
3. 	 From Tragedy Comes a Revolution in Food 
Safety 

"I carry with me today a very simple message from President Clinton: 
America will never jorget . .. 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman 
5th Anniversary of the Pacific Northwest E coli 
outbreak 
January 18, 1998 

President Clinton and Vice President Gore took office in the wake of a severe E. coli 0157:H7 
outbreak in the Pacific Northwest More than 700 were sickened and 4 children died as a result 
ofeating undercooked hamburger at a fast food restaurant, The Nation was horrified, and issues 
offood safety and inspections rocketed to the top of the national priority list Consumers 
organized and founded Safe Tables Our Priority (STOP), a nonprofit organization devoted to 
improving 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 
fQod safety in America to help ensure that such a tragedy would not be repeated. 

Food safety reforms were long overdue. The United States created its 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 The Jungle. which 
exposed the horrifYing conditions in most meat plants at the time. These early laws, covering the 
meat, poultry. and egg industries, provided for regular inspection ofslaughtering facilities and 
processing plants. 

Nearing the lurn ofa 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 
!ong distance's. A more global economy brought food from around the world to Amenca's 
dinner tables. And fmally, [he ex.pectations and behavIor patterns of consumers changed 
significantly. Modern consumers eat an ever-growing percentage of their food away from home, 
and they purchase more prepared and ready-to-eat products. 

But while the Nation and U.S, agriculture changed immensely, America's meat and poultry 
inspection system evolved very little. Efforts to modernize the system failed, and 
recommendations to enhance inspections through science went unanswered. For example, in 
1985, the National Academy of Sciences issued a report! highlighting serious gaps in the 

I "Mctll and Pou/lry fm..pectio/J, the Scientific Ba,,'is of Ihe Nafion 's Pro!,Yf"am." 
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]Sation'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 inspection system that President Clinton and Vice President Gore inherited 
remained much as it was under President Theodore Roosevelt in 1906 

First Attempts At Reform 
The Pacific Northwest trngedy changed the political landscape for food safety reform, Those 
who resisted modernization could not ignore the powerful public mandate for change--a mandate 
President Clinton's USDA seized. Secretary Espy and USDA's Food Safety and Inspection 
Service (FSIS) began developing a strategIc plan that would improve food safety from the farm 
to the table, This plan covered everything from safe~preparation labels on the meat and poultry 
that consumers buy at the grocery store to a significant overhaul of the Nation's meat and poultry 
inspections. Under the plan, microbiologica1 testing would be integrated into the inspection 
program. Most notably, the plan caned for the use oflhe Pathogen Reduction/Hazard Analysis 
and Critical Control Point (?RlHACCP) approach to food safety. 

.Developed in the 1960, by NASA to ensure the safety offood eaten by astronauts, HACC? is a 
"process control" approach for ensuring safe food by identifYing all steps in the process, 
determining what might go \I.'Tong at each step, and implementing measures to prevent those 
potential pmblems. 

Recognizing that even the best systems could not deliver a "silver bullet ll that ensures meat and 
poultry is completely free ofpathogens, USDA also made consumer information and education a 
top priority. In late 1993, safe cooking and handling labels were mandated on all raw meat and 
poultry products. Four industry groups filed a lawsuit alleging that USDA did not have good 
cause to dispense with notice and comment ru(emaking, which is required by law (unless those 
procedures are, "impracticable, unnecessary, or contraty to the public interest"), USDA argued 
that the emergence of a new and deadly pathogen, E.coli 0157:H7, justified mandating safe
handling labds 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 St.>ptcmbcr of 1994, Secretary Espy sent n bill to Congress to establish pathogen standards for meat 
and poultry. The Pathogen Reduction Act of 1994 directed USDA to establish regulations to limit the 
prC~"J}ee of human pathogens in poultry at slaughler and t.'!lsurc that appropriate means arc taken to 
control the presence and gro1Ath of human pathogens on poultry pn,,>parcd in an offidalcstablishmcnt. 
The bill proposed increased authority for the Secretary in order to protect thc public health in the cvent 
that unsafe food entered the marketplace. This authority would have empowered USDA to; rocall 
potentially unmfe food, trMe adulterated product back to the source, and levy civil penalties against 
est:)btishments that put the public health at risk. The legislation was introduced by Senator Tom Oaschle 
(D~SD) and Congressman Charles Stcnholm (D-TX), but it failed to pass either Houses tollowing 
industry opposition. 
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Despite this setback, President Clinton's USDA continued to modernize the meat and poultry 
inspection '6"jstem and further ensure food safe1y_ On October 13, 1994, President Clinton 
endorsed and signed legislation that USDA had advocated to reorganize the Department. This 
legislation induded a provision that separated USDA's food safety responslbilities from its 
agricultural 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 a result, USDA now had the highest-ranking food safety official in Ihe U.S. 
Government. To ensure that public health was the top priority, the reorganization legislation 
expressly stated that this position could go only to someone with "specialized training 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 Woteki, Ph.D., R.D., became Ibe first confirmed Under Secretary on July 31, 1997. 

Further underscoring the Department IS commitment to a science·based food safety system, 
Administrator Taylor, within weeks ofjoining FSIS, flatly declared }.'. coli 0157:H7 an 
adulterant in ground beef. This mOve made clear that meat contaminated with the pathogen 
should be taken off the market. "This was a critical event in the history offoed safety," said 
Taylor. "Within its first few weeks. the Administration was confronted with a public health issue 
that shed light on a signiticant gap in the country1s food safety system. That event triggered and 
elevated the Administration's focus on food safety." In October 1994. the agency announced it 
would begin sampling and testing raw ground beeffor the pathogen. This represented a majQr 
shift in policy as the agency, before its independence, had considered the presence of such 
pathogens "natura1." In an attempt to stop the testing, a group of industry organizations and 
supennarket3- filed suit claiming that the Administrative Procedure Act required USDA to go 
through notice and comment rulernaking. 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 inpul as FSIS began the awesome lask of 
drafting Ihe landmark PRlHACCP rule. In March of 1994, a roundtable meeting was held to 
discuss this major overhaul of the Nation's meat and poultry inspection systems with 
representatives from consumer groups, Government, industry, scientific organizations, and 
farmer/producer groups. The proposed rule called for an cnd to a command-and-control approach 
to inspection, which dictated the exact steps that were required to meet a specific food safety 
regUlation. In contrast to this "cookie-cutter" approach, the new HACCP rule would focus on 
preventing the problems that cause contamination in the first place. Vnder the new system, 
plants target the most significant hazards and build in controls to prevent them. USDA 
inspectors 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"microbiological 
tests are belllg conducted to confirm the safety of their product. 
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The Clinton Administration recognized the revolutionary nature of the proposal and made dear 
its intention to overhaul a system that had evolved very little for more than 8 decades. This 
naturally caused angst and raised questions among even those most supportive of the shift For 
this reason, the Department committed 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 employees, and a food safety summit 
hosted by Secretary Glickman. The comment period for the proposed rule was extended twice. 
and PSIS ultimately received approximately 7,500 written comments. 

The PRlHACCP final rule was published on July 25, 1996, 

The agency continued to work with the industry and more than 7,500 PSIS inspectors and 
veterinarians to ensure that everyone would be comfortable with, and up to speed on, the new 
system, All plants first were required to put in place sanitation standard operating procedures 
(SSOPs), which were tailored to their specific operations, SSOPs 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 to conduct microbia! testing for 
generic E. coli to verify that their systems to prevent fecal contamination were working. To 
further verifY that the HACCP system was working, FSIS set a pathogen reduction performance 
standard for ..'lalmouel/a. Solmone/la w~s chosen because it is an indicator of other pathogens 
and the U.S. Centers for Disease Control had good historical data about illness caused by the 
pathogen" 

With a fundamental shift underway in its inspection system, FSIS conducted a top-to-bottom 
review of its regulatory roles, resource aJlocatton, and organizationaJ structure in the new 
HACCP environment" The day after the final rule was published, Secretary Glickman 
announced that FSIS would reorganize itself to maximize the agency's inspection and 
enforcement capabilities. The plan reduced the number of non-from·line employees by 20 
percent. The reorganization also created the Office of Public Health and Science, which included 
several new divisions that reflected the science-based, public health focus of the new PSIS: 
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 jjcommand~and~control" format Because this was inconsistent with 
HACCP's tailored, preventive approach, more than a dozen" rules were either revoked or changed 
to: improve f(}od safety, reflect the HACep approach, and/or make the regulations less 
burdensome and easier to use. FS(S did such a good job with its regulatory reform efforts that it 
was designated a Government "Reinvention Center" by Vice President Gore's National 
Performance Review. 

An increased I!mphasis on science was a centerpiece of the inspection modernization effort" 
Equally important was the recognition that in order to truly improve the food safety system, 
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USDA would have to reach beyond the walls of slaughtering ard processing planls, This led to a 
new emphasis on the "fami-to-table" continuum. To this end, FSJS teamed up with the Food and 
Drug Administration to identifY 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 FSlS 
worked with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to gather baseline data on the 
incidence of foadhame illness due to meat, poultry, and egg products. These partnerships we"re 
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 
u-agic death of Princess Diana. The second biggest story was UN, inspectors searching for 
chemica! wea.pons in Iraq. The third biggest story 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 
U.S, history. The event undoubtedly also influenced the outcome of a subsequenl USA Today. 
poll. Surveying consumers, the newspaper ranked the fear ofgetting sick from eating 
contaminated meat or poultry fifth highest among Americans' greatest concerns, close behind 
being diagnosed with cancer and becoming the victim ofa violent crime, 

The event began in August of 1997 with Hudson's recaJJ af20,OO{) pounds of frozen beef pa!ties 
for possible r.:ontamination ofE coli 0 J57:H7. Because of poor recordkeeping. the "reworking" 
of meat from one day to another, and shoddy cleanup practices by the company, within several 
days the recall engulfed 25 million pounds of potentially contaminated product. A Colorado 
outbreak earlier in the month triggered the recall when more than 20 people became violently ill. 
Mosl had grilled and ealen hamburgers processed by the Hudson plant 

The high profIle nature of the event prompted the Clinton Administration to once again seek 
legislation that would give USDA critical food safety enforcement tools: the ability to 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 Administration, the iegistation was never enacted, largely be~ause Congress generally 
supported industry's argument that an expansion of USDA authority ",'as unnecessary, In a radio 
address ofMay 2000, President Clinton made clear his disappointment "The Department has 
the right to penalize a circus to protect animals from harm," he said. ''It's about time we gave 
them the tool they need to protect human beings from harm, too. II 

HACCP Launch 
Once the Clinton~Gore Administration had successfully launcbed 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 
inspectors and plant employees. Hard sdentific data reflected its success almost immediately, 
Also, despite lou~ cries from HACCP opponents that many plants, particularly.small ones, could 
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not survive under the rigors of the new system, the number ofoperations suffering business 
setbacks was minima1. 

These facts t epresented a monumental achievement when one considers that the transition to 
HACCP meant ,hat meat and poultry plants had to: (I) develop and implement written sanitary 
operating plans: (2) begin operatin·g under a system of preventive controls. which they had to 
design and maintain; (3) in the case of slaughter plants, had to conduct microbial testing for 
genetic E. coli to verifY 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 Salmonella. 

Recognizing tJmt this transition would be more ofa challenge for smaller plants and that it would take 
rime (0 train Oil! of their inspectors. USDA opted for a phi'l.Si.>-in of th..: new rule, The Nation' s 300 largest 
plants (500+ employees) weri! required to come miller the new system first, follo....-ed by plants with 10~ 
499 emp!oyCC$. and ultimately working dO\\ll to even smaller, often furIlHy..()\\-ued, 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 
tor setting appropriate food safety standards. maintaining oversignt, and operating a strong 
enforcement program to deal with plants that did not meet regulatory standards. 

To ensure that USDA inspectors, plant operators. and employees were intimately familiar with their roles 
and duties under the new system, USDA launched a massive education campaign. For example, 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 multiple languages. FS[S's Technical Service Center in Omaha set up a HAecp hotlinc 
to answer regulatory questions, Five land~grant universities across the COUnllY worked with USDA to set 
up model HAeCp plants, which were opened to industry and used to demonstrate the new approach, 

After large plants successfully implemented HACCr, FSIS linked some<ofthose plants as 
mentors for smaller plants< In June 1998, the agenCJI established the Office of the HACCP 
National Coordinator to build and maintain an infrastructure for providing infDonation, technical 
guidance. and assistance to plants. It also set up a network of coordinators across the country to 
respond to requests for additional training and assistance. 

HACCP Success 
The end result was success. After the last phase ofimplementatioo j a study revealed that more 
than 92 percent of plants were up and running under the new system on time. FSIS worked 
closely with those who struggled to meet the higher standard. Of the more than 8.000 plants 
under HACCP, only a handful decided to dose rather than take the actions necessary to meet the 
higher bar for safety, 

Another indication ofHACCP's success was the significant decrease in the prevalence of 
Sulmfmella in raw meat and poultry products. Sa/monella was chosen as a performance standard 

78 




for HACCP because it is a strong indicator of other pathogens and because an inability to control 
Salmone/la 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 of2000-just 9 months after the last plants joined the program-Secretary Glickman 
released data showing significant reductions in the prevalence ofSalmonella for the year ending 
June 30, 2000. Salmonel/a 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 met~ting 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. Cn total, 88 percent oflarge and small plants met the standard. 

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) also provided evidence ofHACCP's 
immediate success. Its data released on March 11, 1999, showed a marked decline in Salmonel/a 
and Campylohacter infections, two of the most common causes offoo(Jborne illness in the 
United States. The findings showed a 13 percent decline in Salmonel/a infections over the 
previous 2-ycar period, a 44 percent drop in the incidence ofSalmonella enteritidis (associated 
with egg contamination), and a 15 percent reduction in the number of illnesses caused by 
Cumpylohacier, the most common bacterial foodborne pathogen in the U.S. CDC officials 
credited HAeCp 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 2111 century, 
USDA also proved HACCP's detractors wrong: a modem, science and prevention-based system 
was needed to address emerging problems like E. 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 Asse·ssment, 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 great.er consumer 
confidence in food safety, separates fact from rhetoric (particularly in trade disputes), and--most 
importantly - best protects public health. Some areas in which science 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 offoodborne 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 ConS<)nium, which advises all Federal agencies with risk management 
responsibilities for food safety on advancing the science of microbial risk assessment Through the 
Consortium, scientific risk assessments have been undertaken for a range ofdangerous pathogens to help 
determine where and how Federal resources should 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 sUlveillance offers public health officials across 
the country prompt access to information that can help them identify causes offoodborne 
illnesses and link illnesses to each other and to potential sources, Quickly identitying an 
outbreak and its sources is critical to preventing the spread of food poisoning. FoodNet's 
baseline data in subsequent years will be used to document the eftectiveness of USDA's 
PRlHACCP efforts in reducing foodbome disease. 

" ., . "w<..·' "",,,'
The' Costs {)fFood~rne mne'ss'<:" ':" . . . .:;k',' .' '. ",'",'", ",' 
When people think;f ~ital food'safetY research, typi~lIy they ,thinkfirst about the's'ignifi;::ant .' 

, btcakthroughs that dir~ctly improve public hca.lth: While this'was a key priorit); for the ChntOn 
Administration, another key research 'project pro.ved just how.valuable good. solid eConomicS can 

'be to.overcoming the:hurdles of food safety po'jjtics\ As the cffitton Administration pressCd ror'a 
fundamental overhaul of the Natioo's'meat and poult0' inspeetions.,oppOnenis"a.:guCd thirt: ihe:~'· 
.reforms w;"dd bCP'()"'mically,~. USOAeconomists'f~d~,:;They""t_ed. 
. the ~ual (osts of,fQodltornc diseases to be betw~ $5.6'00, 9·t9tl,tion., .Thes.e.~~,,~~.b'~,'~ 
,;'tcvealiXl'that the"'trife eeohomk::'bu1ttelFwas $76 miUion to $8~rinUiori 'f 'car' to ,c'''''-~'Iemenrovei\ : 

, • .j. •. "N ' '. ' ; , ' h ' "':"",0,".' . ,pc y .', ,\"",,~, '>"i;<,'-,,", ,'"me fifst.'!fyt,'at's and $100 million'to S)20 million:'per year.tO IDaintailHfACCP:s9'stemsf,or';?i~,; ~'" " 
:sJi~}/more than ~tenth ,of ~'~~ per p~.~USDA cco;m~sts also pro9d'tid estiffiiU~ of!t, '-. 
the eXpected benefitS '~fHACCP.,:tillding the savings in medical CQsts and productivity losses ?f 
$1, to $3,7 billion pcr)'~r,or 0:'fcr~2Q.,years to be ~ much as ~!?2 billion,~~far in excess of,~:,'," 
costs'to can)' out thtrrefonns. ":Besi~s fueling sup-port forlfA<:;Cp;"the USDNMaiY~ls'alS~~was ' 
critical to s(:curing millions ofdollars..in ncv-' futl.diug for ti:nhafety resoon;h;.,~ucation..~d 
cnfOfCCntenl activities.· By.demonstrating that improving the safety ofthe Nation's food supply 
would Save billions of dol1ars annually in medical costs, lost productivity and saved lives;"USDA 
oconomists dt.:moostrated once again ~t the Clin?o~ Administration!s strong sitp'port of USDA 
research offers a tremendously high r...'tum on investment to the American taxpayer. 

The Clinton Administration also created PulseNet, a multi-agency, national computer system of 
publiC health laboratories that helps to identify and stop episodes offoodbome illness. The 
Pulse Net laboratories perform DNA fingerprinting on bacteria 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. PuiseNet is especially effective given the nature of modern food 
production !,ystems that are capable of producing millions ofpounds of product and shipping it 
within a matter of days across the country. Without PulseNer, identifying an outbreak across a 
wide geographic area would be far more difficult and time-consuming. In fact, PulseNet proved· 
integra! in linking the many illnesses and deaths that occurred in 1998-l999 due to a LisJeria 

. outbreak across Ihe country. Thanks to the database, investigators were able to trace the products 
back to a Sara Lee plant (BiI:Mar) in Michigan, 

As part of the Clinton Administration's commitment to address a variety of pathogens linked to 
foodborne illness, USDA intensified its efforts to identify and measure certain bacterial risks to 
human health. For example, in 1999, Campy/ahaeter 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 Li~lferia and Salmonella in cooked, 

ready·to~eat meat and poultry products and for E, coli 0157:H7 in cooked meat patties, Anned 
with sdentitk 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 
1999 to launch a project designed to explore whether HACCP could be extended to further 
improve food safety. Under this banner. the agency designed a HACCP inspection modeJ for 
slaughter plants, in an effort to extend the principles ~f 5cience~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 Project (HIMP), and some 30 
plants that slaughter healthy, uniform, young chickens, turkey:{, and swine volunteered to 
participate. The initial data collection j released in July 2000 by Research Triangle Instltute~ an 
independent consulting firm, showed a Salmonella prevalence reduction from 6, J percent pre~ 
HIMP to 5.5 percent, post-HllviP. The national Salmonella performance standard was 20 
percent The data collection also showed reductions of from 9 percent to 1 (10 percent in carcass 
defects. 

Threats to HACCP and lUMP 
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,O()O 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 unacceptable products under Federal 
inspector oversight 
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The plaintiffs aUeged that the pilot violated the Federal Meat Inspection and Poultry Products 
Acts because Federal inspectors were not conducting a post-mortem inspection of the carcasses 
of all livestock and birds processed for human consumption. The District Court granted 
summary judgment for the Government, but the union appealed, In a unanimous June 30, 2000 
opinion, the Court of Appeals reversed the lower court's decision, holding that the piiot program 
violated Federal laws because F~eral inspectors were not mak!ng the critical detennination 
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 cballenged the modification, claiming that the agency continued to violate F'ederalla\vs, 
A court decision was still pending in late 2~0. 

During this legal dispute, two "public interest" organizations-the Government Accountability Projcct and 
Public Citizcn·-bought into the union's allegation that HACCP and IiIMP compromised food saf:..'1y. 
They attacked USDA by publicizing gL'IlCral in-plant observations tht..·y had collected from a small 
number of uniun inspectors. Many in the media concluded that the union was using the mlo 
organizations to advance its labor objeclives and that the organizations1 own motivation was support for 
a minor politicl! pany which had n candidate in the 2000 presidential election. Most consumer groups 
and industry indicated support for HAeC? and HIMP during this episode. 

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 Dallas. which on November 30, 1999 filed a lawsuit in u.s. District Court for the 
Northern District of Texas. 

