned FSIS o begin reshapiag 1t workforce 1o meet
fiture demands. In reducing its reliance on sensory inspection and shifting 1o a prevention-
ortented inspection system, FRIS knew that it would need to introduce mors frontline personnel
with scientific and technical expertise, and it foresaw the necessity of greater flexibility in the
deplayment of personnel in a HACCP environment, In 1999, FSIS began developing in-
distribution inspection models under which it would redeploy some inspectors who were

assigned in-plant to begin verifying the safety and wholesomeness of meat and poultry products
after they leave the plant. The concept of introducing "consumer safety officers” into the
workforce to handle technical and professional duties was introduced in the fate 1990s, as was a
redefining of future roles of agency veterinary medical officers.

No plans were introduced 10 alter the size of the workforce. In fact, inspector shortages tn some
areas of the country in 1999 prompted the agency to intensify recruitnent ¢fforts. The drive’s
goal was realized in June of 1999 when FSIS reached its inspector cetling of more than 7 600 -
enough to staff all of the Nation’s plants, inchuding some in extremely rural areas. In 1999, FSIS
also created 1 Workforce of the Future Steering Commitiee to address many of the issues
anticipated as part of the workforce changes.

Recalls

The number of industry recalls began to climb in 1998. This increase was due in targe part to the
£, coli 0137:H7 resting, an increase in the sample size tested, the introduction of a more sensitive
test, and the Listeria monocytogenes testing 1n ready.to-¢at product, In 1996 and 1997, 2
combined 52 recalls occurred. In 1958, the number was 44, and in 1959 it climbed t0 62, The
trend continued in 2000 when the number of recalls surpassed the 1999 high in the ninth month
of the vear. The number of recalls occurring in a given year is a poor indicator of food safety.
And in fact, duning this same ume period, the Centers for Disease Control released data showing
a decrease in tliness.
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The Hudson Beef case, with its massive multimillion pound recall and woridwide public
attention, spurred the agency to launch a review of its recall policy. The study, complated in
1999, resulted in many proposed changes. It also ted to a February 2000 decision to begin
issuing press releases for all recalls. Previously, the agency only publicized certain classes of
recalls that posed certain public health risks. Consumer groups, Secretary Glickman, and others
agreed that the old pohicy fostered the perception that regulators were shielding the regulated
industry and thwarting the public’s right to know,

The old policy attracted considerable attention in 1998 and 1999 when the Bil-Mar plant in
Michigan voluntanly recalled hundreds of thousands of pounds of products that were helieved to
have caused maore than 20 deaths and sickened another 100-plug people due to Listeria. The
controversy, which included heavy public criticism of USDA, occurred after FSIS investigators
were unable to link the pathogen to the plant’s products.  Although other public health agencies
and the plant issued public warnings, FSIS lacked the legal evidence to request a recall. The
press release policy adopted in 2000 also encouraged the agency (o issue precautionary public
warnings when faced with extraordinary pubhc health events.

The Food Quality Protection Act
In August of 1996, President Clinton signed the Food Quality Protection Act into law. This law
had unanimgus bipartisan support and represented the first major reform of pesticide law in
decades. The Act raised the standard of safety for pesticides and established a nigorous timetable
-for the Envirpnmental Protection Agency (EPA) to review all existing pesticides under that new
safety standard. The Act also placed new demands on USDA 1o provide high quality data to
EPA and to respond to the concerns of farmers and ranchers. In September of 1997, Deputy
Secretary Richard Rominger announced the creation of the Office of Pest Management Policy
within USDA’s Agricuitural Research Service to lead the Depantment’s efforts to provide a
strong response 1o the demands of the new law, The Office works to ensure that regulatory
decisions are based on sound science, made with the involvement of the agricultural sector, and
allow an adequate transition to new, safer pest management systems. -

Partnerships

President Clinton’s Food Safety Initiative

In his second term, President Chinton turned hig focus to a2 new initiative. In January 1997 he
asked U8, food safety agencies to produce 4 report identifying gaps in the U.S, food safety
systemn and recommending ways fo close them. His vision was to create one seamless system for
food safety that marshals and focuses all the different resources throughout the Federal
Government and delivers one high standard of food safety to the American people.

The report, Food Safety From Farm o Table! 4 National Food Safety Iniiative, signaled the

beginming of increased cooperation between the various Federal food safety agencies and-over
the final 4 years of the Clinton Administration-gn increase of 31 5 billion in funding for food
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safety-related activities. The report recognized foodborme iliness as an emerging public healih
hazard that required aggressive and more coordinated Government action,

The resulting President’s Food Safety Imtiative improved coordination among the various
Government agencies. 1t also locked beyond "quick fixes" and insteucted U.S. food safety
agencies to develop a S-vear national food safety strategic plan to address specific and growing
concerns,

As recommended m the Inittanve, Federal and state agencies teamed up to form the Foodborne
(Outbreak Response Coordinating Group.  This collaborative effort was designed to increase
ceordination among Federal, state, and local food safety and public health agencies; gutde
efficient use of resources and expertise during an outbreak; and prepare for new and emerging
threats to the UK. food supply.

Initiative resources in 1998 were used to enhance surveillance of foadborne disease and
outbreaks and better coordinate outbreak response, improve inspections and compliance, target
important new research and risk assessment 10 ¢rifical scientific gaps, and strengthen education
and training, especialiy for those who handle food at critical points from the retail setting to the
home, '

The 1999 initiative placed increased emphasis on ensuring the safety of fresh produce and
imporied foods, targeted retail food safety education; provided funds to assist with the transition
from traditional meat and poultry inspection systems to science-based HACCP systems; and
developed scientific informatien and tools to control a greater range of food safety hazards,

In 2000, the Administration targeted Initiative funds toward controiling foodborne hazards in the
preharvest phase; incressing the speed and efficiency of outbreak responses, and further
developing a nationally integrated, seamiess, and science-based food safety system. For
example, the 2000 Initiative specificaily increased investrment in food safety research in such
areas as animal production practices and manure management; surface runoff causing pathogen
contaminaticn of crops and ammals, improved contamination detection methods, and prevention
of the development of antiblotic drug resistance.

On Qctober 28, 2000, the President siprod the FY01 Appropristions Act, praising the fact that the
lepislation fully funded the fatest round of his Food Sufety Inttiative, directing resources to increased
surveillance, inspection of domestic and imporied food, response to outbroaks, and "vital research.”

President Clinton’s Council on Food Safety

As a vehicle to accomplish many of the recommendations presented in the Food Safety lnitiative,
the President in August 1998 created a Council on Food Safety, Secretary Glickman, Health and
Human Services Secretary Donna Shalala, and Neal Lane, the President’s science advisor, served
as co-chairs. Other representation on the Council included the Department of Commerce,
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Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Managerment and Budget, Partnership for
Reinventing Governmett, and Domestic Pelicy Council,

In addition to painstaking work on the strategic plan and budget, the Council and agency
principals in March 1999 responded formally to a critical assessment of the Nation’s food safety
system that was put forward in 1998 by the National Academy of Sciences. The report, Enswiring
Safe Food: From Production 1o Comsumption, made numerous recommendations for improving
the food safety system. n its response, the Council generally agreed with the report’s findings
and set about addressing specific points, In essence, creation of the Council was the

" Administration’s chief response to the NAS report.

Shortly after its formation, the Council undertook responses to two critical food safety issues of
increasing concern in the public health community due to a rising level of illnesses caused by the
pathogens: Safmonella enteritidix contamination in eggs and Listeria monocytogenes
contamination in ready-to-eat products. As a result, in late 1999, food safety agencies developed
an Egg Safety Action Plan designed to eventually eliminate Sa/monefia n eggs. Later, in 2000,
the President announced plans to address Listeria, a bactena particularly dangerous for
vulnerable populations of consumers.

Food Safety Research
The President’s Food Safety Initiative almost doubled the funding for food safety research, and
there were many examples in the late 19905 indicating 1hat food safety research was paying off.
For example, in January of 1999, USDA scientists announced development of a technique to
-rapidly detect a potentially deadly strain of Salmonella bacteria that resists many antibiotics In
July of 1998, a USDA Agricultural Research Service sctennst reported the development of a
rapid, easy-to-use test that detected £ coli bactena m food products, and FSIS began using the
method. The test works on hamburger meat and 18 10 (o 100 times more sensitive than other
tests. in March 1998, USDA announced development of a product that dramatically reduces the
level of Saulmonella in broiler chickens, In field tests, the product reduced Salmonelia from 7
percent in untreated chickens to O percent in treated chickens,

Growing out of the President’s Food Safety Initiative was the creation of a Joint Institute for
Food Safety Research to coordinate research efforts. This was wuportant because it gave Federal
agencies a coordinating body to more effectively match the needs of regulatory agencies with the
priorities of research agencies, Since FSIS is dependent on putside research, this coordination is
vital,

Aside from research efforts whaolly or partly funded under the President’s Foad Safety Initiative,
1.8, food safety agencies in the late 1990's opened more doors to technology that could be used
1 eliminate dangerous pathogens on meat, poultry, and egg products. One example is FSIS's
announcement in December of 1999 that irradiation would be permitted to treat frozen or
refrigerated, uncooked meat, meat by-produets and certam other meat food products to reduce
levels of foodborne pathogens and to extend shelf life. 1n moving ahead with an expansion of
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irradiation to meat products, USDA demonstrated its resolve to provide industry with yet another
tool 1o ensure food safety. It did so fully aware of some consumer concerns over this type of
"pasteurization,” but confident that the process is safe.

81"0%':1 Bargerr A Gr‘av Area far Safety e ‘ ,ﬁgﬁg\
Most conscientious backyard grillers know the tmpoﬁmce of 2 well-cooked barger wothe -
safety of their meals. ﬁafemmﬁdy ‘many subscribe to the folk wisdom thata burger is safeiy
cooked when it’s bm*zi in thé middle. USDA rescarchers “conducted a’scientific evaluation to |
investigats the truth of the convention wisdom. . The study, provided sehd ev;denca ﬁzai e
caoked burger's color is not a reizabie indicater of infersl patty tmpemtuzc Simply put,
brown burgers offer no guarantee of safety. The results were a major factor ifi the * . -
development of a massive FSIS consumer education campaign encouraging the use Uf' meat’
thermometers to verify that burgers are cooked to a temperature capable of klllmg off any ;.
“harmful bacteria.
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Foud Safety Education

The Administration recognized that 4 true farm-to-table food safety strategy needed to focus
heavily on consumers understarding that they share with industry and Government the
responsibiity of making certain that food is safe. Therefore, President Clinton’s USDA placed
increased emphasts on getting consumer-friendly food safety information out to the general
public. For example, under the auspices of the Food Safety Initiative, USDA helped create the
Parmership for Food Safety Education, a coalition of industry, Govermment, and consumer
groups dedicated to reducing food-related illnesses through consumer education. On QOctober 24,
19497, the Partnership introduced s "FightBAC!” campaign designed to increase awareness of
the dangers ¢of foodborne bactena,

In addition to the FightBACH education campaign, USDA in 2000 iroduced "Thermy,” a cartoon-fike
character who spreads - theough written materials and in costurne at food safety cvonts — a message
about the importance of using thermometers 1o ensure that meat, poultry, and egg products are cooked to
the proper temperature in order to destroy harmful bacteria.  USDA also in March of 1997 relensed
"Keeping Kids Safe," a childeare food safety publication. The publication, along with food safety
codoring books, was distrtbuted to 82,000 day core centers nationwide,

All told, FSIS distributed tens of thousands of educational materials to the public and media and
participated m hundreds of food safety consumer education events,  Perhaps typical was the
agency’s 1999 effort to educate consumers, particulary vulnerable populations mcluding
pregnant women, senior citizens, and those with weakened immune systems, on the dangers of
Listeria. In this regard, the agency took ifs campaign not only 10 the media but also to heaith
care providers most likely to be communicating with this at-nisk population.
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Clearly, the commitment to strong consumer ¢ducation efforts came from the top, In 1998, Vice
President Gore manned the grill outside of USDA headqguarters. As he partcipated in a safe grilling
demenstration, he told the assembied crowd that "conspmcrs need to be aware of foodborms risks while
preparing food for thetr familics, even around the friendly, seemingly saft environment of the backyard
grill. Govermment is doing all it can to protect the food supply from dangerous microscopic pathogens,
but it needs help from those whe actually prepare meals in the home "

Emerging Issues

Facing a New Threat: Bioterrorism .

As USDA pursued the Clinton Administration’s mandate that Federal agencies work more closely
together to ensure the safely of America’s food, Scoretary Glickman cstablished in 1998 the Food
Emergency Rapid Response and Evaluation Team (FERRET). This tcam coordinates investigation of
food problems that cross agency lines within USDA--for example, the contamination of food inspected

by FRIS and served in USDA’s school lunch program. But as FERRET members found in 1998, its work
can vesch bevond traditionl food safety issucs and into suspected acts of tervorism. Such was the case
when FERRET helped determine the risks assocated with an unsubstantiated threat 1o contaminate
products at a Wisconsin meat plant with HIV-contaminated blood, This was the first recorded case of o
gotential act of terrorism to the U S, food supply addecssed by the Department.

Barticularly leading up to the yvear 2000 calendar change, interageney toamwork took on a whole now
sense of urgency, as speculation mounted over the vulnerability of the countey’s food supply to acts of
terrovism. At Secretary Glickman's request, Under Secretary Wotceki and Deputy Under Secretary Caren
Wilcox fed the Food Supply Working Group, one of three dezen groups fonmed by President Clinton to
address various aspects of the "V 2K challenge. The interagency group worked for more than 1% months
to educate all industry partics about threats--ranging from terrorism to computer ghitches—and potential
safeguards. Fortunately, only a few minor clectronie disruptions were reported and no acts of terrorism,

Beyond a successful transition to a new millensium, it was ingreasingly clear that the 118, Government
needed to take strong precautions against potential ferrorist attacks against the food supply. Due to the
inherent openness {1.c., velnerability) of apnicaltural priducts, defense experts concluded that the risk of
bioterronsim was real, So in June 1999, Sceretary Glickman created the USDA Counterterrorism Policy
Council. USDA also bogan leading an agriculture counter-torronsm committes in the National Sceurity
Council and serving on an interagency mtcllipence working group with the CJA and FBL, in order io
clarify the extent of bioterrorism threats to agriculture and expand awareness of those threats among
Federal agencics,

{n February of 1999, the National Association of State Departments of Agricuiture and public health
officials participated in the first Federal/state exereise regarding possible deliberate contamination of
animal meat. In August of 1999, USDA worked with the Department of Defense 1o conduct a multi-
agency exercise involving a Federal response to a hypothetical act of deliberate biological contaminmtion
of foedd  In Murch 2004, FSIS provided joint training i bio-terrorism rasponse to its epidemiology and
enforcement officers. The agency alse established 3 Health Hazard Evaluation Board whose
responsibilities mclude determining whether or not an incident of contamination is dehberate. And, it set
up o Bioterrorizm Respanse Team to revicw threats to meat, poultry, and eggs. All these activities wers
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the result of the Administration’s realization that the Government needed to be prepared for forrorists
who might usc the U.S. food supply to endanger the U.S. popelation.

New Food Safety Challenges

In addition to a heightened awareness of new and emerging threats Hike olerrorism, USDA focused on

several other emerging food safely issues: )

. In late 2000, at the White House's request, USDA hwlped sdentify interagency funding necessary
for the National Academy of Baiences 1o study the year 2000 Environmental Protection Agency
reassessment of human health nisks associated with dioxin in the environment. EPA’s study
concluded that dioxin was much more of a risk that previously stated and that most of the
contamnation was being transforred to humans through their consumption of animal fats.

. Various Government agencies and the White House supported an independent NAS study to
expiore how to responsibly address the tssuc.

. Theousghout the latc 1990s, FSIS helped develop a multiagency action plan to addross the
growing tssue of antimicrobial resistance. A number of experts idomified antimicrobial
resistance a8 a major public health threat, Evidence points 1o antibiotic use in food animals
contributing 1o increased drug resistance in humans. USDA has long been involved in
surveillanee and rescarch on this issue. 1t also joined an interdepartmental Task Force on Anti-
microbial Resistance to help develop o public health action plan based on surveillance, research,
prevention, control and product development,

. For years, the U.S. Government has worked on measures o provent the introduction of Bovine

Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE--conunonly reforred 10 as "mad cow” discase—in this
. country, BSE, a disease found m cattle and belicved 1o be transmittadle to humans, has wrocked

sgrienttural coonomies and caused dozens of deaths in other countnies. Consistent with offorts to
keep BSE out of the country was the decision by several USDA agencies in 1998 to work with
the Harvard University School of Public Health to conduct a thorough study of BSE to
anderstand every possible entrance pathway and identify ways to adequately protect US. sattle
snd the human food supply. The risk analysis will be delivered to USDA i 2001,

International Activities _

During the Clinton/Gore Administration, the issuc of food safely assumed a new level of prominence in
international meetings and negotiations.  Food Safety was discussed af the highest political levels, driven
by such initiatives as the creation of the World Trade Orgamization, the signing of major trade pacts
{including the North Amcrican Free Trade Agrooment), and the continued activism of the G-8 and other
internatioaal organizations, Many felt that food safely issues were being exploited and wicelded as
competitive weapons in trade disputes.

