6. Reorganization and Innovation
FDR’s Machine Gets Lean and Focused

“After vears of leaders whose rhetoric aitacked bureaucracy hut whose actions
expanded it we will actually reduce it by 252,000 people over the next five
yrars. By thi time we have finished, the Federal bureaucracy will be at iis
fnwest paint in 30 years.”

President Bill Clinton

1994 State of the Union Address

"We want to try fo foster a different attitude within the USDA bureancracy, 0
transition jt from a Department that is of agriculoare, to a Department which is,
Jor agriculture. We wani USDA'S agencics io he action oriented, pot acronym
oriented. We want them to be organized arownd ... missions or goals {sever)
things, If you will, that we plan to do reaily, reafly well ™

Agriculture Secretary Mike Espy
1994 Farm Credit Remarks

Around Washington, there is a famous joke regarding USDAC A tourist is walking down
the street in Washington, DC, and sees a man sitting on the sidewalk ¢rying. The tourist
sits down next to the sobbing man, and asks why he 1s 3o upset. The man turns to him
and says, "I work at the Department of Agriculwure, and today my farmer died.” This is
a joke frequently told by tour guides as they drive their buses past the Department’s
headquarters. While the joke grossly misrepresents the work that takes place at USDA,
as with most humor there is 2 nugget of truth. In this instance, the kernel of truth s that
when President Climon and Vice President Gore took office, nearly 130,000 employees
worked for the Department of Agriculture. At the same time, there were approximately
2.2 milhon farms in the United States.

The ratio of approgimately 18:1 sounds shocking--if onc doesn’t understand the true scope of
USDA-if you don't know, for instance, that about ha!f of the USDA budget is dedicated to
fighting hunger in America and that half of the employees work in the Forest Service. USDA's
duties span not anly farm policy, but hunger and sutntion, forestry, international trade, rural
development and ather programs,

In 1993, USDA was x vast, sprawling Doepartment with offices in virtasdly all of the Nation's
3,150 counties {even the urban ones). As President Clinton and Vice Prosident Gore vowed to
“reinvent” Government, cutting s stze while improving its efficiency and cfioctiveness i order
to build a Government that "works better and costs fess” - no Department was maore ripe for
change, and no Department would moro test their resolve =~ than USDAL

139



In other words, to achieve the goal it ultimately did achicve--the smallest Federal Government
since the Kennedy Administration ~ the Climon Administration wourld have to reorganize o
Department that had successfully resisted fundamental change for deeades. By theend of the
progess, USDA was nearly 23,000 positions Jeaner, reovganized around real-world missions
such as food safity, farm and forcign agricalture services and raral development, and careying
out an on-going campaign - under the banner of Vice Presidont Gore's rc;m{mzmg s Government
efforts — to produce a more efficient and fess bureaucratic USDA.

USDA’S Decentralized Structure

Beyond the sprawling mission and size of the Department, USDA’s notomuslv Byzantine ways
{reflected in the bafflingly complex U.S. farm policy that had been in place since the Great
Depression) were deeply entrenched. While many Federal departments have a history that dates
back less than 50 vears, USDA was founded during the war {not World War 1, not World War
1, but the Chvid War). This bureaucracy had dealt with reformenuinded politicians before .. and
the burcangracy had abways won.

(e particylar reason the chatlenge of reorganizing USDA was 50 complex was the
Departraent’s unique, decentralized nature. As the General Accounting Office observed in
1921, USDA has "onc of the largest most decentralized ficld structures in the Federal
DGovermment. The structure is a reflection of the era in which it was established - the 1930s,
when communication and fransportation systems were greatly limited by geograpinc
boundarics.”

While the need to modernize this archaic approach made sense on an intellectual level, on o
patitical level it was a whole other ball game--hardball, Cutting the size of the Department and
stroamiining its operations wousld tevitably include staff reducoons and office closings out i
farm counirv-uprooting the Federal pregence and climinating jobs 1o small maral communitics
across the country, While Americans, gencrally, were all for smualler Government, they
typically wanjed the downgizing to oecur in someone clse’s conumunity. In many ways, the
politics of streamiining USDA offices paralieled the difficult challenge of military base closures
that the Clinton Administration also tackled in the 1990s, '

The history of how USDA became a decentratized burcaucracy helps illuminate the political
complexity of scaling back the Department’s size. In 1993, the Department had offices in
vistuadly every county across the countey. A full 90 percent employess worked outside the
Washington, DC, arca m soswe 10,000 field offices across the country and around the world.
The peunary argument for this decontralized structure was that local emplovees enabled a one-
to-one relationship with faomers, rural communitics, and other congtituents in order to tallor
U8, firm policy, conservation, and rural development program to local circumstances.

Without a doubt that is the primary value of the field presence, but it 18 not the roason it was
created. President Frankiin Delano Roosevelt established the county offices in the 1930s, sahe
could cremte foot soldiers across the conntry for his New Deal programs-building a national
grassroots political machine with a powerfel presence in every county i the country.  Scventy
years fater, this FDR legacy affered a doubled-edge sword-tailored Fedornal programs and a
deeply entrenched, politically powerful resistance to change,
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The 1991 General Accounting Office (GAQ) eeport delicately explained i this way:

"Farmer-orgamzed districts implemented soil conservation plans; locally elected farr
comuutiees rather than burgaucrats oversaw the county offices that admimstered
Federal program benefits and farmer paymenis. USDA is onc of only a very few
Federal entitics that have direct, day-to-day, personal contact with their constituents,
and in key progeams, the Department is managed at the grass-roots level by its
constituents.  Although successful in making USDA responsive to its clients, the
heavy constituent involvement has been criticized by some as the reason for the
difficulty in instituting the reforms.”

Momentum Makes the Difference _

On October 13, 1994, President Clinton signed into taw the Depantaxt of Agriculture
Reargamization Act, This capped off a massive offort at USDA, in the White House, and in the
Congress to overcome a wall of burcaucranic incrtia and overt resistanse to change.

The kgislative effort oeeurred on the watch of Scerctary Espy, but it was driven in part by
legislative offorts of then-Congressman Dan Glickman, of Kansas, who served on the House
Agnculture Coramitteg. The future agriculture seoretary put forward his own proposal in 1992
that would merge all of USDA's farm programs into onc "farm services” entity, would
streamline county offices and reduce staff in Washington, DC-all moves that were included in
the final Clinton Admaustration reform,

The difference between carlier failed offorts at reform and the Clinton Administration’s
successiul drive was largely the momentum for change. Inn 1992, the Kansas City Star won a
Pulitzer Prize for its series revealing the mass challonges and incfficicncies created by USDAs
archaic structure, The opening headling for the series read, ® Betravals and Blunders at the
Prepartinent of Agrienlture,” The ensuing articles banched a vear of critical press coverage and
{(AO reports on the management of USDA revealed significant weaknesses in the Department's
structure, massive inefficiencics i the alocation of admmistrative resources, and a grave lack
of accountability for the activities of county-based emplavees. These reports prodused @ public
clamor for change and, for the first time, gave the upper hand to reformers aver those who
favored thy status quo.

An Intense Effort on Capitol Hill

Armed with this strong mandate for change, one of Mike Espy's first actions as Agniculture
Secretary was to convene a conference of Department officials to take a fresh look at USDA's
organization. This conference fed to the proposal for a new structure—for both the headquaricrs
and the ficld-that would be far more efficient and effective. The proposal also called for the
Department to be reorganized around conorete "missions™. Rural Development; Farm and
Foreign Agricultural Services; Food, Nuirition, and Consumer Services; Natural Resources and
the Environment; Rescarch, Education and Economies; Marketing and Inspection Programs,
and Depactimental Administration,

Espy endorsed the plan and its ambitious reach. Without a doubt, this would be the
biggest overhaul of the Department in 1ts history. Because change on this order of
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magritude required the consent of the Congress, Espy transformed the plan into a
legistative proposal. He also made the crucial decision to merge two related plans: {1)
the reorganization plan which would restructure the Department and (2) a streamlining
plan, which would carry out President Cliston’s call {or smaller, more effective
Government. By mergtag the plans, Espy now had one powerful proposal that would
not only make the Department more efficient, it also would save taxpayers 34 billion
over 5 years.

The Department’s legislative package was submitted to the Congress on September 27,
993, (H.R.3171} with the hope that the general momentom toward Government
reinvention and downsizing would drive its quick enactment. This hope was promptly
dashed by entrenched interests in Congress that expressed wariness with the sweeping
nature of the Department's proposals. Deputy Secretary Rich Rominger, who was
charged with delivering this vital legislative viciory, stepped back and opted for a more
methodical approach. He and his team spent the Auturn of 1993 making the case for
the plan 10 the various Congressional Committees. To convey the substance of thew
proposal, the Department created a 100-page document entitled “LISDA Reorganization
Implementation: Key Facts and Projections Briefing Book." The material was placed in
2 white binder and became known both in the Department and on the Hill as the "White
Book." It provided organization charts, descriptions of every aspect of the
reorganization, how it would occur and what it would deliver, and five-year projections
of budyet savings and personnel reductions.

This level of detail and the case it made for significant savings and improved service re~
sparked momentum for the plan. 1t gave substance to the Department's proposals and
allowed USDA officials 1o respond to questions with specifica. The White Book, and
the effort (o share its contents, also helped convince a critical mass of decisionmakers
that the Department was sincers in its attempt to reduce overhead without hindering vital
LISDA services and programs.

The cost-savings in the end were the deciding factor. Espy, Rominger, and their
Congressional allies made clear that smalier, leaner Government brought with it smalier,
leaner budgets. Congress could either cat fat-by reorganizing and elinnnating
ineffictencies-or cut muscle-by taking benefits away from farmers, hungry families,

rural communities, and others. Espy, in particular, made a passtonate case that if
USDA’s budget were to go down and the Department was not reorganized, then alf who
rely on USDA to help ensure safe, abundant affordable food would bear the brunt of the
budget cuis. Why not instead, Espy argued, streamline and reorganize USDA to work
more efficiently, The Clinton Administration maintained that it was in everyone's
interest to reorganize USDA to protect the vital benefits it provided.

At the beginning of 1994, the Scoretary and other koy Departimental officials met individeally
with Senators, Members of Congress and their staff members who would play a key role in
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determining the fate of the legislation. Many in Congress who had long craved read reform
became emboldened by the growing momentum. Hearings were held, staff briefings were
provided, and the Department responded to hundreds of Congressional questions.

The Major Debates

The concerns dealt primarily with the three key aspects of the plan: 1} restoring broad authority
to the Seerctary of Agricalture to manage and organize the Department, 2) orgamzing USDA
programs mio SIX mission areas, and 3} providing addittonal power to the Seerctary over the
managerment of USDA field offices:

Secretarial Control

Congress passed 4 series of "reorganization plans” in the early 1950s, which provided
each cabinet officer with general authonty to manage and organize their department,

But between 1953 and 1993,a growing level of distrust between Congress and the
Executive Branch led Congress to severely limit the Secretary's authority over particular
aspects of the Departreent. For example, without the permission of Congress, the
Secretary could not merge farm programs into one farm services agency. USDA's
proposal to restore broad anthonty to the Secretary reignited Congressional concerns, It
quickly became clear that the Department would not be able to generate the political
support necessary in Congress to permanently restore these powers. Congress
repeatedly expressed concerns that while Secretary Espy might honor promises for how
he would wield this broad authority, there was no assurance what future secretaries
would do. Ultimately, & compromise was agreed to which offered the broad authority
for 2 years, on the condition that USDA fulfill the promised savings and other goals that
the Secretary vowed 10 use these powers to achieve,

Mission Structure

The Department’s proposal would reorganize USDA activities into six mission areas:
farm and international trade services; rural economsic and community development;
food, nutsition, and consumer services; natural resources and the environment;
marketing and mspection services, and research, education, and economics. This
proposal sparked 2 debate in Congress that echoed the debate within USDA when Espy
first convened department leaders to discuss rearganization. For instance, there was a
prolonged debate-about whether food safety functions could appropriately be included in
a mission charged with marketing U.S8. food and fiber. This apparent conflict of interest
was resolved when USDA added a seventh mission area~a separate, independent food
safety agency staffed with public health experts.

