
<lUESTIOi\'S Sl:B:VllTTED BY CON(;RESSMAN' STENHOLM (I L/l)/93) 

FAR\1 SERVICE A(;ENCY (SEC. 1()2) 

{Juesliim 1: 	 How \\i II {he roles Jilci rc..;ponsibilities or..;tJff of the FlilHA ..-\SCS. Jnd FCIC 
J{ {he F(~derJI. S{Jte Jild IUCJI levels chJnge under the new FJrm Service 
.-\gency' For eXJmpie. "ill FmHA..-\SCS. Jild FCIC simply be converted into 
separJte divisions Jnd continue to operJte independently of one Jnother under 
{he FJrm Service .<\'.!encv b~lnner! 

Answer: 	 In creJtin'.! the FJnn Service .<\'.!encv we <.ire merl!inl! the bnn lendinl..!... 	 ~ ...... ...... .....'­

progrJIns of the FmH.<\. fJrm incomeJnd price suppOrt programs of the ASCS. 
·:.tnd the risk protection si:'rvicesot the FCIC. .-\t the present time brm 
progrJlTls ot the FmHA Jnd ASCS .:.tre supported by separJte committee 
...;truc(ures Jt the county It:vels Jnd separJte s(Jff offices Jt the county :.tnd s(Jte 
leveL..;. Ourreor~:.tl1lzJuon proposJI would merge the FmHA :.tnd ASCS 
committee SITuctures :.tnd stiff offices Jt the 10CJI Jnd stJte levels. Thus while 
there wi II be separJte progmtn divisions in (he nJtionJI office for progrJril Jnd 
policy development. there will be J single consolidated delivery system in the 
field. 

FCIC services are su'pponed currently by regional service and compliance 
offices. \lost s:.tles Jnd service functions J( the local level are provided by 
private InsurJnCe Jgents :.tnd companies reinsured by FCIC. Our reorgJnization 
proposal would combine disaster assistance functions of FmHA. ASCS and 
FCIC ~n the headljuarters level but would maintain the existing regionJI office 
~tructure for insurance services. 

Farm Service Agency field service center staff will also provide administrative 
suppon for delivery of conservation cost-share progrJms under a reimbursable 
agreement with NRCS. ASCS county level (non-Federal) staff with 
conservation program responsibilities will be rerained in the Farm Service I. 

Agency rather than transferred to NRCS. Producers will. thus. be able to 
continue to apply for the Agricultural Conservation Program and for related 
NRCS assistance through Farm Service Agency offices. Agricultural 
Conser.ation Committees will be established with representation from Farm 
Service Agency county/area committees and soil and water conservation 
dismcts to provide advice on implementation oCthe conservation cost-share 
programs and (0 approve applications for assistance. 

. . 



()uestion ). 	 Since e:npll)\:ee~ \\nO Ilzm \\(lrk for FmHA. FCIC. and ASCS \\dl become 
employ(~e~ tlr' J "jn~1e F~lrl1l :)ervlce ,<\~ency. \\hich wlil be charged with 
delivering a much \\Ider ran LH farmer services. what types or cross-training 
will. be reYUIreci or them Ihoth Jt the Federal and local lev,els)' \Vhat pians are 
YOU I11Jkill~ to ciL)SO'. ­

Answer: In term:.; or' our overall reorgJnization. we want to use cross-tra1f1ing wherever 
possiblc~ J" well J'; Improved technology ~o that our employees will have more 
challenging Job,; and our Lustomers will receIve better "ervlces. Our intent is 
(0 cros:-:,-lfain loca\ s[arf in the ~eneral adm1f1istrative orocedures necessary to . '-	 ,;. 
,erve ~.h a fir'S[ point ot contact wnh the clientele for any of the FS A programs. 
However. we do not expect [Q convert commodity program specialists to credit 
program specIJlists. or vice "versa. The cross [raining being planned will only 
deal with baSIL' procedures needed [Q provi'de' basic administrative services in 
the'IIIH:~-SlOp-:-,ilOpping' mode. TrJif11ng progr:1Ins being developed will cover 
,uch basics JS 	general Jdminhtratlve procedures. use of office technology for 
Information sharing. etc. 	 '[ 

I 

(luestiun J: 	 How Will the field structure of F:mn Service Agency be configured'! For 
eX,ample. will State Jnd distrlcuarea offices continue to eXist between the 
National and local levels! 

Answer: 	 The Farni Service Agency wiil consolidate the State. JIea. Jnd county field 
structure of ASCS. FCIC Jnd the r'JIm lending programs of FmHA IntO a 
single agency for delivery of farm services. FmHA and ASCS farm programs 
current!y administered at the local leve! by separate coun'ty offices will be 
delivered through a consolidated county or area office. These ot'fices wili to 
the extent possible b.e col!ocated with NRCS and other uSDA .offices to 

provide "USDA Service Centers' at the loca.! level. Separate ASCS and 
FmHA county committee structures would also be merged. 

Managers in national headquarters area offices and in state offices will provide 
coordination between program delivery and headquarters program and 
administrative operations: Regional offices of the FCIC will be linked to 

county offices of the FJIm Service Agency but wiii maintain the primary focus 
of working with private crop insurance companies. The Farm Service Agency 
field structure will include 51 State offices. about 2.500 county offices 
involved with commodity and credit programs. plus regional service and 
compliance offices associated with crop insurance programs. 