The suit sought to enjoin USDA from suspending inspection services after Supreme failed the 
Salmonella performance standard for the third consecutive time. Under the PRlHACCP rule, 
three consecutive failures result in the suspension of inspection services (wbich effectively shuts 
down a plant' oS operations). Following issuance ofa temporary restraining order and a 
preliminary injunction prohibiting USDA from taking action, the court on May 25, 2000 held 
that USDA exceeded its statutory authority in Issuing and seeking to enforce the Salmonella 
standard. The court found tbat meat is adulterated only when USDA finds tbat tbe conditions of 
the establishment are unsanitary, bur that it cannot use the identification ofSalmonella on the end 
product as sole eVidence ofunsanitary condi1ions. USDA appealed the decision on September 9, 
2000 10 the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth District. 

Changes to the Workforce 
HACer and other factors, including a seemingly more violent society, dramatically impacted the 
FSIS workforce in the late 19905. A tragic incident occurred in June 2000 wben the owner of a 
small sausage~manufaclUring operation if). Califorma allegedly shot and killed two FSIS ' 
compliance officers and a Stare ofCalifornia inspector when they visited the business to 
determine ifit 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 ofJean Hillery and Tom Quadros, the slain USDA employees, 
were dedicated at the corner of 141h Street and Jefferson Drive, 

The murders of the two compliance officers led FSIS to focus on workplace violence to a greater 
degree. Tht~ agency had already developed materials and a strate!:,.,), to neutralize problems 
associated with troubled employees and conflicts between employees, .But, following the 
killings, FSIS a.lso set up a Workplace Violence Prevention Task: Force to develop a set of 
rccommendation:5L To complement that effon, the Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safety 
entered into a cooperative agreement with the Milbank Memorial Fund under which workplace 
violence experts will begin a dialogue with labor and employee groups, industry and consumer 
organizations, and agency leaders to find ways to improve the quality of the workplace. 
environment. 

The arrival ofHACCP in the late 19905 positioned FSIS to begin reshapmg its workforce to meet 
future demands. In reducing its reliance on sensory inspection and shifting to a prevention~ 
oriented inspection system, FSIS knew that it would need to introduce more frontline personnel 
with scientific and technical expertise, and it foresaw the necessity of greater flexibility in the 
deployment Qfpersonnel 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 late J9905, as was a 
redefining of future roles: of agency veterinary medical officers, 

No plans were introduced to alter the size of the workforce. In fact, inspector shortages in some 
areas of the country in 1999 prompted the agency to intensify recruitment efforts. The drive's 
goal was realized in June of 1999 when FSIS reached tts inspector ceiling ofmore than 7,600 
enough to staff all of the Nation's plants, including some in extremely rural areas. In 1999. PSIS 
also created !l Workforce of the Future Steering Committee to address many of the issues 
anticipated a:. part of the workforce changes. 

Recalls 
The number of industry recalls began to climb in 1998, This increase was due in large pan to the 
E. coli 0157. H7 testing, an increase in the sample size tested, the introduction of a more sensitive 
test, and the Listeria ItImlOcylogenes testing in ready~to~eat product. In 19% and 1997, a 
combined 52 recalls occurred. In 1998, the number was 44, and in 1999 it climbed to 62. The 
trend continued in 2000 when the number of recalls surpassed the 1999 high in the ninth month 
of the year. The number of recalls occurring in a given year is a poor indicator of food safety. 
And in fact, during this same time period, the Centers for Disease Control released data showing 
a decrease in illness. 
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The Hudson Beef case, vvith its massive multimillion pound recall and worldwide public 
attention, spurred the agency to launch a review of its recall policy. The study. completed in 
1999, fesulte~ in many proposed changes'. It also led,to a February 20.00 decision to begin 
issuing press releases for aU recalls. Previously, the agency only pub1ici~ certain classes of 
recalls that posed certain public health risks. Consumer groups, Secretary Glickman, and others 
agreed that the old policy 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 voluntarily recalled hundreds of thousands of pounds of products that were believed to 
bave caused more than 20 deaths and sickened another 1 OO.plus people due to Listeria. The 
controversYl which included heavy public criticism of USDA, occurred after FSIS investigators 
were unable to link (he 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 to issue precautionary public 
warnings when faced with extraordinary public health events. 

The Food Quality Protection Act 
In August of 1996, President Clinton signed the Food Quality Protection Act into law. This law 
had unanimcus bipartisan support and represented the first major refo.rm of pesticide la\\1 in 
decades. The Act raised the standard of safety for pesticides and established a rigorous timetable 
for the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to review all existing pesticides,under that new 
safety standard. The Act also placed new demands on USDA to provide high quality data to 
EPA and to respond to the concerns offarmers and ranchers. In September of 1997, Deputy 
Secretary Richard Rominger announced the creation of the Office of Pest Management Policy 
within USDA's Agricultural. Research Service to lead the Department's efforts to provide a 
strong response to 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 
anowan adequate transition to new, safer pest management systems" . 

Partnerships 

President Clintonts Food Safety Initiative 
In his second term, President Clinton turned his focus to a new initiative. In January 1997, he 
asked U.S, fc'od safety agencies to produce a report identifying gaps in the U.S, food safety 
system and r(:commending ways to 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 s.afety to the American people. 

The report, Food Safety From Farm to Table:' A NUliDnal Food Safely Initiative, signaled the 
beginning of increased cooperation between the various Federal food safety agencies and-over 
the final 4 yel:lrS of the Clinton AdministratIon-an incre~se of $1. 5 billion in funding for food 

84 




safety-related activities. The report recognized foodborne illness as an emerging public health 
hazard that required aggressive and more coordinated Government action. 

The resulting President's Food Safety Initiative improved coordination among the various 
Government agencies, It also looked beyond "qulck fixes" and instructed U,S. food safety 
agencies to develop a 5-year national food safety strategic plan to address specific and growing 
concerns. 

As recommended 10 the Initiative, Federal and state agencies teamed up to fonn the Foodborne 
Outbreak Re!!ponse Coordinating Group. This collahorative effort was designed to increase 
coordination among Federal, state, and local food safety and publJc health agencies; guide 
efficient use of resources and expertise during an outbreak~ and prepare for new and emerging 
threats to the U$. food supply. 

Initiative resources in 1998 were used to enhance surveillance of ibodborne disease and 
outbreaks and better coordinate outbreak response, improve inspections and compliance, target 
important new research and risk assessment to critical scientific gaps, and strengthen education 
and training, especially for those who handle tbod at critical points from the retail setting to the 
horne. 

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

(n 2000, the Administration targeted Initiative funds toward controlling foodborne hazards in the 
preharvest phase; increasing the speed and efficiency ofoutbreak responses, and further 
developing a nationally integrated., seamless, and science-based food safety system_ For 
example, the :2000 Initiative specifi.cally increased investment in food safety research in such 
areas as animal production practices and manure management, surface runoff causing pathogen 
contamination ofcrops and animals, improved contamination detection methods, and prevention 
of the development of antibiotic drug resistance. 

Oil October 28, 2000, the President signed the FYOI Appropriations Act, praising the fact that the 
legislation fully funded the latest round of his Food Safety Initiativc, directing resources to inen,,-ased 
survcillan;;:e, insp()ction of domestic and imported food, respollsc to outbreaks, and ~vital research," 

President Clinton's Council on Food Safety 
As Ii vehicle to accomplish many of the recommendations presented in the Food Safety initiative, 
the President in August 1998 created a Council on Food Safety. Secretary Glickman, Health and 
Human Servle-cs 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 Management and Budget;Partnership for 
Reinventing Government, and Domestic Policy Council. 

In addition to painstaking work on the strategic plan and budget, the Council and agency 
principals in March 11}99 responded formaUy to a critical assessment of the Nation's food safety 
system that was put forward in ~ 998 by the Nationru Academy of Sciences. The report, Ensuring 
Sq!e Food: From Production 10 COfLmmptimi, made numerous recommendations for improving 
the food safety system. In 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: Salmonella enteritidis contamination in eggs and Ijsleria mOlJocytogenes 
contamination in ready~to-eat products, As a result. in late 1999, food safely ageI1cies developed 
an Egg Safety Action Plan designed to eventually eliminate SalmotJella in eggs. Later, in 2000, 
the President announced plans to address Listeria, a bacteria particularly dangerous for 
vulnerable populations ofconsumers. 

Foud Safety Research 
The President's Food Safety Initiative almost doubled the funding for food safety research, and 
there were many examples in the late 1 990s indicating that food safety research was paying of[ 
For example, in January of 1999, USDA scientists announced development ora technique to 

.rapidly detect a potentially deadly strain ofSalmonella bacteria that resists many antibiotics In 
July of 1998, a USDA Agricultural Research Service scientist reported the development of a 
rapid. easy-to-use test that detected E. coli bacteria in food products, and FSIS began using the 
method. The test works on hamburger meat and IS 10 to 100 times more sensitive than other 
tests. in March 1998, USDA announced development ofa product that dramatically reduces the 
level of Salmonella in broiler chickens. 1n field tests, the product reduced Salmonella from 7 
percent in untreated chickens to 0 percent in treated chickens. 

Growing out of the President's Food Safety inilialive was the creation ofa Joint Institute for 
Food Safety Researcb to coordinate research efforts. This was Important because it gave Federal 
agencies a coordinating body to more effectively match the needs of regulatory agencies with the 
priorities of n:search agencies. Since FSIS is dependent on outside research, this c.oordination is 
vital. 

Aside from research efforts wholly or partly funded under the President's Food Safety Initiative, 
U.S. food safety agencies in the late 1990's opened more doors to technology that could be used 
10 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~products. and certain other meat food products to reduce 
levels of food borne pathogens and to extend shelflife. In moving ahead with an expansion of 
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irradiation to meat products, USDA demonstrated its resoJve to provide industry with yet another 
tool to ensure food safety, It did so fully aware of some consumer concerns over this type of 
Upasteurization," but confident that the process is safe. 

., . 
Brown Uurgers: A Grav Area for Safety /_ 
Most conscientious back~ grillers know the imPortance of a wcll-cooked hUl'."~'to!hc 
safety oftheir meals. Unfortunately,'many subscribe to the fQlk wisdom that a burger is safely 
coOked when it's bmn it) the middJi USDA researchers'COnducted a~~cientific evaluation to , '._ 
-'investigate th~ truth ,ofthe COIlvc!}tio1,1, wisdom'A,~ study, provid~ _s~lid-~~jd~~J a ': __~; , 
cooked burger's color is. ~ a rcl~~ indicaror'ofintema1 ~tty temper~lfe. Simp,ly-put, 
bTo\VO burgers offer no guarantee of safety. The results were a major factor in the" , 
dcvc!opmtmt ofa massive FSIS consumer education campaign encouraging the use of meat' 
thennometers to verify that burgers are cooked· to a'temperature capable of killing off any ... ," 

,harmful bacteria. " 

Food Safety [ducatioll 
The Administration recognized that a true farm-to-table food safety strategy needed to focus 
heavily un consumers understanding that they share with industry and Government the 
responsibility of making <:ertain that food is safe. Therefore, President Clinton's USDA placed 
increased emphasis on getting ,consumer-friendly food safety information out to'the general 
public. For "xample, under thc auspices of the Food Safety Initiative, USDA helped create the 
Partnership for Food Safety Education. a coalition ofindustfY, Goverrunent, and consumer 
groups dedicated to reducing food~related illnesses through consumer education. On October 24, 
1997, the Partnership introduced its "FightBAC!" campaign designed to increase awareness of 
the dangers offoodborne bacteria. 

In addition to the FightBAC! education campaign, USDA in 2000 introduced "Thenny," a cartoon-like 
character who spreads - through written materials and in costume at food safety events - a message 
about the importance of using thermometers to ensure that meat, poultry, and egg products arc cooked to 
the proper temperature in order to destroy hannful bacteria. USDA also in March of 1997 released 
"Keeping Kids Safe," a childcarc food safety publication. The publication, along with food safety 
coloring books, was distributed t9 &2,000- day care centers nationwide" 

AU told, FSIS distributed tens of thousands ofeducational materials to the public and media and 
participated in hundreds offood safety consumer education events. Perhaps typical was the 
agency's 1999 effort to educate consumers, particularly vulnerable populations. including 
pregnant women, senior citizens, and those with weakened lmmune systems, on the dangers of 
Li!-.1eria. In this regard, the agency took its campaign not only to the media but also to health 
care providers most likely to be communicating with this at-risk population. 
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Clearly, the commitment to strong COnsumer education efforts came from the top, In 199&, Vice 
President Gon~ manned the grit! outside of USDA headquarters, As he participated in a safe grilling 
dGmonstration, he told tbe assembled erowd that "consumcrs need to be aware offoodbome risks wbile 
preparing food for their families, even around the friendly, seemingly safe i.:t1vimnment ofthc backyard 
grill. Government is doing aU it can to protect the food supply from dangerous microscopic pathogens, 
but it n<.>eds help from those 'who actually prepare meals in dw home," 

Emerging Issues 

Facing a New Threat: BiQterrorism 
As USDA pursu<.,,'(j the Clinton Administration's mandate that Federal agencies work more closely 
together to ensure the safety of America's food, Secretary Glickman established in 1998 the Food 
Emergency Rapid Response and Evaluation Team (FERRET). This team coordinates investigation of 
food problems that cross agency lines \...ithin USDA·~for example, the contamination of food inspected 
by FSIS and served in USDA's school lunch program. But as FERRET members found in 1998, its work 
can reach beyond traditional food safety issues and into suspected aets of terrorism. Such was the case 
when FERRET helped determine the risks associated with an unsubstantiated threat to contaminate 
products at a Wisconsin meat plant with HIV-contaminated blood, This ,,\las the first recorded case of a 
potential act of terrorism to the U S. food supply addressed by the Dt..'Partm(..'Ot 

Particularly leading up to the year 2000 calendar change, interagen.;;y teamwork took on a whole nL"W 

St.-'nse ofurgem:y, as speculation mounted over the vulnerability of the country's food supply to acts of 
tcrrorism_ At Secretary Glickman's requcst, Under Secretary Woteki and Deputy Under Secretary Caren 
Wikox led the Food Supply Working Group, onc ofthrce dozen groups formed by President Clinton to 
address various aspects of the "Y2K" challenge. The interagency group worked for more than 18 months 
to educate all industry parties about thfeats-~rangmg from terrorism to computer glitches-and potential 
safeguards. Fortunately, only a few minor electronic disruptions \vcre reported and no acts oftcrrorisnt, 

B(.,'yond ? succ(;ssful transition to a new millennium, it was increasingly clear that the V,S, Government 
nt."Cded to take strong prca.utiorul against potential terrorist attacks against tbe food supply. Due to the 
inherent Opctml!SS (i,e., vulnerability) ofagricultural products, defensc experts concluded that the risk of 
biotcrrorism W.lS real. So in June 1999, Secretary Glickman created the USDA Counterterrorism Policy 
Council. USDA also began leading an agriculture counter-terrorism committee in the National Security 
Council and serving on an interagency intelligence working group Wilh the CIA and FBI, in order to 
clarify the extent ofbiotcrrorism threats to agriculture and expand awarenC$S of those threats among 
Federal agl.'1lcks. 

10 Fcbruary of 1999. the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture and publk health 
officials participated in the first Federal/state exercIse regarding poSSible deliberate contamination of 
animal meat In August of 1999, USDA worked with the Department of Defense to conduct a multiw 
agency exercise involving a Federal response to a hypothetical act ofdelibcrate biological contamination 
offood In March 2000, FSIS provided joint training in bio--terrorism response to its epidemiology and 
enforcement officers. The agency also established a Health Hazard Evaluation Board whose 
responsibilities include determining whether or not an incid('"fit ofcontamination is deliberate. And, it set 
Up;;t Blotcrrori::m Response Team to review threats to mL:;1t, poultry. and eggs, All these activities wen.; 
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the result of the Administration's realization that the Government needed ~ be prepared for terrorists 
woo might usc the y.S. food supply to endanger the U.s. poputation. 

New Food Safety Challenges 
In addition to a heightened a",'arefleSS of new and emerging threats like bJoterrorism, USDA focused on 
sl,,"Vcral other emerging food safety issnes: 
• 	 lo latc 2000. at thc White House's request, {jSDA helped ilk'1ltify interagency funding necessary 

for the National Academy of SClcnces to study the year 2000 Environmcntal Protection Agency 
reassessment ofhuman health risks associated with dioxin in the environment. EPA's study 
concluded that woxin was much more of a risk that previously stated and that most of the 
contamination was being transferred to humans through their consumption ofanimal fats. 
Vnrious Government agencies and the Wllite House supported an indcpt-'1ldcnt NAS study to 
explore how to responsibly addrcss the tssue. 

• 	 Throughout the late 19905. FS(S helped develop a multi~agcncy action plan to address the 
growing issuc ofantimicrobial resistance. A numbcr ofexperts identified antimicrobial 
rcsist:mcc as a major public health threat Evidence points to antibiotic use in food animals 
contributing to increased drug resistance In humans. USDA has long been involved in 
surveillance and research on this issue It also joined an interdepartmental Task Force on Anti~ 
microbial Resistance to help develop a public health action plan based on surveillance, research. 
prevention. oontrol and product development, 

• 	 r'or y'~ars, the U.S. Government has worked on measures to prevent the introduction of Bovine 
Spongiionn Encephalopathy {BSE)~-commonly rcfumxi to as "mad cow" disease-in this 
cQuntry. SSE, a disease found in cattle and believed to be transmittable to humans, has wrecked 
ngriculturat economies and caused dozens ofdeaths in other countries. Consistent with efforts to 
kc<.'P aSE out ofthc country was the dctision by several USDA agencies in 1998 to work with 
the Harvard University School (If Public Health to conduct a thorough study of BSE to 
understand every possible entrance pathway and identify ways to adequately protect U.S. cattle 
and tic human food supply. The risk analysis will be delivered to USDA in 2001. 

International Activities 
During the Clinton/Gore: Administration, the issue of food safety assumed a new k'Vcl of prominence in 
international meetings and negotiations .. Food Safety \\"a.S discussed at the highest politicallevcls, driv(.'1l 
by such initiatives as the creation of the World Trade Organization, the Signing of major trade pacts 
(including the Nonh American Free Tro.dc Agreement), and the continued activism of the G-R and other 
international organizations. Many felt tbat food safety issues were being exploited and wielded as 
competitivc weapons in trade disputes. 

A series ofoontrovcrsiaJ audits of the U.S, food safety system conducted by the European Commission 
as well as a contmuing trade dispute brought to the World Trade Organization regarding the safety of 
U.S. beef add{:d fuel to an already acrimonious relationship, Pfi.!sidL"Ut Clinton and the G~& leaders rook 
on the issuc, discussing fOod safety at several meetings. Within USDA, FSIS' role in the international 
arena increased marh-dly. The most Significant catalyst for that change was the 1994 adoption of the 
Agreement on the Application ofSanitruy and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS Agreement), which 
officially recognized the Codex Alimentarius Commission as an "expert body" for international 'food 
s.tfcty issues The SPS Agreement became effective in January of 1995. It requin:d that an importing 
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country accept as equivalent the food regulatory system ofan exporting country, ifthe exporting country 
demonstrates that its system achieves the same lcvel ofpublic health protection provided by the 
importing country. In 1999, FSIS provided the public with the results of its revievv offoreign country 
irnpil.-mcntallon ofequivalent Pathogen Reduction and HACCP requirements. The agency detennincd 
that all countries exporting meat and poultry to the United States have food safety regulatory systems 
that provide a level of protection that is ooquivalcnt to thal provided by the U.S. system, WOl'ldwidc this 
was among the first equivalency programs dcvctopcd by any rcgul~tory agency. 

The rccogniti<m of Codex reflected the cnonnous gro\\th of agncultural trade, which had increased by 
800 percent since 1962, the year Codex \Vas established. Code" operates undel' the auspices of two 
United Nations groups, the Food and Agriculture Organization and thc World Hcalth Organization. 1n 
1996, the position ofUnitcd Stares Codex Manager '';'as created, Shortly thel'cafief, the new Under 
Secretary for rood Safety fonned the interagency U.S. Codex Policy Committee to help establish U.S. 
positions on international food safety standard issucs. Under Secretary Wotck! and Deputy Under 
Secretary Wilcox assumed l!Xidership roles in that inter~agcncy committee. Guidance by the Slccring 
Committee wos critical to the success the UnitL'<l States achie"ed at the July 1999 s{.'Ssion of Cod!!...::. in 
which 160 memlx."'f nations participated, Achievements induded the ek'Ction ofFSIS Administrator Tom 
Billy as Codex Chair, the adoption of 418, m:w Codex standards and related texts, the establishment ofa 
task force on biotech foods, and approval of recommendations that enhanced consumer involvement in . 
Codex. 