A series of controversial audits of the U.S, food safety system conducted by the Europsan Commission
as well ag a contmuing trade dispute brought to the World Trade Orgamization regarding the safety of
U.S. beef added fugl to an already acrimoenious relationship. President Clinton and the G-8 leaders took
on the issue, discussing food safety at several megtings. Within USDA| FSIR role in the intemational
arena increased markedly. The most significant catalyst for that change was the 1994 adoption of the
Agrecment on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosaniiary Measures (SPS Agreement), which
officially recopnized the Codex Alimemarins Commission as an "expert body" for international food
safoty issues. The SPS Agreement became effective in January of 1985, 1 required that an importing
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country accept as equivalent the food regulatory system of an exporting country, if the exporting country
demonstratos that its systent achieves the same level of public health protectdon provided by the
importing country. In 1999, FSIS provided the public with the results of its review of foreign country
implementaiion of equivalent Pathogen Reduction and HACCP requirements.  The agency determined
that all countries exporting meat and poultry 1o the United States have food safety regulatory systems
that provide a level of protection that is eequivalent to that provided by the U.S. systom. Worldwide this
was among the first equivalency programs developed by any regulatory agency.

The recogmtion of Codex reflected the cnormous growth of agaicultural trade, which had increased by
800 pereent since 1962, the yvear Codex was cstablished. Todex operates under the auspices of two
United Nations groups, the Food and Agriculture Organization and the World Health Organizmion, In
1996, the position of United States Codex Manager was ereated.  Shortly thercafter, the new Under
Seerctary for Food Safety formed the interagency U.S. Codex Policy Committee to help establish U.S.
positions on inieenational food safety standard issucs. Under Secrctary Woteki and Deputy Under
Seerctary Wilcox assumed leadership roles in that inter-agency committee. Guidance by the Steering
Committee was critical to the success the United States achicved ot the Julv 1999 session of Codex, i
which 160 member nations participated.  Achicvements included the clection of FSIS Administrater Tom
Billy as Codoex Chair, the adoption of 418 now Codex standnrds and related texts, the estabhshment of a
task force on biotech foods, and approval of recommendations that enhansed consumer involvement o
Codex.

The G-8 feaders devoted 3 portion of their 1998 and 1999 mectings to foed safety issuss and discussed
the possible creation of an mternational food safety regulatory ageney. These discussions led the G-8 to
ask the Organization for Economie Cooperation and Developmient to review inteenational food safety
activitics. In response, the organization created an Ad Hoco'Group on Biotechnology and Other Aspects
of Food Safery, which compiled several white papers including ong describing the food safety roles of
intervational organizations and characterizing national food safety systems.

Throughout this period, the EC attempted 1o introduce the so-calted “Precautionary Principle” into
intersationad discussions.  Promulgated by the EC to endorse political management of risk, the
"Frecautionary Principle” has never been clearly defined,  The USG regarded the concept as an internal
orgamzing principle for the EC and 1ts member states. However, the Office of Food Safety, in leading
the debate for the United States Government, proposed many clarifving questions to the EC on their
meaning of the “Principle,” and as part of its discussions i QECD it outlined US, uses of precaution as
it is decply embedded in US. repulatory statutos. Agreomaent was reachod m Melbourne, Austealia in
October 1999, that discussions and explangtions of the EC proposal for the “Precautionary Principle”
would take place in the context of discussions of risk analvsis at Codex, Nevertheless, the EC attempted
1o introduce this concept into the OECD discussions as well,

As national leaders discussed food safety issucs, so did consumers and consumer organizations on both
sides of the Atlantie, Deputy Under Sceretary Wilcox assumed a leading role in the Teangatiantie
Consumer Dialogue, where she served as co-chair of the Foods Working Group. Comprised of US. and
European Unicn consumer groups, and representatives of the ULS. Government and the European
Comarusston, the Dialogue mosts ammally to discuss 1ssucs of imporiance to consumers. At the 1999
and 2000 mectings, discussion i the Foods Working Group contered around the development of food
safety measures; the safety of foods derived from bictechnology, and the beaefits of nutrition labeling,
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Perhaps the biggest food safety-related trade dispute of the Clinton era had to do with the export of U.S.
beef 1o Evropean markets. {n [989, the Buropeans banned the use of growth promotants i animal
production. At that {ime, the European Commission required tests for the presence of the banned
hormones i U.S. meat exports. FSIS began certifying that meat products exported to the EU were niot
treated with growth promoting hormones. U8, private laboratorics also began rasdom testing of this
product, but no positives were detected.

The United States pursucd formal WTQ dispute settkoment procedures against the European Umon as a
result of its ban on imports of hormong-ireated boef, In 1998, the WTO Appeliate Body found that the
ban violated the SPS Agreement because it was sot.bascd on scieftific principlos. When the Euaropsan
Union failed 1o comply with the WTO ruling, the WTO granted avthorization te the United States to
suspend taniff concessians on European Union goods with an annual trade value equivalant 1o annual lost
exporis of U8, beef .

In 1999, the European Commission announced that in port-of-entry tosts of LS. meat it had found that
up to 20 pereent of the product contained substances mcluding growth hormones, which are banoed in
the Ewropean Union, These findings called ingo question the effecitveness of the US. beef mdustry's
testing program.  Foliowing the European Commission audits, FSIS temporanly suspended certification
of beef exported to the European Union. FSIS then worked with meat exporters and the Agrieulture
Marketing Service o develep o thirdeparty certification program.  FSIS alse temporarily moved
verification testing from the private laboratories oy the United States to a Evropean lahoratory, A
Canadian labotory Is expected to assume all verification testing in 2001

Few could have predicted just how prominent food safety would become on the intermational stage
during the Clinton Administeation, Nevertheless, USDA responded in international organizations,
worked with other countries, and worked with the US, agriculture industry to put forward sciomtifically
based positions o protect public health in the Usited States and around the world, and o ensure the Gir
trcatment of 1.8, food and fiber products in the global marketplace.

Conclusion

More than any other Adnunistration before it, the Chinton-Gore team left a legacy rich in food safety
achicvements. Arriving at the White House at a tane when consumers, Congress, and Federal food
safety agencics were scrambling to deal with the dovastating ¢ffects on human health of dangerous
cmerging pathogens, the Adminstration helped identify food safety problems and science-based
solutions that make foday’s American food supply ong of the safest in the world.
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4. "We Will Have a New Day"”
The Civil Rights Movement at USDA

“Building (ne America is onr most important mission.... Money cannot buy it. Power
cannot compel it. Technology cannot ereate 11, It can only come from
the human spirit.”

President Clinton
1997 Seate of the Union Address

The further [ee waded into issues of oivl righis and agricidture, the more I've felt the
welght .. of age old national wounds that have yel tu properly heal~the ugly scars of racial
Jear ard suspicion thet are the legacy of slavery. Agriculture played a seminal role in that
history, America fought its civil war aver the right Southern plantation owners asserted s
ensiave men, women, and children o work fn their flelds. Today, the confinuing struggie of
Blvck farmers-30 years after our civil rights movement-veminds us just how far ony Nation
has yei 1o go to turn civil rights into civil realities,”

Dan Ghickman

To the National Association for the Advancement of Colored Peopks
July 15, 1998

When President Clinton took up the rallying ory of Dr. Murtin Luther King, Ir, calling on the Nation to
work toward racial healing and build "one Amcrica,”™ he was largely met with a wave of cymocism from
both sides of the civil rights divide. In the decades since the civil rights movement of the 1960s, the
American people had grown all too famibar with lofty words and little action from their politicians on
this sensitbve tssue. Yet one need only walk a fow short blocks from the White House to find a
powerful cxample of o concreds transformation of civil rights ideals into action that was the direct result
and one of the most enduring and meaningful legacies of the Clinton Administration.

A Challenge 2 Centuries in the Making

1t is hard in a fow poeagraphs to unravel all of the threads that explain why civil rights presented such &
powder keg of a problom ot USDA. But one story reficots the depth and fovel of mistrust that had built
up over more than a century, particularly among Afncan-Amgerican farmers. One senior USDA official
in the Clinton Admunsstration displaved on the will of s office a deed to land his African-American
grandfather bad bought in Nonh Carolisa for 12 conts an acre in the 18803, His family held onto this
fand through the Great Depression and many other hard times. This is no small miracle given the strict
instructions passed from one generation to the next: never owe money to the Government; never ows
moncy to a bank, "Yau can’t trust those institutions,” his grandfather wamed kim. “If vou let them take
a mortgage on your land, then you're going to losc it."
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Glickman explained the genesis for the mistrust this way in an opinion picce in The Washington Past in

1998,
“The big plantations of the South were the No. U'market for slaves in America, Afler
Reconstruction, many freed slaves stayed in the South working the land. In fact, most Africane
Americans did not move 1o the cities unti they were pushed off their farmland by bigotry: white
bankers often denying credit, white neighbors sometimes refusing to sell land, and an -
Agriculture Department that reflected our Nation's mzs;,mrzg,s on race and too often 1o zzgawé
justice to the backwaters ©

In many ways, USDA reflecied the civil rights divide of the Nation, particularly in the turbulent years of
the civil rights movement of the 1960s and 1970s. And the 1ssue didn’t stop with USDA customers,
Employees, too, had been subjeet to separate and unequal treatment. In fact, two of the Department’s
highest-ranking ofticials in the Clinton Administration started their careers at USDA with the job title

of "county Negro extengion agent." USDIA was ene of the last Federal depantments to integrate, In the
mid-1960s, the Departsaent’s headquarters in Washington, DC, stiff had separate bathrooms and
cafcterias. And, farm peograms were delivercd according to logal social norms.  In the South, this
meant Black emplovees workod in Black communitics and white emplovees worked in while
cOmMUNItCS.

The Turning Point

A wrping point in USDA's relationship with Black farmsers began on December 12, 1996, On this day,
a group of Black farmers demonstrating outside the White House called on Fresident Clinton to ensure
fair treatment in agriculiura) ending programs for minority farmers. Their allegations of discrimination
were not new. For several decades, African-American and other minority farmers and ranchers
frequently complained of discrimination at the hands of USDA officials. A serics of reports by
Congress, the U8, Compussion on Civil Rights, and USDA agencics substantinted their allegations, yet
USDA for decades did niothing.

During this sanie time perfod USDA employees—women, minoritics, and people with disabilitics—
charged that they woere donted equal employment opportunitios. They wrote letters, held press
conferences, and fied individuai complaints and class acuon lawsunts, Yot reports validating 8w
emplovee concurmns, hke those of the farmers, sat on the shelves and gothered dust.

The very same day as the White House protests, Secretary Glickman made clear that a new day was
dawning at USDA. He vowed that the Department would make a decisive break with the past and
confront one of its most obstinate problems. He tapped respected veteran USDA conservattonist Peaclie
Reed to lead a "Civil Rights Action Team® that would fan out across the country, listen to employoes
farmers, and other USDA customery; and recommend sweeping changes throughout the Department not.
" only to get USDA out from under its civil rights woes, but also to transform the Department into ¢
Federal crvil rights leader.

During FY 2000, the Deparunent roosived and aocepled 634 aow program diserimination complaints.
"This number was down dramatically from the 1,261 received during FY 1999, This was only the
beginning. As Glickman stirred ap this hornet's nest of an issuc and entered some of the most turbulent
years of his carcer, he frequontly turmed to the words of the poet Dante to spur on the Department’s
cfforts; “the holtest places s Hell are reserved for those wha, n tirnes of great moral crises, maindain
their neutrality,”
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When President Lincoln created USDA, be called it the "people’s department.® The minority farmers
who protested sutside the White House, several of wham had Jost their land bocauge of USDA-
prompted forcclosures, had another name for the Pepartment. They called it “the last plantation.®
Foilowing the demonstration, the farmers filed suit in Foderal court against Secretary Glickman inan
atternpt to halt farm foreclosures they felt were being used to drive African-American farmers off their
fand. They also sought restitution for financial ruin causcd by alleged diserimination in USDA fam
loan programs.

Histery will look on these farmers as civil rights heroes. For many vears, they toiled on this igsue far
from the national spotlight. Histoncally, their elaims had been largely ignored by USDA and even, for
many yeats, by natienal eivil rights organizations.

Al of that wouldd change 5 days after the White House protests of 1996, when the very gates outside of
which the farmers profested swuang open, and the farmers gained an audience with the President of the
Unnted States. What came out in this meeting, which also included Vice President Gore and Segretary
(lickman, were heart-wrenching stories of farms lost, marnages broken, and famalies leR in poverty-
all duc to alleged USDA disermunation and unequal treatment. The problem, the farmers claimed, was
widespread. The statistics backsd them up. In the late 1990, Black-owned farms were disappeanng at
three times the rate of farms generally.  Clinton, Gore, and Ghickman all loft the mecting determmed to
right these wrongs. Tn fact, the very next day Glickan ordered an imumediate halt to all USDA farm
forcclosures until an independent review of any discrimination claims was conducted,

The Degartruent of Agriculture would sever be the samg.

USDA Leaders Listen and Learn

In the wake of the meeting, Reed and his Civil Rights Action Team got to work. The team wag
comprised of 15 senior USDA officials from throughout the Department. Eight of the members,
including Reed, were African Americans, five were white, one wag Hispanic, and one was Asian
American. Three wers women. A key to the success of the commiRtee was its 19-person executive
support group.  Another key was what Keed called 2 "consensus” maddel, Ho explained it this way: "We
will operate by consensus, but If we can’t arrive at a consensus, | will decide.”

The team held 12 Hstoning sessions around the Nation and heard testimony front mvore than 300
cmployees and customers', Secretary Glickman or Deputy Secretary Rominger attended all but one of
the sessions, The team was told over and over, by farmers and emplovees, that managers at USDA
opeeated in a system that did not hold them aceountable for discnmination,

Biack and white farmers who woere smali farmers in the Mississippi Delta charged that some USDA
officials denied them serviee and oven courtesy and respact, while they gave farmwrs with large
holdings service and loans. A white fomale farmer said that the "single largest problem for women is to
be taken serisusly by the Aasscial community,” mcluding those who ran USDA fanm loans, Hispanic,
Asian American, and American Indian farmers in Texas, California, and Okichoma told storics with
commaon theme: USDA hag done more to hurt than o help small asd minority farmers.

‘Excerps from the Hstoning sessions are gaptured in a 12-minnlg videotape, "CRAT Report-a Video Montisge,”
Fobrnary 1997, and in "Civil Rights a1 the Undied Swies Departaiont of Agriculture - A Report by The Civil Rights
Action Temm" February 1997,
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Many fmers compliained about the regulations and cumbersome paperwork required for USDA credit
programs, which they considered to be the cquivalent of a brick wall to small farmers. They also
described a county committee system that too oflen shut cul minoritics.  Speakers said research and
gxiongion efforts did not adequately address the unique noeds of small, imited-resource, and minority
producrs; also, separate and unequal USDA funding to historically Black land-grant colleges and
untversitics and predominately white land-grant mstitutions only exacorbated the problem.

Se¢veral farmers harshly criticized USDA’s Office of the General Counsel. Their perception was that
USDA attomevs prevented the Department from compensating farmers whe were discriminated against,
The lack of diversity among the Office’s senier staff further fucled the sense that the Office tacked
sensitivity to—and was cven hostife toward-civil rights.

At the listening sessions, USDA employess told of managers who used “intimidation, fear, threats, and
retaliation” when employees complained of discrimtnation.  Abusive managers, they sald, were often
rewarded with promotions and awards rather than held accountable. Scveral claimed that when
confronted by complatnts, many top agency offictals adepted an attitude of "defending the troops”
rather than resolving complaints. Most who belioved they had been discriminated against also felt that
their managers Iacked the skills and training necessary to kead a diverse workforee. -

In addition to holding the 12 listoning sesstons, USDA's Civil Rights Action Team reviewed all of the
major past Department civil rights studics, reports, and actions of the prior 30 vears and included many
of the recommendations that had carlier gathered dust, The team noted that m recent years every
Seeretary of Agriculture bad said improving civil rights was & pronity, However funding was cut, and
the Reagan Administration went s far ag to dismantic USDA’s civil rights program in 1983, feaving the
complaints to drift for years.