The most strident debate over the mission structure had to do with the decentralized
nature of the Department which for decades had ensured a very high level of local
control over the delivery of programs-from farm loans to disaster payments. There wag
a great deal of concern that a mission-based structure would consolidate power in
Washington, reduce program flexibility, and spark conflict between the new mission
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areas. 'The Depariment worked hard to convince all parties that its intentions were to
organize programs in a more rational manner that made more efficient use of resources,
rather than to impose a new layer of burcaucracy. 1n the end, these arguments prevailed
due 1o the growing consensus that the status quo could not continue,

Field Delivery System

One key purpose of the reorganization was to give the Secretary authornity 1o manage all
USDA employees as a single workforce. This would sccomplish a host of key advances
from paving the way for more uniform civil nghts acoountability to clearing a path to
close about 1,100 county-based field offices and consolidating their work into a series of
"service centers” to be established throughout the country,

The debate concerning the field delivery system was quute specific. Issucs included the
procedures for choosing the supervisors of the new service centers, the geographic and program
jurisdiction of those centers, union sucecessorship, and the composition of the local committees
which held great powee in doling out funds for many USDA programs. The Departmoent
responded with duetailed information, but also continued to pross s basic argument: that the
impact of budget coductions on a divided workforee was likely to be mote severe than the
mmpact of reductions on 3 unificd workforee where thore would be some flexibility to adjust
TCSOUTCES 1y MAIRLAIN SCTVICES,

Ultimately, the legislation prevailed. In addition to establishing the seven mission arcas,
the Act also created two new offices: (1) the National Appeals Division, an independent
organization (o review adverse program decisions related to rural development, farm and
conservation programs, and (2) the Office of Risk Assessment and Cost-Benefit '
Analysts, 10 analyze the risks, costs, and benefits of major regulations affecting human
health, safety, or the enviromment.

The Real Challenge: Implementation

With the legislation signed into law, the Department pow faced an even more daunting
task-actually carrying out the reorganization, Once again, Deputy Secretary Rominger
was tapped to lead the effort. The same day the President signed the reorgamzation
tegislation into faw, Rominger established a group to coordinate its implementation. In
one week, the new subcabinet-the leaders of each of the seven new mission areas-was in
place.

In accordance with Espy’s original strategy, the reorganization would occur on the same
S-year timeframe as the Department's streamlining, culminating tn 1999 with a leaner
USDA, a Departiwent better organized to face modern challenges, and 34 bithon in
savings for taxpayers,

Rominger and his team took every opportunity to go beyond the legislation to achieve
greater efficiencies and cost-savings, primarily under the Clinton-Gore banner of
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“reinventing Government.* Administrative and financial units within Mission Areas
were consolidated.  In accordance with the Administration-wide effort, USDA targeted
middle-management and administrative staff for reductions, With these efforts in the
mix, USDA was now looking at a full-scale restructuring of its operations in
Washington, DC, and across the country.  In accordance with the National Performance
Review, guiding principles included delegation of authority, decentralization,
empowserment of emplovess, holding managers accountable for performance, and
promoting workforce diversity.

Carrving out the reorgamization required a significant sustained effort by the

Depariment, in close coordination with Congress, employees, and USDA constituents.
There were some adjustments along the way. Two additional offices were created by the
Congress' the Risk Management Agency-to help farmers betfter manage risks under the
new U.S. farm pohicy enacted in 1996--and the Office of the Chief Information Officer-
ta focus the Department’s efforts to harness the power of informuation technology 1o
improve s services.
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By the end of 1999, staff reductions were far higher than required by the Congress,
Overall staffing was down 17,4 percent from 1993, as opposed to the planced 11.4
percent, Savings were greater than expected--36 billion, About 290 other offices were
closed and consolidated into pust over 2,600 Service Centers. About 3,700 county-based
office locations of the Rural Development Mission Area, and the Farm Service Apency
and Natural Resources and Conservation Service were colocated,

Unfortunately, plans to suppont the streamlined organization with infrastructure
improvements have proceeded slowly, primarily due to lack of support from Congress.
At Secretary Glickman’s direction, the Service Center agencies developed plans to
consolidate their administrative operations which involve activities such as personnel
matters and payroll actions to further reduce overhead costs and direct more resources to
program woark. Yet for 2 vears, Congress tucked language into its agriculture
appropriations bills that barred the plan from moving forward. This battle was largely
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lost due to agency "turl wars. Considering the magnitude of the resistance to simply
merging administrative functions gives a proper sense of just how big an
accomplishment it was for the Admimistration to deliver the first major reorganization of
the Department in 70 vears,

Innovation _
With the reorganization in place, President Clinton's USDA still recognized that much
more could be done to improve the Department’s services, particularly by harnessing the
power of information technology, and forging stronger communications between
employees and managers. What follows are just a few of the many illustrations of the
concrete efforts that helped carry on the Department’s work to deliver more efficient and
effective service.

Bringing Greater Financial Aceountability

Whan you run one of the lnrgest departments in the Federal Government and vou work fora
Fresident who has called for a Government "that works better and costs less,” vou have your
work cuf eut for vou. Essential to the Clinton Administration cfforts to produce a keaner, more
effective Government was the abilify to generate imely, accurate information on where and
how Foderad resources are sponl. Yot when the Administration came into office in 1983, USDA
and othr Federal agencies facked the ability o deliver this accountabitty, duc largely W a lack
of integrated accounting and financial managemont systems,

Toward this end (and in compliance with the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990}, President
Clinton’s USDA established the Office of the Chief Financial Officer. By 2000, the Office
made significant strides in resolving financial management weaknesses that had preehided
USDA in the past from receiving a clean audit of its financial statements, The Office also
enhanced financial accountability through strong strategic planning, including a timehne and
budget to vstablish rcliable corperafe administrative systems throughout the Depariment. The
{(ffice also cstoblished a Foundation Financial Information System and a Financial Data
Warchouse to allow for timely reports oad monitoring of USDA oxpenditures of taxpayer
doliars,

These efforts will help deliver far more financial accountability throughout USDA,
These systems will also provide USDA leadership with imely information that heips
them better manage the vast resources of a diverse Department. As USDA’g
reorganization produced a leaner Department, it will be increasingly critical for USDA
to have strong systems to ensure that resources are responsibly and efficiently used to
support key Department priorities.

Online Ethics Reporting: E-Government in Action

President Clinton and Vice President Gore's reinvention efforts often involved reduced
paperwork, Typically, the beneficiaries of the innovation were USDA customers and
partners, but one key paperwork reduction breakthrough benefited Government
employees themselves.
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The Ethics in Government Act requires more than 230,000 ranking Federal employees to
annually divulge their financial assets, transactions, liabilities, and outside interests, in -
order to provide oversight against conflicts of interest. This reporting requirement was
often considered the most onerous condition of beiny emploved in a high Government
posttion. Filers used pre-printed forms, and completed them by hand.  Past efforts at
computerizing the process required high levels of computer Bteracy, generally did not
store the data o encourage easy updates, and produced only hardcopy paper reports. As
a result, distributing, reviewing, processing, and monitoring compliance was a costly,
paper-intensive achivity for every Federal department,

In 2000, the USDA Office of Ethics and the USDA National Finance Center {NFC)

.. pooled their talents to reinvent this bureaucratic process. They developed a web-based
financial disclosure system that is secure and simple to use. By using existing hardware,
and exploiting the power of the Internet, the effort required very little expenditure and
created a very responsive system.

The new system is hardware independent; it finctions with all common browsers; and 1t
is accessibie from the office, home, or anywhere in the world via the Internet. The
wformation also is highly secure. Information is stored on the NFC’s tightly secured
computer facility, is dependent on employee passwords, and is encrypted during
transmission. Best of all, the U8, Gffice of Government Ethics authorized other Federal
departments to adopt this innovation.

Bridging the Labor-Management Divide

President Clinton’s Administration understood that completing a true revolution In
governance would require the cooperation of Federal employees and managers.
President Clinton’s USDA was a leader in forging labor-management cooperation,
While previous labor-management relations had sometimes been contentious, a USDA
Partnership Council was formed in December 1993, Comprised of seven union and
seven management representatives, the Council met quarterty, using consensus
decisionmaking to address issues of departmentwide significance. Local issues were
handled by the more than 120 partnerships at the agency level.

The Council was involved i 2 mynad of diverse issues, ranging from day care to
USDA’s reorganization. A prime responsibility of the Council was encouraging
labor-management cooperation and partnership in the nearly 100 bargaining units in
LSDA,

Prior to the establishment of the USDA Partnership Council, there was little, if any,
contact between unions and management at the Department [evel. Even though two
unions had national consultation rights with USDA, there was hitle dialogue betwesn
top management and unions. This drastically changed with the USDA Partnership
Council. Top management and unions that represent USDA employees now regularly
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meet as members of the Council and tackle the tough issues facing the Department.
Limons pow have the opportunity to have input into Depariment decisions that will
impact the work lives of employees. )

Conclusion

From rcorganizing one of the most complex and large departments in the Federal Government
to using technology and other inpovative partnerships to ensure a more ¢fficient and effective
Government, the Clinton Adminrstration’s commitment to reinventing Government is deeply
evident in the new Department of Agriculture that it Jeaves behind, This legacy will be a lasting
ong, In an era of declimng budgets, the Clinton Administration’s dogged defermination to
streamline USDA will ¢nsure that maximum resources are available tocarryonthe
Department’s important work~from food safety, to fighting hunger, fo protecting the
epvitonment, to cxpanding the opportunitics of formers, ranchers, and all rural Americans,



8. Emergmg Issues
Facing New Challengas, Seizing New Opportunities

Many of the challenges facing Amenican agriculture during the Clinton-Gore years are (he same ofics
farmers and ranchers hiave always known-droughts, floods, freezes, and wenk prices. Butas US.
agriculture entered the 21 century, new challenges and new opportunities presented themselves as well,
While these emerging issucs existed for quite sonw time, they took ot a new level of importanice during
the 1990s~mnportance fo America’s farmers and ranchers, impontance to the Nation's health and
cavironment, importance to global stabiiny and the workld war on hunger, While the list of emerging
issucs could go on for many pages, two 1ssues stood out-both for their importance to the Nation and for
the aggressive response of the Chinton Administration. These issues were the mass proliferation of
biotechnology in agriculture and the cscalating war to protect the country, its people and its resources
from invasive species.

Realizing Biotechnolagy’s Potential’ ,

In November of 1986, Sceretary Glickman led the U S, defegation to the World Food Summit in Rome.
He gave a speech to the delegates outlining, among other things, the tremendous potential of agricaitural
bistechnology to help feed hundreds of millions of vadernourished people araund the world.

Later at 2 pross confirence, however, he found himself ducking flying objects, ag a group of anti-
biotechnology profesters began pelting him with genetically modified soybeans, They then stripped
aked to flash messages painted on their bodies that said things ke "No Gene Bean" and "The Naked
Truth." :

It was & most vivit example of the strong feclings peopk have--and the leapths 1o which they will go 10
express those feclings—when 1t comes to the issue of biokechnelogy and genctically modificd foods,

Biotochnology has existed for many years, most sotably fuching the 19705 "Green Revolution™ that
enabled the dramatic expansion of global food production while minimizing damage to the enviroument.
But the sophistication and profiferation of biotechnology exploded on the ClintonsGore watch, By 2004,
genetically engineered crops accounted for roughly svo-fifths of major crop acreage. USDA had worked
for many years on hiotechnology-—conducting rescarch, working with fasmers, doveloping regulations
and working on the trade front. But rmpid advances in laboratories, mass adoption in fumers” fickds and
the increasing attention of consurners around the world brought the issue front and center during the
1990s. President Clinton’s USDA worked hard 1o strike a responsible balance between hamessing the
patential of biotechnology to foed the world in'o sustainable way, while ensuning that rapid advances in
bistechnology were poverned by rigorous scientific oversight, )
Scientists have tinkered with the genetic composition of plants since Gregor Mundel cross-pollinated his
garden peas in the 9% century. But genetic engineering takes the process one step further, allowing for
the transfer of & gene between species, thus mtroducing » desirable trait such 38 pest resistance or
enhanced nutritionat valug,

P A more detatled, seientific accoont of this issue is included b a paper prepared by USDA ¢ Biotechnology
- {oprdingting Commitioe, "History of Biotcchnology st USDA during the Clinton Adminisirtion,” wihich is
ingluded in the appendix to thiy chapter,
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Agrieultural Biotechnology creates a complex web of challenges and opportunities. The potential
benefits are many: higher crop viclds, lower mput costs for fanmers, less strain on the environment and -
better guality foods for consumers, 1o name Just a fow, Porhaps most important, biotechnology can be an
importand too! ia reducing workd hunger, [n 2000, 00 million people were chronically malnourished,
and world population 18 expected 1o reach 9 billion by the middle of the 21 century. Biotechnology can
help wortld agriculural producers meet this exploding global food and fiber demand by growing morg
food from a limited and fragile natural resource base,

Bintechnology can improve not only the guantity of food but also the quality, For example, m 1990
Bwiss scientists developed a new rice varicty contaiming beta-caretene, the brochermical that turng into
Vitamin A This has major implications for the developing world, where Vitamin A deficiency is one of
the leading canses of blindness, illness, and death and where rice happens o be a dwtary staple.