The G~R feaders devoted:l portion of their 1998 and 1999 meetings to food safety issues and discussed 
the possiblc creation ofan international food safety regulatory agency. These diseusslons led the G-& to 
ask the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development to I'c'~icw international food satt't), 
activities. fn response, the organization created an Ad Hoc'Group on Biotechnology and Other Aspects 
of Food Safety, which compiled several white papers including one describing the food safety roIL'S of 
international organizations and characterizing national food safety systems. 

ThrQughout this period, the EC attempted to introduce the $(l~alh.'d "Precautionary Pnneiplc" into 
international discussions. Promulgatoo by the EC to endorse political management of risk, the 
"Precautionary Principle" has never been dearly defined. The USG regarded the concept as an internal 
organizing principle for the EC and its member states. Howev(,'f, the Office of Food Safety, in leading 
the debate for the United States Government. proposed many clarifYing questions [0 the Be on their 
meaning of the "Principle," and as part of its discussions in OECD it outlined U.s, uses of precaution as 
it is d:.;cpty embedded m U.S, regulatory statutes. Agrccmcnt WllS reacll\:d In Melbourne, Austr.alia in 
October 1999, that discussions and cxpl.mations of the EC proposal for the "Pn..'C.1utionary PrinGiplc" 
would take place in the context ofdiscussions of risk analysis at Codex, Ncyerthcless, the Ee .attempted 
10 introduce this COflCf."pt into the OECD discussions as well. 

As nntionallcuders discussed food safety issues, so did COnStiffierS and consumer organizations on both 
sides of the Atlantic. Deputy Under Secretary Wilcox assumed a leading role in the Transatlantic 
Consumer Dialogue, where she served (1,<; co-chair of the Foods Working Gmup. Comprised of U.S. and 
European Unicn consumer groups, and repreS(.'lrtatives of the US. Government and the European 
Conunission, the Dialogue ffiCt..1s annually to discuss issues of importance to conSumers, At the 1999 
and 2000 lnl..'t,,1ings, discussion in the Foods Working Group cl.'f1tered around tOC dl.·vc!opment of food 
safety measures: the safety of foods derived from biotechnology; and lhe benctits of nutrition labeling. 
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Perhaps the biggest food safety-related trade dispute of the Chnkln era had to do with the export of u.s. 
beeft!) European markets. In 1989, the Europeans banned the use of grov.1h promotants to animal 
production. At that time, the European Commission required tests for the presence of the banned 
honnoncs in ltS. meat e:xports. FSIS began certifYing that meat products exported to the EU were not 
treated with grov.1h promoting hormones. U.S. private laboratories also began mndom testing of this 
product, but no positives were dt..'tcctcd. 

The Ullited States pursued fonnal WTO dispute scttleffiCllt procedures against the European Union as a 
result of its b;m on imports of hormone-treated beef, In 1998, the WTO Appellate Body found that the 
ban violated tire SPS Agreement because it was oot·based on scientific principles. When the EuroP«Ul 
Union failed to comply with the wro ruling, the WTO granted authorization to the United States to 
suspend tariff concessions on Europenn Union goods \vith an annual trade value I,."quivalent to annual lost 
exports of U.S. beef 

In 1999, the European Commission announced thnt in port-of-cntry tests of U.S. meat it had found that 
up to 20 percent of the product contained substances mcluding growth hormones, which arc bannL-d in 
the Eutopcan Union. These findings called into question the cfft."Ctiveness ofthc U.S. becfindustry's 
testing program. Following the European Commission audits, FSIS temporarily suspended certification 
of bcef exportl:d to the European Union. FSIS then worked with meat exporters and the Agriculture 
Marketing Service to dl.wclop a third-party certification program, FSIS also temporarily moved 
verification testing from the private labofawrlCs In the United StAtes to" European laboratory. A 
Canadian laboratory is expected to assume aU verification testing in 2001. 

Fl......' could hav\! pn..-dictcd just how prominent food safety would become on the international stage 
during the Clinton Administration, Nevertheless, USDA responded in international organizations, 
workl,.-d with other countries, and worked with the U.S. agriculture industry to put forward scientifically 
based positions to protect public health in the United States and around the world, and to ensure the fair 
treatment of U.S. food and fiber products in the global marketplace. 

Conclusion 
More than any other Administration before it, the Clinton-Gore team left a legacy rich in food safety 
achievements. Arriving at the White House at a time when consumers, Congress, and Federal food 
Safi..1), agencies were scrambling to deal \\;th the devastating clfccts on human hctdth of dangerous 
emerging pathogens, t.hc Administration helped idf.'1Itiiy food safety problems and science-t>ased 
solutions: that make today's Amcri-ean food supply one of the safest in the world. 
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4. "We Will Have a New Day" 
The Civil Rights Movement at USDA 

"Building One America is our mu,Y( important mission .... Money cannot buy If. Power 
cannot e(wlpel it. TechniJJogy cannot create 0. It can only come from 
the human spirit." 

Pri.,.'Sident Clinton 
1997 State of the Union Address 

'The fu.rther I 'VI? waded into if,sues (~feMl righfs and agriculture, the more I 've felt the 
weighl '" ofage old national wounds Jhal have yet Iv properly hl.'al-fhe ugly !icon ofr(l(.,'ial 
fear and sll!tpicion}nat arc Ihe legacy ofslavery. Agriculture played a seminal rule In that 
history, America/ought II:. civil war {tver (he right So/lthern plantation owners asserted f(i 
emlaw: men, women, and children lO work In theirfield~'. Tuday, the continuing struggle of 
Black."lOrmer,v-30 yearN after our civil rights movemcnt-rcmint!.I' U\'jusl how far our Nation 
ha.'t yei 10 go 10 turn civIl rights into civil realities. " 

Dan Glickman 
To the National Association for the Advancement ofColored Poople 
July J5, 1998 

Whl.-'1l President Clinton took up the rallying cry of Dr. Martin Luther King. Jr., calling on the Nation to 
work toward racial healing and build "one America," he ",as largely met with a wave ofcynicism frolll 
both sides of the civil rights divide. In the decades since: the civil rights movement ofthc 19605, the 
American people had grO\Yn all too familiar \vith lofty words and little action from their' politicians on 
this sensitive Issue. Yet one need only walk a few short blocks from the White House [0 find a 
powerful example ofa. concrete transformation of civil rights ideals into ::lelian that was the direct result 
and one of the most enduring and mcaningfullcgaeics of the Clinton Administration. 

A Challenge 2 Centuries in the Making 
It is hard in a f(:w paragraphs to unravel all of too threads that explain why civil rights prcst.'lltoo such a 
powder keg of a problem at USDA. But one story rcf]c.;(S the depth and levd of mistrust that had built 
up over more than a century, particularly among Afncan~Ameriean fanners. One senior L;SDA offidal 
in the Clinton Administration displayed on the waH ofhis office a deed to land his African~American 
grandfather had bought in North Carolina for 12 cents an ncre in the 1880s. His family held onto tllis 
land through the Great Depression .and mnny other hard times. This is no small miracle given the striCf 
instructions passed from one generation to the next: never owe money to the Governmcnt~ never owe 
money to a bank "You can't trust those institutions," his grandfather wamed him. "If you let them take 
a mortgage 011 your land, then you're going to lose it." 
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Glickman explained the genesis for the mistrust this ~ay in an opinion piece in The WashinglOn Post in 
1998, 

uThe big phmtations of the South were the No. rmarket for slaves in America. After 
Reconstruction, many freed slaves stayed in the South working the land. In fact, most African~ 
Americans did not move to the cities until they \VCre pushed offtheir farmland by bigo~ry: white 
bankers oftcn denying credit, white neighbors somctlmes rcfusmg to sell ~. and an . 
Agriculture Dcpartnwnt that reflected. our Nation's mlsgwings on race and too often relcgated 
justicc to the backwaters." 

In many 'ways, USDA reflected the civil rights divide of the Nation, particularly in the turbulent years of 
the civil rights movement of the 1960$ and 19705. And the issue didn't stop \-v:ith USDA customers. 
Employees, too, had been subject to separate and unequal treatment. In fact, two of the Department's 
highest~ranking officials in the Clinton Administration started their careers at USDA with the job title 
of "county Negro extension abrenL" USDA was one of the last Federal departments to integrate. In the 
mid-I 960s, the Department's headquarters in Washington, DC, stm had separate bathrooms and 
cafeterias. And. farn) programs were delivered according to local social norms. In the South. this 
meant Black employees worktld in Black communities and white employees worked in white 
communitics. 

The Tuminll Point 
A turning point in t;SDA's rdationship with Black famiCrs began on December 12, 1996. On this day, 
a group of Bla{;k fanners demonstrating outside the Whitc House ealled on President Clinton to ensure 
fair treatment ill agriculttlrnllending programs for minority fanners. Tbeir allegations ofdiscrimination 
were not new. For several dcc..1des, African-American and other minority famlers and mnchers 
fn.'Qucntly complained o-f discrimination al the hands of USDA officials. A series of reports by 
Congress, the {lS. Commission on Civil Rights,;md USDA agencies substantiated their allegations, yet 
USDA for dccades did nothing" 

Dilring this sarne time period USDA employees-women, minorities, and people with disabilities

charged that they were dcnil..'d (.'qual employment opportunities. Th",' wrote letters, held press 

conferences, and filed individual complaints and class action lawsuits. Yet reports validating the 

employee OOflC{;ms, Ilkc those ofthe farmcrs, sat on the shelves and gathered dust. 


The very same day as the White House protests, Secn.:tary Glickman madc clear that a new day was 
dawning at USDA. He vO\wd that the DL-partment would make a decisive break with thc past and 
confront onc of its most obstinate problems. He tapped respected veteran USDA conservationist Pearlie 
Reed to lead a "Civil Rights Action Team" that \vould fan out across the country; tisten to employees. 
farmers,. and other USDA customers, and recommend S\-\-'Ccping changes tbroughout the Department not· 

. only to get USDA out from under its civil rights woes, but also to transform the Ik'Pamnent into a 
Federal civil rights leadcL 

During FY 2000, the Department roccivcd and acccpk'd 634 new program dIscrimination complaints. 
This number \\'.15 down dramatically from the 1,161 rect.'ivcd during FY 1999, This was onty the 
beginning. As Glickman stirred up this homer's nest of an issue and entered some of the most turbulent 
years of his can;cr, he frequently turned to the \vords of the poet Dante to spur on the Department's " 
efforts: "the hottest places in Hell nrc reserved for those who, in times of great moral crises, maintain 
their neutrality." 
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When President Lincoln created USDA, he callcd it the "people's department" The minority Humers 
who protcsied outside the White House, several of whom had lost their land because of USDA
prompted forcdosures, hnd another name for the Ik'Partment. They called it "the last plantation." 
Following the demonstration, the fanners filed suit in Federal court against SL'er,-'truy Glickman In an 
attempt to halt fann foreclosures they fclt were being used to drive African-American farmers off their 
land. They also sought restitution tor fmancial ruin caused by allcged discrimination jn USDA faml 
loon prog.rams. 

History willionk on thcse farmers as civil rights heroes. For many years, they toiled on this issue far 
from the national spotlight. Historically, thcir cla.ims had been largely ignored by USDA and ev,-'1l, for 
many years, by national civil rights organizatlons. 

All of that would chnnge 5 days after the White House protests of 1996, when the wry gates oursidt,: of 
which the fann::rs protcst1.'<i sVl'ung open, and the furmers gained an audience with the President of the 
United States. What came out in this meeting, which also included Vice Pr1."Sident Gore and Secretary 
Glickman. were hcan-wrenching stories offa.nns lost, marriages broken, and familil-"S left in pOV1.'rty
all ~uc to alll--gc:d USDA discrimination and unequal treatment. The problem, the fanners claimed, was 
widesprca.(t 111e statistics backed them up. (n the late 19905. Black¥owncd farms: were disappearing at 
three times the rate of rann:; generally. Clinton, Gore, and Glickman all left the me<..1ing dcteffiuued to 
nght thl-'Se wrongs. In fact, the very next day Glickman ordered an immediate halt to all USDA fann 
foreclosures until an independent review of any discrimination claims was conducte<t 

The Department ofAgriculture "vould never bc the samc, 

USDA Leaders Listen and Learn 
In the wake of the meeting, Reed and his Civil Rights Action Team got to work. The team \\<-as 

eompriscd of ) 5 senior USDA officials from throughout the Di.'Partment. Eight of the members, 
including Reed, \\'ere African Americans, five were white, one v.'4S Hispanic, and one was Asian 
American. Three were women: A key to the success of the committee was its 19~person executive 
support group. Another It<-')' was what Reed called a "'consensus" modeL He explained it this way: aWe 
will operate by consensus, but if we can't arrive at a consensus, I witl dectdc." 

The tL.-am held) 2 listening sessions around the: Nation and heard testimony from more than 300 
employees and ;;ustomcrsl. Secretary Glickman or Deputy Secretary Rominger 3tti.'Oded all but one of 
the sessions. The team was told over and over, by farmers and employees, that managers at USDA 
operated in a system that did not hold them accountable for discriminatioll. 

Black and whitE' fanners who \vcre small farmers in the Mississippi Delta charged that somc USDA 
officials denied them service and even (ourtesy and respect. whilc they gavc fanru:rs with large 
holdings service and loans. A white female fanner said that the "single largest problem for women is to 
be taken seriously by the fm:mciai community," including those "...ho ran USDA farm loans. Hispanic, 
Asian American, and American lndian farmers in Texas, California, and Oklahoma told stories with a 
common theme: USDA has done more to hurt than to help small and minority fanners. 

'Excctpts fmm the listening sessions are tapturcd ill a 12·minute vidcotllPC, "eRAT Repun-a Video MOlllllh'C," 
Febmary 19lJ7, !)tld in ~Ci\'iI Rights at the United States Depunmcni of Agriculture - A Report by The Civil Righls 
Action Team," Februal)· 1991. 
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;\1any furmers complained about the regulations and cumbersome paperwork requir!.."<i for USDA credit 
programs, whil;h they considered to be the equivalent of a brick wall to small fanners. They also 
described a county ·committee system that too often shut out minorities. Speakers said research and 
extension efforts did not adequately address the unique needs of srnall,.limited~resourcc, and minority 
produccrs~ ;)1£(1, separate imd unequal USDA funding to historically Black land-grant colleges and 
universitics and predominately white ll'lJ.1d..grant institutions only exacerbated the problem, 

Several farmers harshly criticized USDA's Office of the General COtlnseL Their perception was that 
USDA attorneys prevented the Department from compensating furmers who were discriminated against. 
The lack ofdiversity among the Officc's senior staff further fueled the sense that the Office lacked 
SA.-'11sitiviry to-;:illd was even hostile toward~wcivil rights. 

At the listening sessions, USDA i,,'mployees told ofm.:lnagcrs who used "intimidation, fear, threats, and 
retaliation" \Vbt!n cmployc($ complained of discrimination. Abusive managers, th(..j' said, were often 
rcwardlid ,'lith promotions and awards rather than held accountable Severnl claimed that when 
confronted hy complaints, many top agency officials adopted an attitude of "defcn?ing the troops" 
rntber than resolving complaints. Most who believed they had bocn discriminated against also felt that 
their managers lacked the skills and training necessary to lead a diverse workforcc. 

In addition to halding the 12 listening sessions, USDA's Civil Rights Action Team rllviewed all of the 
major past Department civil rights studies, reports, and actions of the prior 30 Yliars and included many 
of the n...'Commendarions that had carii(.'T gathered dust. The team not!.."" that 10 recent years every 
Secretary of Agriculture had said improving elVil rights was a priority. HO\l.'Cver funding was cut, and 
Ole Reagan Adminislration went so far as to dismantle USDA's civil rights program in 19lB, leaving the 
complaints to drift for years. 

The Civil Rights Action Team concluded, as many others had suggested, that with fuw exceptions, 
senior managers at the Department had nO( invested the time, effort, energy, and resources needed to 
produce fundamental change" As a rcsult, there was little civil rights accountability. and managers and 
supervlsors who abused their power were largely frcc to do so without fear ofconsequences. Even 
when discrimination ·was found to have oceurrcd, appropriMe di.sciplinary action was seldom taken, 

On February 28, 1997, Secretary Glickman received the civH rights rcpon, He promised that the p~n 
would not gather dust, but rather moved immediately into implementation. Speaking from USDA 
headquarters, Glickman spoke to atllJSDA employees, including those in offices across the country 
who were hooked up via satellite, "Our actions today arc meant to address both the problems and the 
pcrC<."Ptions that arc out there." Glickman said! "That starts by admitting that for far too long" USDA 
has been seen U:f ignoring serious, pervasIVe problems with our cIvil rights sytems ,,,. I'm not hcr~ to 
point fmgers, to cast blame, or to add any fuel to the fin::. I'm here simply to say, it is time to henl. We 
cannot change the past, but we can and will set a new wurse for the future of this Dt-'Partmellt." . 

The report '';'as ;;andid and reflected disturbing perceptions based on listening sessions and data from 
numerous repof!s. Secretary Glickman considered the ["'Port a rare and historic opportunity to change 
the culture of the Department of Agriculture, 'That very day, he created a new and uncquivocablc 
USDA civil rights policy: "It i.s now a condition of employment nt the vnited States Department of 
Agriculture that every employee trent every customer and COv,,-orkCf fairly and equttflbly. with dignity 
nnd mspf.,'(:{ " 
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Espy's Grolundwork 
The Civil Rights Action Team recognized that USDA had been laying the groundwork for a major civil 
rights initiative since the beginning of the Clinton~Gorc Administration. As the first African-American 
Secretary of Agriculture, Mike Espy was committed to expanding equity and fairness. 

Espy had the thll support of the White House as he set out to L1cklc the issue ofcivil rights: In fact, ~ 
Prcslrn.'ut Clinton's July 19, 1995, memorandum to"all Executive Departments and Agencies made dear 
that the Chnton-Gore Administration would "support affinnative measures that promote opportunities 
in employment, education, and Govcrrunent contracting for Americans subjt.'Ct to discrimmation or its 
continuing cffucts." The Prcsidcor's statement emphasized the oontinuing rommitmcnt to takL: 

affirmative measures to eradicate the effects ofdiscrimination in confonmmcc with the Supremo 
Court's decision in Adarand Conwruc(ors, Inc. v. Pena, which some had lIsed to stall affirmative acl.ioll 
efforts in USDA. 

On April IN, 1994, the Department ofAgriculture rccc-ivcd an opinion from Walter Dellinger, Asslstant 
AttorneY GCllt:lal, Office of Legal Counsel at the Justice Department, concluding that USDA could pay 
di1.ftl3ges to customers who had been discriminated against in USDA-conductcd programs under the 
EquaJ Credit Opportunity Act 

In accordance with an Administratjon~wide lnitiativc, Espy also expanded USDA's civil rights policy in 
April 1993, to include barring discrimination against cmplo)"'Ccs on the basis ofsexual. ork.'l1tation, He 
also established a Blue Ribbon Task Fore<: on ciVil rights, which provided several recommendations 
included in the Civil Rights Action Team's report. 

Turning Recommendations Into Results 
The Action Tcwn's report recommended a range ofsteps-92 in total-that centered around four brond 
concerns: manugi.wcnt commitment to clvtJ rights, program delivery and outrench, workforce diversity 
and employment practices, and the organiz.ational structure ofcivil rights responsibilities in the 
Department Specific recommi.'nd..,ltions included: giving the Assistant Se<:rctary of Administration full 
authority over civil rights; stripping county committees of their authority to dl,'tcrminc farm loans; 
appointing a diverse commission to develop a national policy to address the needs of .small farms; 

. creating State and National outreach .councils; establishing full-time USDA Service Centers on Tribal 
lands; ensuring all Service Centers arc accessible to peoplc with disabilitk.'S; addressing the needs of 
fannworkers; i~cr,,;asing the involvement of small and disadvantaged businesses in USDA programs; . 
holding managers accountable tor having a diverse pool of applicants for all job vacancies; 
consolidating USDA's civil rightS functions umwr one office; and ctlXlting a civil rights division within 
the Officc of i.hG Gcnend Counsel, 

To ensure tliilt the rL'POrt's recommendations would be trnnsfonned into results, the Secretary-on the 
sam:: day he rekascd the report-named Reed to be ch<lirman of the A<:tion Team, as the Acting 
Assistant SccrcHlry for Administration, This move solidified Recd's role as the Secretary's day·to-dllY 
lieutenant on d"iI rights. Glickman th{,!t\ ordered the creation of a Civil Rights Implementation Team to 
carry out the report's recommendations, and he ordered USDA agencies to provide whatever staff and 
resources necessary to complete the job. 
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The Implementation Team guided the transformation of the report's recommendations into actions, 
through activities ranging front setting up action teams and monitoring rlleir progress to drafting 
D(.'Partmenral regulations. policies, and procedures. The implementation team consisted of 30 
employees from headquarters and the field who were detailed (Le.,loancd) full time to USDA 
hcadquuners fbI' the job" . 