The Civil Rughts Action Tears concluded, as many others had suggesied, that with fow exceptions,
senior managers at the Depariment had not invested the time, effory, energy, and resources needed 1o
produco fundanienial change. As a resul, thore was hittle civil rights accountability, and managers and
supervisors who abused their power were largely free to do so without fear of consequences. Even
when discrimination was found to have occurred, appropriate disciplinary action was seldom taken.

On February 28, 1997, Secretary Glickman received the civil rights report. He promised that the plan
would not gather dust, but rather moved immediately into implementation. Speaking from USDA
headquarters, Glickman spoke to all USDA employees, including those i offices across the country
who were hooked up via satellite, "Our actsons today are meant {0 address both the problems and the
poreeptions that are cut there,” Glickman saidr "That starts by admitting that for far too long, USDA
has boon spen 3s ignoring senous, pervasive problems with our avil nights svloms o . Pmosot here to
point fingers, to cast blame, or to add any fuel to the fre. Um here simply 1o say, it is time 1o heal, We
cannot change the past, but we can and will set 2 new course for the future of this Department

The report was candid and reflocted disturbing perceptions based on listening sessions and data from
nuncrous reports.  Scerctary Glickman considered the report a rare and historic opportuntty to change
the cultwre of the Department of Agriculture. That very day, be created » new and uncquivocable
USDA civil rights pohicy: "It 1 now a condition of emplovment at the United States Departroent of
Agricubure that cvery employee treat every customer and coworker airly and equitably, with digaity
and respeet.”
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Espy’'s Groundwork

The Civil Rights Action Team recognized that USDA had been faying the groundwork for a major civil
rights initiative since the beginning of the Clinton-Gore Administration. As the first African-American
Seeretary of Agriculture, Mike Espy was cormmmitted to expanding equity and fatrness.,

Espy had the full support of the White House as he set out to tackle the issue of ¢ivil nights: In fact,-
Prosident Chunton's July 19, 1995, semorandum to all Exceutive Departinents and Agencies made cloar
that the Clinton-Gore Administration would “support affirmative measures that promote opportunitics

in eoployment, cducation, and Government contracting for Americans subjoct to discrimination or itg
continuing offects.” The President’s statement emphasized the continsing commitiment fo take
affirmative measures to eradicate the effects of discrimination in conformance with the Supremge

Coutt’s decision in Adarand Constructors, Ine. v. Pena, which some had used to stall affirmative action
efforts in USDA.

On April 18, 1994, the Department of Agriculture roceived an opinton from Walter Dellinger, Assistang
Attorngy Gengral, Office of Legal Counsel at the Justice Department, concluding that USDA could poy
damages to customers who had been discriminated against in USDA-conducted programs undor the
Equal Ceodit Opportunity Act

In accordance with an Administration-wide Initiative, Espy also expanded USDA’s civil rights poficy in
April 1993, to include barring discrimination against employees on the basis of sexual orientation. He
also established a Blue Ribbon Task Force on civit rights, which provided several recommendations
included in the Civil Rights Action Team’s report.

Turning Recommendations into Results

The Action Toam's report recommended o range of steps-92 in total--that centered around four braoad
cotcems: raanagement commitment o civil nights, program delivery and outreach, workforee diversity
and cmployment practices, and the organizational structure of civil rights responsibilifies in the
Department.  Speeific recommendations included: giving the Assistant Secratary of Administration full
authonty over civil rights; stripping county commitices of their authority to determine farm loans;
appointing 4 diverse commission to develop a national policy to address the needs of small farms;

* ereating State and National outreach councils; establishing full-time USDA Service Centers on Tribal
lands; ensuring all Service Centers are accessible to people with disabilitics; addressing the needs of
farmworkers; ircreasing the mvolvement of smiall and disadvantaged busingsses in USDA programs;
holdiag managers accountable for having a diverse pool of applicants for all job vacancics,
consulidating USDA’s civil rights functions ;zzziiur ORE ofﬁce and creating a civil rights division withia
the Dffce of U Generad Counsel,

To ensure that the roport’s recommendations would be transformed mvo results, the Seerstary-on the
same day he released the report=named Roed 1o be chairman of the Action Team, as the Acting
Assistant Seeectary for Administration, This move solidified Reed’s role as the Sceretary’s day-to-day
fieutenant on civil rights. Glickman then ordered the creation of a Civil Rights Implementation Team to
carry out the report’s recommendations, and he ordered USDA agencies to provide whatever staft and
FCSOUICES Necessary to complete the job.
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The Implementation Team guided the transformation of the eeport’s recommendations inte actions,
through activities ranging from setting up action scams and monitoring their progress fo drafling
Departmental regulations, policies, and procedures. The implementation team consisted of 30
cmployees from headquarters and the field who were detailed (ic., loaned) full time o USDA
hcadguarters for the job.

HBeginaning i Apal 1997, some 300 employees from all lewels throughout USDA began serving on 33
different action teams charged with realizing one or more of the recommendations. Collectively, the
teams represented the largest civil rights offort in USDA history, Each team used a systematic problem-
solving approach that was taitored to their specific task. Depending on the recomnmendation,
snplementation could entail new policies, new orgamizational units or revamping existing regulations.

I other cases, implementation ¢ame in the form of legislative or funding proposals. In all, the action
teams ergated more than 90 different policies, regulations, hargdbooks, snd other documents that all
served ong purpose-helping build a new and improved civil righis environment at USDA.

After months of work to implement the recommendations, much progress had been made to
institutionalize the change that USDA’s civil rights revolution had hrought about. As President Clinton
pursued his "one Amcrica” initiative, efforts to nurture racial healing in America, and received some
nidicule for attempting to address the sensitive issue, Glickman wrote lim a memo holding up USDA as
a realvworld example of how the ideals of inclustveness and racial harmony can be transformed into
conerete progress. “1 am increasingly concerned about a growing enemy from an unlikely cormer that
ustifes civil rights advocates and opponents alike. That enemy is cynicism,” Glickman wrote, I
wading through USDA’s problems, | quickly found that there is no substitute for nction, We set clear
goals. We laid cut an aggressive timeling, and we're sticking toit, The result is credibility, Fram the
people wio run our ageneis to the people whe answer the phones, foiks cloarly see that somuthing real
is happening, and they want o bea part of

Afier reviewing the Department’s offorts in detatl, Glickman ¢losed the memo with these comments:
*This is how we are finding sonw success in changing the culture of the Department of Agriculture, |
hope that our experiences may bo of some use m healing America’s ofd wounds .. . Thig President and
this Admimstration are umguely qualified 1o rise above mere talk. But if we are to give the American
people bope, Arst and foremost we must give them action.” Soon after, when the President gathered s
entire Cabinet for a mecting on the "one Ameriea" initiative, the "Glickman memoe” was ane of the very
first items included in the bricfing book.

Glickman workzd closcly with the White House and Congress to keop them informed and build support
for the fundamental changes be sought. The Sceretary testificd ropeatedly before the Congress,
including the House Agriculture Commitice and a spectal hearing of the Congressional Black Caucus,
to provide detatled information about the Department’s progress, The Sceretary routinely emphasized
that civil rights was his sumber one prionty in las specches and writings 1o USDA employees and
stakcholders

At thig point, the progress ut USDA was attracting national attention, Harvard Usiversity’s prestigious
Iohn F. Kennedy School of Government had a special interest in bow civil tights policy is changed i an
arganization, and it conducted a case study of the USDA cffort. The School approached the case from a
historic perspective and used it in their seminars for senior executives and as 3 management tool to be
shured vith other organizations in both the public and private sootor.
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[n July 1998, Secretary Glickman ramed as Ciwil Rights Dircetor an experienced civil rights mumager,
wha had the wlent and vision to carry out an effective civil tights strategy for the Department. The
Director was g civil rights attorney and senior official at the Equal Employment Opportunity
Comvmussion, and had sarved as general counset at the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. Carrving on
the civil iights coforms at the Department and fairly vesolving a class-action lawsuit brought by African.
American farmers were major issues confronting the new director,

While the harsh criticism of the Office of the General Counsel was unwarrented, the Seerctary bebioved
it was important {o institationalize change at USDA. One step was the creation of a civil rights division
© within USDA’s Office of the General Counscl. Before this move, the Office did not have any attormeys
dedicated full-time to civil rights. This omission was in sharp contrast to other major Foderat
departments, and was widely eriticized. The new division wag staffed with atforneys who specialize in
civil rights faw and are able to provide USDA with the cxportise it needs to enforee civil rights laws,
rules, and regulations. Fhe cscalation of USDA's in-house kegal exportise on civil nighis matters arrived
at a pivotal time,

Making U.S. History in the Courts _

A major devclopment in moving USDA s civil nght agenda forward was the historic settlement of the
consolidnted class action brought by African-American furmers nationwide alleging widespread race
discrimination in USDA farm programs. For many years prior to the filing of the class actions, several
African-America farmers had filed administrative complaints wath USDA alleging such
discrimination. Many others were thwarted in their attempts to file sech complamts.

In 1997, two class actions were filed by farmers i the United States District Court for the District of

© Columbia-ligfhrd v, Glickman and Brewington v. Glickmen. ABer an extonded period of discovory
and other preteinl matters, the two lawsuits were consohdated into one class action and Unted States
District Judge Paul Fricdman certificd the lawsuits as a olass achion,  Spoeifically, the class was defined
by Judec Fricdran as all African-American farmors who {13 farmed, or attemipted to farm, between
lanuary 1, 19R 1, and Decomber 31, 1996, (2) applicd to USDA during that time period for participation
in 2 Federa! farm credit or benefit program and whe belicved that they were disenminated against on
the basig of race in USDA’s response 1o that application, and (3) filed a discrimination complaint on or
before July 1, 1997, regarding USDA's treatment of such farm eredit or benefit apphication,

Nat long after the lawsuits were filed and the class was certified, DSDA begran iooking at the pogsibilay
of settling the class action, USDA and the Administration recogaized that the lavesuit raised logitimae
issucs regarding whither USDA had diseriminated against raany African-Amgrican farmets and had
failed to act in a timely manner on the coraplaints, The case highlighted the plight of these farmars, as
well as the intemal problesas with both USDA ficld staff and the processing of oivil rights complaints,
Thos, USDA and the Administration did not want to just iake a puscly defunsive stance in addressing
the class action. Instead, President Clinton’s USDA focused on resolving the legitimate claims of class
members.

As a result, scttlement options were explored by the Department of Justice and USDA. In addition,
discussions were held--among the Secretary, the Attorney General and even at times President Clinton--
that focused on seeking a resolution. The Seeretary made public his desire to reach a fair and cquitable
settlement.  Even after the decision was made to reach some settiomont of the case, the parties 1o the
lawsuit struggied to reach a consensus agreeable te all. In addition, because the claims of most of the

98


http:pivot.al

class members were barred by the statute of limitations, the Secretary and the Administration advocated
legisiation that would permit class members 10 sue despiie the fact that the statute of Bmitations had run
out on their clmms, Without such kegislation, which passed in October 1998, the class members would
not have been entitied fo any monetary damages,

A Congressional waiver of the statute of limitations is rare in U8, tegal history. 1oz 1998 opinion
piece m The Washington Post, Ghickman made a strong case forthe historic maturg of this achievement,
lekening the victory to Congress’ approval in the lute 1980s of reparations to Japanese American
survivors of World Was 1 intornment camps hore in the United States.  He explained the complex issue
this way!

"Because these old cases had sat on a shelf for so long~aot because of the fault of the
farmers but because of USDA’s own incompetence or worse~those complaints could not
be heard. None of these wrongs condd be set right without an act of Congress ... . 1 was
told many times that it could not be done. But, spurred on by the farmers, tough
negatiating, the perseverance of top Administration officials, and Congressional leaders
froan both partics, the impossible was made possiblc m this case. Now, for farmers
whose civil rights complaints went unaddressed, the door 13 open again. They finally
will have thar cases heard and, wheore justified, receive appropriste compensation.™

Once this legal roadblock was removed, other more surmountable hurdles replaced it The Secretary
continued fo meet with the Attomey Gencral 10 express his frustration with the negotiations, Fimally i
January 1999, after months of painful negotiation, the partics agreed to a settlement in the form of a
Consent Deeree. Even though an agrecement wag reached, Judge Fricdman atlowed any interested partics
to raise objections to the proposed Consent Decree before it was made final. A hearning was held so thit
the Judge could hear such objections. However, in g landmark opimton in April 1999, Judge Friedman
approved the Consomt Deeres and 8 took effect,

Under the terms of the Consent Decree, an ebigible class member could choose o have a clam procossed
under one of two claims processes. I order 1o sdminister such processes, USDA contracted out for an
independent Claims Facalitator o serve as the Adjudicator of certain ¢laims under the Consent Decree.
The first claims process, known as Track A, is an expedited process under which a claimant files a ¢laim
form under oath sctting forth the bases of the ¢laim. Claimants who provide written "substantial
gvidenee” of discrimination to an independent Adjudicator are awarded a $50,000 cash payment, a
paymest to the [RS of the taxes on this amoant, discharge of any cutstanding debt af issue, and other
equitable relief. Clatmants may also be heard in Track B, which requires a higher standard of proof, and
a hearing on the claim before an arbitrator, Clarmams who prevail receive a tilored scttlement including
a cash payment equad to actual damages and forgivencss of outstanding USDA foans affected by
discriminatory conduct.

Over 20,000 mdividuals have filed clatms under the Consent Decree, with the vast majority being Track
" A claims. As of November 2000, many thousands more individuals had sought permission to file a tate
claim. In the Track A claims, the Adiudicator has ruled in favor of the claimant in about 60 percent of
these cases. The adiwdicator has also directed USDA to cancel more than 38 million m loans for
claimants who il had unpard balances. Thice clasnants also provailed o date on Track B clams, and

* “Fairness for Black Farmers,” Dan Glickman, The Washington Post, 11371958,
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recvived substantial damages. Class members received over half' a billion dollars in damages, making
this one of the largest, o net the largest, civil rights settlements in U5, history,

Class mombors who provailed also recetved other relief, including prionty consideration, on a one-time
basis, for the purchase, lease, or other acguisition of inventory property, and priority consideration for
one direet farm ownership loan and one fanm operating loan. Loan applications will be viewed in a light
most favorable w0 the class member, and the amount and terms of any loan will be the most favorable
penmitted by law and USDA regulations. -The class member alse has a right to receive reasonable
technreal assistance to help with the preparation asd submission of an application for a loan or mventory
property. :

Judge Friedman also appointed a Monitor to oversee implementation of the Consent Degree: Randi Roth
was Exeoutive Diveetor of the Farmers™ Legal Action Group, a non-profit advocacy group representing
farmers, Many claimants who did not prevail on their chaims asked the Monitor to have their claims
reconsidered by the Adjudicator.

Several other Pigford-hike class action suits have boen filed claimung discrimmation in the delivery of
USDA farm programs. These include cases filed on behalf of Native Amercans, Latinos, white small-
scale farmurs, and Asians and women, These cases wore filed before the Statute of Limitations waiver
expired on October 21, 2000,

USDAs kegal journey was long, panstaking, and quite demanding on those who saw 1 through on a
daily basis. But the end result also was deeply rewarding for many, In October of 2000, Civil Righs
Director Gray pat it this way: “I was in Arkansas recently having a mecting with the Arkansas Black
Farmers Association, There was an elderly couple, cortaindy past their farming days. They were
probably i their carly 70s if nat older. They had boen farmers and they had come to this meeting to talk
about the Consent Decree .. . Here were people who had fanmed, who had lost theie farm, who were
certainly in thoir retirement years. They had been able through the Pigford Scitlement to get $50,000 10
help them Hive their last vears 4 little more comfortably. 1€ s those mectings that make me say "Yes, #
was wonth .7 °

The Five Pillars of A New Colture

By Qctobier 2000, the Deparimest had nearly every administrabve policy and procedure in place to
achieve its overnll goal of treating every employee and customer fairly and cquitably, with dignity and
respect. [t hiad changed the culture of USDA and re-tarmed the titlke of the "People’s Department.”

There is abundant evidence that significant progress was made during the Clinton Adnunistration toward
achicving the Department’s five civil rights goals:

I, Accountability .
Seeretary Glickman issued policies and procedures to "hold managers, supervisors, and other employess
accpuntable for ensuring that USDA customers and emplovees arg teeated farrdy and equitably, with
dignity and respect.” As a result, all agency heads now are rated on their civil rights record, and the
results are included in their annual performance appraisals-affecting their opportunities to eam pay
raises and bonuges, All agency heads also must sot civil rights performance standards for their managory

and supervisors and hold thom accountable for reaching these goals.
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USDA now requires that any finding of discrimination or settlement in a claim of discrimination against
USDA be referced to the Office of Human Resources Management staffs for appropriate action. USDA
employess now pay a price for discrmination.  Between January |, 1998, and June 30, 2000, the
Departiaent took Y7 disciphinary actions against employees for discrimination or mismanagement related
to civil rights. These actions included 14 dismissals and other actions, ranging from offictsd reprimands
1 SuspLnstons.