(2uestion 4: Hl)\V \\ iii SIJle FJrm fviLt: ;\!.!encv direc[Qrs De selecteci·) Will the Secretarv 
. '­ .' '. 

choose (l([\\:een the current FIllHA Jnd ASCS Sute ci [rectorS! 

Answer: .\;- ulHicr current Df()cedure.s. \I.e ;lt1t1cip·Jte S,Jte directors [·or both the F;lrm 
Service .\:;ency ,~JIlci the Rural Commut1lty and Economic Development 
Jgencie~, \\ 11Uid he: JpPolnted by the Admlnisrr;ltlon on the b;lsis or' nominations 
from tht~ ~enlor member or the state Congressional delegation, 

(2uestion y Will IOI.:JI IcountY/JreJ' FJrm Service Agency directors be convened to Fede r:.t I 
,civil serVile slawS,' How will they be selected' i. 

I 

Answer: We do IHlI propose [0 I.:hJnge the status of ,-\S(S LoUnty office employees in 
our re:orgJf1Iz;![lon. However. our proposed legis[;.Hion would provide Juthority 
to u\e ,..I.S(S coumy employees Jnd other Feder; ..dcoumy-level employees 
imerch;!nge;lblv One Il1lenr ot thisiegisbtion is to permit us [Q oqpnize a 
,ingle \mrktorce under J supervisor within each office. The supervisor would 
be ;!ppoillted Oil the DJsis or' merit Irrespecllve of whether he or she Isa 
Federal emplo\'ee or an ASCS county-office employee, 

<luestiun 6: III field offices, wh;!t wiil be the reiationship between Federal civil servants. 
Jnd non-Federal personnel! Who wili supenllse them. and wiil they be 
supervised under the same personnel rules Jnd regulations! How \\/lll the 
~eniority system work! ,,\ihat potential conflicts do you foresee as ;l result of 
their different employment Jnd pay status. Jnd how do you Intend to resolve 
them! Do you Jnticipate convening county ASC I':mployees .to Federal Status. 
and why or why no(' . 

Answer: ..c\s II1dil:J.teci eJrlier. non Federal employees will not be convened to Federal 
. employees. However. our legislation comains provisions which would make 

the management of county offices more effective by providing for the 
interchangeability ot'Federal and non-Federal employees within those offices . 

. The intent of the prOVIsions is to pennit us to establish an integrated workforce 
under a single'supervlsor within each office. The office supervisor will have 
overall responsibility within guidelines provided by the Adminisrrator of the 
. Farm Service Agency for staffing, equal employment opportunity, and for all 
of the :lspects of office supervision consistent with that position. As suggested. 
we will need to take a close look in this process at pay scales. seniority status 
and other rules and procedures to ensure consistent standards throughout the 
system. 



(lueslion i: 

Answer: 

· , 

Will FS,,\ <::111010:'<::0 be responsible ror sellln~ crop lnSUfJnCe policies Jt farm 
..;ervice cemer'>' Hl)\V \\111 the current reliance on [he priv:ne tnsurance seuor 
be altered UIHler rile Ill::\\ ,IrUL',lUre I Will t~Hlners be VISited at ltlelr homes. or 
\\ill IIl'.ur:lI1Lt: hecoll1e J\:lliablc ollly [hrou~h A otrices' Hov: will [he roles 
ur Jre~l Ci:Jlllb llrrice,. al1d the orocesstng or" claims. change I 

The reon;JntzatIon propo\JI. \\ hlch rnerges FCIC withtn FSA. \vdl not affect the 
baSIC delivery teaulres or the crop Insurance program, However. the 
,DepJrtmenl IS Jho (k\'el()pln~ Ie~psiation for J major reform of thIS program, 
While rhe DepJrtrnem 'has l10t vet made J final decision we can assure you that 
our reform propos:ti \\ill provide tor the connnUJ[Jon pnvare lnSUrJnce sector 
(leliv'ery r.1 [ [he bulk or the pfO~rarn, We wOllld Jnticipate th:H private sector 
insurJncc: compant'es would malntain their practlces used in sellin~ the 
lOsuranCe, inclu(lin~;' \I"i[s [0 rJrrners homes to explain the program and 
complete SJ les qlntraus, 

,-\s tor sJles throu;2h FS,\ (Hrices, dOp Insurancei" alreJciy being said on a I 
limited b~lsls through some ,c\SCS ()t'fices, 'In order to achieve the level of 

participation \\'e would like [0 see in the program. and to give tJImers as much 

rlexib11iry JS pOSSible in signing up tor rhe program. \Ve :.ue considering options 

for delivering a pomon or the refonned program through FSA offices, 

However. fanners would hJve the choice of doing bus mess WIth private 

Insurance companies. as iong as such companies were avatlable to provide 

service in theIr area. 