Beginning in April 1997, some 300 employees from alllcvcls throughout L'SDA began serving on 33 
different action teams ttmrged with realizing one or more of rhe recommendations. Collectively. the 
teams represenrcd the largest civil rights effon in USDA history. Each team used a systematic probtem~ 
solving opproach that WAS tailor{.-rl to their specific task. Depending on the recommendation, 
implementation could entail new policies, new organizational units or revamping eXIsting regulations. 
In other cases, implementation came in the fonn of legislative or funding prop<JsaJs. In ,all, the action 
teams crt;ated more than 90 diffcrent policies, regulations, handbooks, and other documents that all 
served one purpose-helping build a new and improved civil rights 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 brought about. As Presidcnt Clinton 
pursued his "one America" initiative, Iyfforts to nurture racial healing in America, and received some 
ridicule for attempting to address the sensitive issue, Glickman wrote him a memo holding up USDA as 
a real~world example of how the ideals of inclusivcness and racial harmony can be transformed into 
conerete progress. "I am in(;!Casingly -cont:cmoo about a growing enemy from an unlik.ely comer that 
unites civil rights advocates and oppom:nts alike. That enemy is cynicism," Glickman wrote. "In 
wading through USDA's problems, I quickly found that there is no substitute for action. We £(.1 dear 
goals. We laid out an aggressive timclinc, and we're sticking to it The result is credibility, From the 
people- who run our agencies to the people who answer til", phones, folks clearly sec that something fL'a1 
is happening, and dK-"Y want to be a part of it" 

After reviewing the Department's efforts In detail, Glick.m.an closed the memo \vith these comments: 
''This is haw we arc finding some success in changing the culture of the Department of Agriculture. 
hope that our experiences may be of some use in healing America's old wounds ... . This President and 
this Administration arc uniquely qualified to risc above merc talk. But if we arc to give the American 
people hope, first and forcmost we must gi\'e them action." Soon after, when the President gathered hls 
entire Cabinet for a mwting on the flone America" initiative, the "Glickman memo" was: one of the very 
first items included in the briefing book. 

Glickman \\'ork'.:d closely \\-lth the \\'hite Housc and Congress to kccp them informed and build support 
for the fundamental changes he sought 'Inc SceroL'try testified n.-peatedly before the Congress, 
inc1udltlg the House Agriculture Committee and a special hC:.lring ofthc Congressional Black Caucus, 
to provide detailed infonnation about the Department's progress, The Secrctary routinely emphasized 
that civil rights was his number one priority in his speeches and ·writings to USDA employees and 
stakeholders 

At this point, the progress at USDA was attracting national attention. Harvard University's prcstigi9us 
John F. Kennedy School ofGovemment had a special interest in how civil fights policy is changed in an 
orgalllzotion, and it conducted a case study of the USDA effort, TIle School approached the case from a 
historic perspective and used it in their seminars for senior executives and as a management too! to be 
shared with other organizations in both the public and private sector. 
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In July 1998, Secretury Glickman named as Civil Rights Director an experienced civil rights manager, 
who had the talent and vision to carry out an effective civil rights SiJatcgy for the Department The 
Director '.vt!:s a civil rights attorney and senior offIcial at the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, ~nd had served as general counsel at the U,S. Conunission on Civil Rights. Carrying on 
the civil rights (CfOmlS at the Department and fairly resolving a class-action l;;n....suit brought by African~ 
American fanners were major issues confronting the new diri:CtoT, 

w1111e the harslt criticism of the Office of the: General Counsel was unwnrrentcd, the Secretary believed 
it was important to institutionalize change at USDA One step was the creation of a civil rights division 
within USDA'5 Office of the General Counsel. Before this move, thi.! Office did not have any attorneys 
dr.,-dicated tllll~timc to civil rights. This omission was in sharp CQntr.lst to other major Federal , 
departments, and was widely criticized. The nC\v division was staffud \\ith attorneys who specialize in 
civil rights law and arc able to provide USDA with the e:o;.pcrtise it needs to enforce civil rights laws, 
rules, and regUlations, The escalation of USDA's in-house legal expertise on civil rights matters arrived 
at a pivot.al tim'.:" 

Making U.S. History in the Courts 
A major development in moving USDA's civil right agendn forv.'ard was the historic settlement of the 
consoliduted d~lSS action brought by African-American fanners nationwide alleging widespread race 
discrimination in USDA farm programs. For many years prior to the filing oftlle class actions, several 
African~AmeriC'an farmers had filed administrative complaints with USDA alkoging such 
discrimination. Many others were thwarted in their attempts to file sueh complaints. 

In 1997, two class actions were filed by farmers in the United States DIstrict Court for the District of 
Columbia-l'iJ;/hrd v. Glickman and Brewington v. Glickman" After an extended period of discovery 
and other pretrial matters, the two la\vsuits were consolidated into one class action and United States 
Distflct Judge ('aul Friedman cc.rtified the lawsuits as a class action" Specifically, the class was defined 
by Judge Friedman as all African-American farmers who {I) farmed, or attempted to faml, between 
January I, 198 i. and December 31, 1996, (2) applied to USDA during that time period for participation 
in a Federal farm credit or benefit program and who believed that they were discriminated against on 
the basis of TaO: in USDA's response to that appiic!ltion, and (3) filed tl discrimination complaint on or 
before July 1, 1997, regarding USDA's treatment of such farm credit or benefit applictltion, 

Not long after the lawsuits were filed and the class \1,"'35 certified, USDA began looking at the possibihty 
of settling the class action, USDA and the Administration recognized that the lawsuit raised legitin'mte 
issues regarding wht.'tllcr USDA had discriminated against many African-Amcnean fanners and had 
failed to act in a timely manner em the complaints. The case highlighted the plight of these fanners, as 
well us the internal problems ,",lID both OSDA field staff and the processing ofcivil rights complaints. 
TIms, USDA and the Administration did not want to just take a purely dcfl..'l1s1ve stance in addressing 
the class action. Instead, Prl."Sidcnt'Clinton's USDA focused on resolving the k-gitimate claims ofclass 
memi.x:rs. 

As n. result, settk.--m:.:nt options werc e;\11lorOO by the D:.:partment of Justice and USDA In addition, 
discusskms were hdd-~among the Secretary, the AttoffiL.'j' General and even at times President Clintonw 

-

that fOCUSi..-d on seeking a resolution. TII~ Sccretary made public his desire to reach a fair and equitable 
settlement. Even after the deci."ion was mado to reach some settlement of the case, the parties to the 
lawsuit stmgglcd to reach a ccnscnsus agreeable to all. In addition, because the claims of most ortho 
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class members were barred by the statute QfIimitations, the Secretary and the Administration advocated 
legisltltion that \vQuld penuil class members to sue despite the fact that the statute of limitations had run 
out on their claims, Without such legislation, whkh passw in Octobl.'f 1998, the class mcmbcrs would 
not havc been rntitlcd to any monetary da.r:nagcs, 

A Congressional waivcr of the statute of limitations is rare in U.s, legal history_ In a 199X opinion 
piece in The W~1shinKt()n Post, Glickman made a strong case for,thc historic nature Qfthis achievement, 
likcnin'g the victory to Congri.'Ss' approval in the late 1980s of reparations: to Japanese American 
survivors ofWorld War n internment camps here in the United Statcs. He explained the complex issue 
this \Vay: 

"Because these old cases had sat on a shelf for so long-not bc<:ause of the fault of the 
fanner:) but because ofVSDA '5 O\\'tl ineompL1.L'Dce or wOrSe-those complaints could not 
be heard. None of these wrongs could Ix: set right without an act of Congress ",. I was 
told mnny times that it could not be done, But, spurr,,;od on by the farmers, tough 
negotiating" the perseverance of top Administration offiCials, and Congression31 leaders 
from bl)f;h parties, the impossible was made possible in this case. Now, for farmers 
whose civil rights complaints ..vent unaddressed, the door is open again. 'Jbey finally 
will have then cases hc;l,rd and, where justified, re«jvc appropoJlte compensation."2 

Once this legal roadblock \"'as removed. other more surmountable nurdJes replaced it The Secretary 
continued to mc!.'! with the Attorney General to express his frustration with the negotiations. Fillally in 
January 1999, after months of painful negotiation, the parties agreed to a settlement in the fonn of a 
Consent Decree. Even though an agreement was reached, Judge Friedman allowed any interested ptlrtic:s 
to raise objections to the proposed Consent Decree before it was made final. A hi.'aring was held so that 
the Judge could hc;l,r such objections. HO\li-evcr, in a landmark opinion in April 1999, Judge Friedman 
approved the Consent Oeeret:' and it took effect. 

Under the tenns of the Consent [K.>t:ree, an eligible class member could choose to have a claim processed 
under one oftwo claims processes. In order to administer sueh processes, USDA contracted out for an 
indi.'Pcndc:nt Claims Facilitator to serve as the Adjudicator of certain claims under the Consent Decrcc. 
The first claims process, known as Track A, is an CXpcditL-d process under which a claimant files a claim 
form under oath setting forth the bases of the claim. Claimants who provide written IIsubstantial 
evidence" of discrimination to an independent Adjudicator arc awarded a $50,000 cash payment, a 
payment to the [RS of the tn..xes on this amount. discharge ofany outstanding debt at issue. and other 
equitable relief ClaimanL<; may also be heard in Track B, which requires a higher standard ofproof, and 
a hearing on the claim befon: an arbitrator. Claimants who prevail receive a tailon.-d settlement including 
a cash payment equal to actual damages and forgiv(.'UCSs ofoutstanding USDA loans affected by 
discriminatory (:onduct, 

Ovcr 20,000 individuals havc filed claims under thc Consent Decree, with the vast majority being Track 
. A claims. As of November 2000, many thousands more individuals had sought pcnnission to file a late 

claim. In the Track A claims, the Adjudicator has ruled in favor ofthc claimant in about 60 percent of 
tht:se cases. The adjudicator has also directed USDA to cancel more than $8. million in loans for 
claimants who till had unpaid balances. Three claimants also prevailed to date on Track B ctaims, and 

"fairness for Black Fanncrs," O;)n Glickman, The Wa.vhington Posl. 11/l31J998, 
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received substantial damages. Class members received over half a billion dollars in damages, making 
this one of the largest, ifnot the largest, civil rights settlements in U.s. history. 

Ciass members who prevailed also recei.ved other reiJcf, including priority consideration, on a one-time 
basis, fur the purchase, lease, or other acquisition of inventory property. and priority consideration ror 
one dirc<.:t fann ownership loan and one farm opi.'f3tlng loan. Loan applications win be viewed in a light 
most favorable to the class member, and the amounl and ternls of .my loan will be the most favorablc 
permitted by law and USDA regulations ..The class member roso has a right to receive fCasonable 
tcdU1i~al assi,stancc to help with the preparation and submission of an application for a loan or inventory 
property. 

Judge- Friedman also appointed a Monitor to overs~ implementation of the Consent Decree: Randi Roth 
\vas Exccutiw Director ofthc Fanners' Ll.'gal Action Group,.a non-profit advocacy group representing 
farmers, Many c1aim::mts ",ho did not prevail on their claim.1i asked Ihe Monitor to havl.O their claims 
reconsidered by the Adjudicator. 

Several other PIgt(;rd~likc class action suits have been filed claiming discrimination in the delivery of 
USDA farm programs, 'lllcse include cases filed on behalfofNative Americans, Latinos, wrutc small~ 
scale farmers, and Asians and women. These cases 'were filed beforc the Statute of LimitatJons Walver 
expired on October 21,2000. 

USDA's legal journey was long, painstaking, and quite demanding on thosc who saw it through on a 
daily basis. But the end result also was deeply n..-warding for runny. In October of 2000, Civil Rights 
Din.. "I was in Arkansas recently having a meeting with the Arkansas Black 'Ctor Gray put it this way: 
Farmers Associntion. There was an elderly couple, cCltainly past thcir farming days. They were 
probably in their early 70s if not older. They had been fum)ers and tru..,), had eome to this meeting to talk 
about the Cons"""t Decree .... Here ,",,"ere people who had farmed, who had lost their farm, who were 
certainly in their retirement years. They had been able through the Pigford Settlement to get $50.000 to 
help them live their last years a little more comfortably. It is those meetings that make me say 'Yes, it 
was worth it.' " 

The Five Pillars of A New Culture 
By October moo, thc Department had nearly every administrativc policy and procedure in place to 
a.chicvc its overall goal oftTCating every employee and customcr fairly and equitably, with dignity and 
respect. It had changed the culture of USDA and rc-cam(.,'d the title of the "People's Department," 

There is abundant evidence that significant progress was made during the Clinton Administration toward 
achieving the Department's five civil rights goals: 

I. Accountability 
SCCfl.'tafY Glickman issued policies and procedures to "hold managers. supervisors, and other employees 
accountable for ensuring that USDA customers and employees arc treated fairly and equitably, with 
dignity and respect." As a result, all agL'1lcy heads now arc rated on their civil rights record. and the 
results are includcd in their annual perfomlance appraisals-affecting their opportunities to earn pay 
raises and bonuses, All agency heads also must set civil rights performance standards for their managers 
and supervisors and hold them accountable for reaching these goals. 
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USDA now requires that any finding of dist:rimination or settlement in a claim of discrimination against 
USDA be referred to the Offk.c of Human Resources Management staffs for appropriate action. USDA 
employees now pay a price for discrimination. Bchveen January 1 ~ 1998, and June 30, 2000, the 
Department look 91 disciplinary actions against employees for discrimination or mismanagctn(.1)t related 
to civil righlS- These actions included 14 dismissals and other actions, ranging from official rcprima.nds 
to suspt.'!1Sions. 

11k! Ot.>partmellt now requires each USDA agl'I1Cy to do a fun eomplianec review of its civil righls 
employment program, To ensure impartiality, these reviews arc conducted by outside contraetor$, Civil 
rights rn.1icicncies that surface arc corrected as soon as possible, 

To help get to the bottom of persistent civil rights challenges, the S{..'Cretary contracted with outside finns 
during October 2000, to create accountability teams to review USDA offices responsible for a high 
number of civil rights complaints. To date, the teams have visited mom than 30 field offices to review 
opcmtions, interview witnesses, and dctenninc 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 \.-'Qual treatment in 
the delivcry of USDA programs and services to all customers," Toward this end, thcncpartmcnt 
<.wbarkcd on a major expansion of its outreach effurts in order to increase minority participation in 
·USDA programs, USDA also made a major priority of eliminating the backlog in program 
discrimination complaints that had built up for nearly 20 years due to the rn.-glcct of prior 
administrations, USDA worked effectively \vith Congress to enact legislation that results ill greater State 
support for the 11 historii;ally Black tand~grant universities and Tuskegee. 

Olltreach 8xpcmded. Glickmnn established the USDA Officc of Outreach in 1997 to coordinate outreach 
throughout USDA, especially through expanding partnerships with community organizations. The 
Office administers the Outreach and Tcehnieal Assistance to Socially Disadvantaged Farmers (2501) 
program, which is conducted in partnership with community-based organizations, 1890 and 1994 land
grant colleges and universities, HispanIc-serving educational institutions, and other post-secondary 
institutions with experience in providing agrieulturn1 education or services to socially disadvantaged 
f.arolers.and ranchers. 

Secretary GliCKman organized State Outreach Councils in each state composed ofthc heads of the USDA 
agencies and other Federal and state cooperating agencies and organizations. Annually, these councils 
developed plam: for reaching the undcrscrved and coordinating their outreach efforts. The Secretary also 
nppointl.'ti a Small Farms Commission, created an Office of SmalJ Farms, and employed a fanli',.\·orker 
coordinator. In addition, to make L'SDA programs and service more madily available to American 
lndians, 136 USDA offices have been located on tribal lands. 

Minority Participation Increased When President Clinton came into office, 94 percent ofall Fann 
Service Agency county commiui..'eSS had no female or minority rcprcscntati~, To help ensure greater 
reprust.'TItation. Sccn.'tary Glickman required the appointment of minority advisors to the committees in 
ari..'aS with rela! ivell' high concentrations of minority fanners. As the result ofcontinued progress, by 
199947 percent of all the Farm Service Agency State conunittec mcmbcrs were minorities and women, 
and the number of minorities and women serving on county committees increased by 26 percent bct\\'ecn 

. 1991\ and 1999 ~lonc. On October 11, 2000. the $ccrctary approved new county committee election 
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procedures to ensure fair elections and to see that morc socialJy disadvantaged farmers have a VOice in 
key docisions about U.s, farm policy, 

Enhancl..'<i outreach efforts also greatly improved USDA's record of making farm loan.;:; to minority and 
WOIllL'n fanners" Thc dollar amount of USDA direct and guaranteed farm operating loans and direct farm 
ownership loans going to minorities and women incrca..."Cd by 50 percent hct¥icen FY 1997 and FY 1999 
alone. Also, the amount ofguaranteed farm ovmcrship loans tQ these groups almost doubled. 

Backlog nfComplainfs Resolved. By the time President Clinton's USDA began addressing the 
Department's civil rights shortcomings in earnest, USDA had built up a backlog of some 1,033 customer 
program -compbints. Many of these complaints had been filed during the 1980s wlu...'Il USDA's 
department-Ievd civil rights office wus dismantled by prior AdmimstratIOns. By the end of the Clinton 
Adminisrmtion, all but thrce ofthcse complaints had been resolved, and new procedures were in p!u>:c to 

'resolve future c:)mplaints in u far more fair and timely manner 

Slate Matching Fund\' ReqUired at Historicallv Black Land·Gront Universities and Tuskegee. There 
have been long-standing requirements in Federal legislation tbat States must at least match Federal funds 
that go to the major land-grant institutions e:."1:ablishcd under the Morrill Act of 1862, and dIcse 
institutions have benefitted enormously from the Smte-Federal partnerships that have fanned and grown 
ovcr long periods of time. In contrast, Federal support for research and extension at the Historically 
Black 1890 .Umv~rsitles nnd Tuskegee was only begun in 1973 and unrillegislation enacted in 1998 
bccwnc law, there were no requirements at all for State funding for these programs. Secretary Glickman 
was a strong advocate for provisions in the Agricultural Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act 
of 1998, which for the first time impos:.>d State matching requirements or. the receipt of Federal funds for 
research and extension. \Vlt{.'!1 fully implemented, this requirement will result in a 50-percent increase in 
resources over what they might otherwise have bet.'Il. 

3. Workforce Diversity 

Sccrt.'tary Glickman's third civil nghts goal was to "elimmate under-representation in the workforce by 

recruiting and employing a highly skilled, competent, and diverse workforce, free of discriminatiOn, 

r:""Pnsal, and sc:;;ual harassment II A number of initiatives were targeted to meet this goal. 


f:,Yrurf~' (olncrea.\'C Diversity.. Even before the President's July 2000 Executive Order thut thc 
Govenuncnt hir(! a total of 100.000 new employees with disabilities, USDA was in the forefront in this 
area. Secretary Glickman established an advisory committee to focus attention on the unique ncOOS of, 
employees .and applicants 'Nith disabilities, m1d to Improve the Department's hiring record. In 1998, the 
committee issut:d a report entitIed A Time far Change, making a series of recommendations. In 1999, the 
committee conducted a broad survey ofemployees to dctennine where to concentrate specific efforts, In 
20(.10, USDA is5Ucd a policy on reasonable accommodations to help employees with disabilities function 
at peak efficiency and to fully utilize their potentiat The Conunittl;;c also instituted a pilot mentoring 
program for employees with dis.abibtics. In addition, the Department's state~of-thc-art Technology 
Accessible Rcsour-ccs Gives Employment Today (TARGET) Centers arc acknowledged Government 
leaders In helping managers and employees with accessible technologies and ac;;:ommodations for 
persons with disabilities. 
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The Department also is a leader in reaching out to the Hispanic communit)\ In May 2000, the Secretary 
invited leaders of the 151argest national Hispanic organizations to meet with him and Ius senior stafl At 
the meeting, Glickman sought ways the Department could improve employee r~ruitment and retention, 
and forge partnerships and alliances with Hispanic groups. Led by the Secretary's Hispanic Advisory 
Council, tbe Department developed a fur~reaching Hispanic: Emplo;rment Plan, which included 
expanding the number ofpositions revruited, and increasing the usc ofbilingualtbicultural certification. 