The Department now requires each USDA agency 1o do a full compliance review of its civil righis
employment program. 1o ensure impartiality, these reviews are conductid by outside contractors. Civil
rights deficiencies that surface are corrected 25 soen as possibic.

To help get to the bottom of persistent civil rights challenges, the Seorctary contracted with outside firms
during October 2000, 1o crente accountability teams to review USDA oftices responsible for a high
murtiber of civil rights conplaints, To date, the teams have visited more than 30 ficld offices to review
operationg, infervicw witnesses, nnd determing why complaints persist and what factors may cause them,

2. Equal Access

Secretary Glickman’s second civil rights goal was to "ensure equal access and provide equal treatment in
the delivery of USDA programs and services to all customers,”  Toward this ond, the Departmoent
embarked on a major cxpangion of its cutreach efforts in order 1o increase minority participation in
AJSDA programs. USDA also made 3 major pnority of climinating the backlog n program
discrimination compiaints that had built up for nearly 20 years duc o the neglect of prior
administrations. USDA worked cffectively with Congress to enact legiskation that results in greater State
support for the 17 hustorically Black land-grant universities and Tuskeges,

Outreach Expanded. Glickman sstablished the USDA Office of Outreach in 1997 1o coordinate outreach
throughout USDA, especially through expanding partnerships with community organizations. The
Office administers the Outecach and Technical Assistance to Socially Disadvantaged Farmers (2501)
program, which 1s conducted in parinership with comnmunity-based organizations, 1890 and 1994 land-
grant eolleges and universities, Hispanic-serving educational institutions, and other post-secondary
mstitutions with expericnce in providing agricultural education or services 1o socially disadvantaged
farmes and ranchers.

Seeretary Glickman organized State Owtreach Councils in each state composed of the heads of the USDA
agencics and other Federal and state cooperating agencics and organizations. Annually, these councils
developed plans for reaching the underserved and coordinating their outreach cfforts, The Seerctary also
appointed a Small Farms Commission, ereated an Office of Small Farms, and cmploved a farmworker
coordinator, In addition, to make USDA programs and service more readily available to American
Indians, 136 UUSDA offices have heen focated on tribal fands.

Minority Participation iereased. When President Clinton camg into office, 94 percent of all Farm
Service Agency county commitivess had no female or minornity reprosentation. To help ensure greater
representation, Secretary Ghickman required the appomntment of nunornity advisors to the commitices i
areas with relatively high concentrations of minonty farmers. As the result of continued progress, by
1996 47 percent of all the Farm Service Agency State commitice members were minoritics and women,
and the number of minotities and women serving on county committees increased by 26 percent between
1998 and 1999 alone. On October 11, 2000, the Secretary approved new county committee election
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procedures to easure fair elections and o see that more socially disadvantaged farmers have 2 voice in
key docisions about LS, farm policy,

Enhanced outreach cfforts also greatly improved USDA’s record of making farm Joans to minenity and
women farmers. The dollar amount of USDA direct and gusranteed farm operating loans and dircet farm
ownership loans going to minorities and women increased by 50 percent between FY 1997 and FY 1999
alone. Also, the amount of guaranteed farm ownership loans to these groups almost doubled.

Hacklog of Complaints Resoived, By the time President Clinton’s USDA began addressing the

Department’s civil nghts shortcomings in earnest, USDA had built up a backlog of some 1,088 customer

program complhaunts, Many of these complaints had been filed during the 1980s when USDA's )

depariment-level civil rights office was dismantled by prior Administrations. By the end of the Clinton

Adminisration, aif but three of these complaints had been resaldved, and new procedures wers in plase to
“rosolve future complaints in o far more fair and timely manner.

State Marching Funds Reguired ot Hixtorically Black Land-CGrom Universities and Tuskepee.  There
have been long-standing requirements in Federal legislation that States must at feast match Federal funds
that go to the major land-grant ingtitutions cstablished under the Morrill Act of 1862, and these .
mstitutions have benefitted enormously from the State-Federal partierships that have formed and grown
over long peniods of tme. T contrast, Federal support for research and extension at the Historically
Blagk 1890 Universitics and Tugkegee was only begun in 1973 and until legiskation enacted in 1598
became law, there were no requirements at all for State funding for these programs. Secretary Glickman
was a strong advocate for provisions in the Agriculbwral Regearch, Extension, and Education Reform At
of 1998, which for the first time imposad State matching requrernents on the receipt of Foderad funds for
research and cxiension. When fully implemented, this requirement will yesult in a 50-percent iscrease in
resources over what they might otherwise have been.

3. Workforce Diversity :

Secretary Glickman’s third civil rights goal was to "climinate under-representation in the workforee by
recruiting and employing a highly skilled, competent, and diverse workforce, free of discrimination,
reprisal, and sexual harassment.” A number of initiatives were targeted to meet this poal.

Efferty {o Inerease Diversity. Even before the President’s uly 2000 Executive Order that the
Government hire a total of 100,000 new emplovees with disabiliies, USDA wag in the forefront in this
area. Searctary Ghickman established an advisary commities o Tuous ationtion on the unigue needs of
emplayees and applicants with disabilitics, and to improve the Department’s hining record. In 1998, the
committee issued a report entitled 4 Time for Change, making a serics of recommendations. In 1999, the
comnittee conducted a broad survey of enplovees to defermine where 10 concentrate specific oftorts, {n
2000, USDA 1ssucd a policy on reasonable accommaodations to help crployers with disabibities function
at peak efficiency and to folly utilize their potential. The Committes also mstituted a pilot mentoring
program for employees with disabilitics. In addition, the Department’s state-of-the-art Technology
Accesnible Resources Gives Employment Today (TARGET) Centers are acknowledged Government

" leaders in helping managers and employees with accessible technologics and acsomemodations for
pursons with disabilities.
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The [icpartmcnt also is a leader 1n reaching cut to the Hispanic community. In May 20060, the Seorctary
invited leaders of the 15 largest national Hispanic organizations to meet with him and his senfor staff. At
the meeting, Glickman sought wavs the Department could improve emplovee recruitment and retertion,
and forge partnerships and atliances with Hispanic groups. Led by the Secretary’s Hispanic Advisory
Council, the Department doveloped a far-reaching Hispanic Employment Plan, which included
gxpanding the number of positions recruited, and increasing the use of bilingual/bicultural certification.

The Department also successfully carried out President Clinton’s Executive Order on increasing outrcach -
te underserved vommunities of Amian Americans and Pacitic Islanders. A group with representatives
from every USDA mission arca and from the throe Asian American and Pacific istander employee
organizations prepared an action plan which was released on July 135, 2060 recommending targeted
college recruitment; more USDA publications in languages such as Chinese, Hmong, and Victnamicse,
and expanded outreach and partnerships with community organtzations and cducational institutions.

To ensure that the Department continues to hear cmployee concerns, the Secretary announced the
cstablishment of frve new minority cmployee advisory commitices in 2000--one cach for African-
Amcricans, Astan Americans and Pacific Islanders, Native Amoricans, women, and gays and lesbians.
These were in addition to the twe existing advisory commuttess representing Hispanics and people with -
disabifities. In addition a diversity council made up of two representatives from cach commitiee was
formoed to advisc the Sceretary,

To address concerns, and ensure the fair and equitable treatment of gay and lcshian emplovees and
customers, Civil Rights Director Oray apponted the Second USDA Task Force on Sexual Orientation in
July 1999, The following vear, the task force submitted a report including 20 recommendations {0 the
Secretary, Secretary Glickman then charged Paul Fiddick, Assistant Secretary for Admimstration, 1o
work with the newly created couneil to carry out the recommendations, which included developing an
gmployee masual on avemes of redress for discrimumation complaints, providing sexual onentation
training for managers, and imtisting 4 "Safo Space” program.  In addition, the counctl was asked to
furthor study fove recommendations rolating to partner beaefits and sexval orientation nondiscrmmination
1 CHSTOMET Service.

Diversity Improved. As a result of these efforts to improve the working environment for ali USDA
ctuployees and to step up recruitment offorts, the Department made good progress toward Presudent
Clinton’s goal of a workforee that locks lke America. Even though the Department’s total workforee
decreased by more than 13 peroent since 1993 representation of minoritics and women steadily
improved,
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African Americans 94 0.8 s

Hispanics 4.1 4.8 36

Asian Americans/ 1.7 2.0 33
Pacific Kslanders

Native Americans 2.4 2.6 id
Porzons with 84 7o GE
Disabilitics

Womin 411 419 535

Employment Complaings, The Department of Agriculture is a large and widely dispersed organization.
With 106,000 permanent and temporary employees, it is the fifth largest Cabinet agency by employment.
But on a per capita basig, USDA is in the middle of the pack in the rate of Equal Employment
Opportunity complaints-standing exactly at the Government average of 1% por vear,

USDA closed an average of 744 employment complamis per vear during the 199599, This i1s more than
all but three other Cabinet agencies.  Howgvgr, the Department recetved an average of 833 complainis a
vear for the same periced, I 2000, 758 foomal coiployment complaints were filed, which is the lowest
number since 1996. To address thom, USDA engaged contractors to review 360 complaints, recommand
action, and drafl appropriate letiors for ratification,

Efforts tn reach guick, fair complioing resolutions.  In addition to more officiently processing complaints,
major offorts wre enderway o quickly reach a fatr resolution,  Alternative dispute resolution is
increasingly being used, By offering ways to resolve workplace dispuies besides filing a formal
discrimmation complaing, altornative dispute resolution can bring carly resolution to more conflicts and
reduce the stress and disruption often associated with a complaint.

4. Sufficient Resources

Scerctary Glickman's fourth civil nights goal was to "provide sufficrent human, fiscal, and grganizational
resources, and train all employees, 1o institute an effective civil rights program ” USDA identified civid
rights and diversity training as a ertical means. for getting all employees to treat USDIA co-workers and
customers fairly and cguitably, with dignity and respect. As a resalt, the Seorctary issued regulations
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requiring annual civil rights and diversity training Yor ail cmplovees, plus special training for supervisors,
managers, and cxecutives. More than 99 percont of employees received at feast o halfeday of civil rights
and diversity training in 1998, and again in 1999, In 2000, individual apencics offered training to their
smployecs and the Office of Civil Rights, through an automated on<ine training course covering key
civil rights and diversity topics. The state-ofethoaart, interactive, low-cost way of reaching employees in
all 15,600 Jocations worldwide was the first comprehensive, departmentwide training, consistent with
President Clinton’s Exceutive Order 13111, "Using Technology to Improve Training Opportusitics for
Federal Government Employees,”

In accordance with USDA’s new civil rights policy, each agency is roguired to have a Civil Rights
Dircctor whiy reports directly to the agency head, and to have o civl rights program thot mcludes
program planning, cvaluation and compliance, and complamis management. The policy ais0 requires
agency heads to allocate suffscient resources and assign irained quahficd staff in sufficient numbors to
support the agency’s obligations for developing and implomenting 3 comprehensive ol rights program.

5. Procurement

Diversifying USDA procuremgnt and contracting activities was Seeretary Glickman's fifth civil rights
goal, To achicve st the Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization expanded its outreach
offorts o enswre greater participation of small and under-represented businesses. In support of these
efforts, USDA agencies also developed outreach plans, The plans target underrepresented small business
groups 1o assist them in becoming more competitive,

These efforts led to two new programs dedicated to enbance srealt businesses to rural areas. The Small
Business Education and Development Program works to stimulate the rural cconomic base! promote the
growth and stability of small busincsses located in rural America; identify markets for agricultural
products of small, limited-resource farmers; and provide aeocss to educational and technical resources,
Bringing Rural Amgrica Venture Opportunitios helps assist Tnbal ontitics in cstablishing srall, start-up
wformation technology companices,
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In 1999 USDA awarded 2,330 contracts fo socially disadvantaged and minority firms- 12,9 percent of
all contracts awarded. These contracts totaled 330K million. Under the Clinton Administration, USDA
nearly doubled the proportion of its contracts geing to socially disadvantaged and minority firms, making
i one of the Isaders in the Federsd Goverinent in this vital arca,

What Remains to be Done .

When the dust settled and the Administration’s dav came 1o a ¢lose, nearly every recommendation of the
Civil Rights Action Team that Secretary Glickman had authority to implement was acted on. Without 5
doubt, this landmark cffort had changed the culture of the Bepariment of Agriculture, While much of the
change has been institutionalized at USDA, the eezztzmzcd commitment of the Nation's leaders is
essential,

Congress, in particular, has significant opportunitios to carry on the civil rights progress of President
Chnton’s USDA. Eloven of the toam's secommendations that have yet to be implementzd require
legisiateve changes, The most controversial (and many would argue the most essential) among them is
the proposal to convert county Farm Service Agency omplovess to Federal status, Many USDA
employies who work in offices across the country are not Federal civil sernvants. Even though the
Foderal Government pays their salaries, they are subject 1o a separate personnel systorn that answeres 1o
the local farmer-clectod county committees, rather than to the Secretary of Agriculture, Many believe
that this system stands in the way of uniform civil rights accountability throughout USDA, and allows
pockets of discriminaion to persist in certain parts of the country.  On the other side of the issue,
hewever, are several powerful members of Congress who represent largely agricultaral districts and who
waorry that converting these emplovees ta Federal status might take away some of the local flexibility m
administering farm programs. While Glickman strongly argued for the conversion, making cloar that a
distinction could be made between local flexibility in farm programs and illegal Jocal flexibility in
Federal civil rights lau s, the palitically volatide 1ssue has vet 1o make any signtficant headway i
Confiress.

Conclusion

“Youw've got to go back to the beginning. . . . | turned over 8 rock here and found a 1ot of stuff

that hadn’t been dealt with in decades. The Government had neglected these issues for too long .
. T douht there is another agency in Government that has made anywhere near the progress we

have, We started a lot further back. We had a lot further to go.” This is the way Secretary

CGlickman summarized the status of civil rights at the Department of Agriculture in an interview

m the Washington Post n the fall of 2000.

Evidence.of how far the Department has come in civil rights and diversity since 1993 is
abundant. Participation of minorities and women in farm programs has increased dramatically;
the processing times for farm ownership and operating loans has declined markedly; diversity of
the workforce has improved signsficantly in all racial/ethnic groups; all employees are receiving
civil rights and diversity training anmually; contracts with socally disadvantaged and minonity
firms bave more than doubled; and the number of ;zzz:zgram and employment complaints is
declining,
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The Department has the regulations, policies, procedures, and organizational structure in place to
keep these trends improving and to achieve its overall goal of treating all customers and all
employees fairly and equitably, with dignity and respect. USDA is changing uts culture, re-
earning its title of "The People’s Department," and emerging as the leader in civil rights among
the Federal agencies,

When President Clinton took the oath of office, he placed his hand on a specific passage in the
Bible, 1t was Isatah 38,12, and it read, "Thou shalt raise up the foundations of many generations,
and thou shalt be called the repairer of the breach, the restorer of paths to dwell in¥ While the
Nation still has a long journey abead of it to truly-embody the strength that can be found m its
myriad diversity, President Clinton’s effort to begin a dialogue and the process of healing old
wounds will bave is place in history. And the work at USDA will forever be the
Administration’s most conerete example of the possibility of transforming ideals into action, of
healing a painful past and building a shared future of progress.
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5. Defending and Strengthening the Federal

Nutrition Safety Net
Promoting Health, Fighting Hunger Amid Prosperity

"The last 4 vears have seen an American economy thal Is roaring into prosperity.
... But we can never forget that afl is not vight with America. Tonight in
America~the land of plerty~parents will whisper, trying not to wake the children,
and struggle 1o figure out how (o make ends meel, how to get food on the table.
And in another room, their children will be trying to fall asteep and trving to
ignore the sore pain of hunger. Those of us whe are parents feel thelr pain in our
owst hearts. Those of us who are Americans feel their pain in our Nation's
spirit " '

Vice President Al Gore

National Summit on Food Recovery and Gleaning

September 15, 1997

"We stand af the dawn of a new century in the world’s most powerful Nation.
Oury military, eur economics, our leadership are unrivaled. What should we do
with all this sirength and abundance? I say we show the world what true
leadership means. I saw we dextray an enemy that has never known defeat,
United, we can beat hunger and lurst to the world and say, 'ves, it can be done.’ 7
Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman’
National Summit on Food Recovery and Gleaning
September 15, 1997

When maost people are asked to think about the Chnton Adrainistration’s logacy fighting hunger,
they are hikely to coniure up images of UN. troops arrlifting USDA-purchased fo0ds to refugees
floeing the war i Kosove, or the prompt, massive respense of the Administration to requests for
humanitarian food donations to avert a faming of epidemic propertions in the Hom of Africa.
Given the historic ceonomic oxpansion that occurred i the United States during the Clinton
vears, more Americans are likely o think of hunger as a challengs halfway around the world,
rather than halfway across town, '

Yet in selecting hig two Secretaries of Agriculture, President Clinton chose men who would
never forget that cven in the midst of an unprocedented era of prospenty, nearly 10 million
Americans hived in houscholds that were forced %0 make impossible choioes hebween miedicing,
meals and other basie needs,  From protecting food stamps and school hunches from an
unprecedented assault by g new Republican leadership in Congress (o expanding community-
hased food recovery offorte-this Administration made clear that it would not only fight for a
strong economy, but also work townrd the day when the wealthicst Nation on earth could use s
power o climinaie bunger m America and dramatically reduce its presence around the world.
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The Administration also invested heavily in nutrition research to expand the body of scientific
knowledge ilommating the powerful ties between nutrition and health. 1t alse did more than any
Admnistration before 1t o translate this knowledge into healthier cating habits among the
general public. As a result, the Chnton Adwumistration leaves as its legasy o reinvigorated role
for the U.S. Government in fighting hunger across the country and around the world, 2s well as
strong lasting programs, tools, and scientific knowledge that will help improve America’s health
for generations to come, '

A Changing Political Landscape _
Bill Cinton came to the presidency with a ¢lear viston of the role of Government: to give
people who work hard and play by the rules the toois to make the most of their own lives,
{ne of the Federal Government’s most important roles is to ensure that children and low-
income people have access to the nutritious food that they need to lead healthy,
praductive lives. When the Clinton Administratton took office in 1993, Federal food
assistance programs faced the challenge of significant change. For much of their history,
the economic needs of agricultural producers and the nutrition needs of the poor
converged to form a strong base of support for USDA’s anti-hunger programs, But in
recent decades, important changes occurred in the political environment surrounding
these efforts.