FCle, e:usting service and compliance offices have already been reorganiz.ed 

[0 ,ret1ect the long term trend from direct saies to reinsurance of private sector 

business, These offices would become part of FSA and be linked to the farm 

:;ervice centers. while rnaintillnmg their primary focus on working with private 

sector companies" We anticipate that claims would be handled in much the 

same manner as they are now, 


I 
" 

I 
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(lUFSTI();\S SLH\lITTED HY C()N(;RESSMAN STENHOLM (11-01}-1))) 

STATE. COUi\TY.-\\iO AREA COi'vlMITTEES 

()uestion I: 	 CurrelHh. ic:~lsbtion reuulres ,-\SCS ~md FmHA county committees. Does Sec. 
IOJ. \\ hich wuuld mereiy penna State. county. or are:1 committees.. signify that 
the SeLfet:1f\' might choose nOt to utilize such committees in some area! 

Answer: 	 The Secfet:1ry Intends to untize State and 101.::11 are:1 or county committees in all 
Clfe:1S se.-ved by [he FSA. \lulti-county :.uea committees would be utilized in 
~,rea-" where the A' field serVIce center serves more than one county. Area 
Lommmee member~ would be selected from [he entire :1rea served by the local 
FSA office. 

(luestion J. 	 \Vhat spectric powers and responsibilities will local committees be given if this 
kgisi:1tioI1 I~ :1pproved' What procedures will be used to select comminee 
member." -- both tor those to be elected and those to be :1ppointed bv the 
Secret:1fY.' Will the :.lppointeci members have expertise. duties :.lnd :1uthorities 
\vhich dIffer from [he elected members! 

Answer: 	 The local :.uea or county committees will retain essentially the same 
.responsibilities as the current ASC and FmHA county committees for those 
programs \\'hich :.ue the responsibility of FSA. The major change will be'the 
transter of responsibilities connected with the con3ervation cost-share programs 
transferred to NRCS, A new agricultural conservation committee comprised of 
representatives of the local FSA committee :lnd the local Soil and Water 
Conservation Districts \viil be tormed [0 provide advice on the implementation 
of the conservatIOn cost-share programs and to approve individual applications 
for a~Slstance. 

Comminee members will be elected or selected from [he entire area served by 
[he local FSA service center. 

Appointed members will have the same responsibilities as elected members. 
However. there is no requirement thaUhe appointees be farmers. The plan 
would allow nonfarmers with expertise in agricultural finance. management or 
law to be selected when (har would be useful. 



(lues! i lin J: 	 Bec:.1use loc;.!1 cOIT1mittees \'... ill hwe reSDonSlbilitv tor overseeln!! a broader . 	 --.\. 

r;w or rro~r;.!ms, :--houicl membership be exoanded to more than rive,' Could 
,(he JPprnpn~lte !lumher be determined locally, pernJP~ within J fixed r~wge! 

Answer: 	 Currentlv illLJi .\SC L(lInmlttees :.mdFmHA committees have three members 
each. Thus, J five·member committee would have nearly ;.IS many mempers as 
the eXlslin~ LOInmlttees It wlll replace. The .combined committee's workload 
may benerit at least Indirectly, from the efficienCies achieved by the merger of 
the Jgencies, ~o Significant change in local committee members' \yorkload 
would be expected partlcuLirlv If committees adopt Jppropri;.Ite procedures for I' 

conduct or ".omrm[[ee respon.'\lbilities. :\ fixed number of five members for 
eJch Lommittee will mInimize the chance for committees to' become 
deadlocked on matters [or which a vote is needed. :\ six-member committee 
such as \vould occur \vtth the merger of the twO existing commlltees could be 
much more prone to tie votes. 

(lueslion 4: 	 What pi;.Il1s dues L'SDA intend to make to tnin committee members andlor, 
provide them with additional technical assistance! . 	 . 

Answer: 	 Th~ Department \\/111 take ;.III steps necessary to ensure that FSA committee 
members re,,'eive the tralntng and technical assistance necessary to carryout 
their respon.'>lbilities. Existing pro,cedures \yould be evaluated Jnd modified as 
needed m prOVide the appropriate rraining and assistance. 

(luestiun .); 	 What IS the rationale for appointing two county committee members: 

..\nswer: 	 While current ASC committee members and two of the three FmHA committee 

members :.Ire elected by fJImers in the area. the current FmHA committees also 

include an appointed member so the FSA commlttee will continue that . 

procedure. The appointment of two of the five members will ensure that the 

local committee will be representative of the entire JIea served and of the 

range 01 interests affected by the FSA, For example. an area-wide election in 

an area where one county has a majority of the area' s producers could produce 

a result where no merl)ber would be selected from the remaining portions of 

the service area. The appointment process could pennit the selection of 

members representative .of the remaining portion of the area. for example. The 

appointments would permit the committees to be more broadly representative in 

cases where the election fails to do so. The appoinunent process also would 

permit the additio'n of nonfanners with expertise in agricultural finance. law or 

management where that would be usefuL 




(2uestiun ll: 	 \VhJt \\Iil he the reiJtionsnip of 10l.:JI FSA I.:ommittees to 10l.:JI ,-\ personnel! 