The Departmcn: also successfully carried out President Clinton's Executive Order on increasing outreach 
to underserved mmmunitics of Asian Americans and Pacitic Islanders. A group with representatives 
from every USDA mission area and from the thrf..,'C Asian American and Pacific Islander employee 
orgamzations prepared an action plan which was rclea&:d on July 15, 2000 recommending targeted 
college recruitment; more USDA publicatfons in languages such us Chinese, Hmong, and Vk.1.muncse; 
and expanded o'ltreach and partnerships with community orgamzations and ¢ducational instituTIous, 

To Cllsure that the Department coI,ltinues to hear employee concerns, the Secretary announced the 
Itstahlishment of five nt.'W minority employee advisory committccs in 2ODO-onc earn for African
Americans. Asian Americans and Pacific IsJandcrs, Native AmcriCarlS, women, and gays and lesbians, 
These were in addition to the two existing adviso!).' committees representing Hispanics and people with 
disabiJitics. In addition., a diversity council made up of two representatives from each committee was 
formed to advise the Secretary, 

To address conc:ems, and ensure the fair and equitable treatment ofgay and lesbian employees and 
customers, Civil Rights Director Gray appointed the See-Ond USDA Task Ft)r~ on Sexual Orientation in 
July 1999, The following year, the task force submitted a report including 20 recommendations to the 
Secretary _Secretary Glickman then cbarged Paul Fiddick, Assistant Secretary for Administration, to 
work with the newly created council to carry out the recommendations, ,,,inch included developing an 
employee manual on avenues of redress for discrimination compJaints, providing sexual orientation 
training for managers, and imtiating a "Bare Space" program, In addition, the council was askl.'Ci to 
furtb(""f study fi.c recommendations relatmg to partner benefits and sexual orientation nondiscrimination 
in customer sen'icc. 

Diversity Improved. As a result of these efforts to improve the working environment for all USDA 
mnp!oyees and to step up recruitment efforts, the Department made good progress toward President 
Clinton's goal of a workforce that looks like Ame-rica, Even though tbe DepartmeiICs total workforce 
decreased by more than 15 percent since 1993, representation ofminorities and women steadily 
improved, 
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USDA 

i African Americans 9.4 lOS 15.1 

Hispanics 4.1 4.8 5,6 

Asian Americttnsl 1.7 2.0 3.3 
Pacific Islanders 

Native Americans 2.4 2.6 1.4 

Persons with 7.9 

Disabilities 


Wornen 41.1 41.9 53.5 

Empiovmen! Complaints~ The Department of Agriculture is a large and widely dispersed orgamzation. 
With 106,000 permanent and tempora.ry employees, it is the fifth largest Cabinet agency by employment. 
But on a per capita basis, USDA is in the middle of the pack in the rate of Equal Enlpioyment 
Opportunity complaints-standing exactly at the Government average of I% per yeae 

USDA closed an average of 744 employment complaints per year during the J995-99. This 15 more than 
all but three other Cabinet agencies. HOWl;VCr, the Department received an average of835 complainEs a 
year for the same period, In 2000,. 75~ fannal employment complaints were filed, which is the lowest 
number since 1996. To address them, USDA tmgagcd contractors to review 360 complaints, recommend 
action, and draH appropriate letters for ratification, 

!lfli~rts to rMe}; quick, gllr comnlmnt resolutions In addition to morc efficiently processing complaints, 
m'1ior cfforts ruc undef\vay to qUIckly reach a fair resolution. Altcmativ~ dispute resolution is 
increasingly being usct:L By offcFing wa:-.rs to resolve \\:orkplacc disputes besides filing Ol fomlal 
discrimination r:ompluint, altcl'll.:'ltive dispute resolution can bring early resolution to more conflicts Olnd 
reduce the strcss and disruption often associated with a complaint 

4. Sufficient Resources 
Si...'CTctary Glickman's fourth civil fights goal was to "provide sufilClcllt human, fiscal, und organizational 
rcsouru.'s, and train all employees, to institute an we.ctive civil rights program." t:SDA identified civi.l 
rights and diversity training as a critical mcans.for getting all employees to treat USDA co-workers and 
customers fairly and equitably. with dignity rmd respect. As a result, the Secretary issut'<l n..-gulations 

104 


http:tempora.ry


requiring annual civil rights and diversity training for all cmployccs~ plus special tr:lining for sUfK,'fVisors, 
managers. and ;,;xccutivcs. More than 99 percent ofemployccs received at least a half-day ofcivil rights 
and diversity training in 1998, and again in 1999, In :wnu, individual agencies offered trninmg to their 
employees and the Office ofCivil Rights, through an automatL'<i on~linc training course covering key 
civil rights and div~:fSity topics. The sratc~of~thc~art, interactive, low~cost way of reaching employees in 
all [5,OUO locations worldwide v.'aS tOO first comprehensive) dcpartmcnhvide training, consistent with 
Prl..'Sident Clinton's Executive Order 13111, "Using Technology to Improve Training Opportunities for 
Federal GovernmGnt Employees." 

In accordance with USDA's new civil rights policy, each agency is required to have a Civil Rights 
Director who reports directly to the agenc), head. and to have a civil rights program that indudes 
program planning. evaluation and compliance, and complaints management. The policy also requires 
agency heads to allocate sufficient resourCCs and assign trained qualified staff in sufficient numb":ls to 
support the agency's obligations for developing and implementing a comprehl."IlsiYe civil fights program. 

5. P('i)curtment 
Diversifying USDA proeurcment and contracting Activities \\~s Sc.-cretary Glickman's fifth civil rights 
goal. To nchi¢\'c It, the Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization cxpanded its outreach 
cffons to cnsun: greater participation of small and ul1dcNeprescntcd businesscs. In support of these 
efforts, USDA ;!scncies also developed outreach plans. The plans target underrepresented smaU business 
groups to assist tht."Tn in becoming more competitive. 

Thes·c efforts led to two new programs dedicated to enhance sma!! businesses in rural areas. The Small 
Business Education and Devclopment Program \\"orks to stimulate thc rural economic base; promote the 
grov.:th :md stability of smaU businesses located in rural America; id(''l1tify markets for agricultural 
products of small, timitcd~rcsourcc fanners; and provide access to educational :md technical resources. 
Bringing Ruml America Venture Opportunities helps llssist Tribal entitic.'S in establishing small, start~up 
infonnation technology companies. 

a Hem: The George Washington Carver Center 
USDA honored one of the greatest agricultural scientists ofalHime, George 

Carver, by nruni!lg a newly constructed helldquancrs offi~c complex in Beltsville, 
his· honor.·. The 350:000~s·quarc~foo·t facility is the Hr;·t' U'SDA fucili~" and the first·· 

...... ,.,.,.. , .... ... in thc.W~hirihrton metropolitan Area., to be named for 'an ' i ,,' 07' 

an unpaid USDA employee (then known as a '" 
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in 1999, USDA awarded 2,330 contracts to socially disadvantaged and minority flnns-~12.9 percent of 
all contracts av.ardcd. l1lcsc contracts totaled $308 million. Under the Clinton Administration, USDA 
nearly doubled 111e proportion of its contraas going to socially disadvantaged and minority finns, making 
it onc ofthe leaders in the Federal Govcrnment in this vital area. 

What Remains to be Done . 
When the dust ",cttled and the Administration's day came to a c1osc, nearly every recommendation 1.1f the 
Civil Rights Action Tcanl that Sccr<..1ary Glickman had authority to implement \Vas acted on Without a 
doubt, this landmark effort had changed the culture of the Department of Agriculture. While much of the 
changc has bcen institutionalized at USDA. the eontinned commitment of the Nation's leaders is 
essential. 

Congress, in particular, has significant opportunities to carry on thc civil rights progress of President 
Clinton's USDA. Elevcn of the team's recommendations that have yet to be implcmcntt.-d require· 
legislative ~bang\,!s, The most oontroversial (and many would argue the mo:.1: essential) among thl.1n is 
the proposal to convert county Fam1 Service Agency cmploylXs to Federa.! smtus. Many USDA 
cmployc<:s who work in offices a.cross the country are not Federal civil servants. Even though the 
Federal Govcmmcnl pays their salaries, they arc subject to a S<..'Parate personnel system that answers to 
the local furmcr--clccted county committees, rather than to the Secretary of Agriculture, Many believe 
that this system s{ands in the way of uniform civil rights accountability throughout USDA, and allows 
pockt.'!s of discrimination to persist in certain parts of the country. On thc othcr side of the issue, 
however, arc several powerful members of Congress who represent largely agricultural districts and who 
worry that converting thesc employees to Federal status might take away somc of the local flexibility In 

administering farm programs. \\r'bile Glickman strongly argued for'the conversion. making clear that a 
distinction could be made between local flexibility in funn progmms and illegal local flexibility in 
Federal civil rights laws, the p<Jliticnlly volatile: issue has yet to make any significant headway in 
Congress. . 

Conclusion 
uYou've got to go back to ~he beginning.. , . I turned over a rock here and found a lot of stuff 
that hadn't been dealt with in decades, The Government had neglected these issues: for too long. 

( doubt 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 
Glickman summarized the status ofcivil rights at the Department of Agriculture in an interview 
in the Washington Post in the fall of2000. 

Evidence·ofhow 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 bas declined markedly; diversity of 
the workforce has improved significantly in all racial/ethnic groups; all employees are receiving 
civi! rights anc diversity training annually; contracts with socially disadvantaged and minority 
firms have more than doubled; and the number of program 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 inlproving and to achieve its overall goa! of treating aU customers and all 
employees fairly and equitably, with dignity and respect LlSDA is changing its culture, re~ 
earning its titll! of "The People's Department, II and emerging as the leader in civil rights among 
the Federal agencies. 

When President Clinton took the oath ofoffice, he placed his hand on a specific passage in the 
Bible, It was Isaiah 58: 12, and it read, "Thou shalt raise up the foundations ofmany generations, 
and thou shalt be called the repairer of the breach, the restorer of paths to dwell in. II While the 
Nation still has a long journey ahead of it to truly·ernbody the strength that can be found in its 
myriad diversity. President Clinton's effort to begin a dialogue and the process of healing old 
wounds will have its place in history, And the work at USDA will forever be the 
Administration's most concrete example of the possibility of transforming ideals into action, of 
healing a painful past and budding a shared future ofprogress. 
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5. 	 Defending and Strengthening the Federal 
Nutrition Safety Net 
Promoting Health, Fighting Hunger Amid Prosperity 

"The fa:.! 4 years have seen an American economy that is roaring info prosperity, 
. " Bul we can never jorget that all is no/ right wiJh America, Tonighl in 
America-the land ofplenty-parents will whisper, trying nol to wake the children, 
and struggle 10 figure ouf how to make ends meet, how to get food on the table. 
And in another room, their children will be trying to fall asleep and trying Ia 

ignore (he sore pain ojhunger, Those (~fus 14}w are parents/eel their pain in our 
own hearts. Th(),~'e oj liS' who are Americans feel/heir pain in our Nation's 
,~pi."iI. Ii 

Vice President AI Gore 
National Summit on Food Recovery and Gleaning 
September 15, 1997 

"We x/and at the dawn (if a new century in the world's m(Hi powerful Nalhm. 

Our military, our economic.';', our leadership are ullrhuled. JVhat shuuld we do 

wilh nillhis strength andabundance? J s~v we show the world, what true 

leadership means. I saw We dextroyan enemy that ha.~ never known defeat. 

lJniteti, we can beat hunger and lurn to the world and SfJY, yes, if can be done. ' " 


Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman 
National Summit on Food Recovery and Gleaning 
September 15, 1997 

When most people afe asked to think about the Ciinton Administration's legacy fighting hunger, 
they are llkdy to conjure up images of U.N. troops airlifting USDA-purchased foods to refugees 
fleeing the wa[ in Kosovo, or the prompt, massive response ofthe Administration to requests for 
humanitarian food donations to avert a famine: of epidemic proportions in the Born of Afnca. 
Givcn the historic economic expansion that occurred in the CDited States during the Clinton 
years, more Amcricans'arc likely to think ofhungcr.as a chaJleng~ halfway around the world, 
rather than half,vay across town. 

y ot in selecting his two Secretaries of Agriculture, President Clinton chose men who would 
never forget that even in the midst ofan unprcc1."dcntcd era of prosperity. nearly 1 0 million 
Americans lin,-d in househoJds that wcre fbreed to make impossible choices between medicine, 
meals and other basic needs, From protecting food stamps and school lunches from an 
unproccdcnkd assault by a new Republican leadership in Congress to expanding community-
based food tcoovcry efforts-this Administration made dear that it would not only fight for a 
strong economy, hut also ","urk toward the day when the wealthiest Nation on earth could usc its 
power to eliminate hunger in America and dr:tn1atil:ally reduce its presence around the world. 
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The Administrntion also invested heavily In nutrition research to expand the body of scientific 
knowledge iUuminating the powerful tics 1n.'1wccn nutrition and health" it also did more than any 
Administration bt.'fore it to translate this knowl-cdgc into healthier eating habits among the 
g{"''1lcnd public. As a result, the Clinton Administration leaves as its legacy a reinvigorated role 
for the U.S. Government in fighting hunger across the country and arowld the world, as 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 Clinton came to the presidency with a clear viston of the role of Government: to give 
people who work hard and play by the rules the tools to make the most of their own lives. 
One 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, 
productive- lives. When the Clinton Administration 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 fonn a strong base ofsupport for USDA's anti-hunger programs. But in 
recent decades, important changes oC(:urred 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 declining for years. 
Redistricting also reduced the number of Members ofCongress 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 
udevolve." Tbis movement peaked in 1995 with the change in House leadership. and the 
desire of many in the new Republican majority to dismantle Federal programs and return 
the money back to the States to address the issue (or not) as they saw fit. 

Key Administration Priorities 
The Clinton Administration recognized from the outset that Federal nutrition programs 
were vital rools, not JUSt for those on welfare, 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 Administration also knew that the programs needed to be reformed to 
better meet the nutrition needs of the 21" Century. In accordance with the 
Administn.tion's strong belief that no Americans should be left 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 improving nutrition and health. To help harness the explosion 
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 e,1tity with the task of connecting the latest scientific research to the nutrition 

needs or the American publk.' 


In pursuit of this ambitious agenda, the'Clinton Administration set out a clear stra,tegy: to 
strengthen the Nation's food assistance programs and reposition them as nutrilion 
assistance programs that are effective, major contributors to the nutrition and hellith of the 

'Nation. By improving the effectiveness of the programs, in fighting hunger, promoting 
nutrition, and addressing lingering 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 structure of Federal nutrition programs, so that they fight 

hunger and improve food security effectively in every State in the Nation, 


• 	 To integrate modern nutrition knowledge into the programs by improving the 
nUlritionai quality of food benefits, increasing nutrition education, and promoting 
healthy eating habits, and 

• 	 To reform the programs to ensure their integrity and cost.effectiveness, in order to 

bolster public confidence that these tax dollars are spent fighting hunger and 
promoting nutrition. 

In each of these areas, the Administration took major strides in meeting the Government's 
evolving nutrition responsibilities by: 

• 	 Pn:·serving a national system of nutrition assistance programs with national 

standards that reach all those in need, no matter where they Jive, 


• 	 Improving the nutrition quality of program benefits to promote good health, 
• 	 Developing state-of~the~art nutrition education strategies that work across, 


programs to help program participants choose and enjoy a healthful diet 

• 	 Cmating a nutrition policy and promotion organization within USDA, to promote 

improved nutrition for aU Americans, and . 
• 	 Improving program administration through technology and quality management 

Strengthening America's Food Security Safety Net 
Federal nutntion assistance programs are a central part of our Nation's commitment that in a 
land of abundance, no one should have to go hungry, The Clinton Administration fought to 
pr<."Serve these programs against efforts to cut their funding, and to (''nd the nationa1 standards 
that ensure (hat they reach all those in ne<.'tl) wherever they live, It won this fight, and v.'Cnt on to 
significantly expand and improve accC$S to these vital programs. 

Prote('.1ing the Structure of Nutrition Assistance 
With the emergence of a Republican majority in Congress in 1995, the Administration 
faced a major effort to dismanlle Federal nutrition assistance, As a key component of its 
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"Contract with Amenca." the ,new House Speaker Newt Gingrich and his Congressional 
leadership proposed to convert the Food Stamp, Child Nutrition, and WIC programs into 
block grants to States, They also sought to limit 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 
nationaJ commitment to providing nutrition assistance to every child and low-income 
person who needs it. They charged that the other side was pressing a 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 arhJUment to the American people-dismantling the Republican proposal in a 
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 to any 
nutrition standards that ensure children eat wholesome meals that improve their health. 

The bottom line? The Republican ptan 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 same 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. tn leading the defense, he called the Republican plan 
Hat odds with American values. >! 

The pivotal public event in this debate-indeed, the event that may have turned the tide 
against block~grants-was rresident Clinton's visit to an Alexandria, Virginia, school on 
March 9, 1995. There, he decried the short-sightedness of the Republican proposals: 

"School lunches have always bccn wcn by both Democrats and Republicans as an essential part 
ofstudent education",. Unfortunately, this year, some members of the new Congress have 
decided thut cutting this program would be a good wny of cutting Government spending and 
financmg tJX euts for uppefwinc(jm~ Americans. This is penny-wise and pound~fooJish. 

"While saving some nwney now, these nutrition programs for schoolchildren and for women and 
for infants save sL'"Veral dollars in social costs for every dollar we spend on them. 'The American 
people want 3 Government that works better and costs less. not a Government that \vorks worse 
and costs more ,,,. Wc have to give our childn.'!l morc support so they can make the most of 
their o\\ll Ii ,·cs." 

That day, Pr<.'Sidcnt Clinton turned the political tide against the block-grant proposal. Many also 
believc that he cnded the "honeymoon" of the ne,,' Rcpubli~ le<)dcrship in Congress and 
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revealed to the Americap. people a dark side to their men-popular "Contract with America." By 
revealing how plainly at odds their proposal was with bask American values, he dealt a severe 
political blow to his opponents and secured a major victory fur the Nation's nutrition saf~1y net. 
In fact, in taler years when similar proposals were put forth that \\-ould curb the Nation's anti
hunger efforts, invariably moderate Republicans would step forward and urge their colleagues 
not to put theIr party through "School Lunch 2." 

In the months that followed, the Administration fought to preserve the school meals 
programs and other nutrition assistance 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 finn, this program continues to 

provide nutrition assistance for children and low-income people across the Federal, 
Nevertheless, the President remained committed 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 ofwelfare refom1 in 1996, In 1998, President Clinton 
explained his position this way: 1 

"I fl..1!lI."1TIbt.-r whL"ll we had the debate on welfare reform, and I vetoed the first two bills 
and I signed. the third one.. The two I vetoed said, wc'n.: going to make you go to work 
jfyou're able bodied, and if you have to give up being a good parent, that's fine with us .. 
We're not going to give your kids Medicaid. We're not going to give your kids food 
stamps. We're not going to provide adequate childcarc for you_ The most important thing 
is ",ork, and if you can't be a good parent, that's tough, I still believe that Ilx.'ing a parent 
is] the most important job in America. So when they fixed the bin, I signed it" 

Implementing Welfare Reform 
Welfare reform was signed into law by President Clinton on August 22, 1996, reflecting 
significant improvements from the original Republican version. However, the final 
legislation did include provisions limiUng access to Food Stamps and other nutrition 
benefits for legal immigrants and other categories ofpeopJe. When signing the bill, 
I)resident Clinton made dear 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 n01 only as a benefit to the unemployed, but also as a key h.)ol 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 carrymg out the historic reform of the Federal's welfare system, 
USDA worked to ensure 1hat Food Stamps and other Federal nutrition assistance 
continued to support the basic food and nutrition needs of the working poor. Key efforts 
under this banner included: 

• 	 Rc:storing benefits for legal immigrants: The Administration allowed States to 
offr.!r benefits t6 over 172,000 legal immigrants who were stripped of their Federal 

1 Remarks to the New Democrat Network Dinner, July 13, 1998 
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benefits under the new law, and secured a 1998 Jaw that restored Food Stamps for 
225,000 legal immigrant children, seniors, and people with disabilities who lost 
them under welfare reform The Administration proposed furtller restorations, but 
Congress did not enact them. 