With the rapid suburbanization of the country, the number of Members of Congress
representing primarily agricultural constituencies had been declning for years.
Redistricting also reduced the number of Members of Congress representing low-income
populations. These changes weakened the political alliance that had created the Federal
nutrition safety net, leaving it vulnerable to a new trend in Washington~the drive to
“devolve.” This movemsnt peaked in 1993 with the change in House leadership, and the
desire of many in the new Republican majority to dismantle Federal programs and returs
the money back to the States to address the issue {or not) as they saw fit,

Key Administration Priorities

The Clinton Admunistration recognized from the outset that Federal nutrition programs
were vital tools, not just for those on welfarg, but also for the working poor, those trying
to make the transition from economic dependency to work, and for all of the Nation's
children, The Adminmistration also knew that the programs needed to be reformed to
better meet the nutrition needs of the 21* Century, In accordance with the
Administration’s strong belief that no Americang should be leRt behind, it stepped beyond
the traditional goal of reducing hunger through food benefits, and set the only goal
conscionable for the wealthiest and most agriculturally abundant Federal on earth- to
work toward the day when this Nation can eliminate hunger and focus not just on filling
empty bellies, but also on unproving nutrition and heaith. To help harness the exploston
in scientific understanding of the powerful ties between nutrition and health, the Clinton
Administration also created the Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion, and charged
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this new entity with the task of connecting the latest scientific research to the nutrition
needs of the American public,

In pursuit of this ambitious agenda, the Clinton Administration set out a clear strategy. to
strengthen the Nation's food assistance programs and reposition them as sufrizion
assistance programs that are effective, major contributors to the nutrition and health of the

“Nation. By improving the effectiveness of the programs, in fighting hunger, promoting
nutrition, wnd addressing lingening issues regarding program integrity, the Administration
ultimately restored a firm base of support for these programs. As a part of this strategy,
President Clinton’s USDA pursued three major priorities:

» To strengthen the stnacture of Federal nutrition programs, so that they fight

hunger and maprove food security effectively in every State in the Nation,
. To integrate modern nuttition knowledge into the programs by improving the

muritional quality of food benefits, increasing nutrition education, and promoting
healthy eating habits, and '

. To reform the programs to ensure their integnty and cost-effectiveness, n order to
bolster public confidence that these tax dollars are spent fighting hunger and
prafmoting nutrition.

in gach of these areas, the Adninistration took major strides in meeting the Government’s
evolving nutrition respongibilities by

o Preserving a national system of nutrition assistance programs with national
standards that reach all those in need, no matter where they live,
Improving the nutrition quality of program benefits to promote good health,
Developing state-of-the-ant nutrition education strategies that work across,
programs to help program participants choose and enjoy a healthful diet

. Creating a nutrition policy and promotion ergantzation within USDA 1o promote
improved natrition for all Americans, and .
. Improving progran administration through technology and quality management,

Strengthening America’s Food Security Safety Net

Federal nutntion assistance programs are a centesl part of our Nistion's committrient that in a
land of abundance, no me should have to go hungry, The Clinton Admintstration fought to
prescrve these programs against ¢fforts to cut their furding, and to end the nattonad standards
that ensure that they reach all those in need, wherever they live, 1t won this fight, and west oo T
significantly expand and improve access 4 these vital programs.

Protecting the Structure of Nutrition Assistance

With the emergence of & Republican majority in Congress in 1995, the Administration
faced a major effort to dismantie Federal nutrition assistance. As a key component of its
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"Contract with Amenica,” the new House Speaker Newt Gingrich and his Congressional
leadersiip proposed fo convert the Food Stamp, Child Nutrition, and WIC programs into
block grants to States. They also sought to hiat funding in future years in ways that
would prevent the programs from keeping pace with a growing U.S, population.

The Clinton Administration viewed these policy changes as a direct assault on the
national commitment to providing nutrition assistance to every child and low-income
person who needs it. They charged that the other side was pressing g wolf in sheep’s
clothing~working to undo the popular Federal nutrition safety net under the popular
banner of "welfare reform® The Administration and their Democratic allies in Congress
took their argument to the American people~dismantling the Republican proposal ina -
thorough, fact-based analysis, The Administration made clear that by ending the National
School Lunch Program and other Federal nutrition efforts, and simply sending the money
to States as block grants, there was no guarantee the money would be spent feeding
children and families. And there would be no assurance that States adhere 1o any
nutrition standards that ensure children eat wholesome meals that improve their health.

The bottam line? The Republican plan broke faith with the hallowed tradition in
America of fighting hunger across the Nation. Under this proposal, there would be no
guarantee that a child in Wichita, Kansas, and a child in New York, New York, would
have the sume access to healthy school meals. [n other words, the wildly popular Federal
nutrition safety net that had been built up over the past 20 years would be gone

President Clinton knew where the vast majority of the American people stood on the
issue of Federal nutrition programs. In leading the defense, he called the Republican plan
“at odds with American values,”

The pivotal public event in this debate-indeed, the event that may have furned the tide
against block-grants-was President Clinton's visit to an Alexandria, Virginia, school on
March 9, 1993, There, he decried the short-sightedness of the Republican proposals: -

"Schoo! lunches have always boon seen by both Demoerats and Republicans as an essential part
of student education... .. Unfortunately, this year, some mombers of the new Congress have
decided thas eutting this program would be a good way of cutting Government spending and
financing tax cuts for upper-income Americans. This is penny-wise and pound-foolish,

¥
“While saving some money now, these nutrition programs for schoolchildren and for women and
for infants save several dollaes 1o social costs for every dollar we spend on them. The American
people want a Govemment that works better and costs less, not a Government that works worse
ared costs more ... We have to give our children more support so they can make the most of
their own hves”

That day, President Clinton turned the political tide againgt the block-gram proposat. Many also
believe that he ended the "honeymoon® of the new Republican lcadership in Congress and
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revealed o the American people a dark side to their then-popular "Contract with America.” By
revealing how plamly at odds their proposal was with basic American values, he dealt a sovere
political blow to his apponents and seoured a major victkary for the Nations nutrition safoty net,
In fact, 1 bater years when similar proposals were put forth that would curb the Nation™s anti-
Inenger efforts, imvariably moderate Republicans would step forward and urge their colleagues
not to put ther panty through "School Lunch 2.7

In the months that followed, the Administration fought to preserve the school meals
programs and other nutrition agsistance programs. The President twice vetoed welfare
reform bills passed by Congress, in part because they included deep cuts in the Food
Stamp Program. Because the Administration stood firm, this program continues to
provide nutrition assistance for children and low-income people across the Federal,
Nevertheless, the President remained commmitted to real welfare reform-reform that
moved more people into the work force, without pushing more families Into hunger--and
later worked toward the passage of welfare reform in 1996 In 1998, President Clinton
explained his position this way!’ ‘

*1 remember when we had the debate on welfare reform, and [ vetoed the first two bills
and 1 signed the third one.... The two | vetoed said, we're going 1o make you ga to work
if vou're able bodied, and if you bave to give up being a good paront, that’s fine with s,
We're not going fo give your kids Medicaid. We're not golng to give your kids food
stamps, We're not gotng to provide adequate childeare for vou. The most important thing
is work, and if you can’t be a good parci, that's tough, | still beliove that [being a parent
is] the most important job in America. So when they fixed the bill, | signed #t.®

Implementing Welfare Reform

Welfare reform was signed mto law by President Clinton on August 22, 1996, reﬂectm g
significant improvements from the original Republican version. However, the final
legistation did include provisions limiting access to Food Stamps and other nutrition
benefits for legal immigrants and other categories of people, When signing the bill,
President Clinton made clear that a number of provisions limiting access to the Food
Stamp Program went too far, So the Administration went to work immediately to soften
the harsh edges of the new law. President Clinton and Secretary Glickman saw food
stamps not only a5 a benefit to the unemployed, but also as a key toot for the working
poor to help them make ends meet ~ a key tool to help ensure a successful transition from
welfare to work. So in carrying out the historic reform of the Federal’s welfare system,
USDA worked to ensure that Food Stamps and other Federal nutnition assistance
contimied o support the basic food and nutrition needs of the waorking poor. Key efforts
under this banner included:

»  Restoring benefits for legol immigrants: The Adminstration allowed States to
offer benefits 10 over 172,000 legal immigrants who were stripped of their Federal

' Ramarks to the New Demoorat Network Disser, July 13, 1998
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benefits under the new law, and secured a 1998 law that restored Food Stamps for
225,000 legal immigrant children, sentors, and people with disabilities who lost
them under welfare reform. The Administration proposed further restorations, but
Congress did not enact them.

. Helping Working lramilies Buy Food: In 1999 and 2000, the Admimstration took
action to help ensure access to food stamps for the working poor. USDA changed
its policies to make it easier for working families to own a car and still receive
food stamps. This was an essential ptece of ensuring that food stamps could assist
the transition from welfare to work, In 2000, the Administration also raised the
fimit on how much a family could dedect from s income for rent, helping make
focd stamps available to more households whose ability to purchase a nutritious
diet is diminished by high housing costs.

. Informing Potential Recipients: As welfare reform became a reality, USDA also
noted a sharp decling in Food Stamp Program participation--a drop that could not
be explained entirely by the new law or improvements in the economy. Many
believed the dechne was due to confusion over eligibility. So starting in July
1999, the Adminisiration launched a national public education campaign and a
toll-free hotline, m English and Spamsh to raise awareness about food stamp
eligibility and benefits.

» Protecting Unemployed Adufis: Since 1997, the Administration worked with
States 1o exempt unemployed adults from Food Stamp time limits tn areas where
work is not available. Ultimately, persistent poverty areas in 36 States received
exemptions. The Administration also greatly increased funding for States to
provide employment and training opportunities for food stamp recipients,

. Improving Food Stamp Program Access: To ensure food stamps reach all who
need them, the Admimstration developed access guides--for working families and
for elderly people. The guides are used by program administrators and advocates,
USDA also initiated access reviews around the country to better ensure the
program’s responsiveness to all potential applicants, ‘

WIC Program Growth

From the beginning, the Administration made a major commitment to the WiC Program,
recognizing its effectiveness not only in improving the health of at-risk low-income
women arsd their children, but also in reducing the health care costs that result from lack
of preventive care. Year after year, USDA secured sigmificant budget increases, aimed at
moving toward the goal of attaming full participation among eligible pregnant women,
new mothers, and their young children, The numbers tell the story: in FY92, WIC served
3.4 million people. By FY99, 7.5 mllion participants were served.



The Administration also championed major improvements to the WIC Program. For
example, USDA established, through 2 unique Federal/State/local partnership, uniform
criterig for the nutritional risks that determine who 13 eligible for the program, promoting
fairness and consistency in the way WIC operates across the Federal.

The Administration also pursued rebates on infant formula purchases, to maximize the
program’s abibty to reach as many eligible people and stretch every program dollar, This has
been one of the most successful cost-saving measures ever initiated in the Federal
Gavernment, and the rebates enable the program 1o serve many more people. In FY 1992,
rebates were $755 million; by FY 2000, rebatc savings are projected at approximately $1.5
billion, supporting over 25 percent of current caseload.

WIC is supplemented in some areas by the WIC Farmers” Market Nutrition Program, which
provides additional benefits for WIC participants that they can redeem for fresh produce at
participating farmers markets. USDA increased the size of the program nearly six-fold~from
33.2 milhon in FY 1993 to 320 million in FY2001 The growth in funding has increased the
ravenue of thousands of small and mited resource farmers and improved the diets of
milliong of low-income women, infants, and children.

Expanding Child Nutrition Program Access .

Teachers, school administrators, and the public health community have long recognized the
value of LJSDA’s Child Nutntion Programs.  But the increase in recent yvears of after-school
care, educational, and recreational programs—and the Clinten Administration’s major
emphasis on expanding these important programs—highlighted the need to provide nutritious
food for children beyond the school setting.

‘The Administration worked closely with key members of Congress to develop and propose
an expansion of after-school snack programs to children up to age 18. The proposal was
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included in the 1998 reauthorization of the WIC and Child Nutrition Programs. ¢ represents
the Administration’s success in secuting passage of the first legistative proposal to expand
these programs offered by an Executive Branch in 20 vears, and has resulted in provision of
millions of nuiritious snacks to children m afler-school settings. This effort provided a major
incentive for at-risk children to come to afler-school settimgs and stay off the streets during
the hours teenagers are most likely to get into trouble. USDA’s effort was part of a broader
Admimstration endeavor-led primarily by Mrs, Clinton~to expand after-school programs, so
at-risk children had safe, healthful and productive places to spend these critical hours.

Promoting Gleaning and Food Recovery

More than one quarter of the food produced in this country each year is thrown out-edible vet
unused-by grocery stores, restaurants and others at the retail and food service levels,
Sparking & major mcrease in the gleaning and food recovery efforts led by national grass-
roots organizations such as Second Harvest and Share Our Strength was & personal mission
of Secretary Dan Glickman. In evangelizing on the issue, Glickman frequeatly quotad a
passage from the Old Testament: "When you reap the harvest of your land, do not reap the
corners of your field, and do not glean the fallen ears of your crop .. vou must leave them for
the poor and the stranger.” Glickman understood full well that private antihunger efforts
could never replace a strong Federal autrition safety net that the Administration so effectively
defended and expanded. But he also worked diligently 1o encourage private, community-
based efforts to ensure more wholesome food reached hungry families who need it.

Toward this ¢nd, the Administration secured enactment of the "Bill Emcrson Good Samaritan Fooid
Donations Act,” which exempts those whe recover or donate food from any potential liability, The
new law made it far casier for citizens and busingsses 1o donate unnceded food to soup kitchens and
other charitios, Glickman also held the first National Summit on Food Recovery in Scptember 1997,
There, Scorctary Glickman and Vice President Gore set an ambaticus goal 10 increase by 33 percent
the amount of food recoversd nationwide.  Since then, USDA has ied offorts 1o oreats grass-1ools
food recovery prajucts in more than 40 States, m conjunction with farmers and ranchers, through
which more than 1 million pounds of excess food has been collected for donation.