During the Clinton Administration, USDA's Agriculturnl Rescarch Seryice did its own exiensive
biotechnology research-<with studies on everything from a biotechnology-derived vaccine that combats
avian influgnzn in chickens to 2 tomato that is genetically modified to prevent ever-ripening. Other
USDA ngencics and mission areas made their osvn bistechnology contributions. in 1996, the Economic
Rescarch Service began gathering and analyzing data on the extent and impact of agricultural
bictechnology. The Forest Service used biotechnology to develop disease-resistant trees. In 2000,
USDA also invested $32 million in biotechnslogy prajects ag part of a new Inftiative for Future
Agriculture and Food Systens, designed o hefp farmers--cspocially small farmere—adapt to changes in
sgriculture,

Establishing a Rigorous Review Process

But USDA’s niost imporiant bistechnology function has been a regulatory onc. The Department issucd
the first reguintions direotly nddressing penetically engincered organisms in 1997 and careful rescarch
and testing of new biotechnology products has flourished darimg the Chnton Administration. USDA
plays an important rolc i ensuring, as best # possibly can, that no biotechaolagy product miakes it o
market that is hazardous to public health or t6 natural resources. Tias approval process i3 tight
comprehensive, and grounded in s most up-to-date domanding science. 1t is anything but a rovtine
rubber stamp. Thoere are many strict checkpoints through which 2 genctically modified product must
pass on the read from petet dish to grocery store sheif

Those checkpoints are patrotied by USDA and twe other Federad agencies, USDA, through the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, cvaluates products for potential plant pest risks, The Food and Drug
Adnunistration 15 the watchdog for a product’s impact on food safety. The Environmental Protection
Agency csamunes products that can be classificd as pesticides.  Regulators of sl three agencies arc
scienlists who work full-time on review of new products. They maintain an arm's-length distance from
any entity with an intersst in biotechnology commereialization, sales, or profit. In addition to being
scieatifically rigorous, the process Is open and mclusive, Amgericans can belicve in its itegnty because
they have the oppartunity to watch it happen and participate, Public meetings with scientific advisory
pancls are held, For cach product, informanon i< regularly posted on the Internet,

USDA and the Clinton Administration worked diligently to continually improve the U.S. approval
process. in 1999, Sccrctary Glickman asked the National Academy of Scientes to review USDA'g
regulatory procedurcs for biotechnology. (A final report was expocted in late 20013, He also appainted
an Advisory Comunitice on Agricultural Biotechnelogy, to provide policy guidance on the larger 1ssues
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around the impact of this technology, The 38-person panel, which met three times during 2000, reflects
4 broad range of perspectives on biotochnology. The members” expertise is varied, I addition to
mdustry cxccutives and farmers, the committee alse inchudes environmental and consumer advocatss, as
well as an cconomist, a sociologist, and a physician.

Unfortumately by 2000, many of the United States” trading partners still had not built a similar working
reguiatory infrastructure. The Buropean Union in particular has had difficalties that have iod to
transatiantic trade tensions over biotechoology. Instead of coming @ science-based conclusions about
how to address safoty ssucs for biotechaeslony products, they simply closed their market to those
products. This decision crented a nft in the transatiantic relabionship botween these otherwise close allies
and cost the United States hundreds of mifbons of dollars in Jost exports.

The European position was, in some measure, 2 response (¢ the food safety anxiety of consumers there,
who were victimized by a serics of public health scarcs in the 1990s, such as the oatbreak of BSE
(comemonly known as "mad cow” disense) in Great Britmin, But USDA and the Clinton Administration
matntained that Governments must base their approach to hiotechnology not on gencral mistrost of
setentific progress, but on mdependent, emprrical analysis.

That is the message the Administration camied 1o all of its trading partners. As the Administration
prepared for the nest round of World Trade Organization agriculture acgotiations, onc of the 1op agends
itoms was o move nations toward a modern, fransparen?, science-based biotechnology approval process.

Biotcchnglogy has riceived a betier reception outside Evrope, especially in many doveloping countrics,
where genetic sngineering i3 embraced as one of the keys to addressing hunger and malnutnition, While
not all of these nations have the appropriate regulatory structures in place, they have been enthusiastic
partriers of the United States in promoting further advances in biotechnology. Throughout his travels,
especially m Africa, Seerctary Glickman has emphasized the potential benefits of biotechnology and
warked with his counterparts on strivegies to bring those berefits to developing nations.

The White House Bistechnology Initiative

LISDAs vigilance on biotechnolopy also helped lead to & White House Biotechnology Initiative,
designed to increase consumer confidence in the regulatory systom. The Initiative, announced in May
2000, inciuded several steps. It called on the Food and Drug Administration to develop guidclines for
¢clear and straightforward voluntary food labeling relating to the use of biotechnology, USDA was
churged with, among othor things, working with farmers and mdustry to develop reliable testing
procedures that cffectively differentiate bio-cngineered commaodities from those that have not been big-
enginzered. The idea was to better serve the needs of a marketplace that values consumer cheoice,

In late 2000, USDA was preparing to open » laboratory in Kansas City, Missours, that would evaluate
testing procedures and acoredit independent testing labs that meet high performance standards. In
Novembor 2000, USDA also took the step of soliciting public comment from all interested parties on
what, if any, sdditional sieps USDA should take to facilitate the marketing of genctically modificd crops,
This was another example of the Administration’s commitment (0 an open and fransparent appraach (o
biotechnology beeause USDA went beyond its statutory obligation 1o solicit public comment on its
proposals. Instead, it offered the public the chance to weigh in before these proposed regulations were
even drafted,



A Voice of Reason in the Heated Debate .

This move reflected the Administration’s comumtment to bring the public into the process. This, largely,
was Secretary Glickman’s influence. He did a great deal to introduce a more maderte tone info the
debate. While a believer in biotechnology’s potential, Glickiman was willing to point out the excesses on
both sides. He demonstrated that one can be pro-biotechnology and still believe in procecding with
cautton and appropriaie safoguards.

Glickman criticized knee-jerk opposition to bictechnology, but hie did it without the barbed insults often
loveled by others. Me emphatically pointed out the flaws of the European approach, but he also was

. critical of Biotech supporters who blithely dismissed consumer foars of genetically modified foods.
Ghickman argued that ol partics shoold respect people’s skopticism, whether or not it is justified by the
scignice.  Preaching and borating, Ghickman suggested, was not the way to persuade people of
biotechnology s benefits. Rather, he argued, what was needed was a reasoned public information offort
and a greater commitment to generating biotechnology products which, in addition to helping farmers
and seed companies, would offer immediate consumer benefits such as better taste, higher nutritional
value, and increased shelf life.

Seerctary Glickman belicved that a more constructive diatogue on biotechnology could eventaally creatc
an atmosphere where common ground could be identified.  Only then could the world truly harness the
power of bigtechnology o do the most possible good for the most possible people,

Conclusion

The end of the Clinton Administeation marks just the boginning of the challenges associated with
agricaltural biotechnology. As this technology matures and oxpands, the UK, regulatory process must
continue 10 stay abead of the ourve, so 1t can respond cffectively to now innovations, As people’s food
tastes evolve, Government must continue to work with industry to monitor movement and trends in
demand for bictech crops. In an agricultural economy that is becoming more consolidated, the
Government alse must continue to explore ways to ensure that small farmers--not just multinational
corporations--reap the benefits of hiotechnology. It must alse address how biotech and nonbiotech crops
and products can thrive together on farms and in the marketplace. Perhaps most important, it must carry
on the Clinton Administration’s efforts to guide responsibie progress in biotwchnology, so this scientific
advance-tike so many before it-can be g force for humanitarian progress and a lifcline for the world's
hungry and malnourished,

Invasive Species; Guarding Against a True Alien Invasion

In 1993, Congress’ Office of Technology Assessment released a study indicating that 79 invasive species
caused approsimately $97 bitlion in agricultirai production losses from 1906 10 1991, A 2000 study
estimated the economic impact of invasive species—-including lost export markets, damage 1o natural
arcas; destroyed trees, arops, and Hvestork; and other potential Iosses—at a8 high as 3138 bitlion per year
in the Umted States. Over the eourse of the Clinton Administration, USDA waged war on these invasive
species in order to protect the Nation's environment, health, and agricultural resources, as well as to
defend the US. farm cconomy from these tiny invaders that posed a glant economic threat.

Particularly in the Iater vears of the Clinton Administration, mvasive species presented an unprecedented

threat to agriculture, In 19992000 Secrctary Glickman declared no less than 9 invasive specics
emergencios and vsed his amergeney authority to release well over $200 million in emergency funding,

154


http:St."Crcto.ry

Dramatic increases in intornational trade and travel raised the risk of introductions of forstgn posts and
diseases substantially, In 1996, for cxample, USDA officials inspeoted 66 million international aieling
passengers and crew members—five imes more peopde thua Bve in the State of Florida, That same vear,
USDA inspoctors intercepted almost 2 million potentially damaging plant and animal products,
preventmg 58,000 pests of concern from enfering the country.  But some pests and diseases condinued fo
chutde our defenses. As a result, the Clinton Administration embiarked on a strong national strategy to
crbancs the Nation's defonse against invasive species, and unprove America’s ability to respond quickly
argd offectively to invasive speaies miroductions when they do occur.

.

i

- :R‘\

Ameriga’s Most;QWanted y n :

S
Dramatic i increases in passenger travel :md thc mmemcm of goods around zh;: smfié have raised

the Stakas expon&nt:aiiy in the bartle a.gdzztst non:-natzvo invastve spucies., 72%% g/i/g/b%g coopomy.

now | means that we.must be m%mzxi wxﬂz a g,i{;bai universe of ;&s:s and’ disgases: izwas;ons& 1
zzzz‘lué:. thcm w3 W/,,, fes e e e [ ) M\§->;\§\\w\\ w\\
& b Lim ;urban pa{
‘_-‘" B ~5 %ézghb{}zhcods n ?‘i{:% Y{}ri( Ci‘{v ané_C?zzeago ata cest o‘f’ ahout 313 millic

..... ’“"’3>.b} T3

pf:opk: several horscs, atud ihousands of wild b:rds in 1999 and the vu:us ncappcarcd in

EA ey -

,g

L \.'}{}{)[} . i . o .o Pt P - Ll T o
3 An exotic discase calh.d phum pox dcstroved peach and phun grmfc:-; w ?cnns;ivama and .
threatened the Nation’s stonefruit industry. - S

¢ . An eutbrcak of citrus canker in Florida devastated hime pwdzzciwn ife zhc_ Sm{c and continues
‘ to q; rezzd zowazd ather 91st~gtmvmg az'cas

x; 4////4’///%4‘2
o “ caumd

e

L3 é Méxican é‘zmz fi; i Caizﬁz:‘iz 4 seriou y
*  Exotic weeds mvaded mﬁg{:iazzds, fm‘ﬁsts “and waterways and thr.,atcncd prccxous natu ml

i

“ras;:sui"{:és ‘such as thu Everglades: NI : A
\ ,.- :Vv,,. U-J' . .

wi e W P N

Il} P




t cnc st m‘?r
/// ﬁ@})ﬁ

/////.(\, R @-wy//y///// ”7/ i b PN s £
&for vcarikgﬁfizcknm aisc ar;a&umcd the: Hecatzmz cf; B
, N W\N I sk L
batziz the {ircaécd West ?'sfjie. wms»w ¢h k]iit?d sf;:v?n