• 	 Hdpillg Working Families Buy Food.. In 1999 and 2000, the Administration 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 piece of ensuring that food stamps could assist 
the transition from welfare to work. In 2000, the Administration also raised the 
limit on how much a family could deduct from its income for rent, helping make 
food stamps available to more households whose ability 10 purchase a nutritious 
diet is diminished by high housing costs. 

• 	 Informing Potential Recipients.: As welfare reform became a reality, USDA also 
noted a sharp decline in Food Stamp Program participati{)n-~a drop that could not 
be explained entirely by the new law Of improvements in the economy. Many 
believed the decline was due to confusion over eligibility. So starting in July 
1999, the Administration launched a national public education campaign and a 
toll-free hotline, in English and Spanish, to raise awareness about food stamp 
eligibility and benefits. 

• 	 Protecting Unemployed Adults: Since 1997, the Administration worked with 
States to exempt unemployed aqults from Food Stamp time limits in areas where 
work is not available. Ultimately, persistent poverty areas in 36 States received 
exe-mptions. The Administration also greatly increased funding for States to 
provide employment and training opportunities for food stamp recipients. 

• 	 Improving Foud Stamp Program Access: To ensure food s.tamps reach all who 
need them, the Administration 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 ~he country to better e"sure 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 on[y in improving the health of at-risk low~income 
women and their children. but a~so in reducing the health care costs that result from lack 
of preventive care. Year after year. llSDA secured significant budget increases, aimed at 
moving toward the goal of attaining full participation among eligible pregnant women, 
new moth()rs, and their young children. The numbers tell the story: in FY92, WIC served 
5,4 million people. By FY99, 7.3 million participants were served, 
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The Administration also championed major improvements to the WIC Program. ror 
example, USDA established, through a unique Federal/State/local partnership, uniform 
criteria for the nutritional risks that determine who is 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 ability 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 
Government, and the rebates enable the program to serve many more people. In FY 1992, 
rebates were $755 million; by FY 2000, reb.te savings are projected at approximately $15 
billion, supp0l1ing over 25 perc.ent of current caseload_ 

\VIC is sup-plemented in some areas by the WIC Farmers' Market Nutrition Program, which 
provides additional benefits for W1C panicipants that they can redeem for fresh produce at 
participating fanners markets. USDA increased the size of the program nearly six-fold-from 
$3.2 million in FY 1993 to $20 million in FY200 J The grow1h in funding has increased the 
revenue of thousands of small and limited resource farmers and improved the diets of 
millions 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 USDA's Child Nutrition Programs, But the increase in recent )fears ofafter-school 
care, educational, and recreational programs-and the Clinton 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 10 age 18. The proposal was 
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included in the 1998 reauthorization of the WIC and Child Nutrition Programs. It represents 
the Administration's success in securing passage of the first legislative proposal to expand 
these programs offered by an Executive Branch in 20 years, and has resulted in provision of 
millions of nutritious snacks to children in after~school settings. This effort provided a major 
incentive for at·risk children to come to after-school settIngs and stay off the streets during 
the hours teenagers nre most likeiy to get into troubJe, USDA's effort was part ofa broader 
Administration endeavor-led primarily by Mrs. Clinton-to expand after-school programs, so 
alArisk children had safe, healthful and productive places to spend these critical hours. 

Promoting Gleaning and Food Recovery 
More than om: quarter of the food produced in this country each year is thrown out-edible yet 
unused-by grocery stores. restaurants and others at the retail and food service levels. 
Sparking a major increase in the gleaning and food recovery efforts Jed by national grass
roots organizations such as Second Harvest and Share Our Strength was a personal mission 
of Secretary Dan Glickman. In evangelizing on the issue, Glickman frequently quoted 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 ... you must leave them for 
the poor and the stranger." Glickman understood full well that private antihunger efforts 
could never replace a strong Federal nutrition safety net that the Administration so effectively 
defended and expanded. But he also worked diligently to encourage private, community
based efforts to ensure more wholesome food reached hungry families who need it. 

Toward this cnd, the Administration secured enactment of the "Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Food 
Donation Act," which exempts those who recover or donate food from any potcntialliability, The 
m:w law made it far casier for citizens and businesses to donate' utmccdcd food to soup kitchens and 
other charities. Glickman also held the first National Sutmnit on Food Recoyery in September 1997. 
111cre, Secretar)' Glickman and Vice President Gore set an ambitious goal to increase by 33 percent 
the amount of fiJOd recovered nationwide. Since then, USDA has 1..'<1 efforts to create grass-roots 
fuod fL"Covcry projects in more than 40 States, mconjunction with furmcrs and ranchers, through 
which more than I fI million pounds of e.xcess food has bC(.,'tl cotlcctcd for donation. 
USDA has disuibut-cd a number of useful information resources that help poopk srart, expand, and 
volunteer for o(;,nprofit food recovery activities. TllG Dep.trnncnt also helped to establish a new 
partnership bctw\!cn Hewlett Packard and America's Second Harvcst to create and run an Internet* 
based "hub" that links growers, manufacturers, processors, shippers, and distributors with the 
America's Second Harvest food bank network to help get more food to hungry people rather than go 
to w.aste. All of thew efforts havc helped billions ofpounds ofwholesome; nutritious food Mch the 
mouths of the hungry, rather than the mouth of a dumpster. 
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Glickman was a djc~hard advocate ofgleaning. His commitment h1:retched back \vcll into his (,;arly 
years in Congress. As Sccn.'tary he not only pushed for more Federal resources to expand and 
support grass~roots food recovery efforts, he aiso made a habit ofasking virtually every group he \ 
was in contact with to help - tic it a confurence luncheon he was speaking to or a J'cstau'rant he went 
to in his personal tim('L Scerctary Glickman also was quick to get the n..-st of the Federal Government 
in on the nct-not only in the cafeterias at their headquarters, but in all aspects of their work. 111e 
idea came from il oonversation he had with the President. When speaking at the Foodchain Annual 
Conference in April, 1997, he told the story this way, 

"1'11 nl."Vcr forget telling President Clinton iliar USDA's cafeteria donates its excess 
food. His eyes lit up, He wantl.'rl all Federal ageneies to follow USDA>s lead. We 
first talked a few ,..'C<:ks before Thanksgiving. By the holiday weekend. he was 
giving:t radio address urging people to ensure that good food gets to people who 
need it J. whole lot more than a dumpster does. It wasn't a passing fancy, either. 
1ust a few weeks ago, President Clinton asked me to make a presentation on food 
rescue 10 the fun Cabinet It was a vel)' receptive audience_ I'm now heading an 
Interagency Task Force to make the Federal Government a heavyweight donor to 
groups like Foodchain. We're asking Justice to look at their F{''ileral prison system. 
Interior will talk to their conccssionaiK'S. And; Defense is going to eyeball thoir 
mess h;:llIs," 
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food Sec~rity Measurement 
Recognizing thtl need for a rigorous measure of food security and hunger in the Unit(.'rl Statcs, USDA 
developed a survey to dt.'tcrminc a household's food security status. Building on owr a decade of 
research, the measure \vas first fielded as a large-scale survey effort to measure the extent of food 
insecurity, and hunger among American households in 1995. Sincc then, it has ~'tl fie!di.'tl annuaUy 
as a supplement to the Current P()pulatlOn Survey, a monthly labor-force survey conducted b}' the 
Census Burcau The measure is widely l'Ctognized as the state-of-tlli,...art assessment of food socurity 
and hunger in the Vnited States. The figuTi..'S reveal that hunger remains a persistent problem despite 
the Nation's historic economic expansion 'during the Clinton-Gorc years, underscoring the 
importance of:i ronttnucd strong federal nutrition satety net 

Community Food Security Initiative 
In 1999, USDA launched a govcmmefltwidc Community Food Security Initiative to hclp 
communities build their gras:Noots capacity to decrease hunger, improve nutrition, and help families 
move from poverty to sc1f~sufficicncy in their local arcas. The Initiative builds vital links bctvvocn 
USDA .and nonprofit groups, businesses, and private citizens, as well as ,villi State, local, and Tribal 
governments. 111ese stronger tics all work toward one goal: helping conununities across America 
end hunger. Without hiring a single Ft.-'C.Ieral employee, the Initiative: generated more than 100 new 
public, private, and nonprofit sector committncnts to fight hunger and strcnbrilien local food systems; 
recovered more than 10 million pounds of wholesome excess food; provided technical assistance to 
antihungc( and community food sccurity projects in all 50 States; forged a ~rtncrship bctween 
Hewlett Packard and America's Second Hnrvcst Food Bank Network to usc computer technology to 
better match co~panies donating food with non-profit organizations that feed the hungry; launched u 
community gardening mitmtive to "plant a row for the hungry"; helped launch a major new initiative 
that allows fumily fanners to sell directly to the school meals program; and, forgt.'<i a parmcrship 
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with Second Harvest and the American School Food Service Association to start a national program 
to convert school cafeterias inti) community kitchcus_ 

USing Nutrition Knowledge to Promote Health 
In recent decad:.'S, science made groot advances in understanding the links among diet, nutrition, and 
\ongAcrm health. The Clinton Admimstration made a widc~mnging effort to harness this new 
knowledge to henefit the American people, by making a strong commitmL'11t to nutrition research, by 
building statc-of..thc-art nutrition promotIOn into Federal food assistance programs, and by 
significantly increasing (..fforts to promote healthy eating among the general U.s. population. 

I mproving Nutrition in School Meals 
In the first year of the Clinton Administration, a USDA report confirmed what many American 
school children and their pan ..-nts already knC\\'--that school mcrus had unhealthy levels of fat and 
cholestcrol. Recognizing a fundamental responsibility to promote the long-term health ofour 
Nation's children, the Administration launched in June 1.994 the School Meals Initiative for Healthy 
Children, the first major update of school moats nutrition standards in the program's 50-year history, 
The new standards ensure that school mcaJs reflect the j)ietary GlIidelmesfiJr Americans, while still 
ensuring that they provide thc calories and nutrients needed by growing children. The Initiative 
offers: flexibility to menu planners. as welills extensive training and technical help for schools 
working to meet the standards, 

In November 1994, Congress made perm.'Ulent the Administration's efforts by amending the 
National School Lunch Act [0 require school meals to reflect the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, 

Sen'ing consistently healthful meals requjred major changes in school food services, as well as 
support for healthful eating through l.-ducationat efforts in the classroom. To achieve these results, in 
June 1995 USDA launched Team Nutrition, to promote the nutrition and health of the Nation's 
children through education efforts in the schools. The most sW!..'t-"Ping nutrition education and 
t...·chOlcal assist1!tcc effort in USDA history, Team Nutrition developed 53 unique nutrition education 
and model training materials 10 help schools and child.care centers. Currently there are 
appro:li:lmate1y 96,500 schools, 21,000 school districts, and 40,000 childcarc centers teaching 
children the importance of healthful C3ting through Team Nutrition, 

But those familiar with children's eating habits knew tll3t statC'"Qf~thc~art nutrition education and 
technical assist-'Ulcc arc not enough. Vending machine snack foods and sodas, rushed lunch periods, 
and other factors also heavily influence the quality ofchildren's diets. To help encourage healthy 
CIiOlces, th(.... Dcj;artinent focused 01'1 rcinfordng hcalthy eating messages in the cafeteria and the 
classroom with m(..'Ssagcs throughout the school C-..1ffipus. 

USDA reached out to educators, health professionals, communities, and families across the Nation to 
make real commitments to making the whole school environment supportive of healthy eating habits. 
In June 1999, Vndcr Secretary Shirley Watkins convened a forum ofwc health. education, business, 
and school nutrition communities to rccommend actions to create a healthy school nutrition 
cnvifonment The following year, USDA launched a national partnership WtW the American 
Academy of Family Physicians, the American Academy of Pediatrics, the American Dietetic 
Association, the Natiol1al Medical Association and the National Hispanic Medial Association_ The 
memoors committed to work with schools and communities to recognize the health and educational 
benefits of balanced eating and the importance of making it a priority in e;:vry school. One example 
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of a eoncn.>ie effort: L'llcouraging more schools to make decisions regarding the sale of nonschool 

m<'':lls program foods on campus-like vending machine snacks and sodas--based (In their nutritional 

Y'illue to children, rather than their profit value to the school. 

Key events: 

.. 	 October 1993-USDA study rcvc."lls unhealthy levels of fat and cholesterol in school meals 
• 	 June 1994-School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children launched 
• 	 June 1995-Team Nutrition launched 
• 	 Fall 1995-Team Nutrition reaches aliSO States 
• 	 June 2000' - Healthy School Nutrition Enviroflfl'K.'fIt partnership bcgins 

Food Stamp i\'utrition Education 
USDA recognized that the Food Stamp Program-the Nation's largest nutrition assistance 
prognun-offcrs not only a .critical source of food for recipients, but also an important opportunity to 
promote their hJ..-alth by encouraging better food choices, President Clinton's USDA championed the 
use of Federal funds to provide nutrition education to Food Stamp recipients In IT 1992, seven 
States used approximately $660,000 for nutrition i.-ducation; by FY2000, 4& States will provide this 
education, using nearly $99 million in USDA funds, 

Preventing Childhood Obesity 
Childhood obc!.ity is nO\\l the most prcvalent nutritional disease among America's youth, and it is 
often the beginning ofa lifetime of serious medical problems The Clinton Administration through 
USDA was the first to give '.l. national forum to experts eager to raise the profile ofAmerica's "quiet 
epidemic." To focus attention on this growing problem, USDA held a symposium in Octobcr 1998 
on "Childhood Obesity' Causes und Preyention." Many leading scientific and policy experts In 

nutrition, diet and physical actiVIty gathcn..-d to discuss solutions to prevent long~tcrm health risks 
associated with childhood obesity. As Secretary Glickman noted at the symposium: "For at least One 

in five kids, ovcrweightncss is liot a cute phase tha.t will be outgrown. It's the start of a lifetime of 
serious health problems. It is time we elevate this issue to its rightful place near the top of the public 
health ag~'l1d.l-,:dongside canccr, heart disease and other loading killers of Americ.1.ns today. II 

In the \vuke of 'the symposium, the Dep,utment pursued innovative strategies to emphasize the 1lJ..'Cd 
for America'5 children to combine u healthful diet with physical activity: 

• 	 "f:.at ,\marf. Play Hard" is a national campaign to convey behavior-focused nutrition messages 
about heahhy eating and physical activity to schoolchildren and their caregivers, Launched in 
July, 2000, the campaign debuted the "spokestoon" for USDA's Food and Nutrition Servicc-A 

Power PanthcrTJol. 
• 	 Team Nutrition, the comprehensive effort to support healthier school meals, now also 

emphasize~: the importJJ1ce ofcombining a heatthftd diet with physical activity. 

• 	 W/C Childhood Obesity Prevention /)emonxtralion Projects identify strategies that WtC clinics 
can usc to help prevent childhood obesity. 

• 	 Th,~ Food Guide Pyramid fur Young Children was Inumilicd in March 1999 by USDA's Center 
for Nutrition Policy and Pmmotion to help improve the diet of children ages 2 to 6. 

Promoting Ilealthful Eating for All Americans 
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To solidify its ~:fforts to connect the latest scientific breakthroughs related to nutrition with efforts to 
educate the American people, the Clinton Administration established the Ci..'ntcr for Nutrition Policy 
and Promotion in December t994. The Ccnter works to coordinate nutridon policy analysis with 
nutrition promotion-helping make tho connection between what science knows about healthy eating 
and what Americans do to protect their health. Through its initiatives, nutrition research is translated 
into accessible lnfonnation for health professionals, corporations, and consull'l:CTS to increase public 
understanding of the tics between good nutrition and health. 

Some of the Center's most significant achievements include: 

• 	 Dietary Guidclim:s fiw Americans, 1995 and 2()f}(J: These guidelines provide the basis for Federal 
nutrition policy and cdu,cation actiVities. Published jointly by the Department of Agriculture and 
the Dcpartm?lit of Health and Human Services, the revisions reflcctoo significant changes in the 
dietary' guidance provided to the American public, mcluding emphasizing the benefits of physicl.'ll 
activity and expanding on the importance of fruits, vegetables and grains, as wei! as food 'safety, 

• 	 National Nutrition Summit. In 2000, Secretary Glickman convened a National Nutrition Summit 
with the original creators afthe Food Stamp Program, Senators Bob Do[e and George McGovern, 
to c0tt:lmcmorate 25 years of food stamps. ' 

• 	 Food Guide Pyramidft)r Yuung ChUdren.: The original Food Guide Pyramid provides general 
dictary guidance. Recogniz.ing the need to provide guidance that supports healthy diets at cany 
ages, when lifetime practices are formed, the Center developed the Children's Pyramid in 1999. 
It is based on a speCial analysis of the dietary needs of children ages 2 to 6. 

• 	 Hcalthy Eating Index: The (ndo: was created in 1995 to gauge the quality of the American diet. 
This statistical too! can assess a person's eating patterns based on the Dietary Gutdelinesfilf 
AmeriaJns and the Food Guide Pyramid" The America.n Dict\.-'1ic Association considers it the best 
overall diet quality measure, In 1999, CNPP created an inR..J.1ctit'c version of the index, SI) 

consumers can enter their dai1y food intake on-line to determine the quality of their own diet 
The on~hnc :ndcx then ta.rgcts nutritional advice based on the f('sults-translnting sci(""11cc~based 
guidance mt:) practiCilI informatiolt 

• 	 Recipes and TipsfiJr Healthy, Thrifty Meals' CNPP developl,,-d a new tm.:nu and recipe book in 
2UUU to assi.:;t families in purchasing and preparing healthy meals on a tight budget 

• 	 Symp()sia on Mt/ritiun and Pulicy: Recognizing the need to share the latest nutrition-related 
research amJng nutrition professionals and the: general public, CNPP launched a series of full-day 
symposia in 199&. Some !lfthe most successful s}mposin included: 

"Childhoed Obesity: Causes and Prevention" dramatically raised tne profIle afthe leading 

childhood disease in the Unitl,,'<1 Sta.tes tOOJy, 

"Breakfast and Learning in Children" highlighted the ncc4 for research to gauge the impact of a 

good breakfast on children's school behavior and performance, 

"TIlC Great Nutrition Debate" included presentations by high-profile "diet doctors" and 

challenged them to defend the iong~term health effects of their weight loss programs, 
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Maximizing the Taxpayer Investment in Nutrition Assistance 
The Clinton Admimsfmtion came into office committed to "a GOH~mment th"'t \vorks better and 
costs koss," Fcdcrnl nutrition assistance programs, with their vast scope and complex structure, 
represented n challenge, Because ofthcir high profile and need for public support to operate 
effectively, (he), also n ..-Pfescntr..-d :1 high priority in the Clinton Administration '5 reinvention effort, 
From 1993 to 20()O, this commitlmlllt manifested itsclfin signifiamt improvements in program 
integrity and administrative efficiency that have been cerltral to preserving and enhancing these vital 
programs. 