Wh:.1t \\lil he their rok Inrhe supervision ,tmin~ ;wd/or firing, e":.1luaoon. 
c:tl.:.l pI [ll("C: rc:rS()Ilne:. Il1l.:iuding the Im.:.1i .'-\ direuor' 

Answer: . 	 The luL':.1! FS-\L(lllll11l[tee \\Iil hJ.ve essenri;.llly the SJ.me reiJ.tionship to 101.::.11 

r-SA PLr.\PllI1ei J" lill current L'ounty L'ommlttees. Except that the I.:ommittee 

will not hJ\e Juthority til remove Federal employees from Feder:.!1 service. 

They m:.!v, however. appoint :.!nd remove FSA Feder:.!l employees from a 

'pecifil.: pllsiuon sUl.:h a:-- IOL'Jl. FSA dlrector. 

(2uestion 7: 	 \Vill the i(lcal committee" be Illvolved In the ;.!ppeals process. Jnd, if so. how! 

Answer 	 The 10c;.!1 \..l)rnmlttees \\111 continue to be the first level of appeal in the sJ.me 

\VJ.V JS the\' L'ufTentl\' Jre, . ; 

\. 
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HUHAL FC()\()\lfC \\1) COMMUi\ITY DEVELOPMENT 

(2ueSlion I: . If F:u!1wr\ f-1lll11e .-\dmil1lstr:Hlon i FmHAI f;mn progr:..tms wiil be moved to 

the new r:S ..l,. iluw \viil ruui housinl! loans be made :..tnd serviced under your 
reorg:..tni z:..ttion: 

Answer: Rur:..tl housing lo;.ms will be made and serviced by the new Rural Housing :..tnd 
CcimmuI1ltv Dc:vc:iopmem Sc:rvice.. Primary contact \Vlth borrowers for both 
loan ITlJ.klng :lfld lo:..tn serVicing will take place in roughly 1.200 county and 
mulri-cllulHv offices 1l1:..tnv llT \vhich will be collocated with those of the "FSA. 
Separ;.lti~ hOUSing offices will be maintained in JIeas ot heavy demand for the 
housing progr:..tms. Both lo:..tn making and loan servicing will be perr-onned 
more er'fictently' oue to investments in new automated systems which will 
allow Tor bc:tter tracking or loan status as well :..ts escrowmg for w.xes and 
II1SUrJnce. We :..trealso revlewmg options tor centralized serviCing of housing 
loans :..tnd will keep you Informed of our reView. Escrow capabllity will 
generJte signific:..tnt cost savings by helping borrowers to budget for their tax 
and insurance p:..tyments. which \viil save the agency trom vouchering millions 
of dollJrs each yeJI for unpaId Qxes. 

. , 



(lUESTI()NS SCB,vllTTED BY CON(;RESSMAN STENHOLM (t 1/\)193) 

"IUTHITI();\ RESEARCH A",n EDUCATI()N SERVICE (SEC. J03) 

<2uesliun I: 	 Does [he' uttice ot the current f\ssistam Secre[;rry tor Food and, Consumer 
Services h~lve [he techntcal capacity and experience to oversee and contrJct Out 
basic or applied sCientitic research'! 

Answer: 	 Conrraus tor bjS1C and applied sciemific research Jre nO[ handled by the Office 
of the ASSistant Secretary tor Food Jnd Consumer Services or other Under or 
:\ssi:-tant Secretanes, they are handled by highly trJined technical staff in 
SClentltic ~roups working in the agencies reporting to the appropriate Under or 
,-\ssistant Secretaries, 

The Nutrition Res,eJrch Jnd EducJtion Service conducts ~pplied rese;,u-ch on 
human nutmion, The prtnupal prodUl:t of the agency is data on food intakes 
ot ;\me:nCJns. all applied research activity that involves in home interviews of 
thousands at Americans in a strJtified random survey model. The agency 
emp lays IllUC h of the, technical expertise [hat is necessary for this work. Where 
it is impracw.:al to mJintam the expertise full time. NRES acquires necessary 
experti~ie through cooperative :.vork arrangements with organizations like the 
Census Bureau or-through conrracts. A similar strategy is employed by most 
over Government agencies including those that do nutrition education and 
rese;,u-ch and report to USDA's Assistant Secretary for Science :lnd Education. 

, (lueslion 2: 	 How will the reorganized Departmen't of Agriculture ensure the scientific 
integrity ot' nutrition research and,education and keep it free of political 
considerations! 

...\nswer: 	 USDA has been cnticized in the past regarding the appearance, whether real or 
perceived, of a contlict of interest in dealing with nucritional issues. 'The 
Depamnent must b,alance the interests of the production and distribution chain 
with that of consumers. At any point in time. there will probably be some 
people who will perceive that the balance has been tilted in a way they do not 
like. Nutrition policy based on high-quality scientific research is a long-held 
principle at this Department and the reorganization. with its new emphasis on 
nutrition. will advance this, More attention being focused on nutrition research 
and education issues by the Assi'stant Secretary for Food and Consumer 
Services and the Assistant Secretary for Science and Education wili cause the 
.issue~ [0 be better considered than ever before. 