Bug et

“sggurgc of“ citrus canlg; i 3
itms :tref:s '_wcrzz c%z: 'Lmv&dézn:mmeréiai‘ngcs’m '
et e bchs S

ris’ TOSS. F Es}ndzr »i}”hc
s

\ faafietit &

;for agrzwiiwai preéuczs in‘l?‘?;“}f mora. than 3 mﬂlmn ton _Qf ;m* c'lrgo passcd thmugh*Mmm: not; f;
“working 'wit%'si'th_é Dcpartmcnz *’;’j’?’"
R ! /
setze or dcny cm:y # thausands of pmduc;s 2 nmals i?zat

g W// /x

AR \3\\% e
. wehere imy gﬂf@g\m ¢ dGubled sinct 1992 At e A
ehter the United States o ““b year, ”&iazz;’ carry s‘éi;éﬂwgod pajckzng matenal from.Chma««th
n x&'fy/f““%\ Q'\'EQ.\ . A;’:,,- B T g . e, e
\p{gfazmé'mﬁda | for
TR e
uzdg{r{ g a%%ﬁgﬁ
= brcm_i the'

ilﬁgggi A0 grapcw/ngﬁaimmés%aifaifa Iciz,andcr
R

Executive Order on Invasive Species

In 1997, the White House sequested that USDA and the Department of the Interior outhine a Federal
strategy o invasive speeies. On Jangwry 3, 1999, a Presidential Exceutive Order on Invasive Specices
was signed, The dwective created the National Councl on Lnvasive Species, and USDA plavs a jead roke
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in fulfilling many of the order™s main goals, mcluding improved early detection and rapid response
systems, control and managemens, monitoring, public outreach and international efforts,

USEA began 1o organizo its invasive specics programs in 1995 by reconvening the LSDA Weed
Coordinating Team. o 1998, the team was expanded to become the USDA havasive Specics
Coardinator’s Group, to address the full range of cconomic, ageicultural, environmental, and publie
health threats posed by the intreduction of non-native plams and animals,

Legislative Wark

Presedent Clinton’s USDA also helped draft legislation to modemize, enhance, and streamiine its plant
profeetion authorifies, The Sceretary of Agricnlture was fisst authorized to address discases and pests
affecting plants under the Plant Quarantine Act of 1912, By 1982, necarly o dozen Federal plant
protection laws existed, along with much duplication, authority gaps, and contradictions among these
statutes. A consolidation of these duties and authoritics was finadly passed by Congress as part of the
Agricultural Risk Protection Aet of 2000, The Plant Protection Act congsolidated |1 existing pest
excluston statutes. It also gave USDA the authority 1o establish more effective deterrents agawnst
smuggling by putting real eth into the Department’™s enfoccoment cfforts, enabling USDA 1o assess
civil penaltics and secure subpoenas to help prosecute serivus offonders,

Regulatory Effprts

In 1999, USDA published an interim eule adding gencral prohibitions and restrictions on the interstate
movement of noxious weeds.  The interstate movement of Federal noxious weeds is now prohibited
exeept under pormil. In response to the sising levels of imported goods and international tourism, more
invasive speoies have entered the United States in recent years. USDA has primary responsibility for
surveying privite and State buids 10 uncover these invasions ” USDA i also responsible for developing
risk assessments related to the addition of new spocies to the Federal Noxious Weed list. Now species
added during the Clinton-Gore years include; wetland nightshade, mud mat, small beft moeming glory,
tropical soda apple, and Coulerpa taxifolia (the first seaweed listed).

Eradication and Contrel ‘

The Mediterrancan fruit fly, commonly knows ag the Mudfly, is one of the world’s most destructive
agricultural pests, attacking more than 250 kinds of fruits, nuts, and vegetables. Since 1929, penodie
cutbrenks of Medfly bave threatened producers in Califormia, Florida, and Texas, Thanks to the Clinton
Admimstration’s strong offorts, the ULS. mainfand 15 currently free of thie destructive pest. 1 Medfly
were 1o become established m this country, it is estimated that annual losses would be about $1.3 billion.
In response to sperndic outbroaks of this pest, USDA and State officials conducted emergency response
efforts consisting of chemical treatiments, sterile fly releases, and intensive survesilance. These efforts
were very successiul m preventing these pests from getting a foothold in key agnicultural coonomies
throughout the country.

P During the 19932000 pericd, USEEA condncted surveys on the fllowing species: cttiaw ntimosa in Florida,
Orobonehe minoy 1 Georgia, North Cureling, and South Cuwroling; Grobanche ramosea in Texas, lichgrass in North
Caroling, Turkeyberry in Alabama sad Florida, Chincse water spinach in Florida, Cogongrass ia Flotida and
Georgry, Hydnils m Caltfornia; Tropical sods apple in Alsbam, Georgia, lilinots, Mississippt, Ssuth Caroling, wnd
Puerto Rico; branched broomrape in Texas; and small brooiorape in Orogon,
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The Muedfly is just ong of many nonirdigenous insects, plants, discases, and agquatic organisms that
increasingly threaten American farms, forests, and eities. Ag'of Scplember 38, 2000, President Clinton’s
USDA had spont $122 million battling an outhreak of ciirus canker in Florida, which was firet detected
in 1995 and subscquently devastated domestic lime production. In Pennsylvania, USDA and Staie
officials removed 875 acres of archards to prevent the spread of plum pox virus, 2 senous exatic discase
of stone frisit. USDA also worked with State Governavients to provide bio-control of weeds such as leafy
spurge, which had spread over sullions of acres of rangeland in the Northwest, [n addstion, USDA
devoted significant resources to fighting other devastating mvaders such as tho Astan fong-homed beatie,
wihich foroed the destruction of beloved trees in Chicago and New York homes and parks; the glassy
winged sharpshooter, which posed o major theeat to California vineyards; and West Nile virus, which
caused the deaths of several Now Yorkers when mosquite bites inflicted the deadly iflness,

To prevent further introductions of pests such as the Asian long-homed bectle, USBA imposed an
interim ban on the emport of untreated wood products from Ching s 1998 In 2000 st worked toward o
peemanent ruke for rugelating the import of untreated wood from arourd the world, These actions are
essential for stopping and slowing the entry of invasive pests, including the Asian long-homed bectle,
which could dovastate U.S. agricultural and environmental rosources. USDA is keading an aggressive
survey effort 10 ensure existing beetle poputations arc detected and cradicated. '

Research

USDA has beun the lead Department for research on agricultural invasive species as well as invasive
species of forests and rangelands. USDA researchers, along with other Foderal and State partners, began
developing a comprehensive national program for detecting and monitoring myvasive specics in forest

and rangelands, Changes include coordinting of monitoring efforts, adding and cvaluating indicators

for detection of invasive species in field surveys, and establishing a program to detect the movement of
invasive species out of urban arcas surrounding ports and into area wildlands.

LUSDA also has been instrumental i developing imformation systems, such as the web-based ¢xotic
forest pust information system, developed in partnership with Canada and Mexico, USDA also
comploted key risk assossments on the importation of exotic pests on unprocessed logs from South
Asrwricn and solid wood packing materials from China aad elsewhere.

USDA wwns awarded o new patent for a stesin of gypsy moth virug with crbanced potency for contrel of
gypsy moth, promoting an improved, environrentally sensitive control option,

In 1999, USDA started Team Leafy Spurge, o $-vear pest management project in the Litle Missouri
River drainage, simed af combating this formudable terrestrial weed that infests more than 5 nullion acres
in 29 States. Pariners include other Federal Departments, such as the Department of Taterior, State
agencics, land-grant unrversitics, county zeed managers, and fandewners, The tam’s integrated pest
management strategy relics on biological control agents and techniques such as combined sheep and
caitle grazing. The cffcctiveness of ons brelogical control agent, the leaty spurge flea beetle, has
domonstrated progress af numerouns sites. Tours of the demonstration sites are part of a comprehensive
public education program, and response by furmers and ranchers has been overwhelming, Rescarch
funded by the wam m the United States and abroad seeks to improve understanding of hosw biclogical
controls work,
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Partnerships

The National Plant Board. President Clinton’s USDA alsa has worked to cuhance the activities that
make up the Nation’s agricultural safsgusrding sysiem pest exclusion, detection, and eradication offorts.
In October of 1998, USDA reguested a thorough roview of #ts safegnarding efforts and recommendations
for improvements, This review meurporated ¢he opirsions of stakeholders from States, industry,
academia, and environmental groups. After the oviow was issucd i July 1999, USDA bogan working to
carry out recommended enbancaments 1o s post exclusion, infornational informmation, and pest detoction
and response. USDA also worked to expand it focus on idontifving pathways for and selzing smuggled
agricultura! tewms, ’

Interagency Cooperation, Six USDA apencies were founding members of the Federal Interagency
Committee for the Management of Noxious und Exotic Woeds, which was developed formally in 1994
- and including 17 Foderal ageneics, USDA was mstrumsental in developing "Pulling Together: National
Invasive Plant Managoment Strategy.” USDA also was instrumental in the publication of the highly
acclaimod “Invasive Plants: Changing the Landscape of Amerien,” which communicates the complex
wssue of mvasive species 1o the geaeral public.

Assisting Local Efforts,  In 1996, USDA, the US, Departiment of the Interior, and the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation began a program to kick-stant local noxicus weed congrol ¢fforts, By 2000, this
program had fonded moro than 130 projects across the country, bringing local communitics together to
sct priorities for managing their noxious woeds on tight budgets,

Fighting Aquatic Invasions. The USDA also held a lead position on the Aquatic Nuisanee Species
Task Force. 1a fact, one of the most widely used risk analysis processes for evaluating invasive species
55 the "Generic Nos-indigenous Aguatic Organisms Risk Analysis Review Process,” which was
developed by a task force commuttee that is chaired by a USDA scientist,

Conclusion

By the end of the Clinton Admimstration, USDA was better poised to address the growing threat of
intrusive specics--many so small that they can all too easily slip past our borders. These oiny invaders
have enormous impact. They can devastate crops and livestock, shvt down export markets, casse
farmers significant losses, and increase the cost of the Nation's food supply. They alss can destrov parks
and forests, damage streams and aquatic fife, alter America’s natral landscapes, and over threaton the
public health. Under Scorerary Glickman’s leadership, USDA took significant steps to enhancy it

ability to exclude harmful invasive species, and to increase public awareness of this threat. The Nation'’s
farm cconomy, cavironmental resourees, and public health are far more scoure thanks to the
unprecedented efforts of the Clinton Admimstration.
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9. Biographies

Dan Glickman, Secretary
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Upon nominating Daniel Robert Glickman to be the nation’s 26® Secretary of Agriculture,
President Clinton noted that "he has always been more interested in solving problems for people
than scoring political points. I chose him for his common sense and his good humor.”
Throughout a quarter century of public service, Dan Glickman was more consensus-builder than
fierce partisan. He combined inteliectual command of the issues with o genial manner that
allowed him to bridge ideological differences and work well with people across the political
spectrum,

That approach was a product both of personality and common sense, as Glickman’s political base
was in a relatively conservative congressional district in one of the nation’s most Republican
states, Kansas, where Glickman was born on November 24, 1944,

Glickman is the second of three children born to Milton and Gladys Glickman, who raised their
family in Wichita while running the family scrap metal business. Dan Glickman attended the
Wichita public schools before leaving home for the University of Michtgan in 1962, If was there
that he met Rhoda Yura of Detrott, whom he marvied shortly afier graduation. The Ghickmans
headed first to Washington, DC, where Dan attended George Washington Unrversity Law School
and then became a trial attorney for the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission.

In 1970, it was back to Kansas, where Dan became an associate and then a partner in the Wichita
law firm of Sargent, Klenda and Glickman. While practicing law, Glickman was elected to the
Wichita schonl board and later became its president, a position that gave him a platform to speak
out on local issues. In the meantime, the Glickmans had started a family, with Jonathan born in
(969, followed by Amy n 1972,

Still only 31 years old, Glickman decided to challenge eight-term incumbent Congressman
Garner Shriver in 1976, 1t was during this campaign that Glickamn had his first fessons in
agriculture, which would eventually become the defining issue of his career in public service,
Although he was from a farm state, Glickman was city-bred. 50 he met with local farmers o try
1o learn more about their business. He admitted 1o them that he did not know miuch about
farming, that be had never, as he put it, pushed a tractor in his life. One farmer spoke up and
said: "Well, young man, the first thing you need to understand is: you don’t push a tractor, you
ride one”

But Glickman was a quick study. Political analysts gave him little chance, as no Demecrat had
held the Fourth District seat in 40 years. But he defeated Shriver on Election Night with §1
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percent of the vote, despite the fact that Kansas political giant Senator Robert Dole was on the
top of the Republican slate as the Vice Presidential nominee

In Congress, Glickman became one of the nation’s most influential voices on farm policy, Asa
member of the House Agnculiure Committee, he helped write four different farm bills, For six
years, he served as the Chair of the Subcommittes on Wheat, Soybeans, and Feed Grains, which
had jurisdiction over nearly three-quarters of the Department of Agriculture’s farm program
budget.