USDA has disiributed a number of useful information resourees that liclp people start, oxpand, and
volunteet for nonprofit food recovery activitics. The Departiment also helped to establish a new
partnership between Hewiett Packard and America’s Second Harvest te create and run an Internet-
based “hub" that links growers, manufacturers, processors, shippers, and distributors with the
America’s Sceond Harvest food bank network to holp get mote fod o hvngry people rather than go
to waste. Al of these efforts have helped billions of pounds of wholesome nutritious food reach the
tmouths of the hungry, rather than the mouth of a dumpster, ‘
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Glickman was a die-hard advocate of gleaning. His commitment stretched back well into his carly
years in Congeess, As Seerctary he not only pushed for more Federal resources to expand and
support grass-roots food recovery cfforts, he also made s habit of asking virtually every group he
was in contact with 1o help ~ Be i a conference luncheon he was speaking to or a restaurant he went
to in his personal tme. Scerctary Glickman also was quick 10 get the rest of the Federal Gavernment
it o the aot-not only in the cafeterias at their headquartors, but in all agpects of their work, The
wdea came from a conversation he had with the President. When speaking at the Foodchain Anssual
Conforence in Apnl, 1997, he told the story this way,

"1 never forget telling President Clinton that USDA’s cafeteria donates sts excess
food. His eyes lit up, He wanted all Federal agencies to follow USDA’s lead. We
first talked a fow wevks before Thanksgiving, Ry the holiday weekend, be was
giving a radio address vrging people to ensure that good food gets 1o people who
need it 2 whole kot more than a dumpster does. 1t wasn’t a passing fancy, cither,
Just a fow weeks ago, Presideat Chinton asked me W make a presemtation on food
reseue fo the tull Cabinet. It was a very seceptive audience. I'm now heading an
Interagancy Task Force to make the Federal Governenent a heavyweight donor to
groups ke Foodehain, We're asking Justice to logk at their Federal prison system.
terior will talk to their concessionaires. And, Dofense is going to eyeball their
moess huifls,”
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Food Security Measurement

Recognizing the need for a rigorous measure of food sceurity and hunger in the United States, USDA
developed a survey to determing o household's food security status.  Building on over o decade of
rescarch, the measure was first ficlded a5 a large-scale survey effort 1o measure the extent of food
insecurity and hunger armong American houscholds in 1993, Since then, it has been fislded annually
as a supplement to the Crrrent Popudation Survey, a monthly labor-force survey conducted by the
Census Burenu  The measere 13 widely recogmized as the state-of-the-ant assessmont of food security
and hunger in the United States. The figures reveal that hunger romains a persistent problem despite
the Nations histaric economic expansion during the Chinton-Gore vears, undarscoring the
mportance of o continuedd strong Federal nutnition safety net.

Community Feod Security Initiative

In 1999, USDA launched a govermmentwide Community Food Secunty Inibiative to help
communitics build their grass-roots copacity te decrease hunger, improve nutrition, and help familics
move from poverty to selfesufficicncy in their local arcas. The Initiative builds vital links between
USDA and nonprofit groups, buginesses, and private citizens, as well as with State, local, and Tribal
governments. These stronger tics all work toward onc goal: helping communitics across America
cnd hunger. Without hiring a single Federal employee, the Initiative: generated more than 100 new
public, private, and nonprofit sector commtments to fight hunger and strengthen local food systems;
recovered more than 10 milhon pounds of wholesome cxeess food; provided tochnteal assistance 1o
antthunger and commumity food security projects in all 50 States; forged a partnership botween
Hewlett Packard and Amcrica’s Second Harvest Food Bank Network to use computor teclmology to
better match companies donating food with non-profit organizations that feed the hungry; launched
community gardening mitiative o “plant a row for the hungry™; helped launch 3 major now initiative
that aliows family farmers to seli dircetly to the school meals program; and, forged a partnership
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with Second Harvest and the American School Food Service Assoctation to start a national program
ti convert school cafeterias tate community kitchens.

Using Nutrition Knowledgs to Promote Health

in recent decades, science made groat advances w vaderstanding the links among diet, nutrition, and
tong-term bealth. The Clinton Administration made a wide-ranging offort to harness this now
knowledge to benefit the Amesican people, by making a strong commitment to nutrition research, by
building state-oftthe-art nutrition promotion into Federal food assistance programs, and by
significantly increasing offorts to promote healthy cating among the general LS. population.

Improving Nutrition in School Meals

Ins the first yvear of the Clinton Administeation, a USDA report confirmed what many Amenican
school children and thetr parents already knew--that school meals had unhealthy levels of it and
cholestercl, Recopnizing a fundamental responsibility to promoie the long-term bhealth of our
Natiow’s children, the Adouinistration faunched in June 1994 the School Meals Initiative for Healthy
Children, the first major update of school moeals nutrition standards in the program’s 30-year history,
The now standards ensure that school meals reflect the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, while still
ensuring that they provide the calories and nutrients ncoded by growing children, The Initiative
offers flexibility to menu planners, as well as extensive training and technical help for schools
working to meet the standards,

In November 1994, Congress made permanent the Administration’s cfforts by amending the
National School Lunch At to require school meals to reflect the Dictary Guidelines for Americans,

Serving consistently healthful meals required major changes in school food services, as well as
support for healthfud cating theough educational effonts in the classroom. To achieve these results, in
June 1983 USDA launched Team Nutrition, to promote the nudrition and health of the Nation’s
children through education offorts in the schools. The most swoeping nutrition education and
techmeal asgistance effort in USDA history, Team Nutntion developed 83 unique nutrition education
and model fraimng materials fo help schools and childeare centers.  Currently there are .
approsimately 96,500 schools, 21,000 school districts, and 40,000 childeare centers teaching
children the importance of healthful cating through Team Nutrition.

But those familiar with children’s cating habits keew that statc-of-the-art nutrition education and
technical assietance are not cnough.  Vending machine snack foods and sodas, rushed lunch periods,
and other factors also heavily influence the quality of children’s dicts. To help encourage healthy
choiees, the-Department focused on retndoraing healthy cating messages i the cafitena and the
clagsroom with mgssages throughout the school campus.

USDA reached out to educators, health professionals, communitics, and families across the Nation 1o
miake real commitments to making the whole school environment supportive of healthy eating habits.
In Junc 1999, Under Secretary Shirley Watkins convened a farum of the health, education, businiss,
and school nutrition communities to recommend actions to create a healthy school nutrition
cnvironment, The following vear, USDA launched a national partnership with the American
Academy of Family Physicians, the American Academy of Pediatrics, the Amenican Dictetic
Asszociation, Use Mational Medical Association and the National Hispanic Medical Association. The
membaers committed to work with schools and communitics to recognize the health and educational
benetits of balanced eating and the mportance of making 1¢ a priority in every school. One example
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of a concrete effort: encouraging more schools to make decisions regarding the sale of nonschool
meals progeam foods on campus-Bke vepding machine snacks and sodas--based on their nutritional
value to children, rathor than their profit value to the school.

Koy events:

¢  October 1893-USDA study reveals unhcalthy Jevels of fat and cholesteral in school meals
June 1994-School Meals Initiative for Mealthy Children launched

Jung 1995-Team Nutrition faunched

Fall 1995~ Team Nutrition reaches afl 50 States

Jung 2000~ Healthy School Nutrition Environment partocsshup beging

& & * =

Food Stamp Nutrition Education

USDA recognized that the Food Stamp Program—the Nation’s largest nutrition assistance
program--cffess not only & eritical source of food for recipicnts, but also an important opportunity to
promote their health by encouraging better food choices, President Chinton’s USDA championed the
use of Federal funds 1o provide nutrition education to Food Stamp recipients. In FY 1992, seven
States used approximately $660,000 for nutnition education; by FY2000, 48 States will provide this
education, using nearly 399 million in USDA funds,

Preventing Childhood Obesity

Childhood obosity i3 now thy most prevalent nuintional disease among America’s youth, and it is
often the beginning of a lifctime of serious medical problems. The Clinton Administration througs
USDA was the first to give a national forum to experts eaper to raise the profile of Ameriea’s "quint
epidemic.” To focus attention on this growing problem, USDA held o svmposium in October 1998
on "Childhood Obesity: Causes and Provention.” Many lending sciontific and policy experts n
nutrition, dict and physical activity gathered fo discuss solations to provent fong-tonm health risks
assoctated with childhood obusity, As Scerctary Glickman noted at the symposium: “For at least one
in five kide, overweightness is not a cufe phase that will be outgrown. I1's the start of a lifetime of
serious health problems. 1 i Hime we clevate this issug to its rightful place near the top of the public
health agenda-alongside cancer, heart discase and other leading kitlers of Americans today.®

In the wake of the symposivny, the Department parsucd insovative strategies to emphasize the necd

far America’s children to combine 5 healthful dict with physical actvity:

o Fat Smart. Play Hard" ig o national campaign to convey behavior-focused nutrition messages
about healthy eating and physical activity to schoolchiidren and their carcgivers. Launched in
July, 2000, the campaign debuted the "spokestoon” for USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service--
Power Panther™.

»  Team Nutrition, the comprehensive effort to support healthier sehool meals, now also
emphasizes the importance of combining a healthful diet with physical activity.

o WIC Childhood Obesity Prevention Demonstration Fm;e{:{‘s identify strategies that WIC clinics
an use 1o help prevent childhood obesity,

& Fhe Food Guide Pyromid for Yoy Children was launched in March 1999 by USDA’s Center
for Nutrition Policy and Promaotion to help improve the diet of children ages 2 to 6.

Promoting Healthful Eating for Al Americans


http:Americ.1.ns

To solidify its efforts to connect the latest scientific breakthroughs related to nutrition with efforts to
educate the American people, the Clinton Admimstration established the Center for Nutrition Policy
and Promotion in December 1994, The Center works to coordinate nutrition policy analysis with
nutrition promotion-halpmg make the connection between what scicnce knows about healthy sating
and what Americans do to protect their health, Through its initiatives, nutrition research is translated
nto accessible mformation for heabth professionals, corporations, and consumers to increase public
wnderstanding of the tics between good nutrition and health,

Some of the Center’s most significant achicverments inchude:

» Dictary Guidelines for Americans, 1995 and 2000; These guidelines pravide the basis for Federal
nutrifion policy and education activities. Published jointly by the Dopartment of Agriculture and
the Department of Health and Human Services, the revisions reflected significant changes in the
dictary puidance provided to the American public, including coaphasizing the benefits of physical
activity and expanding on the impontance of fruits, vegetables and grains. as well as food safety,

s National Nutrition Summit. tn 2000, Secretary Glickman convened a National Nutrition Suramit
with the original creators of the Food Stamp Program, Senators Bob Dole and George McGovern,
to commemorate 25 vears of food stamps. -

s Jood Guide Pyramid for Young Children: The original Food Guide Pyramid provides general
dictary puidance, Recogniziag the need to provide guidance that suppons healthy dests at carly

» ages, when kfetime practices are formed, the Center developed the Children’s Pyramid in 1999,
it is based on a speoal analysis of the dietary noods of children ages 2 (0 6.

» Healthy Fating dex: The Index was oreated in 1593 to gauge the quality of the American diet,
This statistical tool can 333653 2 person’s eatmg patterns based on the Diennry Guidelines for
Americany and the Food Gande Pyramid. The American Dictetic Association consideors it the bost
overall dict quality measure, in 1999 ONPP created an interactive version of the index, so
consunkers can onter their daily Tood intake on-ling to deteemine the quality of their own diet,

The on-line Index then taegets nutritional advice based on the resuits—translating setence-based
gnidance into practical information,

» Recipes and Tips for Healthy, Thrifty Meals: CNPP developed a new menu and reeipe book in
2000 to assist families in purchasing and preparing healthy meals on a tight budget.

s Svmposia on Nutrition and Policy: Recognizing the need to share the fatest nstrition-related
rescarch among nutrition professionals and the general puhiic CNPP launched a sories of ﬁlll*ﬂi&}’
symposia in 1998, Some of the most successful symposia included:

"Chifdhocd Obesity: Causes and Prevention® deamatically raised the profile of the imdmg
childhood disease in the United States taday,
“Breakiast and Learning in Children” highlighted the noed for rescarch to gauge the impact of a
good breakfast on clildren’s school belirvior and performance,
“The Great Nutrition Debate” included presentations by high-profile "dict doctors® and
challenged them 1o dofond the long-term health offects of their weight loss programs,
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Maximizing the Taxpayer Investment in Nutrition Assistance

The Chnton Administration cne into office committed 10 "a Government that works better and
costs less.” Federal mutrition assistance programs, with their vast scope and complex structure,
represented o challenge.  Beeause of their high profile and need for public support to operate
effectively, thuy sdso represented a high priority in the Chinton Administration’s reinvention cffort,
From 1993 to 2000, this commitment manifested itself in significant improvements in program
integrity and administrabve (.ﬁ'mcncy that have been central to preserving and enhancing these vital
programs,

Improving Food Stamp Program Benefit Accuracy

Throughout its tonute, the Clinton Admemnistration worked with States 10 improve the accuracy of
food stamp benefit distribution.  For example, the Administration allowed States to reinvest thoir
penaltics for pavment inaccuracics in efforts 1o improve their program’s accuracy. Over timg, this
will result in savings far w excoss of the penalty foes. Begmming n 1998 States were also
engouraged 1o roinvest & portion of their penaltics in efforts to improve actess to this imporiant
nutrition assistance program, These offorts Jed in part to a dechine in the fooed stamp eccor mate by
almost a fufl percentage point in FY 1999 —the first such decrease since the implementation of
welfare reform,

Fighting Food Stamp Fraud

To ensure that corrupt individuals did not threaten the integrity and public support for a vital
antihunger program, the Clinton Administeation put in place tough new integrity provisions for food
stamp retailers, meluding pre-authorization screening, stricter day-to-day controls, and firm penaltics
for violators, USDA condugted more than 32,000 retader investigations between 1997 and 2000,
USDA also used Federal income tax offscls to collect claims owed by fraudulent recipients, and
worked to provide Stites with stronger authoritics with which to recover lost resources from food
stamy traffickers. As a result of these offonts, food stamp trafficking rates decreased from about 4
cents on the dollar s 1993 10 about 3 14 conts on the dollar in the 1996-1998 perad.
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Electronic Benefits Transfer

The Clinton Adiministration was a big betiever in the use of technology to improve the integrity and
efficieney of Government services, Toward this end, USDA worked aguressively to grow a pilot
program offering electronic food stamp benefits into a nationwide system to promote case-of-access
and reduced fraud, In 1993, only four States were operating slectronic food stamp systeras-which
operate mueh bke the ATM system. That kot effort covered a more 2% of nationwide benefits, By
2000, 42 State agencies wore uging the clectronic systom, covering over 75 percent of all benefits
nationwide. The Clinton Administration also began the pursuit of an vlecironic benefits system for
the WIC program. Wyoming implkamonted the first statewade slectronic system for WIC in 2600
USDA supported similar projects w12 other States, as well 55 offorts to link the systems with other
key services, such as immunization, Medicaid and Head Start,
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lacreasing Food Stamp Prograss State Flexibility

Angther hullmark of the Clinton Administration was ¢ncouraging the tatloring of Federa! programs
te Jocal needs, Under this banngr, the Administration worked to give States greater flexibility i
admimstering the Food Stamp Program while spholding » high national standard of service to
families in noed. President Clinton’s USDA approved or extendod more than 1,408 administeative
waivers 1o free various Sates fo pursac o wonderfully diverse range of innovaticns—from
standardizing rufes aoross difforant grograms to expenimenting with different ways to merge
compatible programs to provide more holistic service.

Improving Child and Adult Care Food Program Management

In the mid 19905, USDIA identificd mismanagement and fraud among family day care home sponsors
participating in the Child and Adult Care Food Program. Federal audits corroborated these findings.
. Recognizing 2 significant problem, the Administestion took decistve, proactive action to zmprovc
State and local smanagement of the program.  These efforts included:

+ Doveloping a National Training Program for State agency staff 1o address oritical integrity
problems.

¢ Giving States flexibility to better target their monitoring efforts, ientify problem sponsors, and
ensure effective local program administration,

+ Proposing legisiative changes, including 3 stricter sponsor-approval process, grants for States
to enact gquality standards for participasing day care homes and centers, and administrative
funding cuaps.

* Launching an intensive review to ovaluate progress in improving program integrity.