(]ueslion J: Ho\\' do ,'ou I[Helld, under a l'eorganIzed Department. to ensure that numtion 
research ~llHi eciuLJtion Jctivlties Jre ~lpproprlately coordinJted between all of 
[he a:;enue~ \\ Itil rc'''OOf1~lbdi[jes ill these areas,' 

Answer: In orckr to "lren:;t~ell our pOllC\' and programmalll:coordination In the 
Ilutritioll edULJtlOll anci rese:.lI"Lh areas, we directed that a Nutrition Education 
:.lIld Re-;eJrLh Cuorcilllatin:;Cuuncii be established, The Council will be co­
Lhaired ti\' the l_: flda,Secretarv [or Food. Nutntion and Consumer Services 
(currentl-; the ,"',",\lStant Secretary for Food anci Consumer Services I and the 
,-\ssistJnt ,SeLretJry tor ReseJrcil and Economics (currently theA,\,'iistJnt 
Secretary [or Science Jnci uCJtion I. Council membership will inLlude 
appropri~lle representatlon from JII lJSDA agencies With significant nutrition 
education Jnd research respon\lbilities, We are currently working out the 
details 0\ the roie and operJlion or this Council. [n the end, we want to make 
sure. that the elev;,tted importJIl\.;e of nurrition results in making nurrition 
edUC:HIOIl J ,,,ignificant. lmegr;,li PJrt of e3.ch of the food 3.ssisLance programs. 
anci that the basic Jnd ~1Dplled 'Lientitlc efforts focus on the most cmical issues' 
that need to be addressed both for the food progr:'lITIs and for :..til Americans. 

Queslion 4: Will the proposed changes under the Under Secretary for Food. ~utfltion and 
Consumer Services result in wly changes in mission. emphasis or direction with 
reg'ard to present nutrition research and educarion activities within the 
Depanment " 

Answer: The moS[ significant change wtll be the increased emphaSIS on nutrition and 
emphasi:.; on encouraging food program participants and all Americans to 

follow.the DieLary Guidelines, The reorganization involves no functional shifts 
from the rese:lrch and economics area to the food. nutrition and consumer 
"ervices area or vice versa, However. with the greater emphasis on nurrition In 

the food assistance programs and the increased coordination. positive 
results should be achieved both in the nurririon research and in the nurrition 
education areas. 



(lUESTIONS Sl :Hi\lITTED BY CON(;RESSMAN STENHOLl\l (11/9/93\ 

\ATIHAI. HESOlHCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 

(lueslion I: 	 What i . ..; tnt: current breakdown of agricultural versus nonagricUltural \vork 
Illle;.tsurcd hy lustOmer. rundlng. ;.tnd/or progr:.im ~H.:[[vity). ;.tnd how will that 
ch;.tnge uncier the new ,\;RCS! . . 

Answer: 	 An intnn;.tl ;.tn:lIy.-;i.-; of SCS customers was done. earlier this year drawing on 
d;.tta trom the agency" (m;.tnClal and progress reporting systems. The analYSIS 
showed appro,\lm;.ttelv .!Il percemof the SCS sraff ye;.trs and technical 
assistance funding was elevoted to Food Security Act workload "... ith pnvate 
I:mdowilers. about 3() percent was with other agricultural and nonagricultural 
priv;.tte landowners. about 2() percent wem to working with state and local 
government agenCIes and orher Feder:.li agencies, and the remaIning 10 percent 
,vent tor work with rurJi .l·ommunnies. We \'v'ould not expect this general 
dismbuuon or SCS \..1 ientele to change as a result of the reorgamzation. 
however with SCS being more nd more recognIzed for its technical capabilities 
6n nJtural resource Inanagement issues and as Department priorities change. we 
expect the new NRCS will be called on for assistam.:e on matters that have 
~ignificant nonagricultural dimensions. 

(luestion 2: 	 If cost· sharing programs l:urrently under ASCS (e.g, ..-\CP. CRP. ew.) are 
. transferred to thene",,' NRC;S. who wil! determine; program priorities for funds 
(partlcularly with regard to Jgricultural landowners l. review project proposals. 
Jnd disburse r'und~;"! 

Answer: 	 All policy developmem and implementation. program managemem :.lnd 
oversight for tr:.lnst'erred programs will be NRCS responsibility. .-\n 
AgricultUfJI Conservation Committee' will be established at each USDA field 
service center to work directly with the NRCS to approve NRCS 
recommendations on iDdividual cost-share payments for programs transferred . 
from ASCS. The Committee will have equal representation from FSA 
county/area committees and soil and water conservation districts within the 
field servu.:e l:enter Mea and will provide a mechanism for local input into 
establishing conservation priorities. developing long-range conservation plans, 
and providing advlc,e and counsel on conservation and agricultural issues. All 
technical and financial assistance for conservation programs' would be offered 
through th~ NRCS. The ASCS payment system will be used to make cost­
share payments for those programs transferred. Funds will be provided through 
reimbursable agreements with FSA for administrative support. cost-share 
payments. and software development. 
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(2ueSlion J: 	 Does the'\RCS L:urrentiv .hJve [he technlc:li :lnd mJn:lgement L::lpJbili(1es to 

dfectj\'ei\ C~lrrY (lut these Jclditiol1Jl responsIbilities' . Please provide In 
Jccoumin" l)[ the number ot nJtlOnJL StJte. ~ll1d local level s[Jrl now- . 