As a Congressman, however, Glickman was anything but a Johnny One-Note, He was a strong
advocate of consumer rights, recognized by the group Public Voice wath its "Golden Carrot
Award” for consumer protection. He was ane of Congress’ foremost experts on aviation policy,
buscking his party’s leadership and winning a gruehing battle to grant product hability protection
for small airplane manufacturers. He also wrote the legislation authorizing the U .S, Tastitute of
Peace and a law increasiag crismnal penalties for the destruction of religious property.

in 1993, Glickman was named to the highly sensitive position of Chair of the House Intelligence
Comnuitee. o that job, he pushed strongly for a more open Central Intelligence Agency that
would be more suited 1o a post-Cold War world, He led the effort to "demystify" the activities of
the intelligence community, and he presided over the committee's investigation of the Aldrich
Ames case.

Glickman was attentive to his district and very much in touch with his constituents” concerns.

He would often head into the office on weekends to open the mail himself, allowang him an
unfiltered look inta what people back home were thinking At the same time, Glickman also was
willing 1o break with local sentiment and act on conscience, even if it worked to his political
detriment. His support in the early 19905 for the North American Free Trade Agreement, the
Brady Bill and the assault weapon ban were principled stands that may have contributed to the
end of Glickman’s congressional career,

{One of the keys to Glickman’s success i Congress was the strength of his relationships with his
colleagues. In a commencement speech to the Georgetown Public Policy Institute, he called
friendship “the ofl that knocks the kinks out of the policymaking process.”

Glhickman came to Congress in the same class as Vice President Al Gore and House Democratic
Leader Richard Gephardt--"At least one of the three of us made good,” Ghickman was fond of
pointing out 10 them-and built close friendships with both. Other close House colleagues
included Leon Panetta of California, who went on to serve as Budget Director and White House
Chief of Stafl, and Tom Daschie of Scuth Dakota, eventual leader of the Senate Democrats.

But Glickman’s personal relationships extended bevond the Democratic caucus. He worked well
with Senator Bob Dole, whose enthusiastic support would be critical to Glickman’s smooth
canfirmation as Secretary of Agriculture. Republican Pat Roberts, a fellow Kansan, was s
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frequent sparring partner of Glickman’s on the House Agriculure Committee. But for all their
disagreements -- and there were many - the two were friendly and always treated each other with
mutual respect, '

Bidding for a tenth term in Congress, Glickman was upset by Republican state senator Todd
Tiahrt in 1994, At the very same time, Rhoda Glickman also found herself out of work, since

- the Congresstonal Arts Caucus, where she had served as Executive Director, was being
eliminated by the pew Congressional majority. “The only one working in the family now is our
son, and he won’t 1ake our calls,” Dan Glickman joked at the time.

But Glickman would guickly hounce back from the defeat. Less than two months after Election
Day, President Clinton tapped hum to be Secretary of Agniculture, a job Glickman had been
considered for two years earlier. Glickman assumed his new job on March 30, 1993 and would
eventually become the sixth longest-serving Agriculture Secretary in history,

At the Agriculture Department (1USDA}, Glickman did everything in his power to help farmers
and ranchers - especially smaller, family-sized operations - make a decent living and share in the
American Dreamy, During the second half of his tenure, as commodity prices plunged and the
global financial crisis shrunk American export demand, that became an increasingly difficult

task. But under Glickman’s leadership, USDA was there with every conceivable means of
support, including direct cash assistance, weather-related disaster declargtions, increased
puarchases for federal food programs, crop insurance discounts, export credits and more.

Glickman plaved an importamt role in the crafiing of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and
Reform Act of 1996, helping ensure that 1t was the most environmentally progressive farm bill in
the nation’s history. At the same time, Glickman was sharply critical of the bill's shortcomings,
especially its failure to provide an adequate safety net {o protect farmers from sharp economic
downturns like the one that hif in the late 1990s,

Glickman’s principle focus as Secretary has been to make USDA’s work relevant to all of the
American people, In 1862, when Abraham Lincoln signed the legislation creating USDA, he
called this new government entity "the People’s Department.” Almost & century and a half later,
Glickman strongly maintained that that moniker still applies, even during an era when only a
small percentage of Amerwcans make their living off the land.  Although production agriculture
remains the heart of the Department’s work, Glickman embraced the breadih of USDA’s
mandate, emphasizing farming’s link to food safety, food marketing, environmental stewardship,
international trade, nuirition, scientific research and rural economic development.

To him, this was the right thing to do. But it was also a shrewd polutical strategy, an effort to
build a broader coalition of support for USDA and its programs i the future,

In addition to traditional farm programs, Glickman has been a champion of farmers markets and
cooperatives to help farmers capture a greater share of the consumer dollar. Under his
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leadership, USDA implemented a revolutionary new meat and poultry inspection system, which
has been credited with lowering contamination rates and reducing the sumber of foodbome
illnesses. Glickman also Jed the long and arduous process, begun when he was in Congress, of
1ssuing rules and standards for the organic food industry. And he helped direct President
Clinton’s effort to prohibit new road-building on several million acres of pristine national forest
land.

Glickman has taken a strong personal interest in fighting hunger, both at home and abroad. In
addition to administering USDA’s anti-bunger programs, Glickman began a food recovery and
pleaning effort that has USDA working with farmers, restaurants, caterers and others 1o save
excess food and get it to food banks and soup kitchens. Glickman also launched a new
Community Food Security Initiative, to strengthen USDA’s partnerships with grass-roots anti-
hunger organizations.

Perhaps the mwost vexing challenge Glickman faced during six years at USDA had to do with
civil rights. Historically, the Department had been less than a bastion of racial inclusion and
equal opportunity. But Glickman refused to tolerate anything less from the "People’s
Department” than fair treatment of aff peaple, both employees and customers,

He commissioned a special task force to examine civil rights at USDA, The team came back
with 92 recommendations, almost alt of which were implemented. Glickman also settled a class-
action suit brought against the Department by a group of African-American farmers that paid
about 12,000 farmers a total of nearly 3600 million, On Glickman’s watch, USDA lending to
African-American farmers increased; minority groups and women were better represented n the
USDA workforce, procurement outreach to minonty-owned businesses inproved; and
accountability was introduced, as civil righte violators were strongly disciplined and, in some
cases, dismissed. '

There was no bigger priority than this for Secretary Glickman, who believes that, ulitmately, how
you treat people is a more important part of your legacy than the laws you passed or the
programs you administered.

Although Dan Glickman took his career seriously, he never took himself too seriously. 1o fac,
humor has been an enduning theme throughout fus public Iife. Glickman’s own sense of humor
was sometimes corny, often self-deprecating, occasionally irreverent, at times even randy. He
frequently poked fun at his own receding hairline (which eventually receded altogether). As
Secretary, he traded good-natured barbs with host Craig Kilborn on the Late Late Show. During
his confirmation hearing in 1995, he noted that the only thing he knew about food and agriculture
growing up was that he had a Jewish mother who was constantly badgering him to "eat, eat!”

He was even able to turn embarrassing episodes into humor.  Afler Glickman was found to be
one of several members of Congress 1o have overdrafis on his House bank acoount, he
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apologized to his constituents and then performed a rendition of "Hey, Big Spender” at the
Wichita Gridiron Club Dinner,

More recently, he got up to address a nutrition conference, when an animal rights activist charged
the stage, threw a pie at Glickman, screaming at him that he was a "meat pimp.”  After the
woman was escorted from the room, Ghckman noted wryly that it was net a very balanced meal
she threw at him. He then turned to Bob Dole, who was seated on the stage and said: "Bob, |
don’t think vee're in Kansas any longer."

Glickman came by his sense of humor hanestly, Both Milton and Gladys Glickman were known
for their wit. Milton had a weakness for puns (* had a nightmare that | swallowed a mofller the
next day | woke up exhausted™). When Dan Glickman took his mother to the White House to
meet President Bugh, Bush greeted ber warmly and noted that he liked her son very much, so
much that he wishes he would convert, meaning from the Democratic to the Republican party,
Without missing a beat, Mrs. Glickman replied: "0Oh o, we’re very happy being Jewish,”

In honor of his parents and their wit, Glickman and his siblings made a gift to Wichita State
University to establish a lecture series, and eventually a public policy institute, which will
explore the role of humor in public life.

Glickman used humor for more than just humaor's sake. He considered it a strategic tool of hig
trade, a tension-breaker, a means of relaxing people and helping them move toward compromise
and consensus, His sense of bumor are a part of his general approachability and lack of pretense,
which drew colleagues to him and allowed him to influsnce them, thus making im an effective
coalition-butlder.

Leadership comes in many forms. Dan Glickman’s brand of leadership combined intelligence
and policy acumen with energy, accessibility, informality and levity, all adding up to a
distinguished lawmaker and accomplished Cabinet Secretary.
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Mike Espy, Secretary
U.8. Department of Agricuiture

When Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy hosted his first all-erployes meetmg in the Patio of
USDA’s Jamie Whitten Building, he ended by issulng a surprise invitation to the employees who
had turned out in droves 1o find out what their new Secretary was all about. Espy nvited the
employees 1o "come on upstairs and walk through the office.”  Employees were delighted,
USDA’s security team was sent scrambling, and Espy’s own staf’ was confounded. For the next
few hours, hundreds of employees, many of whom had worked at USDA for years without ever
once seeing inside the Office of the Secretary, finally got a chance to stroll through “the Cage,”
shaking hands with the new Secretary and meeting his staff.

As that incident demonstrated, Mike Espy differed from previous Secretaries of Agriculture in
more ways than the obvious. When President Chinton tapped the Mississippi Congressman as
Secretary o 1992, it was, 1o say the least, a most unconventional choice, Espy, then 39, was the
youngest person ever to be named Secretary at USDA. He also happened to be an Afnican-
American. Some wonderad if a Mississippian could really understand the intricacies of policies
that affected Midwestern producers. But Mike Espy possesses a quiet faith in God and an
unshakeable belief in his own ability to accomplish what others might view as impossible. His
faith and self-confidence gave Espy the courage ta run for Congress when few thought be could
win;, emboldened him to seek a cabinet post afier only three terms in Congress; made him
arguably one of the most successful Secretary’s in USDA’s history; and -~ when he faced a
possible prison sentence -- his faith and confidence helped him walk out of court standing tall.

A Foundation of Faith and Discipline

Alphanso Michael Espy was born in Yazoo City Mississippt on Novembsr 30, 1953, the
youngest {along with his twin gister Michelle) of seven children of Willie Jean and Henry Espy.
The close-knit Espy family was among the few blacks to succeed in spite of Jim Crow
segregation in Mississippi. Both of Espy’s parents were college graduates and the family
operated a chain of funeral homes across the state. His grandfather, T. J. Huddleston, Sr., had
founded the first Black Hospital in Mississippi. [n the Espy family, discipline and church were
mandatory. Mike’s father wanted him to be a mortician. Bat Mike eventually chose a course
that would allow him to serve people while they are still alive - leaving the funeral business to
others, ’

Always challenged by his parents to achieve academically, Espy was one of the first African-
Americans to attend a formerly all-white high school in Mississippi. He attended Howard
University, the “capsione” of Black colleges in the nation’s capital, and received his B AL degree
n 1975, Known for producing African-American leaders in taw, politics, and the ans, in the
carly 1970s Howard was a hotbed of student activism, with energy focused on everything from
apartheid in South Africa to tuition increases on campus. Perbaps a harbinger his future, a young
Mike Espy headed the Schoel's Pelitical Science Association. He received his 1.D. from the
University of Santa Clara School of Law in 1978,
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Espy’s father died dunng his second year in law school - a painful foss for the Espy family. So
after graduation he returned to Mississippi, he says, for one reason because his mother was there.
Espy married his girlfriend Sheila from law school and started a family. Daughter Jamilla was
born in 1979, son Michael in 1982, Espy worked first as managing attorney for Central
Mississippi Legal Services, burnmg himself out handling hundreds of cases for poor
Mississippians who have no other recourse to resolve their legal problems. In 1980, newly
elected Secretary of State Ed Pittman'named Espy assistant secretary of state of the Public Lands
Division. In 1984, Pittman, now the Attorney General, chose Espy as assistant state attorney
general of the Consumer Protection Divigion,

Espy was the first African-American in Mississippi to serve in either post, and he demonstrated
how public service could change peoples’ lives tor the better. As director of the Public Lands
Division, Espy instituted a system to give landowners, many of them uneducated, poor, and
black, an opportunity to retain their land after it had been taken for non-payment of taxes. While
asststant attorney general, Espy returned more than $2 4 miltion to Mississippi consumers who
were victims of {raud and other illegal practices. For his next political move, however, the
returns to his native Mississippians would be priceless.