Reinventing Food Distribution
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Once key aspect of the effort led by Vice Prostdent Gore to reinvent Government focused on making,

Government. programs more responsive to the needs of tose who uge them. As a result, the ‘

 Administration made improved USDA’s commodity food distnbution programs a hallmark of its

- reinvention efforts. These reforms marked the first major overhaul of these programs since the
1940s. One story, told by Secretary Glickman to the Public Voice National Food Policy
Confurence,? explains why the program’s reform offers a strong example of the bencfit of the
Administration’s reinvention efforty

"Wot too long age, T was at a food bank.  An elderly woman came up to me and
asked about cur Commodity Supplemental Food Program. That’s where we give
packages of meat and grains and vegetables to needy women, children, and senors.
She tugged on my shirt and asked, “Why don’t vou give us any cheese? Many of us
are seniors, and in case you haven't nouged, we don’t have any teeth!™”

Of course, Glickman promptly added cheese as a regular part of the program,  This common-sense
change was ong of many that would reinvent USDAs food distrbation efforts:

s Commodity Nurrition Improvemengs, USDA reviewed the nutribon profile of all commoditics it
distributed, reducmg fat, salt and sugar, and introducing new offerings, such as 95 percent fat-
free turkey ham, low-fat bakery mix, and reduced-fat cheese,

o Fresh Fridt and Vegetable Projecr: In 1995 USDA worked with the Department of Defense an a
new approach to providing frosh fruits and vegetables (o schools and Indian reservations. By
1999, over $109 million in fresh produce was digtributed through this innovative project.

o Elecironic Data Interchange: In 1996 USDA put in place 2 system o transmit data clectronically
berween State distributing agencies and the Department’s mainframe computer system, greatly
improving speed and accuracy over traditional paper-based procedures.

s Commodity Complaint and Food Safety Project: By creating a telephone hotline, cutting
byreaucralic processes, and reducing paperwork and reporting burdens, USDA reduced the
average time to resolve complaints regarding s commodity food program from 95 days to 13
days.

e Improving Food Distribuied on Indian Reservations: In 1997, USDA reviewed the Food
Distribution Program on Indian Reservations, and improved the nutrition and appeal of the foods
offered,

v Reinventing the Program for Schonls: Clinton’s USDA worked with program pariners, such ag
the Amcrican School Food Service Association and the American Commodity Distribution
Association, to model a masssve reinvention proposal that would enable the program to betler
serve s primary customers-—-gchools that use the commeoditics to propare mwals for children.
Remvention pilots were lnunched for the 2000-2001 school vear, The ultimate goal was to
cisure States would mamtain oversight responsibilities, but have the option to empower school
distriots to place commuodity orders directly, climinating layers of bureaucracy and creating far
gacre flexabnlity for the indwvidual schools,

Txaarch 13, 1997
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Leading the World War on Hunger

Asg 4 global leader m agricultural production, the Umited States is umauely positioned to combat
world hunger, Fulfilling this lcadership responsibility was a high priority for the Clinton
Admumstration. In 1996, Scorctory Ghekman led the United States delegation to the World Food
Sumunit. There, the United States joined with countries araund the world in agreeing to work closcly
together toward the goal of reducing bunger by half by the year 2015, From a major new mitiative to
unprove world food security over the long-run to a dramatic escalation in L8, participation in
humanitarian food donation programs, the Clinton Administration put the United States squarely out
front in teading the world war on hunger.

Global Food for Education nitiative

At the National Nutrition Suramit in May of 2000, George MeGovern, UL $ Ambassador to the UN,
Food Agencies in Rome, called on the United States to develop an internationad schood feeding
program to improve the nutritional status and educational achivvemint of children in the developing
world, Two months later, President Clinton responded by creating a global school meals and
preschool nutrition program o help countries encourage more of their ¢hildren to caroll and
compiete their education. More than 120 million children worldsvide are not corolled in school, and
tens of mijlions more drop out before achieving basic literacy, USDA will work with the Unifed
Nations World Food Program, private voluntary organizations, and others on this effort. In the fiest
vear of operation, the United Siates will invest $300 million in the ¢ffort, which will help feed up w0
9 million children in the developing world, Speaking to African leaders in Washington, DC, in
September of 2000, President Clinton shared his long-term vision fore the potential of the program;

“1 have launched a $300-million instiative, which [ hope will be nothing more than a
ptlot program, to work with developing countrics to provide free meals-nutritious
breakfasts or lunches in schools--so that parenis will be ercouraged 1o sead D million
more boys and girls to schoal in countrics that desperately noed 10 incrcase school
enroliment. We estimate that if our friends around the world will join ug, and if we
can cooperste with countrics to defiver the food in an approprinic way, .. we
estimate that for about 54 billion werldwide, we could provide a nutritious meal in
school to every ohild in every developing country in the entire world, That couid
chanpe the face of the futere for many African countrics and many countries m Asia
and Latin America, as well”

Humanitarian Food Awd

A largely untold but deeply significant legacy of this Administration is the dramatic escalation in
humanitarian food atd it provided to countries around the world through the agpressive use of USDA
programs.. During 1999 alone, USDA provided approximately 8.3 million metric tons of U S,
commodities for humanitarian purposcs. This was more than 5 times the provious year’s donations,
and the largest level of humanitarian food aid in of keast 25 years, A significant portion of this
assistance came as a direct resull of President Clinton's Food Aid Initiative, which inercased 5-fold
118, donations of wheat and wheat products to 5 matlion metric tons in 1999,

In April of 1992, Prosident Clinton announced a food aid package for Russia worth rearky $900
rmathion fo help avert social unrest following the collapse of the former Sovict Usion, s December
1998, the Administration responded to another request for food aid thiat was triggered by the effects
of Russia’s smallest grain barvest in decades and the collapse of the Russian curroncy. Inthis
package, the United States provided 3.7 million metrie tons of agriculiural and food commoditics at a
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valug of agproximately $1.1 billion, The 1998 prograns was one of the largest humanitasias food aid
packages to a stngle nation in the higtory of US. food mid,

USDA provided emergency food aid to Kosovar refugees, working closely with the US. Agency for
International Development. In rapid response to the cmergenty need for food, the Clinton
Admnistration sirlifted high-energy biscuits to refugees crossing the berders into Albana and
Serbia, USDA commadity donations were prepositioned in Greece to allow for their rapid shipment
mte Kasovo once the bombing ended. U.S. wheat flour also was prepositioned in warehouses in
Tuxas and Lovisiana and moved into the Kosovo region as needed.

Following Hurricanes Georges and Mitch, the United States reached out io help its {?mbbaﬁm and
Central American ncighbors. After Georges struck the Dominican Republic, the United States
donated 100,000 tons of wheat 10 be sold in the country to raise funds. The whest sale generated
ahout $13 mallion that was wsed to rehabilitate hurricane-damaged small- gnd medivm-seale fanms,
When Hurricane Miteh hit in December 1998, killing 9,000 Central Americans and destroying $8.5
baflzon in infeastructure, USDA provided 170,000 metric tons of wheat and 58,000 metric tons of
com. Procseds from the sale of these conumoditics were used for relief efforts. |

USDA provided food assistancs valued at $165 sullion to help meet Indonesia’s severe food needs
brought about by financial, pohiey, and drought problems in the 1998-1999 penied.  Indonesia also
roceived approximately 500,000 metric tons of wheat under the President’s Food Asd Inftiative. In
2000, USDA responded to Indonesia’s continued difficulties with additional U.S. food assistance
totaling approximately $100 million,

The Clinton Administration’s aggressive and highly successful use of food aid has been a largely
untold, underappreciated story. History, howsver, will likely look back on the Administration’s food
aid accomplishments as one of President Clinton’s great achiovements,
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Conclusion . :

Droring the Clinton-Gore years, the Nation experienced a tuly historic debate over the role of the
Federal Governmont, and a real choice regarding the future structurc-and indeed, the continud
existence-af National nutrition assistance programs. The Clinton Administration stood strongly for
preservation of that national structure, and enhanced i in unportant ways, including changes that
helped the programs better support the transition from welfare to work.

At the same timw, the Administration faced the chalienge of reconcthng its food assistance
responsibilitics with the tremendous advances in knowledge of the links between diet and health,
President Clinton met the challenge by improving the muritional quality of program benefits, and by
integrating nutrition education and pramaiion withiss snd across Fedoral programs—truly making
these food agsistance programs into nuteition assistance programs. At the same time, the
Adrimstration pxpanded USDA’S reach to support improvements i the diets of all Americans
through broad-hased nutritional guidance and promotion.

Finally, the Clirton Administration recognized the humanitanan duty of the United States not only to
fight hunger i this country, but also to be a world leader in the fight against hunger and malnutrition
around the globe. This Administration rose to that challenge, dramatically expanding its
hamanitarian food donations through USDA programs and launching a major new initiative to
recuce child hunger and promote education in the developing world.  For these reasons, a key
Clinton-Gore legacy will be a healthier Nation, a iess hungry world, and a U.S Government that
honored and expanded America’s historic role to reach for both,
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6. Reviving the Rural American Dream
Empowering Rurai Communities

“ still helieve in ot place called Hope.”

, President Bl Clinton
November 3, 1393

"Twerny percent of ony people five in rural America. but they are spread out over 80
percent of our nd mass. In the 247 centry, knowledge is power, Information is power.
Thuse whe have accesy have the best chance of suceess: For our Nation 1o dive up to ity
Jull puiential in a technofogy<driven, global Information Age, we commot qfford to feave
small towns and rural communities behind -one fifth of our Nativn.™

Agricuiture Secretary Dan Glickman

Amnouncing Telemedicine and Distance Learning Grants
At the Louisiana State Untversity Modieal Center
October 214, 1997

Historians will inevitubly debate the reasons that motivated then-Arkansas Govemnor Bill Clinton to pick
as his running mate then-Senater Al Gore, Jr. Invariably the debate will revolve around shared
viewpoints on key issues from education to the enviroament to bealth care to foreign policy. One
statistic that should wot be underestimated, however, is the populations® of the towns in which the two
men were bom.  President Chinton was born in a town with a population of 9,643, Vice Pregident Gore
was bormn to a town with & population of less than 2,000; When the twe men spoke of empowering
cormmunitics fo build a brighter cconomic fituee or the seed 10 "leave no American behind,” there was
never any questian that budding a brighter Retere for rural America was o core element of that vision.

When the Clinten Administration took office, rural America was sull sxpenenging the effects of o
significant cconomic downturn that stemmed from the collapse of the farm cconomy in the mid-1980s
and a gimultancous decling in the energy production, mining, and manufacturing economes of rural
arcas. Rural America was experiencing double-digit unemployment and double-digit poverty rates éwith

. rural minority poverty rates nearing 30 percenty, Qoe o three rural white chifdren did not graduate from
high schogl; the figurc jumped to three out of four rural African-American and Hispanic children.
Housing wag inadequate for the rurad working poor, and nearby quality health care was not available to
large segments of the rural population. Some 3 nullion rural residents did aot have renning water in their
homes.

Hope began o roturn 1o raral America when it guite literally arrived at the White House, when Bill
Chinton-son of Hope, Arkansas-and Al Gore-son of Carthage, Tenncssee~-became the President and
Vice President of the United States,

' Tawn populations refiest ¢ity statistics for the yoar 2000,
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President Clinton and Vice President Gore knew that employment in a growing economy is the bast
sooial program available and the best means of solving kess than favorable cconomic conditions, But
they also recognized that in raral America 2 sipmificantly greater investment in infrastructure, housing,
and business opportenitics was necded o provide the conditions in which the economy could grow and
families coudd begin 1o prosper. One of the first inmitiatives of the Clinton Admmistration was to increasc
vestment through these programs. By fiscal year 2001, the appropriations for these programs, despite
the fiscal constrainty imposed by the Administration’s commitment to a balanced budget, excosded $12
bidhon.

Reaching the Underserved

i 1994, Under Secretary for Rural Development Bob Nash issued a new policy to the entirg rural
development mission arca, 1t identified as an Administration priority the need to foous resowroes and
assistance on the more than 300 "pursistert-poverty” counties that had faced more than thive deeades of
poverty rates higher than 20 percent. The memerandum alse gave priosity to arcas sufforing the
ceonomic consoquences of changes in Federal policy, for example towns where military bases had closed
or where timber harvest guotas had been roduced, - This poliey recognized the fact that those
communitios most in need of rural dovelapment assistange from USDA were often least equipped to
succossfully navigate the process of receiving Government grants and other financial assistance, To
overcoms this hurdle, Nash called on the vartous USDA rural development agencies to offer technical
advice and other assistance 1o thése communities, in an effort at “capacity-building” to improve the
communitics” ability to successfully pursue the finding they need from various Government agencics.

Improved Service to Native Americans

Native Americans, be they on Rescrvations, m Native Alaskan willages, or on Hawanan Homelands, have

historically boen some of the most sconomically deprossed populations in this country. The reasons are

many and the sclutions are complex. Prior 1o 1993 USDA Rural Development had a very limited amount

of programs being accessed by Native Americans. Since 1993, Rural Development has made a concerted

effort to more efficiently target Timated resources to those most in need. The following are examples of

sigmificant mitiatives adopted by Rural Development to ensure greater participation by Native

Amuricans:

. Officially recognizing the sovereignty of Native Amorican Teabuos with respect to hiving on
ponstruction projects financed by USDA in 1996, These rights were previously unricognized,

* Seeuring a provision m thy Faderal Agricultore Improvasent and Reform Act of 1996 that
requirce Rural Development State Offices to dewelop a statewide rural development plan that
incorporates Native Amenicon governments.

» Carrted out President Clinton’s Exceutive Order 13021 that required Rural Development to
devetop o strategic plan to address the needs of Tribal Colleges and Universities,

. ldentificd barriers hindering access to LUSDA rural housing services and mmplemented reforms to
crase the barmiers, such as: publishing a resource guide to lending in Indian country, and
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providing technical assistance granis to train Native American applicants in the responsibilitics
of homeownorship.

. Established Rmding reserves for Native Americans in several Roral Development agencics. As a
result, USDA’s Rural Housing Service, Rural Business-Cooperative Service, and Rural Utilities
Servies inereased funding for Native Americans almost 10-foid, from 310 million in 1552 to $85
milhiorim 1999,
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Forming Partnerships with Minority Colleges and Universities

Another key Administearion theme wag using partnerships o loverage the work of the lean, results-
eriented Goveroment they were argating. In USDA's offorts to belter serve historically underserved
commumtics, the Depariment was guick to recognize the value of strong partrerships with historically
African-American colloges and universities, Hispanic Scrving Institutions, and Tribal land-grant
comsnunity colleges. Through these partnerships, USDA Rural Development effectively communicated
the avatlability of Federal resources and helped improve the cconomis outlook and quality of life in
marny historically underserved communitics, Examples ictude;

Simce the beginning of the Climton Administration, USDA’s Rueal Busingss-Cooperative Service worked
with 1890s Institutions to build their capactty to provide business and cooperative development
assistance to rural communitics, agriculture produccrs, and other organizations serving rural arcas,
Between 1993 and 2000, $27.6 million was invested in tins effort,

. Since the %;cgimzing of the Administration’s Empowerment Zono/Enterprise Community
{EZ/EC) Inttintive, Rural Dovelopment entered into cooperative agreements with various
institutions of higher education to build their' capacity to beiter serve the populations they work
with and to develop interest among their students in the profession of community and economic
development. Many of these institutions also provided help to focal EZ/ECs in pursuing
Government assistance. For example:
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The Fort Peck Community College in Montana, a tribal college, established an internship
to help local groups and individoals develop business plans and apply for grants to
support tribal buginesses. They also provided goidance that helped 2 tnbally owned
business from closing, They alse headed an ¢ffort to develop a tribal wehnology plan to
serve schools, businesses and residences and offered technology, business and
management courses for famners and ranchers that are compatible with their schedules.

California State University, at Fresno, a Hispanic Serving Institution, helped Conteald
Califormia Omon scoure 2 $125,000 loan for renovations and equipment and {o estabhish
a processing and distribution facility to expand the busingss and double the number of
employees. CSU-Fresng adso provided technical assistance in establishing & bilinguul
call center that, for example, negotiated a contract with a private Hispanic-owned firm fo
pravide credit card marketing services for o oujor financial institution,

Ensuring 27 Cenlury Oppaortunity in Rural Areas

President Chinton, Seerctary Espy and Secretary Glickman all shared a deep commitment to bringing
about a rebirth of the rural American Dream. They also recogrized what a significant challenge that goal
represented,  With millions of Arvericans suil lacking basic 20% contury services, such as running water
13 the bome or a dostor in a 100-male radius of their town, the Administration understood that a massive
commitment of resources was necessary beeause their goal was not only to deliver basic scrvices, but 1o
encourage local communines to work together and develop strategics to casure their 21" century success.

Waier 2000 )

One of the first initiatives of the Clinton Administration was to ensure that every resident of rural
Amgrica had safe, clean rupning water within their homes. While it is difficult for urban and suburban
Amgricans to comprehomd Bust i the 21° contury there are still familics without clean, safe dnnking
water in their homes, af the tme the initiative was developed, mose than 3 miltion raral Amcricans had
no runsing water n thetr homes. By 2000, wore than 33 billion had been vested in Water 2000
projects across the country. The project was ultimately expanded to also assist regidents cxperiencing
sipnificant water quality or guantity problems. In the end, the historic investment provided clean, safe
drinking water to 3.1 million mural residents.  Two examples of Water 2000 projects illustrate the
benehits.