L:onnected ((l~SCS I incJuciim; local non FederJI empiovees I thJt will need to 
besh I fted ((l rlie '\ ReS 

Answer: 	 Yes. \RCS I1J.\ the [echnlcJi Jlld management capabtliries [0 carryoul new 
responsibili s relJted [0 the conservJtion cost share programs. Discussions '.I 

I 
are underwJv now to detennll1e the exact number of national and state level 
starf th:lt .should be transferre'j to NRCS and the appropriate level of ' 
reimbursable. suppOrt :'\RCS ~hould provide to FSA for work that will continue 
to be h:lndled by FSA. .-\[ this time we would estimate the national and state 
level tr;Hlsfers '.Yould be Il1 the r;inge of between XOand 14{1. In addition to 
tinal deCISions Uil functional Jssignments. the number or' employees ultimately 
transtered \\ iii a Iso re rkc t the ongoin g process to find WJ ys [Q do more \vith 
less. Jnd meet vernment-wide personnel reduction goals that \vill be set Out 

in the f\timll1l\trJtion S [')')5 budl:eL 

It is important [Q note. however. that no local·level staff (including local 
nonFederJI emoloyees I wil! be s,hlfted to NRCS. These employees will remain 
in FSA l;ounty offices. working under FSA supervision. with finJncing from 
NRCS under J re!mbursJble agreement. 

. 	 . 
Questiun 4: 	 If the !'iRCS employs FSA personnel to provide adminisrrutive Jssistance to 

operate certain conservation programs. would thIS assistance be calculated into 
FSA employee's workload evaluation" ' 

Answer: 	 Yes. thi5: will be stipulated in the reimbursable agreement with the FSA. 

<2uestiun 5,: 	 Please also providedma on antIcipated reductions in papervvork ~ll1d other 

administrative re4uiremenrs anticipated JS a result of program rransfers. 


Answer: 	 Considerable opportunity exists to reduce forms. simplify procedures. 

consolidate fieid manuals. and expedite services to farmers. [n' addition. 

savings from consolidating USDA conservation programs will accrue over time. 

Although savings will be limited in FY 1994. by 1998 we anticipate 'that a total 

cumulative savings of 250-300 staff years in NRCS employment levels can be 

realized. 




{2ueSlion 6: 	 What will be the rel:H1onshio a[ the local/field office'level of NRCS employees 
to FSA ,:mployees,1 Does [he Secretary's implementation plan anticipate a 
~ingle fidel office superv1sor overseeing the work of employee~ of both 
J~encies, ur wlil [here be t\\'o separate supervisory structures at the .local level' 

Answer: 	 \RCS and FSA enlployees will be .collocated in the USDA field service center 
, and \\"111 ~~ork closely In adlllimstenng conservation programs, While the locill 

,(RCS employee will have the line authority for dealing with day-to-day 
decisions on conservation programs. we will continue to rely on FSA county 
committee non-Federal employees for administrjtive support and cost-share 
payments, We also pliln to maintain twO separate supervisory structures :u the' 
local levei, 

(luestion 7: 	 Could situiltlons occur where local NRCS employees might be assigned to 

\\lork under local FSA supervisors--and. conversely. local FSA employees 
assigned to work under ~RCS supervisors' 

,-\nswer: 	 Whlle we don't a!1ucipate these types of situations. there may be instances 
where J local field service center IS staffed only by an NRCS or FSA 
employee. " 

(luesliun X: 	 It is our understanding that SCS and ASCS currently have differing regulatory 
definitions for many terms (e,g .. cropland. farm) that could cause policy 
contlict:; at the local level.' ilnd. where, potential contlicts arise. how will they 
be resolved') 

Answer: 	 We hope to avoid these types of contli<.:ts by consolidating poli<.:ies and 

procedures for all conservation progr.ams into one field office manual. This 

will.leild to a more consistent set of regulatory definitions as well as 


, 	 . ~ . . 
conservation program policies, The local NRCS employee will have 
responsibility for resolving any poli<.:y contlicts should they arise. 

Questiun l): 	 How will FSA farm production program and policy work be coordinated with 
\IRCS l:onservation program and policy work at the lc?cal level. and. where 
potential contlicts arise. how will they be resolved'! 

Answer: 	 Much of the <.:oordination on farm production and policy work will be handled 
by the Agricultural Conservation Committee which will be equally represented 
by FSA county committees and soil and water conservation districts within the 
field service <.:enter area. The committee will serve as the interface between 
commodity and conservation activities at the local level and provide counsel 
and advice to the NRCS and FSAon conserVation and agricultural matter,s and 
could also serve as the first level of consideration in the appeal process. [n 

this way, we hope to avoid any conflicts. 



(2uestion 10: Will (he mit's or [he 10c:.Jl soil :.Jlld w:.J[er COIlServ:.Juon distrius/bo:.Jrcis need to 

be ch:.Jn~ed.Jnll ill wn:.Jl \\~IV.'-	 . 

:\ nswer: 	 111 :.Jddi[iol1 [() ,c:n.'111~ Oil [he :'\~ricultur:.J1 C\)l1sen.':.JtiOIl Commiuee. (he local 
~Oti:.Jllci \\~l[er conservation c1isrriu will continue to have [he followlll~ 
responsi hi I i [Ie.S 

Oevei.op :.J ionl.!-r:.Jnl.!e conservation plan and an annual plan of work for 
conserv:.J[ion :.Juivities within the disrriu. 