Improving Food Stamp Program Benefit Accuracy 
lnroul!hout its tenure. the Clinton Administration \vorked '.vith States to improve the accuracy of- , ' 
food stamp ben..::fit distribution. For example, thc Administration allowed States to reinvest their 
iX'tlalties for paymL'fil inaccuracies in efforts to improve their program's accuracy. Over time, this 
VtiU rcsult in savings f~r III excess Qfthe penalty fees, Beginning to 1.998, States \-"'ere also 
encouraged to rc1nvl,,'St n. portion of their penalties in efforts to improve access to this importllnt 
nutrition :1SS1stancc program, These efforts led in part to a dechne in the food stamp error rate by 
almost n full percentage point in FY 1999-thc first such decrease since the implementation of 
welfare reform, 

Fighting Food Stamp Fraud 
To ensure that (X)rrupt individuals did not threaten the integrity and public support for a vital 
anlihunger program, the Clinton Administration put in place tough new integrity pro\~sions for food 
stamp retailers, inCluding prc...:luthorization screening, stricter day~t(rday controls, and finn penalties 
for violators, USDA conducted marc than 32,000 rcroiler in\'cstigJtions between 1993 and 2QOO. 
USDA also used Federal income lax offsets to collcct claims owed by fraudulent recipients, and 
worked to provide States with stronger authorities with which to recover lost resoufC(.'S from food 
stamp traffickers, As a result ofthcsc cfforts, food stamp trafficking rates decreased from about 4 
CI.'Tlts on thc dollar i11 1993 to about 3 Yl ;;ents on the dollar in the 1996~1998 period. 
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Electronic Benefits Transfer' 
The Clinton Administration v.us a big belicver in the use of technology to improve the integrity and 
ctlidcncy ofGovcmment serviccs, Toward this end, USDA worked aggressively to grow a pilot 
program offering electronic food stamp benefits into a nationwide sysk,'ffi to promote casc~of~aeccss 
and reduced fraud. In 1993, only four St.1tCS were operating electronic food stamp systems-which 
operate much like the ATM system, That pilot effort covered a mere 2% of mtionwidc benefits, By 
2000,42 State .~gencies were using the electronic system, covering OYer 75 pCrCi.'fit ofall benefits 
nationwide. l1lG Clinton Administration also began the pursuit ofan electronic benefits system for 
the WIC program. Wyoming implementt.>d the first statewide cloctronk SYS!i,.'Ol for WIC in 2000. 
USDA supported similar projects In 12 other Statcs, as well as efforts to link the systems , .... ith oth<:r 
key services, so.;;h as immunization, Medicaid and Head Start 
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Increasing FMd Stamp Program State Flexibility 
Another hallmark of tile: Clinton Administration "vas i.:ncournging the tailoring of Fcdc:ral programs 
to Jocal ne<.'tis. Under this ixulllCr, the Administration worked to give States greater flexibility in 
adminiswrmg the Food Stamp Program while upholding a high national standard of service to 
familk'S in nCl.'£i, Presidt.'flt Clinton'S USDA approved or extended mme tron 1,400 administrative 
waivers to frcc various States to putsuc a wonderfully diverse range of innovations-from 
standardizing rul\,;s across different programs to experimenting with different ways to merge 
compatible programs to provide more holiEtic scrvi<:e 

Improving Child and Adult Care Food Program Management 
In the mid 19905, USDA idcntifll.-d mismanagcmcnt and fraud among family day care home sponsors 
participating in the Child and Adult Car\,; Food Program. Fcdl!ral audits corroborated these findings. 
RCC(lgnizing a significant problem, the Administmti(ln took decisive, prooctive action to improve 
State and local nmnagt.ment of the program. These efforts included: 

• 	 Developing a National Training Pro.gram for State agency staff to address critical integrity 
problems. 

• 	 Giving Stntes flexibility to bettor targt:t their monitoring efforts, identif)' problem sponsors, and 
ensure effective local program administration. 

• 	 Proposing legislative changes, Ulcluding a stricter sponsor·approval process, grants for States 
to enact quality standards for participating day care homes and centers, and administrative 
funding c..1PS, 

• Launching an intensive rl..'Vicw to evaluate progress in improving program integrity, 
Reinventing Food Distribution 
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One key aspect of the effort led by Vicc President Gore to reinvent Govenuncnt focused on making 
Government programs more responsive to the: needs of those who usc them. As a result, tbe 
Administration made improved USDA's commodity food distribution programs a hallmark of its 
rcinvi.'ution efforts. These reforms marked the first major ovemaul of these programs since the 
1940s. One story, told by Secretary Glickman to the Public VOlce National Food. Polky 
Conference."1 explains wby the program's reform offers a strong example of the benefit afthe 
Administration's reinvention efforts: 

"Not too long ago, I was at a food bank. An elderly woman came up to me and 
asked about our Commodity SUPP!f,.,·mental Food Program. That's where we give 
packag,~s of meat and grains and vegetables to needy wOTnt?n, children, and st.-'Iliors. 
She tugged on my shirt and asked, 'Why don't you gtve us any cheese"! Many of us 
arc seniors, and in case you haven't noticoo, """·C don't have any teeth:'" 

Of courSe, GJic~man promptly add ...>d checst: as a regular part of the program, This wmmon~.scnsc 
change was OIlG ormany that would reinvent USDA '$ food distribution efforts: 

• 	 Commodity Nutrition improvements: USDA revJewcd the nutribon prcfilc of all <:ommoditics it 
distributed, reducmg fat, salt and sugar, and introducing new offerings, such as 95 percent fat
free turkey bam, lo\\'~fut hJ.kery mix, and reduced-fat cheese. 

• 	 Fresh Fr.Jil and Vegetable ProjecJ: In 1995 USDA worked with the Department of Defense on a 
new approach to providing fresh fruits and vegetables to schools and Indian reservations. By 
1999, over $109 million in fresh produce wns distributed through this innovative proj<:Ct. 

• 	 Elecmmic Da/a Interchange: In 1996lJSDA put in place a system to transmit data electronically 
between State distributing agencies and the: Department's mainframe computer system, greatly 
improving speed and accuracy over traditlonal paper-based procedures. 

• 	 Commodity Complamt and Food Safety Project,· By creating a telepoone hotline, cutting 
bureaucratic processes, and reducing papen.vork and reporting burdens, USDA reduced the 
average time to resolve complaints regarding its conunodity food program from 95 days to 15 
days. 

• 	 Imprcwing ,f,rJOd DiSlribuJed on indian Reservations: In 1997, USDA reviewed the Food 
Distribution Program on Indian Reservations, and improved the nutrition and appeal of the foods 
offered. 

• 	 Remventing the Program jiJr Schuol.'{,· Clinton's USDA worked with program partners, such as 
the AmericlUl School Food Service Association and the American Commodity Distribution 
Association, to model a ma.".sIVC rcinvt.'1"Ition proposal that would enable the program to better 
serve it.." primary customcrs--schools that usc the commodities to prepare meals for children, 
Reinvention pilot..<; were launcllcd for the 2000-2001 school year. The ultimate goal was to 
¢liSure States would maintain oversight fL"Sponsibilitics, but havl.l the option to empower school 
district<;: to place commodity orders directly, eliminating layers of bureaucracy and creating far 
morc flexibility for the individual schools. 
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Leading the World War on Hunger 
As a global !cader in agricultural production, the United States is uniquely positioned to combat 
world hunger, Fulfilling thIS leadership responsibility was a higb priority for the Clinton 
Administration. In 1996. Secretary Glickman led the UJlitcd States dcl("gation to the World Food 
Summit There. the United States joined with countries around the world in agreeing to work closely 
together toward the goal of reducing hunger by half by the yeaI' 20 IS. From a major new initiative to 
improve world food security over the long-run to a dramatic escalation in U.S. participation in 
humanitarian food donation programs, the Clinton Administration put the United Sutes squarely out 
front in leading the world war on hunger. 

Global Food for Education Initiative 
At the National Nutrition Summit in May of 2000, GI..'Orge McGovern, U.S, Ambassador to the U,N. 
Food Agcncies in Rome, called on the United States to develop an international school feeding 
program to improve the nutritional status and educational acrueVCml.-'Ul ofchildren in the developing 
world, Two months later. President Clinton responded by creating a global school meals and 
preschool nutrition program to hclp countries encourage more ofthdr children to enroll and 
complete their education, More than l20 million children worldwide are not enrolled in school, and 
tens ofmillions more drop out before achieving basic literacy, USDA will work with the United 
Nations World Food Program. private voluntary organizations, and others on this effort. In the fust 
year of operation, the United St.'ltes will invest $300 million in the effort, which \\'ill hcfp feed up to 
9 .million children in the: developing world. Speaking to African le<l:ders in Washington, DC, in 
September of2000, President Clinton share<.! his long·tenn vision for the potential ofthc program: 

") havc launched a $300~miUion initiative, whicb l hope will be nothing more than a 
pilot program, to work with dcveloping countries to provide frcc meals-nutritious 
breakfasts or lunches in scbools--so that paR'nls \\':ill be crtcourngcd to send 9 million 
more boys and girls to school in countries that desperately need to increase school 
cnrollm.:nt We estimatc tM.t'if our friends around the world will join us, and if \VC 

can cooperate with countries to delivcr the food in an appropriate way, '" we 
estimate that for about $4 billion worldwide, wc could provide a nutritious meal in 
school to c\'t:ry ehild in every dcyeloping country in the entire world. That could 
change the face of the future for many African countries and many countries in Asia 
and Latin America, as well." 

Humanitarian Food Aid 
A la'rgcly umold but deeply significant leg3cy of this Administration is the dramntic escalation in 
humanitarian food aid it provided to countries around the world through the aggressiv.c usc of USDA 
programs.. During 1999 alone, USDA provided approximately its million metric tons of U.S. 
commodities for humanitarian purposcs. This was more than 5 times the previous year's donations, 
and the largest levct of humanitarian food aid in at least 25 years. A significant portion of this 
assistance carne as a direct result of President Clinton '5 Food Aid Initiative, which increased 5-fold 
U,s. donations nfwh'-'Ut and wheat products to 5 million metric tons ill 1999. 

In April of 199::, President Clinton announced a food aid package for R'ussia worth ne__ rly $900 
million to hdp ,avert social unrcst following the collapse of till,) fonner Soviet Union. In December 
1991{, the Administration responded to another request for food aid that W'JS triggered by the ,,{fects 
of Russia's smallest grain harvest in decades iUld the collapse of the Russian currency. In this 
package, the United Scates provided 3.1 million metric tons of .agricultural and fOO<! commodities at a 
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value of ttpproximatdy $1. J billion, The 1998 program was ono of the largest humanitarian food aid 
packages to a single nation in the history of U.S. food aid. 

USDA provided emcrg(.'llcy food aid to Kosovar refugees, \-\lorking closely with the U.S. Agency fur 
International Ot:vclopml"llL 10 rapid response to the l.'TIlcrgency need for food, the Clinton 
Administration airlifted high-energy biscuits to refugees crossing the-borders into Albania and 
Serbia, USDA 'Commodity dOMtions -were prepositioncd in Greece to allow for their rapid shipment 
into Kosovo once the bombing ended. U.S. wheat flour also- was prepositioncd in warehouses in 
Tt..'Xa-S and Louisiana and moved into the Kosovo region as needed. 

Following Hurricanes Georges <l;"d Mitcll, the United States reached out to help its Caribbean and 
Central American neighbors. After Georges struck the Dominican Republic, the United States 
dOMted 100,000 tons of wheal to be sold in the country to raise funds. The wheat sale generated 
about $15 million th;lt was used to rehabilitate hurrlcanc-damagcd smaJl~ and mcdium«5Cale fanus. 
When Hurricane Mitch hit in December 1998, killi118 9,000 Central Americans and destroying $!U 
billion in infrastructure, USDA pro-vidcd 170,000 metric tons of wheat and 50,000 metric tons of 
com Proceeds from the sale of th<.'S~ commodities were used for relief efforts. " 

USDA provided food ;lSSISbnCC valued at $165 million to help meet Indonesia's scYere food ru:eds 
brought about by fma!lcial, policy, and drought probtcms in the 1998-1999 period, Indonesia also 
received approximately 500,000 fllt.1rlC tons of wheat under the President's Food Aid Initiative. In 
2000, USDA rt:spondl.'ti to Indonesia'g continued difficulties with additiOlml U,S, food assistance 
totaling approximately $100 million. 

The Clinton Administration's aggrcssi\'c and highly successful use of food aid has been a largely 
untold, underappreciatcd story. History, hOWf..'Ver, will likely look back on the Administration's food 
aid accomplishments as one of President Clinton's great achievements. 
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Conclusion 
During the CHnton-Gorc years. the Nation experienced a truly historic debate over the role of the 
FOOcral Government. and a real choice regarding the future structure-and indeed, the continued 
cxistcncc~-of National nutrition assistance programs. The Clinton Administration stoOd strongly for 
preservation of that national structure, and enhanced it in important ways, including changes that 
helped. the prog:-ams better support the transition from welfare to work. 

At the same time, the Administration faced the challenge of reconciling its food assistance 
responsibilities with the tremendous advances in knowledge of the links bct\vcen diet and hc:all1'L 
President Clinton met the challenge by impmving the nutrittonal quality of program benefit'>, and by 
intL'grating uutr~tton education and promotion within and across Federal programs-truly making 
these food assIstance programs into nutrition assistance programs. At thc same time, the 
Administration expanded USDA's reach to support improvements in the diets ofall Americans 
through broad-based nutritiorlltl guidance and promotion, 

Finally, the Clinton Administration recognized the humanItarian duty afmc United States not only to 
fight hunger In this country, but also to be a world leader In thc fight against hunger and malnutrition 
around the globe. This Administration rose to that challenge, dramatically expanding its 
bumanitarian food donations through USDA programs and launching a major new initiativQ to 
reduce child hungcr and promote L'<iucation in the developing world. For these reasons, a key 
Clinton-Gon: legacy will be a healthier Nation, a less hungry world, and a US Government that 
honored and expanded America's historic role to. reach for both, 
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6. Reviving the Rural American Dream 
Empowering Rural Communities 

"I still helieve in a place caifed Hope. " 

PresIdent Bill Clinton 
November- 3, 1993 

"Twenty percent ofour people live in nlral America, hut they an: ,\pread out (lVer 80 
percent (lollr fand rt/as"r. In the 2j~ ccnlUry. knowledge is pow(!r. InjiJrmaftuTr is power_ 
Thnse who haW! (¥C(}fUJ' have the best chance afsuccess: For our Nation to live lip to its 
fidf pOlen/ial in a technQlogy-·driven, g]oballnj(wmation Age, we cannot uffi)rd (0 leave 
small towns and mral communJlies behlnJ-one fifth ofour Naritm. " 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman 
Announcing Tclemcdjcmc and Distance Learning Grants 
At the louiSiana State University M(,'dicru Center 
October 21, 1991 

Historians will inevitably debate the reasons that motivated thcn~Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton to pick 
as his running mate du...n~Senator Al Gore, Jr, Invariably the debate will revolve around shared 
viewpoints on key issues from education to the environment to health care to foreign policy. One 
statistic that should'not be underestimated, howl"vcr, is the populations' of the towns in which the two 
men were bom. President Clinton was bom in a town with a population of 9,643. Vice President Gore 
"'tvaS born to a to\vn with ~ population of less than 2,000,· When the two men spoke ofempowering 
communities to build a brighter economic future or the m:cd to "leave no American behind," there was 
never ony qucstion that budding a brighter future for rural Amenca was a core clement of that vision 

When the Clinton Administmtion took office, rural America was stil! experiencing the effccts of a 
sigmficant economic downturn that stemmed from the ooUapse of the farm economy in the mid-1980s 
and a simultaneous decline in the energy production, mining. and manufacturing economics of rural 
areas, . Rural America was experiencing double-digit unemployment and double-digit povcrty rates (with 
rural minority poverty mtes nearing 50 percent), One in three rural white children did not graduate from 
high school; the figure jumped to three out of four rural African-American and Hispanic children. 
Housing was inadequate for the rural working poor, and nearby quality health care was not available to 
large segments of the rural population. Some 3 million rurahcsidcnts did not have running \vater in their 
homes, 

Hope began to return to rural America when it quite literally arrived at the White House, when BtU 
Clinton-son of Hope, Arkansas-and AI Gore-son of Carthage, T enncsscc-bccamc the President and 
Vice Presidenl offhc United States. 

I Town populations feOcet cily statistics for !he year 200n, , 
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President Clinton and Vice President Gore knew that employment in a growing economy is the best 
social program available and the best means of solving less than favorable economic conditions. But 
they also recognized that in rural America a significantly greater investment in infrastructure, housing" 
and business opportunities ,>vas needed to provide the conditions in which the economy could grow and 
families could begin to prosper. One urthe first initiatives of the Clinton Administration was to increase 
investment through th(:$c programs. By fiscal year 2001, the approprJations for these programs, despite 
the fiscal constraints imposed by the Administration's commitment to a balanced budget, cxcecdl.."Ci $12 
billion. 

Reaching the Underserved 
In 1994, Under Secretary for Rural Development Bob Nash issued a new policy to the entirc rural 
dt.l'Vdopment mission area. It identified as an Administration priority the need to focus resources and 
assistance on tn;: more thM 500 "persistent-poverty!! countIes that had faced more than thrcc decades of 
poverty rates higher than 20 percent. The memorandum also gave priority to areas suffering the 
economic consequences of changes in Federal pOlicy, for example towns where military bases had closed 
or where timber harvcst quotas had been reduced. ~Th~s policy recognized the fact that those 
communities most in tlL'Cd of ruml development assistance from USDA wcre often least equipped to 
successfully navigate me process of receiving Government grants and other financial assistance. To 
overcome this hurdle, Nash caUed on the various USDA mra! development agencies to offer technical 
advice and other assistance to these communities, in an etlort at OIcapacity-buildingll to improve the 
communities' ahility to successfully purslle the fimdi!lg they need from various Government agenck'fL 

Improved Sf'rvice to ~ative Americans 
Native Americans, be they on ReservatIons, in Natiw Alaskan ...dIages, or on Hawaiian Homelands, have 
historically been $Om" ofthe most economically depressed populations in this country The reosons arc 
many and the solutions arc complex. Prior to 1993 USDA RuraJ Development had a vcry limited amount 
of programs bci;;g accessed by Native Americans. Since 1993; Rural Development has made a concerted 
effort to more cit1elendy target limited resources to those most in noed. The following are examples of 
significant lmtiativcs adopted by Ruml Development to ensure greater participation by Native 
Americans: 

• 	 Officially recognizing the sovereignty of f\ative American T ribcs with respect to hiring on 
constnll:tion projects finilOced by USDA in 1996. These rights WL'fe previously unrecognized. 

• 	 SIv'Curing a provision in the Federal Agnculturc ImproVCfUl,'11t and Refonn Act of 1996 thnt 
require! Rural Development Stat" Offices to develop a stntc\Yide rural dcvc!opm<.:nt plan that 
incorporates Native Americnn governments. 

• 	 Carried O\,lt President Clinton's EXi..'(:utivc Order 13021 that requiri..'d Rural Development to 
develop a strategic plan to address the needs ofTribal Colleb'Cs .and Umversiti:.:s, 

• 	 Identified barners hindering access to USDA rural housing services and implemented rcfurms to 
crase the bamcrs. such as: publishing a resource guide to lending in Indian country, and 
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providing tcclmicai assistance grants to train Native American applicants in the responsibilities 
of homeowners hip, 

• 	 Established funding reserves for Native Americans in several Rural Development agencies, As a 
result, USDA'$ Rum! Housing Service, Rural Busincss~Coopcrative Service, and Rural Utiliti<."S 
SCfvio:,: incrc:tsed funding for Native Americans almost JO~fold, from $10 million in 1992 to $95 
million in 1999, 

Answers 
cffor~ to,carry 

rural' I 
pcr~nt of all 
homes hav:! this same>ba~ic . 
Clinton-Gorc difference 

.. 
dirodi;.;c'to.rcach tt)ltllti'!l! 

Indian CoUntry' quickly , Y7 
service, only SO percent of·Natirc . 
USDA success stot)' that truly e~xCrnp"ljfies,'thc .. -, 

Carlos Apaches, in San Carlos, Ari:i;ona>~ BCfo'i.c':'ihc 
a USDA loan to finance a modem t >~ 1 , :- .'" 

of the in th~;:~2~'8:!5:4~!i:i~~~~~;t~~~~~;'. tck-phonc ~ervICC. To the town of 

t\OCQrding 10 Velasquez . ':~,~~~i~;::~ofthe " 
would start lining up at 6 a.m~-.to u and the line did 110t go awaa.l~';~~;;~~~7~:~~~~~:;
Tha'nks to a loan from USDA~s Service, "we now have the b-
equipment to be found m:~e &nmtry.'!,' Now parents can cal! . 
discuss SYlrlptoms and dctchninc Ifa long trip into to....'n is necessary, 

Forming Partnerships' with Minority Colleges and Universities 
Another key Administration theme was using partncrships to leverage the work ofthe lean, rcsu!ts~ 
oriented Government they \\'Cfe creating. In USDA's efforts to !x,1tcr serve historically llndcrscn'cd 
communities, the D<;partment was quick to recognize the value of strong partnerships with historically 
African-Americ.'1n colleges and universitIes, Hispanic Scrving Institutions, and Tribal land-grant 
community colleges. Through these partnerships, USDA Ruml Development effectively communicated 
the availability of Fedcral resources and helped improve the economic outlook and quality of fife in 
many historically undcrscrved {;ommunibcs, Examples iacludc: 

Since the beginning of the Clinton Administration, USDA'$ Rural Business-Cooperative Service ;.",orkcd 
with 1890s Institutions to build their capacity to provide business and cooperative development 
assista.ncc to rural communities, agriculture producers, and other organizatwns serving ruralarcas, 
Between 1993 :md 2000, $27.6 million was. invested in this effort, 

• 	 Since the bcgittllillg of the Admimstraticn's EmpowcnTlcll! Z<mc/Emerprise Conmlunity 
(EZlEC) Initiativc, Rural Development entered into cooperative agreements with various 
institutions ofhigher education to build their'capacity to better serve the populations they work 
with and to develop interest among their students in the profession of community and economic 
dt..'velopment Many of these institutions also proVided help to local EZIECs in pursuing 
Government assistance. For example: 
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The Fort Peck Comrmmily College In Montana, a tribal college, established an internship 
to help local groups and individuals: develop business plans and apply for grants to 
support tribal busiocssC$, They also provided guid,mcc that bclpt.'d a tribally owned 
business from dosing, ThL)' also hea.t.k:d an effort to develop a tribal wChnology plan to 
serve schools. businesses and residences and offered tL"Chnology, business and 
management courses for fanners and ranchers that are compatible with their schedules. 