. West Holmes, Mississippi, is a small, predominantly African-American community that tried for
7 years to get water for its residents.  Many residents deove 34 miles to obtain water tor drinking
and cooking. The existing water supply was full of rust, which was unsafe to drink, caused
plumbing problems and ruised spphances. "We have some nuighbors who cannot cook white
rice without bauling water from a auighborhood well. Rice turned brows when cooked i the
existing water supply. We will not have to haul water anymore thanks 1o a grant and loan from
USDA”

* Villa Ridge, Hinois was one of the carlicst projects funded under Water 2000, One senior
citizen resident, Mildred Grace, a senior citizen paid $80 monthly to have water hauled and
placed 1 hor eistorn for bathing, laundry, and other cleaning. She also paid 520 monthly for
bottied drinking water. This $100 she paid for water was ong-third of her monthly Social
Sceurity cheek -« her only source of income.  Following completion of the Water 2000 project,
Mildred Grace's wotal water bill was reduced to just $20 per month.
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Pacific Northwest Economic Adjustment Initiative

When the Clinton Administration made the decision to bar timber harvests in spotted owl hahitat in the
Pacific Northwest, it made a firm commitment to holp diversify the region’s economies, which had boen
largely dependent on the imber industry, USDA Rural Development fod the inatiative, which raarshaled
resources fram throughaowt the Federal Government. Frose 1994 1o 2000, 12 Federal agenaies defivered
$1.2 billion in cconomic revitalization and other assigtance 1o the Pacific Northwest, This massive
wadertaking inyvolved State and loeal government, but it was doven by local residents. As 2 rosult of this
"ground-up” strategy, the coconomies of most sural communities affected by the protection of
eavirpnmentally sensitive forest areas stabilized and trned around. This inttiative also confirmed the
pawer of two key belicfs of the Clinton Administration - that when Federal, State and local agencies
combine their resources toward a common objective, they succeed; and, that when local regidonts are
given the power to guide the efforts to keep them focused on local needs, then government can be mors
efftetive in solving real-world community challenges, This same commitment to locally led economic
adpustment efforts was extended 10 communities surrounding the Tongass National Forest in 1988,

Colonias

The Caolonins Initiative, born in 1980, was sepanded into 5 sweeping intiative under the Clinton
Administration. This effort took aim atf the serious health problems caused by the fack of adeguate water
supply and waste disposal in unincorporated “shanty” towns surrounding the Mexican border in Texas,
New Moxico, Arizona, and Califorms. In the Colonias, the living conditions were often wretehed and
the health problems were serious, Since 1994 the Clinton Administration invested $156 million to
provide clkean safe drinking water and sanitary sewerage for more than 100,000 residents of these
villages, USDA also spent an addintonal §15.6 million improving homes {o facilitate connections to
witer and sewoer systems. Ap additional 34% quthon in new bome constraction was also fnanced in
these areas.

Empowerment Zones/Enterprize Communities (EZ/EC)

The major conaunity ceonomic development witiative of the Clinton Administration was ratified by the
Empowerment Zono/Enterprise Community legislation of 1994, Rather than providing funding through
a sct of narrowly focused programs 1o assist communities in buikding various types of individual
projects, this initiative called on designated communitics 10 develop their own broad cconomic
development strategics tatlored to their specific needs. The communities used an initial Federal block
grant as "sced money" for their long-tem tvestmient steategy and then loveraged other Ausds from a
varicty of sources, ncluding various Federal agencies. [n other words, rather than dictate what the
communitics should de, the Clinton Administration simply peovided advisory and technical support, as
well ag resources, to support the community-based efforss. In rural America, sight rural arcas were
designated as Empowerment Zones and 30 rural communities were named ag Enterprise Communities,

The EZ/EC concept was proven very successfel, Betwien 1995 and 2000, some of the Nation’s most
poverty stricken rural communitics used less than 3150 million i Federal sced money to Jeverage $2
Willion in funding, With this massive influx of resources, the communities established 4 10 new
businesses; created or retained 18,000 jobs; served 26,000 residents through business development and
jub traming initiatives; helped build or renovate 3,200 houses, and brought water, sewer systems,
clectricity, and telecommunications (o places that never before had these basic services,
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The Clinton-Gore EZ/EC Initiative clearly demonstrated that local rosidents can be a poworful driving
foree behind the cconomic wrnaround of their communitics, Historically, Federal assistance has buen
notorinusly top-down preseription focused on addressing a single problem, rather than offering a holist
approach (o delivering Jong-term benetits o a speaific communily. Not only have the EZ/EC
communitics domonstrated their capacity to change their cconomic destiny.  In many cases, the
communitics that carricd out the plamming, but did not get a designation, also followed through with their
strategies and were successful in expanding opportunities and the quality of life for their people.-

Developing the Economies of the Southwest Border

The Sonthwest border, stretchung from the Gulf of Mexico to the Pacifie, hus one of the highest Ievels of
endemic poverty in the Nation, For more than half a century, these rural areas have experienced long-
term unemployiment, imadequate infrastructure, ssvere poverty, environmental degradation, and
economic dispirity. President Clinton and Vice President Gore detormined the arca needed special
stierdion and the Empowcrment Zones and Enterprise Cities in the four States acespted a challenge from
the Vice President to reach bevond their boundaries and involve other commumbies in the development
of & regional steategic plan. As 2 result, the Southwest Bordor Regional Partnership was bomn, The
nitiative dirocts Foderal agencies to cooporate with State and local goveriments and other organizations,
public and private, to revitalize the region. While this cffort was launched during the later vears of the
Clinton Administration, it is expected to continue the EZ/EC record of success and help the people and
communitics of the Sounthwest Border shure in the Nation’s unprecedentod economic sucgess.

Bridgning the Rural Digital Divide

Given the explosive growth of the information-based ceonomy, the Clinton-Core Administration was
deeply commitied to ensuring that rural America had every opportunity to participate in the strong
coonomis opporfunitics presented by the digital coconomy. Botween 1993 and 2000, USDA’s Rural
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Unlitics Service provided more than $2 billion in financing for rural telecommunications systems. For
many years, it also required that these telecommunications improvements use only fiberoptic cable, in
order to ensure the upgrades could accommixlate the demands of highrspeed data transmission.

The Administration also worked bard 1o onsurs that all schools, regardless of size or location, can offer
stilents access to the Internet and the world of information and resources it provides. With the
dercgulation of the tolecommunications industry i the nuid-1990s, there was deep concom that the
concept of universat service—which for decades ensured rural America had access te affordable
tlecommunications scrvice--would be compromised, Thanks fo the Administration’s advocacy, the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 authorized the Education Rate Program to ensure schools can offer
students access to the Internet and other telecommunications-driven educationat tool. The “E-rata” is
financed by a smail charge on individual telephone bills.

Distance Learning and Telemedicine :

The focus of the Clinton-Gore Wiste House on the power of the htturmet and the information revolution
drow the attontion of the Nation to the possibilities of the new digital age. Secretary Glickman summed
up the vision of President Clinton and Vice Presudent Gore this way:

“They understand the unique challenges Facing rural America-sparse populations, remote
tocations, lack of infrastructure~and they understand that we must work hard today to ensure that
we stop into the next century as one America ~ where all our peaple have safe, running water in
their hames and first-rate edocation and health care in their communities. Just a few vears ago,
that vision for our country’s future would be dismissed as uiopian famasy. But today,
technology is giving us the means to make this decam 3 reality for gl our citizens ~ cven those
who live in the most remote Alaskan village or on the Louistana bayou, Together, we are
reaching for n day when geography s no %}ounéar} o

Secretary Glickman was reforning to USDAs (hstazsztmmmg telemedicine program, which for years
had been using increasingly sophisticated technologics to deliver to remote rural areas everything from
virtuyal Advanced Placcment classrooms to on-line medical consultations between rural citizens and
specinlists in big-city hospitals. While the program predated 1993, its funding and profile were
dramatically elevated by an Administration that believed deeply in it enportance. »

President Clinton’s USDA invested $83 mitlion m 300 distance learnimg and wlemedicine efforts across

the country.  As g resel several bundred thousand sural students gamed access fo oducation courses not
atherwise available fo them and hundreds of thougands of rural residents wore provided access to highor
guality medical care than would otherwise have boen inaccessible,

Homeownership and New Partaerships

The Chaton Admimstration worked diligently fo merease the rate of homw\mcrshlp in this country to
the Tughest fevels ever, including in rural America. Homcowncership is 2 major economic stimulus, R
also engenders community stability and pride. In 2000, the homeownership rate for the Nation stood at
67 percent. In raval arcas the homeownership rate 15 73 percent. About 10 mullion families have become

' Remarks 1o the Lonisiana Statc Usiversity Medical Center, Ociober, 24, 1997,

134



) homeowners since the
President took office. Between 1993 and 2000, USDA’s Rural Housing Service financed about 350,000
single-family homes in rural communitics across the country,

In order to leverage hmited resources, USDA’s Rural Housing Service formed a partnership with the
Local Initiative Support Corporation and the Federal Home Loan Bank system to provide opportunitics
to Ieverage USDA loans with the resources of Tocal banks and local Community Development
Corporations. In 1996, 9 partnerships were formed and financing was provided for 37 familics. In 2000,
the number of partnerships grow to 177 providing financing for 1,320 homes, These partacrships
enabled USDA's Rural Housing Service to increase its funding by 33 porcent. Similar partnershigs were
formed with the Department of Treasury and Community Development Financial Institutions.

A subset of the President’s homeownership intiative is USDA’s Mutual and Scif-Help Housing
Progeam, which provides grants to nonprofit organizations to assist families that cannot qualify for o
loan, even on the most gencrous terms.  Under the program, a group of about 10 familics agree to help
each other butld thoir homes-hterally carming "sweat eguity.™ Construction of the homes is then
financed through USDA rural housing progmms. By the time construction is complete the family can
gasily have $15,000 worth of equity in their home and can afford 10 finange the balance thanks o all the
saved fabor costs. Although the program is 2 longstanding one, the strong commitiment of the Clinton
Admmnistration to increased homeownership in America resulted in program funding more than tripling
i the Chinton-Gore vears.

Child Care

To assist in the successful trapsition from welfire to work i rurad Amswrica, USDA followed the
dircetion given at President Clinton's White House Conforence on-Child Care, and intonsificd its efforts
to promote and finance child care facilities o small rural commumties. Prior to 1993, USDA had
financed a fow factlities, but childeare was not a high priority.  Since President Clinton took office, the
Rural Housing Scrvice myested more than 365 million in 237 chifdeare facilitics, providing affordable
care to more than 20,000 children in the poorest rural communities.

Coaperative Business Financing

In response to the drastic dechine in prices for agricultural commoditics, USDA Rural Develogmont
increased emphasis on financing farmer-owned coaperative business vestures, These co~ops help
increase farmers” share of the food doblar and mitigate the loss of farm income that so many rural
communitics depend on. Since 1998, more than $150 million in loans has beer gugeanteed through
LSDA’s business and industry loan guarantec program, and the demand for such financial assistance s
growing, as is the intercst m creating new cooperatives throughout the agnicultural community,
Additionally, President Clinton included in his 2001 budgcet 2 proposal to create a cooperative equity
fund to provide the initial cquity investment needed when agricultural prices are depressed and farmers
have little equity to invest in order {0 create 2 00-0p.

Lower Mississippi Delta

As Govermnor of Arkansas, President Clinton was Chmrm:m of the Lower Mississippi Delta Commission
when it develeped a report on the socioeconomic status of people living in the 219 countics from HHings
through Louistana. That report deseribed endenne poverty, high ratcs of unemployment, Iack of physical
infiastructure, Iack of health care, lack of adequate housing, and a general Inck of cconomic opportunity,
As President, he placed a strong cmphasis was placed at USDIA on addrossmg the Delta’s woes,
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Between 1993 and 2000, the Rural Development Mission Area invested nearly $4 billion in the region,
In addition, many areas within the Delta were designated as Empowenment Zones or Enterprise
Communities. Through these cfforts, many of the probloms mitially reported by the Commission were
climinated, and ressdents of the Deltx have much more economic opportunity than was available a
decade ago. While much remnins to be done in the Delta, the progross made to date 5 ovidonce that
these problems can be addregsed and the longstanding, persistont poverty of an arca can be roversed,

During the period of President Clinton’s foeus, unesployenent in the region declined from 7.5 percent in
1993 10 4.2 percent in 1999, with 134 of the counties experiencing job growth,  Since 1993, USDA
helped 43,000 Delta residents buyv or improve their homes, USDA community facilities, water and waste
disposal programs, and rural business programs provided $830 million in additional help. USDA alsc
provided firsi-time telephone service to 8,200 Delta residents and improved service to 77,000 residents.
An addrtional 800,000 reswdenss were served through cither USDA distance kaming or «clomedicing
projects.
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International Activities

Given the success of USDA’s rural development efforts in improving the guality of life and
economic opportunities scross rurst America, the Clinton Administration was deeply committed
to sharing this knowledge, as well as strategies and resources with countries around the world.

Creating Village Banks in South Africa

Since 1996, USDA’s Rural Business Service worked with the U8, Agency for International -
Development to help the government of South Africa create a network of village banks
throughout rural South Africa. This effort was aimed at building a financial foundation within
gach village to provide financial services and generate capital for local investment. USDA
provided legal, regulatory and organizational technical assistance in the greation of 50 village
banks in South Africa. In addition to this landmark effort, USDA also helped South Africa with

136



a host of other projects, ranging from agribusiness/extension, to women and youth development,
to agricultural risk management, to agricultural statistics services. Through these efforts, USDA
aided the Clinton Administration’s efforts to help build a strong economic future for the new
South Africa and its many rural agricuftural communities,

[nternational Conference on Women in Agriculture

At the request of President Clinton, Jill Long Thompson, USDA’s Under Secretary for Rural -
Development, represented the United States at the International Conference on Women in
Agriculture, [ 1997 the United States hosted the Conference in Washington, DC, bringing
women from all over the world together 1o discuss their roles in improving the lives of farm
families around the world, growing the productivity of agriculture, and strengthening the role of
agriculture in the community and economic development of rural areas. Tipper Gore and
Secretary Glickman were both featured speakers at the conference, which many believed to have
been the largest gathering of women agricultural leaders ever,

Reinvention

The 1994 reorganization of the Department of Agriculture presented a particular challenge to
USDA’s Rural Development mission area.  As the staff size declined by one-third from 1993 to
2G40, the rural development agencies were asked to administer a 5l-percent increase in program
dollars. They say “necessity is the mother of invention." That may well explain Rural
Development’s leadership at reimvention.

Centralized Servicing Center

A major reinvention effort undertaken as part of Vice President Gore's “reinventing government”
initiative at UJSDA was the centralization of servicing of is direct single-family housing loan
portfolio of 675 000 loans. Prior to this effort, serviging acuvities were undertaken in each of the
more than 1,500 county rural development offices. This activity consumed the time of about
one-third of Rural Development’s 9,300 employees. It was a grossly inefficient and costly
process, and customer service was inconsistent because different offices interpreted servicing
regulations differently. To make maltters worse, escrow service for property taxes and insurance
was not available, Centralizing this portfolic was the largest conversion of servicing activity ever
attempted by the mortgage industry—either public or private. It saved taxpayers 3250 milllon in
its first 5 vears, unproved customer service immensely, and freed 900 USDIA emplovees for
reassignment 10 other high-priority rural development work.

Data Warehouse

© At the beginning of the Clinton Administration, USDA Rural Development was totally
dependent on paper reports generated by its finance office in 8i. Louis. The majority of the
information was transaction-based accounting reports, which shed litite light on policy or
management decisions unless reformatted theough ad-hoc reports. The sifuation was further
complicated by the mission area’s large field office structure, which meant that each location
needed information on thewr loan portfolios. This made the process and cost of generating paper
reports substantial, Rural Development policy officials determined that 3 data warchousing
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effort was the solution. Today, this web-based system provides the ability to query, report, and
anafyze data from a variety of sources. When fully implemented it will bring to each gmployee’s
desk immediale access to data they need to perform their jobs well,

Cenclusion

The Clinton years wers imvigorating years for those who were advocates of improving the rural
quality of life and seeing more of America’s country communities share in the historic econonuc
expansion that took place across our country in the 1990s. From bainging safe running water mto
the homes of millions who had never had it before, to connecting rural towns to 21* century
oppaoriunities in the information economy, to empowering rural communities to control their own
financial destiny-with the Federal Government as a strong supporting partner to their efforts, this
Admimstration left 8 strong legacy in rural areas across the country, Without a doubt, that legacy
was driven by a commitment from the top, from two sons of rural America who never forgot
where they came from. It ig the jegacy of Hope.