Coordinate: :.J11 	 COllsen.'aUOll :.Juivllies within [heir ciistriu. 

Establish conservation program pnonues 

.<\liminister S[:.Jte and local consen.'ation cost-share programs as appropriate . 

.-'\SSIS[ ill illlolemental1ol1 or' Federal conservation programs. 

(luestiun II: 	 Why does H.R. J 171. speCIfically prohibit (in Sec. I ()2. lines 21-23) the 
Secretarv from transferring to [he neW FSA "Lonservation programs authorized 
to be asslgneci [0 [he INRCS I by section 4() I of this Ad"! 

Answer: 	 This language is not meant to prohibit the transfer of these conservation 
programs to the FSA by the Secretary. Rather the language was intended to 

highlight the proposal to retain these programs in the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. 

<luestiun 12: 	 We understand that USDA intends to collocate NRCS in the same orlices 
where FSA is located in the field. How will the NRCS programs be delivered 
-- both 1:0 agncultural and nonagricultural custOmers -- in areas where 
agricultural activity does not warrant a FSA office! 

Answer: 	 In certain locations where agricultural activity is limited but where demand for 
conservation programs is sufficiently high. a N"RCS office will operate alone 
without a counterpart FSA office. 

http:Oevei.op
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<1UEST[ONS SCH,vlITTED HY CON(;RESSMAN STENHOLivJ (llI9/93) 

\IARKFTI:\(; A:\J) I"iSPECTION SERVIC.ES (SEC. 50t I 

(2ucstinll I: 	 \1Jn\ ;1;; ulturJI Illteres[S have ljuesrioned your reJsoning tn cOl1lbil1lng the 
Packers JIlCl SwckvJrds ..l.dminisrration {PS,"") with the Federal GrJin 
InspeCtlOll .-;cr\icc: I FG IS I illlO J "Ingle Jgency. What commonJlities do the 
I \VO J ~t:l1C le\ "hJre thJt 11lJke the in cand idates for (onsol idation! 

Answer: 	 The\' ~li'e bnth vcrv "mJII agencies. The Federal Grain Inspection Service was 
establIShed bv (he Gr:llll StJndards .""ct·,n IY7A. The Packers Jnd Stockyards 
..l.dmilllstrJtion \\J\ reorganrzed as a separate agency in IYX I. ..l.s you know. 
Jt one ume. they \I...·ere bOlh divisions of the Agricultural Marketing Service. 
We reJt:cted the Jitern;.)uve at reestablishing them as divisions of the 
..l.gricuIIUrJi :\brkel1ng Service due to the lack of sufficient visibility for these 
Impon;'\111 Jctivities.We expect to achieve administrative s;.)vings by 
(ombining lhese twO Sill;.) 1 1 JL:enCles. 

()uestioll ,. 	 If food s;.Irety is conSidered such ;.)n important part of USDA's work. why 
does your proposed reorganization plan not make it more visible by separating 
this work from farm marketing and promotion activities and elevating FSIS 
;'lI1d other food safety programs to an independent assistant or under secretary 
for food safety' Did you consider this option!' 

Answer: 	 We evaluated J wide r:1I1ge of organizational options ;.Ind spent J great deal of 
time on these Issues. The i\ssistant Secretary for Marketing and Inspection 
Services indit:ates that he has spent abom ~() percent of his time on these 
issues. The USDA Jgem;ie.~ have been dire<.:ted to develop J farrn-to-table 

. approach for ensuring that consumers will continue to have the safest food 
supply pOSSible. We are on track to revoimionize the inspection system by 
imroducing risk-based inspection principles. FSIS is being reorganized to 

emphasize its public health mission by encouraging sound science and new 
technol.ogies to ensure food safety. The farm marketing and promotion 
a<.:tivities 111 the Agricultural Marketing Service do not undercut our 
commitment [0 protecting public health. The personnel administering the 
marketing and promotion activities are separated from the a<.:tions of the meat 
and poultry inspectors, Obviously, at some point in the organization. a policy 
official would have joint responsibilities. However. we did not see a need to 

establish a separate sub<.:abinet officer for food safety. 

http:Jctivities.We
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(2UESTIOi'S 	SnnHTTED HY U)i'I(;RESSi\L\\, STEi\HOLM (11I9f!JJI 

f.l:ESE:\I<CH .-\~J) EXTENSION (2UESTIONS 

<2ueslilln: . I. 'It the EUH10IlliL Re"e:.ln.:h Sc:rvlLe (ERS) \\ iii be reporting to :.In A:;:;i~wnr 
Secretaf\ ;or Re:--eafcn and Econornics. will there be one Of tv.o Deputy A~sistam 
Secrec.Htes--une tor honomu.::; (ERS. :-iASS. World Board!. Jnd one for ARS. 
CSRS. ["tensIOn. and the National Agm:ulmral Library (NALr' 

Answer: 	 Our curren[ Dian:; 11H:lucle one Deputy Assi·swm Secrecary for Research. Education 
and Econollllc". We \\illcaretully consider the qualifications of the individual in 
that position III re::ltion to the A~sistant Secretary to assure appropri:lte policy 

·d.irectlon tll tile total set of rc:se:.trch. educ;J[i~n and econOlnJcS progr:l!TIs. 