A New Era in Mississippi Politics

Nestled alpng the Mississippi River, which divides the Magnoha Siate from Arkansas and
Louisiana, Mississippi’s second congressional district has long been one of the poorest regions in
one of the poorest states in the country. The infant mortality rate here rivals that in many Third
World countries. In the mid-1980s, the per capita income was $9,000 per year; one-fifth of the
housing was classified as dilapidated. Mostly flat, cotton land, the Delta wasg once the cradle of
slavery, Twao decades after civil rights and voting rights legislation passed o Washington, the
region’s majority black population remained focked in an ofien heated struggle for political
enfranchisement and economic opportunity. The second district was created by court order in
1982 to give African-Americans, 35 percent of Mississippi’s population, an opportunity to elect a
congressman of their choice. In 1982, and again in 1984, respected black state Representative
Robert Clark narrowly lost racially polarized elections in the second district, which had a 53

+ percent Black Voting Age population, to former Circuit Judge Webb Franklin,

By 1986, most black leaders in Mississippl had concluded that the district could not be won ~ at
least not without yet another effort at redrawing its boundarres, But not Mike Espy. Espy
figured that Franklin was vulnerable for several reasons; there would be no Presidential coattails
in 19864; the mcumbent had apparently turned his back on a key constituency by voting against
much needed assistance for economically hurting farmers; he supported raising the retivetrent
age for Soctal Security; and he had neglible support among the majority black population in the
district. Espy concluded that a strong grassroots organization to turn out black voters could
SECUre VICTOTY,

Still, in what must have been a leap of faith, the 32-vear-old Espy, who had never run for
political office before, quietly quit his job as assistant sttorney general to focus full time on
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winring the prize that had eluded the much better known Robert Clark. Intelligent and articulate,
with a reserved style that masked his intensity, Espy proved to be quite persuasive. Whether
meeting behind closed doors with white farmers and business feaders or speaking passionately to
increasingly excited African-Americans in churches across the Delta, he pressed his case that
electing bim to Congress was the best way to bring federal attention to the economic problems
facing alf of the penple. Armed with his knowledge of Robent Clark’s defeats and confidant that
his campaign organization was state of the art, Espy predicted victory.

Espy first had to win a bitter Democratic primary against Clarksdale banker Pete Johnson, the
grandson and nephew of former Mississippt governors, and Hiram Eastland, second cousin of
former Senator James O, Eastland.  Espy won with 50,15 percent of the vote, a scant 80 votes
kept him out of a "second” primary race with Johnson, who finished a distamt second. Johnson
challenged the results in several counties, even leveling charges of fraud. However, the charges
were mvestigated and turned back by Democratic Party committees i many counties that were
dominated by commutiee members seated as a result of Rev. Jesse Jackson’s 1984 campaign for
the Presidency,

On November 4, 1986, Mike Espy's predictions came true when he beat two-term incumbent
Webb Franklin in the general election. Even though the election took place in a driving
rainstorm, Espy won with $1.7 percent of the vote, recerving 25 percent of the Afnican-American
vote and 12.5 percent of the votes from whites. He also benefited from a relatively lower turmn
out of white voters, especially many farmers who sent Franklin 2 message by staymy at home.
Early returns led some 1o call the race for Franklin, but by 11 p.m. election night the prayers of
Espy’s supporters throughout Mississippi were answered when the Associated Press declared
that he had pulled the upset,

Espy’s election ushered in a new era in Mississippt politics. No black bad represented
Mississippi in Congress since 1883, when Joha Roy Lynch, first elected during reconstruction,
was forced out of office. For African-Americans, especially those who shed rivers of blood and
suffered untold hardship for the right to'vote just a few years before, Espy’s election was literally
a dream come true. He became an instant celebrity in the state, an inspiration t0 young and ald
ahke. For many white Mississippians, especially state Democratic Party leaders, Espy’s
ascension was a chance to show the nation that the old Misstssippi, a state synonymaous with
black oppression and disenfranchisement, was past. Now victorious, he faced the daunting
challenge of effectively representing a distriet that was divided by race, but alse by class,

The " Best Congressman Mississippi Has Ever Had”

Promising to be the "best Congressman that Misstssippi has ever had,” Espy decided he would
best succeed by working as hard as humanly possible for his constituents - including those who
voted against him, and, in the beginning, refused to even shake his hand. In Washington, Espy
developed a nattonal reputation as an effective spokesperson for rural America and ag a hard
working Congressman who would cut through mounds of bureaucratic red tape for his
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constituents, He mnstalled a 1-800 number so his constituents would not have 1o make fong
distance phone calls to reach him,

Espy secured seats on the Budget and Agriculture committees - working to protect programs
mmportant to the second district, such as farm and autsition programs.  He was one of the few
freshmen members of the 100th Congress to pass 8 major piece of legislation, the Lower
Mississippi River Valley Delia Development Act, which set out a blue print for economic
development in poverty stricken counties in a seven-state area, including Mississippi, Arkansas,
Louisiana and Tennessee. Espy also introduced and passed "National Catfish Day,” which
garnered chuckles from the un-initiated, but brought international attention to a growing industey
responsible for some 17,000 jobs in his distret.

£spy won praise from almaost all quarters for bis job performance in Congress. The Jackson
Clanion Ledger's editorial echoed others across the state: “If there 18 a rising star of the 100th
Congress, a rookie of the year so to speak, it was Mississippi’s Mike Espy ... He wanted to be
‘more than a symbol and he has been, He has represented the state well, bringing needed
attention and aid to his Mississippi Delta distnict.”

By 1988, Espy was reclected easily with 66 percent of the vote, maintaining his 95 percent vote
among blacks, while receiving some 40 percent of the votes cast by whites. Espy’s success was
nothing short of remarkable in the ractal tempest that historically characierized politics
Mississippi, As the Memphis Commercial Appeal put it, Espy "has started to create a bi-racial
coalition based on the common concerns of whites and blacks in the Second District.* Espy
noted that the key difference between his first and second elections was that he was able to
overcame the apprehension of white voters based on his performance, "You have to get into
serve so they recognize that with a black congressman the sun will still some up tomorrow, just
like it did yesterday,” he told the Washington Post. Ever mindful of the historic barriers he was
overcoming, he added, "for any politician to be considered not as a black politician, but as a

. pulitician ... as Mike Espy, the Congressman from District 2, that is an important step.”

in his second term, Espy picked up where he left off -focusing on the every day problems of
people in the district, A critical issue was the plight of African-American farmers, Citing
outright discrimination and neglect by USDA| and other factors, Espy decried the disappearance
of minority farming in Mississippi and across the Nation, Working with Senator Wyche Fowler,
of Georgia, he successfully passed the Minonty Farmers Rights Act that authorized $10 million
anmually in cutreach and technical assistance 1o sotlly disadvantaged and minonty farmers,

Angther of Espy’s proud moments occurred when he helped secure $156,000 in funding for a
water system for residents of Blue Hill, Mississippt - after local officials had worked for some 14
years without success to bring running water to the rural community in Jefferson County,
Regidents in Blue Hill had to dip water from a creek to bathe, cook and clean. "This week marks
20 years since the United States Janded a man on the moon,” Espy said. "It will also mark the
first time ever for many Blue Hill residents to have running water .. It’s time for Congress 1o
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cencentrate on moving rural America into modern times along with the rest of the country.” A
picture of a ittle black girl holding her hands under water coming from a faucet for the first time,
hung in Espy’s office, served as a constant reminder to Espy and his staff that, despite the
difficulties, they were making a difference. Espy continued 10 bring housing relief as well: in
one highly -publicized case, he got Federal officials to provide rental assistance for a mohile
home for an 87-year-old African-American woman whom he found kving in a wet, rodent-
infested otility shed in rural Flora, Mississippi, with only a broken window to chimb in and out,

At the 198% Democratic Convention in Atlanta, Espy received a plum assignment when he was
chosen to introduce keynote speaker Ann Richards, then the treasurer of Texas. In Kis address,
Espy paid tribute to Fannie Lou Hamer, the late Mississippi civil nghts leader, who gained
naticnal attention in the 1960s fighting against the state’s segregated delegations 1o the
Democratic convention. Espy said of Hamer, "her words at this convention 24 years ago, her
struggle for poor blacks and poor whites, and her vision of a freer, braver, more prosperous
America, gave birth to the reforms which have made it possible for evervone to play a
meaningful role to this party and for me to stand before you tomght." The speech solidified
Espy’s growing reputation beyond Mississipps - as Roll Call reported - prompting one pundit to
describe him as "the best of the New South.” By the time he sought a third terms in Congress i
1950, Mike lispy faced no senous political opposition in the district.

"Focus on What Unites, Rather Than What Divides”

That was not exactly the case on Capitol Hill. By building a bi-racial coalition where racial
politics was the norm, Mike Espy had demonstrated his willingness to go against the tide. In
Congress, he brought the same approach and ofien steered a more pragmatic, non-ideological
course - based on promoting new ideas and new solutions that some found downright troubling.
Espy first incurred the wrath of some members of the Congressional Black Caucus when,
mindful of the strong support for gun cwnership among the rural residents of his district, he
endorsed the National Rifle Association. But his support was not just politically expedient, as a
student at Howard University, Espy bad been president of a rifle and pistol ¢club,

But the biggest difference between Espy and some other Democrats, as well ag Republicans, was
on his approach (o reforming the social welfare system.  Espy argued that welfare recipients,
poar and working class Americansg, and even many tn the uncertain middle class must
accumaulate assets to improve their hves, rather than rely solely on income. As chair of the
Hunger Committee’s Domestic Task Force, Espy worked with convietion for new strategies to
promote asset accumulation including micro-enterprise development to help welfare recipients
start smat businesses and employee stock ownership plans to help workers gain shares of their
companies’ stock. He was an early advocste of Individual Development Accounts to provide
citizens matching funds to promote personal savings for retirement, education, or to start small
husinesses. And, he provoked the ire of some Democrats by working closely with then
Republican Secretary of Housing and Urban Development Jack Kemp 1o promote
homeownership for residents of public housing.
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Espy firmly believed that finding new approaches to old, recalcitrant problems was right for
citizens, but also the right pohtics for the Democratic Party, He joined then-Chairman Bill
Clinton on the board of the Democratic Leadership Counail, and in December 1990 headed the
Council’s chapter in Mississippi. Espy rejected criticisms that the Council, by moving the
Democrats to the political center, ways abandoning minorities, labor, and other traditional
constituencies. As always, he used tis persuasiveness Lo bring people together. "Somge believe
that reaching out to claim one group causes the other 1o fall from historical embrace,” Espy
argued. "1 don’t believe this is true. The two are not mutually exclusive, This is not a zero sum
game, By focusing on the goals that unite us - rather than those that divide us - we can forge s
renewed effort that draws support from the econpmic bottom and middie and adherence from the
political left and center.”