CnlifiJrnia 5;talc University, at Fresno, a Hispanic Serving Institution, helped CL'1ltral 
Califomia Onion secure a $125,000 loan for renovations and equipment and to establish 
a processing and distribution facility to expand the business and double the number of 
employees, CSU~FrcSIl(J also provided technical assistance in establishing!l bilmguul 
call center that, for example, negotiated a contract with a private Hispanic-owned firm to 
provide eredit card marketing services for a major financial mstitution. 

Ensuring 21" Century Opportunity in Rural Areas 
President Ciinton, Secretary Espy and Secretary Glickman all shared a deep commitment to bringing 
about a rebirth of the rural American Dream. They also recognized what a significant challenge that goal 
represented, With millions of Arm:ricam:i·stilliacking basic'20~' century services, such as running water 
ill the home Of J. doctor in a 100~mdc radius of their town, the Administration understood that a massive 
commitment of resources was necessary tx:causc their goal was not only to deliver basic scrviccs, but to 
encourage local communities to work together and develop strategies to ensure their 21'! cenwry success. 

Water 2000 
One of the first initiatives ofthc: Clinton Administration 1,>,.1lS to ensure that every resident of rural 
America had safe, clean running water within their homes. While it is difficult for urban and suburban 
Americans to comprehend that in the 21 f( century there are still familit.'S without clean, safe drinking 
water in their homes, at the time the initiative was developed l more than 3 million rural Americans had 
no running w.rt..:r in their homes By 2000, more than $3 billion had been invested in Water 2000 
projects across the country, 1'he project was ultimately expanded to also assist residents cxp!!ricncing 
significant water quality or quantity problems. In the end, the historic investment provided clean, safe 
drinking ,vater to 3.1 million rural residents. Two examples of Water 2000 projects ilIustmtc rhe 
ix:ncfits. 

• 	 West Holmes, MissiSSIppi, is a small, predominantly African~Amcrica.n community that tried for 
7 ycar.c; to get water fur its residents. Many residents drove 3~4 miles to obtain watcr tor drinking 
and cooking. The eXisting water supply was fun (If rust. which was unsafe to drink, cau$i..,'tl 
plumbing problems a.nd ruined appliances. 'iWe have some neighbors who cannot cook white 
nce without hauling water from a. neighborhood well. Rice turned bfO\\l1 ,vhcn cooked in the 
eXisting \",·n.tL'f supply. We will not have to haul water anymore thanks to a grant and loan from 
USDA." 

• 	 Villa Ridge, Illinois was one ofrhe earliest projects funded. undcr Water 2000. One senior 
citizen resident, Mildred Grare, a st.'Jllor citizen paid S80 monthly to have water hauled and 
placed in her cistern for bathing, laundry, and other cleaning. She also paid $20 monthly for 
bottled drinking water, TIlis $100 she paid for wOlter was one-third of her monthly Social 
Security check ~- her only source of income. Following completion of the Water 2000 project. 
Mildred Grace's total 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 habitat in the 
Pacific Northwest, it made a finn commitment to hclp diversWy the region's economies. which had been 
largely dcpcnd(~nt on the timber industry, USDA Runu Deve!opment led the initiative, which marshaled 
resources from throughout the Federal Government. From 1994 to 2000> 12 Federal agencies delivered 
$1.2 billion in economic revitalization and other assistance to the Pacific Northwest. This massive 
undertaking imolvi.'rl State and local govLwmenl, but it was drivi.'tl by local residents. As a result of this 
"ground~up" stl~{egy, the economics of most rural communities affected by the protection of 
environmentally sensitive forest areas stabilized and turned around. This initiative also continned the 
power of two kt..'y bcliefii oftM Clinton Administration - that when Federal, State and local agencies 
combine their resources toward a common objectll'c, they succeed; and, that when local residents nrc 
giv(.'n the power to b'1lidc the efforts to keep them focused on local needs. then government can be more 
t.f('e<:tivc in solving real-world community challenges, This same commitment to locally led economic 
adjustment efforts was extendcd to communities surrounding the T ongass National Forest in J999, 

ColoRins 
The Colonias lnitiative, born in 1990, was (.''''panded into a s\vceping initiative under the Clinton 
Administration. This effort took aim at the serious health problems caused by the lack ofadequate V'.,'ater 
supply and waste disposal in unincorporated "sh:ltlty" towns surrounding the Mexican border in Tcxas, 
N<.'W Mexico, Arizona, and California, In the Colonias, the living conditions were often wretched and 
the health problems wen:: serious. Since 1994 the Clinton Administration invested $156 miIJion to 
I}rovide dean safe drinking 'water and sanitary sewerage for more than 100,000 residents oftlK..'Se 
Vil1DgC~. USDA. also spent an additional $15.6 million improving homes to facilitate connection.>; to 
water and sewor systems. All additional 549 million in new home construction was also finanC\:d in 
these arcas, 

Empowerment ZonesJ£nterpnse Communiti.es (EZlEC) 
The major community economic dcvclopmL'Ilt initiative of the Clinton Administration \\>'3';; ratifii.:d by the 
Ernpowcnm..'nt Zone/Enterprise Community legislation of 1994, Rather than providing: funding through 
II set of narrowly focused programs to asSIst communities in building various types of individual 
projects, this initiative called on dt.'Slgnatoo conununitics to develop their o ......n broad economic 
development sttatcgics t:lilo(t,'<i to their specific needs. The: communities used an initial Fedcml block 
gmut as "seed money" for their long~tcm investment strategy and then leveraged other funds from a 
variety of sources, including various Federal agencies. [n other words, rather than dictate what the 
communities should do, the Clinton Administration simply provided advisory and technical support, as 
well as resourct.'S, to support the community~bas:cd efforts. (n rural America, eight rural areas were 
designated as: Empowerment Zones and 50 rural communittcs \\'Cre named as Enterprise Communities. 

The EZlEC concept was proven very successful. Between 1995 and 2900" some of the Nation's most 
poverty stnckcn rural communities used less than $150 million in Federal seed money to leverage $2 
billion in funding, With this massive influx of resourccs, the communities established 410 new 
businesses; created or retained IS,OOO jobs; sef\'cd 26,000 residents through business dcvcloprm.·nt and 
job training initiatives; helpcd build or renovate 3,200 housC5, and brought ,\'ater, se\\"-er systems. 
ck'Ctricity, and telecommunications to places that ncV(.'T before had these basic services. 
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The Clinton...CJore EZ/EC Initiative clearly m.11lonstratcd that local residents can be a powerful driving 
force behind thll economic turnaround ofthcir commurutics. Historically, FI,.>deral assistance has been a 
notoriously {op"down prescription focused on addressmg a single problem, rather than offering a holistic 
approach to dc1ivcringJong-tenn bcncfils to a specific community. Not only have the EZ/EC 
communities demonstrated their capacity to change their economic destiny, In many eases, the 
commumties that carried out the planning, but did not get a designation, alSQ followed through with their 
strategies and were successful in expanding opporhmities and the quality of life for their people.· 

Developing thf' Economies oftbe Southwest Border 
The Southwest border, stretching from the Gulf of Mexico to the Pacific, has one- afthe highl,.'St levels of 
cndt:mic poverty in the Nation, For more than half a century, these rural areas have expcricncl,.-G long
tcnn Ullcmp!Qyment, inadequate infrastructure. severe poverty, environmental degradation, and 
economic disparity. Pn.:sidcnt Clinton and Viee President Gore dctermined the area nct.-dcd spt.'CiaI 
attention and the Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Citi\.-'S in the four States accepted a challengt: from 
the Vice Prcsidmt to reach beyond their boundaries and involve other communities in the d("'vclopment 
ofa fCgional strategic plan. As 3. result, the SQutbv.'eSt Border Regional Partnership was born, The 
initiativc dUed$ FcdcmJ agencies to coopcrate with State and local governments and other organi:r..ations, 
public and private. to revitalize the region. \Vhilc this effort \-vas launched during the later years of the 
Clinton Admini.stration, it is expected to continue the EZ!EC record of success and help the people and 
communities of the Southwest Border share in the Nation's unpreecdcnt ...'Ci economic success, 

Bridgning the Rural Digital Divide 
Given the c."'plosive grO\\111 of the information-based economy. the Clinton.(Jofe Administration was 
deeply conunittcd to ensuring that rural America had every opportunity to pa'rtlclpatc in the strong 
economic opportunities presented by the digital {,."COnomy. Bctwt.-'t.'fi 1993 and 2000, USDA's Rural 
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Utilities Service provided more than $2 billion in financing for ruml telecommunications systems. For 
many years, it :llso required that these telecommunications improvements use only fibcroptic cable. in 
order to cnsun: the upgrades eQuid accommodate the demands ofhigh~speed data transmission, 

The Adminism\tion also worked hard to ensure that all schools. regardless ofSlze or lorotiotl. can offcr 
students aCcess to the Internet and the world of infonnation and resources it provides. With the 
deregulation of the telecommunications industry in the mid~19905, there was deep concern that th~ 
concept ofuniversal service-which for decades (,"Hsurcd rural America had access to affordable 
teleeomrnunicartons scrvico--would be compromised, Thanks to the Administration's advocacy. the 
Tcll.-'(;ommunic..i.ttons Act of 1996 authorized the Education Rate Program to ensure schools can offer 
students access to the (nternL'! and other telecommunications-drivcn educational tool. The "E-rate" is 
financed by a small charge on individual telephone bilk 

Distance Learning and T elemedicine 
TIle focus of th~ Clinton-Gore W'hite House on the power of the Internet and the i»fonnation revolution 
drew the attcntlon of the Nation to the possibilities of the nt.'w digital age, Secretary Glickman summed 
up the vislOn of President Clinton and Vtce Prcsi(knt Gore this way: 

"They understand the unique challenges fudng ruml America-sparse populations, remote 
locations, luck of infrastrueture-and they understand that we must work hard today to {,11sure that 
v.'C step into the nc..xt century as one America - where all our people have safe, running watcr in 
their homes at:J-d first-rate education and hcalth care in their communities. Just a few years ago, 
that vision for our country's future would be dismissed as utopian jantasy, But today. 
technology is giving uS the means to make this 'dfc:1m a reruity for a!1 our citizens - eve!! those 
who live in the most remote Alaskan village Cf on the Louisiana bayou, Togl,,'thcr, we arc 
rcnching for u day when geography is no boundary."1 

Secretary Glickman was referring to USDA's distanrellcaming telcmedicine progrnm, which for years 
had been using incrc;}5tngly sophisticated technologies to deliver to remote rural areas everything from 
virtual Advanced PI.accmcnt classrooms to on-line mcdkal consultations between mral citizens and 
specialists In big-city hospitals. While the program predated 1993. its funding and profile were 
dramatically elevated by an Administration that believed deeply in its importancc. 

President Clintc,n's USDA invesk'd $83 million in 300 distance learning and tclcmedicinc cfforts across 
the country. N. a result, several hundred thousand rural students gained access to education courses not 
othcnvisc .avai4lble to them and hundreds of tho\lsands of rum! rcsidents were provided access to higher 
quality mcdicatcare tban would otherwise have bc;.'U inaccessible, 

Homeownership and New Partnerships 
The Clmton Administration worked diligently to increase the r:lte of hOmCO\\l1Crship in this country to 
fhe highest I(,,\'c!s e'i.'Cf, including in rural America. Homeowncrship is a major economic stimulus, It 
nlso engenders (:ommunity stability llnd pride, In 2000, the homeownership rate for the f\lltion stood at 
67 percent. In nJrai areas the homt:owncrship rate is 75 percent About to million families have become 

Remarks to the Looisian<l Stale University Medical Center, October, 21, 1997, 
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, homoo\\lli..'TS since the 
President took office. Between 1993 and 2000. USDA's Rural Housing Sen.'icc financed about 350,000 
singk.,.... family homes in rural communities across the country. 

In order to levemge limited resources, USDA's Rural Housing Service formed a partnership with the 
Local Initiative Support Corporation and the Fcdt..'ftll Home Loan Bank system to provide opportunities 
to levcrage USDA loans Vtith the resou!'C<."S of local banks:md local Community Development 
Corporations. In 1990,9 partnerships ''''en:: formed and financing was provided for 37 families. In 2000, 
Ihe number of partnerships gl\..'W to J77 providing financing for 1,320 homes;, These partflershil}S 
{"'l1ablcd USDA's Rural Housing Service to increase its fimding by 33 percent Stmilar partnerships were 
tbrmed with the Department of Treasury and Community Development Financial Institutions. 

A subset of the President's homoo\mership initiative is USDA's Mutual and Sdf·Hclp Housing 
Program, which provides grants to nonprofit organizations to assist familit.'S that cannot qualitY for a 
loan, i.:ven on the most generous terms. Under the program. a group of about !0 families agrct! to help 
each otllf;r build their homes-literally earning "S\\~t equity," Constnletion of the homes is then 
financed through USDA rutal housing programs. By the time construction is complete the family can 
easily have $15,000 worth ofequity in their home and can afford to finance the balance thanks to alJ the 
sav\,.'\l labor costs. Although the progmm is a longstanding one, the strong commitment of too Clinton 
Administration to increased homL'Ownership in America resulted in program funding more than tripling 
in the Clinton-Gore years. 

Child Care 
To assist in the successful tmnsition from wi,.~lfarc to work in ruml America, USDA followed the 
direction given at President Clinton's White House Conference on·Child Car<; and intensified its efforts 
to promote .and finance child care facilitit."S in small rural commurutie~t Prior to 1993, USDA had 
finano..'Ci a few facilities, but childcare was not 1I high priority. Since President Clinton took office, the 
Rural Housing Service mvested more than $65 million in 237 chHdcare fa.cilities, providing affordable 
cnre to more than 20.000 children in the poorest rural conununities. 

Cooperative Business Financing 
1n response to the dra~tic dl.."Clinc in prices for agricuituml commodities, USDA Rural Devcl(Jpmcllt. 
increased emphasis on fintlllclng fnrmer-owned cooper.ative bUSiness ventures, TI~sc co-ops help 
increase fanner,:;' share of the food dollar and mitigate the loss offarm income that so many rurnl 
communities depend 011. Since 1998, more thnn $150 million in loans has heen guaranteed through 
USDA's business and industry loan guarantee program, lInd the dcm.md for such financial assistance is 
growing, as is the intcrest III creating new cooperatives throughout the agricultural community 
Additionalty, President Clinton included in his 2001 budget a proposal to create a cooperative equity 
fund to provide the initial equity investment needed when agricultural prices arc depressed and fanners 
have little equity to i!,vest In order to create a oo..np. 

Luwer Mississippi Delta 
As Governor of Arkansas, President Clinton was ehainoan of the !.,Q\VCf Mississippi Delta Commission 
wt.cn it dc,'c!oPl-Q a report on the socioeconomic status C!f people living in the 219 counties from Illinois 
through Louisi~na. That report described endemic poverty, high rates of uocmploymcnt.l~ck ofphysical 
infrastmcture, lack of health care, lack of adequate housing, and a gcncral1a.ck ofeconomic opportunity. 
As President, he placed a strong·l:mphusls wus plac.ed at USDA on nddrcssmg the Delta's woes, 
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Between 1993 and 2QOO, the Rural Development Mission Area invested nearly $4 billion in the region, 
11\ addition, many areas within the Delta were designated as EmpO\verment Zones or Enterprise 
Communities. Through these efforts, man~' of the problems initially reported by the Corrunlssion \vere 
eliminated, and residents of tile Delta have much mme Ct:ol1omic opportunity than was available a 
decade ago. While much n,,'mains to be done in the Dclt.'l, the progr!"'Ss made to date is eVldL'TIcc that 
these problems can be addresst'ti and the longstanding, persistent po\-'Crty of an area can be reversed, 

During the period of Prcsidt'ltr Clinton's focus, unemployment in the region declined from 7.5 percent III 
1993 to 4.2 percent in 1999, with 184 of the counties cxpcrienc:ingjob grov.tlt Since 1993, USDA 
helped 43,000 Delta. residents buy or improve their homes. USDA community facilities, water and wuste 
disposal programs, and rum1 business programs provided $1\50 million in additional belp, USDA also 
provided firsHirne telephone service to 8,200 Delta residents and improved sep/icc to 77,000 residents. 
An additional 800,000 rcsidents were served through cithcr USDA distance Jearning or tclcmcdicine 
projects. 

~"',-~, 
--. \:.\:>;" , . 

International Activities 
Given the success of USDA's rural development efforts in improving the quality ofHfe and 
economic opportunities across rural America, the Clinton Administration was deeply committed 
to sharing this knowledge, as well as strategies and resources: with countries around the world, 

Creating Village 8anks in South Africa 
Since 1996, USDA's Rural Business Service worked with the U,S, 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 a1 building a financial foundation within 
each village to provide tinancial services and generate capita! for local investment. USDA 
provided legal. regulatory and organizational technic.a~ assistance in the creation 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, l'SDA 
aided the Clinton Administration's effolts to help build a strong economic future for the ne\v 
South Africa and its many rural agricultural communities, 

Intematiollal Conference on Women in Agriculture 
At the requcst of President Clinton, Jill Long Thompson., USDA's Under Secretary for Rural. 
Development; represented the United States at the Internatlonal Conference on Women in 
Agriculture. 11997, the United States hosted the Conference in Washington, DC, bringing 
women from all over the world togethcr to discuss their roles in improving the lives offarm 
families arour.d the \\torJd, growing the productivity of agriculture, and strengthening the role of 
agriculture in the community and economic development ofntral areas, Tipper Gore and 
Secretary Glickman were both featured speakers at the conference, which many believed to have 
been the largest gathering ofwomen agricultural leaders ever. 

Reinvention 
The 1994 reorganization of the Department of Agriculture presented a panicular challenge to 
USDA's Rural Development mission area. As the staff size declined by one-third from 1993 to 
2000, the rural development agencies were asked to administer a 51~percent increase in program 
dollars. They say "necessity is the mother of invention." That may well explain Rural 
Development's leadership at reinvention. 

Centralized Servicing Center 
A major reinvention effort undertaken as part of Vice President Gore's "reinventing government" 
initiative at USDA was the centralization of servicing ofits direct smgle-famHy housing loan· 
portfolio of 615"000 loans" Prior to this effort, servicing activities 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 matters worse. escro,\'/ service for property taxes and insurance 
was not available. Centralizing this portfolio was the largest conversion of servicing activity ever 
attempted by d,e mortgage industry-either public or private. It saved taxpayers $250 million in 
its first 5 years., unproved customer service immensely. and freed 900 USDA employees for 
reassignment to 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 St. Louis, The majority of the 
information was transaction-based accounting reports, which shed little light on poHcy or 
management decisions unless reformatted through ad-hoc reports, The situatio~ was further 
complicated by the mission area's large' field office structure, which meant that each location 
needed information on their loan portfolios, This made the process and cost of generating paper 
reports substantial. Rural Development poltcy officials determmed that a data warehousing 
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effort was the solution. To~ay. this web~based system provides the ability to query, report. and 
anaJyze data fi'om a variety of sources, When fully implemented it will bring to each employee's 
desk immediale access to data they need to pClform their jobs welL 

Conclusion 
The Clinton years were invigorating 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 economic 
expansion thai took place across our country in the 19905. From bringing safe running water mto 
the homes ofmillions who had never had it before, to connecting rural (owns to 21lt century 
op{X)rtunities 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 
Administration left: a 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 is the legacy ofHope. 
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