Mike Espy planned to continue working m Congress for the tssues he cared about. Reelected to
his fourth term with 78 percent of the vote in 1992, he had become an ¢ffective advocate for
American agriculture, rural development and nutrition programs. But he had a major problem.
His term on the House Budget Committee was ending.  He wanted to move over (o

. Appropriations, but was not successful. So he began to think seriously about joimng the
Adrinistration of his friend, incoming President Bill Clinton.  Espy had been one of the first
black legislators to endorse Chinton. In fact, to many, it was Espy’s early endorsement and
passionate advocacy for the Arkansas Governor that helped him gain traction when other black
leaders were still wary of Clinton, Espy, ever the path breaker, decided to seek the job of
Agriculture Secretary, by offering 10 the President a now famous note scribbled on the back of a
napkin: " 10 reasons why Mike Espy should be Secretary of Agriculture.” Chinton read Espy’s
note and gave him a thumbs up. David Letterman would have been proud. :

The Secretary

On January 26, 1993, Mike Espy was sworn in as Secretary of Agriculture. His tenure was brief|
yet very successfil. Mike Espy had barely found the way to his office at USDA when a fatal
outbreak of E, coli poisoning occurred in the Pacific Northwest. Espy flew to the region and met
with parents of the dead children; met with whistleblowers to get firsthand information about the
problems -becoming the first Secretary of Agriculture 1o do so. He also faced chalienges from
the meat industry in bis efforts to promulgate new regulations to improve meat inspection, Hig
sfforts were the precursor to the modernized meat and poultry inspection system that Secretary
Glickman later implemented. *

From the beginning of his tenure, Espy was deeply involved 1n the negotiations that led up to the
signing of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Opening trade markets for
American farmers had been an Espy objective while he was in Congress; at USDA he zeroed in
on trade talks, bringing specialized staff into the Secretary’s office to ensure the issue was a
priority and 1o establish a direct conduit between the Secretary’s office and the negotiations,
Espy traveled to Brussels and Geneva numerous times to paricipate in bilateral trade
negotiations, and he traveled to Marakesh for the signing of the GATT. He did similar legwork
for the North American Free Trade Agreement, which President Clinton signed n 1994
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Secretary Espy was the first Clinton cabinet member to go to China, where he obtained greater
access for U.S. wheat, and the first access for U.S. apples to the lucrative Chinese market. His
efforts paved the way for the increased cooperation in agniculture that the U.S. and China enjov
today.

Secretary Espy deserves a share of the credit for the Clinton Administration’s well-earned
reputation for fixing the government’s previously broken systems of responding to natural
disasters. During Espy’s tenure, USDA was the lead agency in coordinating disaster response
among the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Small Business Administration, and
other agencies, Under President Clinton’s and Secretary Espy’s early leadership, states quickly
noticed a difference in the amount of tme 1t took the Executive Branch to respond to natural
disasters; the federal government was focused on getting immediate assistance to people, from
temporary housing and low-interest farm loans, to nutrition assistance.

Having represented a poor, rural district while in Congress, Secretary Espy also continued his
work 0 improve the frastructure and bring rural America into the 20th Century,  Espy viewed
his appointment 55 Secretary as a great and rarg opportunity to affect the lives of many more
poor, rural citizens who, in the age of computers, wide-area networks, and satellites, still didn’y
have access 10 basic infrastructures that most Americans take for granted. His "Water 2000
Inttiative was designed 1o provide millions i funding to make sure that all Americans had access
to running water,

One of Espy’s most lasting accomplishments at USDA is the long sought comprehensive
reorganization of the massive agency that finally occurred as a result of his leadership. Largely
because of his personal efforts, Congress passed the Depariment of Agriculture Reorganization
and Crop Insurance Reform Act of 1994, Asa result, USDA agencies were streamlined and
hundreds of field offices were co-located. Secretary Espy believed that serving farmers where
they were, so they dikin’t have to leave the farm (o get service, made sense for farmers, and he
felt that technology coutd be used to make service delivery more cost-effective. He started the
efforts to achieve centralized servicing, both in terms of establishing co-located USDA service
centers and allowing people to apply for USDA programs via computer - saving taxpayers’
money and creating a more efficient, effective Departmental organization and program delivery
structure. He stressed that the Depantment, though made up of different agencies, was still "one
USDA"

Changing the Culture at USDA

As lasting as his impact on USDA’s programs and organization are, Espy’s most profound
impact may have been on USDA’s culture. Espy arrived at USDA fully aware of the
Department’s history with respect to civil rights. The very presence of an African-American as
the Secretary of Agriculture raised hopes in many, but also engendered fear and resentment in
others, that massive change would ocour, perhaps overnight,



Seeking justice for minority farmers was a top Espy priority, When he arrived at USDA, the
Department’s official position was that USDA did not have "legal anthenity™ to pay damages to
minority farmers even in cases of proven discrimination. Only program retief was deemed legal.
Espy sought an optnion from the lustice Department and on Aprit 18, 1994, USDA’s position
was overturned, Assistant Attorney General Walter Dellinger concluded that under the Equal
Credit Opportunity Act, USDA could in fact pay damages. The decision opened the door for
USDA 1o nepotate individual settlements with minority farmers as well the eventual mass
settlement of black farmers lawsuits under Secretary Glickman. The Minority Farmers Bill of
Rights, which Secretary Espy co-authored while on Capitol Hill, was also funded for the first
time only afler he became Secretary of Agriculture. Espy worked closely with the
Administration and Congress to secure funding for the measure.

Secretary Espy worked for greater diversification in the powerful county committees that control
LSDA programs at the local level - asking Congress for authority to appoint committee members
where necessary to ensure access to Department programs for minority producers. However, the
House Agriculture Committee rejected Espy’s plan, which would have allowed the Secretary of
Agriculture to appoint one representative ta each of the county committees where necessary to
snsure that minonity producers had representation. Espy implemented a moratorium on farm
loan foreclosures so USDA could review the loan records and ensure that only those foreclosures
that had been carried out properly were allowed 1o proceed.

Espy also addressed discrimination concerns expressed by USDA's employees. Under his
leadership, (JSDA for the first time used alternative dispute resolution to resolve Equal
Employment Opportunity complaints. Espy’s civil rights policy also for the first time banned
discrimination at USDA on the basis of sexual orientation. Under Espy’s leadership, in April
1994, USDA held s first ever Department-wide conference on workforce diversity. The
Secretary’s own stafl and employment decisions reflected the Clinton Administration’s belief
that the government should "look like America.” During Espy’s tenure, USDA had more
minarities and women in senior leadership positions than at any time in thé Department’s hstory.

To enhance civil rights accountability, Secretary Espy for the first time gave the Office of Civil
Rights the authority to monitor sepior Department officials ervil tights record during the
performance evaluation process. In an unprecedented move, he withheld or reduced several
bonuses for senior executives who did not have adequate documented justification of civil rights
accomplishments, And, for a time, Espy postponed the Secretary’s Honor Awards program -
which angered many employees - (o drive home the point that the process of selecting honorees
must be fair and open to all. Espy’s actions with respect to civil rights, though controversial to
some, were welcomed by minorities, women, persons with disabilities, and other employees who
had Tong felt that they were not being treated equally at USDA.

Gone Too Svon

Knowledge that Secretary Espy was under investigation in 1994 for allegedly taking illegal gifts
from companies USDA regulated confirmed the fears of some emplayees that an African-
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American Secretary would automatically be attacked. Among the questionable fems were
tickets and airfare to sporting events and a $1,200 scholarship to Espy’s then-girlfriend, & total of
$30,000 in alleged gratuities for which Espy would potentially face more than 100 vears in
prison. Espy professed his innocence, contending that a longtime friend pad for the tickets. He
had no knowledge that they were paid for by a major agribusiness. Espy also disavowed
knowledge of the scholarship, and pleaded with his girlfriend 1o return it. She refused.

Espy admits that he used poor judgment with respect to some of the alleged gifis; and that he
_should have taken the allegations more seriously when they surfaced. Yet, he contended that he
broke no laws, and that the Independent Counsel was overreaching by trying to enforce a 100-
year-cld statute aimed at meat inspectors. The statute had never before been applied to a Cabinet
official. Bu the allegations stuck during a time in when official Washington was embrotled ina
series of investigations. In a fateful conversation with White House Chief of Staff Leon Panetia,
Espy was told that at any other time, in any other admunistration, he would simply be
reprimanded. Espy contended that there were valid explanations for all of the allegations. Yet in
October 1994 he resigned from USDA effective December 31, vowing to "clear my good name.©

For the naxt four years, Espy, his family, friends, and many associates endured a sweeping and
anguishing $20-million investigation by Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz. Espy’s brother
Henry was among those indicted, put on trial, and found innocent; but not before he had lost bss
seat as Mayor of Clarksdale, Mississippt. Espy’s former Chief of Staff, Ronald Blackley, was
found guilty of misstaternents on a federal financial disclosure form and sentenced to 27 months
in federal prison. Prosecutors mterviewed Espy’s former teachers, his neighbors, his co-workers,
even his ex-wife.

During Espy’s seven-week trial, the prosecution called more than 70 witnesses; Espy’s attorneys
called none. Through crosg-examining the prosecution’s witnesses, they were able to show that
Espy bad not broken any laws, that he had not knowingly done anything wrong. On November
30, 1998, on his 45th birthday, Mike Espy was found not guilty on every single count. The jury,
which hugged him afterwards, said that the verdict would have been delivered sooner - except
that several jurors wanted to be foreman so they could announce the decision.  Mike Hspy's faith
in God, and his confidence in himself, had pulled him through the gravest challenge of hig life.

He emergad vowing to fight against the independent prosecutor statute and his testimony helped
Congress eventually decide to let the statute expire.

A Portrait is Finally Unvelled :

Through his ordeal, Mike Espy said he learned some valuable lessons, including that he can
withstand pressure, and he learned "who my real friends are." His already strong faith was
strengthened, he says, as was his devotion to Tae Kwon Do, the martial arts form in which he
holds a second-degree black belt. In 1996, Mike also met a beautiful and charming woman while
at the Jazz Festival in New Orleans, Portia Ballard. He asked her to marry him three months
hefore his trial. She accepted, and today they live in a stately tree-lined neighborhood in
Jackson, Mississippl. Espy s prospering as an attoraey in one of Mississippt’s most prosunent
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faw firms. He also cherishes the time he has to spend with now with his children, In the summer

of 2000, he and wife Portia found out that a new baby was on the way, expected in February
2001,

Shortly after his acquittal, on December 10, 1998, Mike Espy returned o the Department of
Agriculture where his official portrait was unveiled and hung in its place of honor alongside
those of other Secretaries. Just as they had done at that first ali-employee meeting, hundreds of
USDA employees jJammed the Patio 10 see the Secretary who was a little grayer, a lot wiser, and
still wildly popular in the halls of USDA. President Clinton and other dignitaries were there to
sing Espy’s praises. Espy had decided to wait on the portrait hanging ceremony unti! he was
exonerated. He just had not expected it to take four vears. Typically, Espy’s portrait is different
from that of the other Agriculture Secretaries, They all posed sitting. A confident Mike Espy is
standing tail,
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Richard Rominger, Deputy Secretary
U.S. Department of Agriculture
March 1993 - January 2001

Rich Rominger’s tenure as Deputy Secretary of the U.S. Department of Agriculture is a literal
timeling of the Clinton Administration’s record in food and agriculture. As USDA g highest-level
appeintment spanning the Administration’s entire two terms, Rich Rominger has not only been
an gyewitness to the history of USDIA; he has largely made that history. Accomplishments from
March 1993 1o January 2001 reflect strong Rominger influence, notably in areas of research and
.education, and stewardship of the land - farmland protection, cotservation of private lands, and
advancing sustainable agriculture and small farmer issues.

When President Clinton tapped Rich Rominger for the post, more than food and ag issues
weighed in the decision. The Deputy Secretary is USDA’s chief operating officer, and he began
his term with a Department of 130,000 emplovees in 1993, and a budget of about 363 bithon.

Rominger’s local Congressman {and friend) Vic Fazio decided that Rominger should come to
Washington. Rich began getting encouragement from people all over the U.S, whom he had
known through years of work on agricultural issues, A few days before Bill Clinton’s
Inauguration, Rominger was interviewed over breakfast at a Washington hotel by Mike Espy,
nominated by Clintou to be Secretary of Agriculture,

With the Rominger selection, President Clinton sought the best of several worlds. On a practical
Jevel, a farmer and westerner were a good balance to Secretary Mike Espy's southern, non-farm,
Congressional credentials,

And on an administrative level, Rominger’s years of involvement in agricultural organizations,
notably six years as Director of Californta’s Department of Food and Agriculure, offered
teadership credentials i the nation’s number one agricultural state. It was dunng his time as
Director that California adopted the strictest and most comprehensive pesticide regulations m the
U.S. -- regulations not weakened by succeeding Republican administrations. Rominger also
emerged as a strong coslition-builder in California agriculture, establishing working relationships
among farm groups, environmental organizations, and the administration.

But to really understand the Rich Rominger who came to Washington in 1993, one needs o
reach back much further than Califormia government and his life on the Yolo County family
farm, Rominger spoke from time to time about his great-grandparents, the Blickle’s and
Rominger’s, who came from Ceermany's Black Forest in the 1860s to settle farms in California.

A fourth generation farmer with three sons working the family farm, growing alfalfa, beans,
carn, wheat, rice, tomatoes, sunflowers, and other crops, Rominger had more than agriculture
know-how, He had a personal farming history and, because of it, a deep respect for the land, and
for agricutture’s culture and legacy. He said that hug father, A. H. Rominger, who once leveled
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tand in Yolo County with a team of mules and a Fresno scraper, lived to climb up in a 4-wheel-
drive tractor with a computer and a laser to watch a grandson make a level field.

Rominger lauded that kind of vast progress in one hfetime. But more often be worried aloud,
speeches and conversation, about farmland loss and the paving over of Cabfornia’s great Central
Valley, symptomatic of urbanization across the U.S. A student of the history of agriculture, he
frequently cited the fall of great world civilizations because they failed to take care of their soil
and their agricultures. This was a long-term perspective that figured strongly in Rominger’s
influence m the Clinton Adesinistration’s conservation initiatives

Rich and Evelyne Rominger came to Washington in March 1993, Secretary Mike Espy and
Deputy Secretary Rominger weren't afforded the luxury of & “ First 100 Days" honeymoon
period before tragedy struck. In just 10 days, four Pacific Northwest youngsters had died from
hamburgers taimted with £, cofi polsoning. From that moment on, food safety was defined as a
pivotal Administravion issue. Rominger said that reducing microbial pathogens in foods of both
plant and anunal ongins is the most pressing food safety problem today.

In the succeeding seven vears, working first with Secretary Espy, then with Secretary Ghckman,
Rominger was a constant in establishing a science-based inspection system - Hazard Analysis
and Critical Control Points. By 2000, HACCP had resulted in a sharp drop in the prevalence of
Salmonella in raw meat and poultry, and a sharp rige in public health protection. Goals were also
set to tackle other food safety threats like Saimeanella and Listeria, and Rominger was involved
in development of 2 comprehensive farn-to-table strategy to attack foodborne disease at every
fink in the food chain.

With a feading role in the debate involving the enactment of the Federal Agriculture
improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (the 1996 Act), Deputy Secretary Rominger helped guide
the historic conservation programs that brought together all the "parts" of a healthy landscape ~
environmental benefits that include not just soil conservation but protection of wildlife habiat
and the health of rivers and streams,

A reader of ihe great conservationist and writer of the 1940s, Aldo Leopold, Rominger
envisioned the 1996 Act as a chance to get things right, to remind folks that they're connected to
the land every time they buy a loaf of bread, or watch a flock of geese heading south,

The 1996 Act raised conservation programs to g new prominence. The Wildlife Habitat
lncentives Program became the first of its Kind specifically dedicated to the protection and
restoratton of habitat on Amernica’s agricultural lands. Through the Environmental Quality
Incentives Program, USDA for the first fime targeted conservation funds to assistance needed by
farmers and ranchers to prevent pollution and protect their natural resources. The new Farmland
Protection Program addressed the urgency of keeping working land in agriculture, and reflected
Hominger’s personal concern about the nation’s increasing urbanization,



Maost important, in the four vears following passage of the 1996 Act, the conservation of private
lands agenda was raised to the highest discussion levels in USDA. Working closely with
successive Chiefs of the Natural Resources Conservation Service, Paul Johnson and Pearlie S
Reed, Rominger was an articulate champion of conservation on private lands, USDA through
this time built on the progress of the Conservation Reserve Program by creating the Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program, s chance for states to hone in on their own specific problems.

Rominger talked about connections, mvesting in the health of the entire landscape ~ public,
private and urban lands «~ and stressing the links between landscape health and the nation’s
economic health, The Admnistration’s commitment to conservation was also a commitment to a
common sense, on-the-ground approach to private lands stewardship. Farmers were viewed as
the pation’s foremost environmentalists, and the emphasis was on locally-led conservation,
supported by the partnership of USDA’s technical assistance to private landowners and delivery
gystem in the field, '

By the fall of 1999 with private land stewardship established among USDA’s top-ranking
privrilies, Secretary Dan Glickman held five regional conservation forums across the country to
start guiding a national conservation strategy for the 21 century. The Deputy headed several of
the sessions, which culminated in a National Conservation Summit hosted by the Secretary, in
Ames, lowa i December,

As one result of the Summit and the elevation of private land conservation in the national
awareness, by the year 2000 the concept of stewardship payments was being commonly
discussed. Public policy discussions centered on whether farmers should reap some reward for
excellent conservation, and this was regarded as an idea worthy of consideration for the next
Farm Bill.

The Administration made clear that the next Farm Bill should recognize the land as a valuable
commodity in its own right. With Deputy Secretary Raminger’s backing, it proposed a major,
two-year Conservation Imitiative. This was largely unfunded in the 2001 spending bill, but
nevertheless laid the groundwork for making conservation a centerpiece of farm policy in 2001
and subsequent years, ’

In the summer of 2000, Deputy Secretary Rominger also headed up several listening sessions
‘across the country geared 1o tapping Ccommunity perspective on the range of pressures affecting
the nation’s ability to hold onto farm and forest lands. These sessions were a direct result of Vice
Pregident Gore’s Livable Communities Initiative, and the conviction that communities can "grow
smartly” ~ preserve green space, boost economic competitiveness and improve quality of life.

While the Deputy Secretary guided the evolution of the department’s conservation

agenda, he was also a constant spokesman for the role of research, technology, and educationina
successful agriculture. With a deep personal mterest in education, Rominger and his wife

Evelyne were frequent vistiors to the National Agnicultural Labrary in Beltsville, Maryland.
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Together, they were the impetus for the Abraham Lincoln Council, a new group formed to .
support the MAL’s programs. '

Rominger was clearly proud to work with a President who said " We need more agricultural
research, not less ... He was instrumental in making certain that the debate on the 1996 Act went
beyond traditional commodity programs and pavments to argue for investment n mirastructure~
research, conservation, and vural development. What's increasingly important, Rominger
stressed, 15 what the government does outside the traditional commodity programs.

Rominger inked the Adntinistration’s commitment to research to broad future questions of
feeding a growing world, and achieving world food security without destroying natural
resources. ‘

He explored new themes, like carbon sequestration and global climate change, and regarded
research and technology as a constant, the foundation of alf else. Traveling the world in eight
years - to the World Trade Organization Ministerial in Singapore, the UN. Food and Agriculture
Organization in Rome, negotiations in Brussels and (eneva, 1o Russia, China, Thailand,

Vieinam, Egypt, Jordan, South Aftica, Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Great Britain,
Irelardd, Mexico, and other countries - Rominger spoke with top officials about ther unigue trade
problems and gained insight into world food needs.

He met several times with Jacgues Diouf, Director General of the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nationg, exchanging views on free and fair trade, and uging
technology to the benefit of all countries. They agreed on the promise of biotechnology to
achieve world food security, They agreed on its safety, on the wnportance of advancing
knowledge in this complex field.

Speaking in Brussels in March 1999, he explained the U.S. regulatory position on biotechnology
te European leaders dealing with unfounded and uninformed fear of the new technology in their
OWR COUNtries,

As times grew increasingly tough on America’s farms, Romanger tatked about science as a key
aspect of the new definition of "safety net™ for growers and ranchers. The Administration feared
that Freedom to Farm had puiled an adequate safety net ont from under producers. This proved
true as the record farm economy of 1995 soured by 1997, Prices dropped precipitously and world
markets dried up, presaging one of the worst farm economy slumps in decades. Weather disasters
kept U.S, producers in bad economic straits and by the year 2060 the Adrministration was
providing a record $28 billion in direct payments,

These tough times on the farm highlighted agriculture’s dependence on exports, its huge stake in
global competition and economic stability around the world. Deputy Secretary Rominger was a
constant player as the North American Free Trade Agreement and the Uruguay Round
agreements establishing the World Trade Organization were signed in 1994, He attended the
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disappointing World Trade Organization Ministerial in Seattle in December 1999, and was a
constant spokesman for Permanent Normal Trade Relations with China. This was a top
Administration priority, the most important U.S. trade legislation since the Uruguay Round, and
was signed by President Clinton in the fall of 20600,

Tough times on the farm also highlighted the plight of many parts of rural America. Rominger
had helped lead Secretary Glickman’s senies of five Regional Rural Forums across the country in
April 1995, Asked by the Scoretary to head up USDA’s vast effort on behalf of small farmers, by
1998 he was coordinating the work of the National Commission on Small Farms for USDA. This
was the first time since Secretary Bob Bergland held a landmark examination of the structure of
American agriculture 20 years before, that an Administration waged a challenge to the "bigger-
is-better" credo.

Hard ecanomic times also signaled the need to rethink the concept of safety net and Rominger
was wmvolved in discussions with Secretary Glickman and others about how the next Farm Bill
coutd do a better job of providing adequate income assistange.

But Deputy Secretary Rominger had been brought into the Administration by President Bill
Climon as much for his administrative skills as his knowledge and expertise on the Department’s
pressing 1ssues.

The first order of business in 1993 was to take this "lmge, sprawling, and old-line federal
agency,” in the words of Budget Director Steve Dewhurst, and bring it in line with the new
Administration’s National Pertormance Review,

Secretary Espy came 1o office committed to streamlining and reorganizing USDA. Outgoing
Secretary Madigan had already developed a plan for reorganization that he passéd on to the new
Recretary, who incorporated the priorities of the new Administration. The Department’s massive
reorganization was linked through s legistative proposal to its plans for downsizing and budget
targets.

Overseeing the entire effort was Deputy Secretary Rich Rominger.

Following passage of the legisiation in October 1994, ymplementation got underway, and USDA
reinvention kicked into full gear, Seven mission areas were established. The culture of USDA
slowly began to change, as manuging by results and operating more tike a business became the
norm. Aggressive regulatory reform got underway, with the Department committed 1o
eliminating or reinventing over 80 percent of its regulations. One of the more controversial acts
was streamlining 2 scattered, hybrid field delivery system into "service centers”prepared to help
customers as one, unified Department. By the year 2000, under Rominger’s leadership, USDA
was trimmer by about 22,000 people, USDA was spending about $1 billion less per year on these
gperations, a savings that made its way back to the taxpayer or back inte programs to better serve
USDA constituencies. Rominger has made it clear that these accomplishments will well serve
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USDA’s 21* century customers, but future Administrations must continue to build on this
PIOZress,

While managing this landmark effort, Rominger for the full two terms ran the Department’s
internal operations. He directed the annual budget process, reconciling agency needs and
conveying them to the Office of Management and Budget in a timely, concise way. He was
involved o securing funding for the modernization of the South Building, and was active in the
President’s Management Council and other government-wide bodies.

in the troublesome period between the resignation of Secretary Mike Espy in December 1994
and Dan Cilickman’s swearing-in, in April 1995, Rich Rominger wag Acting Secretary, providing
leadership 10 employees and continuity in programs and management,

For the full two terms, he sought to build understanding and unity within smployee ranks by
meeting with employees of Native American, Asian-Pacific, and Black heritage, And in the
winter months of 1997, Deputy Secretary Rominger traveled the country with Secretary
Ghickman, urging customers and employees at 12 sessions to talk honestly and frankly about
civil rights at USDA. This was the first time a Secretary had come to hear farmers throughout
the South, and some called 1t a Thistoric occaston.”

As aresult, most of the 92 recommendations of the Civil Rights Action Team were implemented
by the end of 2000, Qutreach was iroproved, USDA's Office ‘of Civil Rights was reorganized, a
tandmark settlement of a class action suit was achieved, and progress made on many fronts,
Most important, largely under Deputy Secretary Rominger’s leadership, USDA set its sights on
doing great things in its third century of service 1o the nation, through a culture of fairness and
inclusion, dignity and respect 1o employees and customers alike.
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