()ueslion: 	 Since .c\RS t." iarger in budget and stJtf than the other units combined. some are 1 

conc'erned lhJt [his holds the potenu:ll of cre:lting:ln unbal:.:tnced rebtionship 
~IITIongthe nrlOus AdministrJtors. one fJvormg the current ARS philosophy and 
mis~ion I including ~l reli:.Jl1Le on centralized deCision making) over that of the 
State cooper:ltors. What \vdl be the working relationship between the in-house. 
Jnd Stute. re~eJrch JnG e",tenSlOn r·unc(1ons! 

Answer: 	 Our piJn provides tor integrating the program staffs from the former ARS. CSRS. 
and E"'tension Into mission onented units. Therefore. the fonner agem:y 
admini~crator positions would not e,\ist under the f~gri<.:ultur:.ll Researi.:h and 
EducJlion Service tARES). By imegrating the staffs. we expect to better 
coord inate n~sear<.:h and edu<.:ation funcdons :lnd also provide ;.tppropriate balance 
to in-house and extramural operations, We also plan to mainly-in dose 
relationships \vith the States through liaison staffs that will serve as primary 
contact points within ARES. 

(2uestiun: .3. 	 Will there need to be an additional layering of adminisrration to servi<.:e the 
substantially different funcnons of ARS. CSRS. and ES? Why or why not? Will 
each of the units now headed by an l\dminisrrator continue to be headed by an· 
Adminimatof! 

Answer: 	 We do not plan to have any additional layers of administration. [n fact. our plan. 
would result in significant consolidation of program planning and administrative 
support fun<.:tions.. By integrating program staffs along mission lines. we can 
avoid duplication of supervision for the research and education functions. We do 
nor plan to have adminisrrators as currently exisL Instead. we will have relatively 
small offices thar will serve to coordinate with and manage pro~rams available to 
the different clientele groups such as our State cooperators for research and 
extension. 
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(lue~til)n: 4. 	 It existing units (.ARS. ERS. etc. I. :lfe combined or Split up. \\hat :ue the criteria 
upon \\hlch these ciechions "ili be based.' 

\nswer: 	 Our ckclSio.ns regardln~ the details ot the new ofganlZ:.ltlOn afe being driven by 
I)ur desire {-O achieve benefits ot a closer relationship among research. education 
and eC0l10r11lcs (unctions Benefits Wlil include :.l synergIstic dfec( from closer 
pro'gr:.l1Tl pl:.ll1nlng ~md cOorciinauon and more efficientprovision ot administrative 
"ervices, We will m:.lke this h:.lppen by combining closely related program 
tuncllons. "uch :.lS planning st:.lrIs for researc.h and education progr;'lIns. IIltO one 
entity. Sitnlbfly: \\e ,He consoirdating the :.ldminisuatlve support functions inco 
one organization as a means to save resources ,wd proVIde a consistent level of 
suppOrt across these programs 

<1uestion: J. 	 As you kllOW, only 2()0'c or' the State and local Extension budget derives trom the 
Federal level. :.lrid Cooper,mve Research is Similarly funded. [f Extension (lnci . 
Cooperative Research Jre combined with another unit. what implicatIons does this 
hJve tor reseJfch Jnd extension work at the local level! \'lore speCifically. how 
do you propose to continue to be the nJtion;.d coordin;aor of the nJtional 
Cooperative Extensi~n System Jnd the natlonal Cooperative Research System 
under the proposed plan! 

Answer: 	 There should be liule (jirect impact on research and Extension work at the local 
level. \Ve pLtn to establish liaison units within the new Agricultural Research 
and Education Service to specifically relate to the. research and Extension units at 
the State level. This will assure the continuation of the partnership that ,has been 
J critical feature of the success of these programs. [n fact.' our new organization, ' 
with its combined planning starT will result in better coordination between 
Federal and state research and extension. 

(luestiun: 6. 	 The proposed consolidation or' agencies presently under Science and Education 
JPpears' to forni a very large service similar to the Science and Education 
,Administration that was attempted and abandoned in the, l~te IY70's. [n what 
ways does the proposed new organization differ from this earlier effort'! 

Answer: 	 The new organization will differ from the old Science and Education 
Admini.stration (SEA) in at least two significant ways: First. the new organization 
wi II have fewer administrative levels and significantly less resources devoted to 
overhead staffs. For example, under SEA. the old agency structures with thei.r 
administrator's offices remained essentially in place with a superstructure placed 
over them. Second. in the new organization we will fuliy integrate program staffs 

, from the existing agencies, \vhereas under SEA program smffs remained separate. 
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()ueslion: I. \Vill tile riL"uiturJI ReseJrch Jnd EducJtlon ::len'lce continue to include lhefull 

mission 01 the Extension Service JS Juthorizeci bv [he Smith-Lever Act ---;uch JS 

J:;riculture. c'conomiL·s. -1--H JI1(1 vouth'development. fJmliy economiCS. etc . .' 

.-\nswer: Yes. \\e Intenci to Illdude the rull mission or the,Extenslon Service JS Juthorized 
by the Smith Lever A,Lt \\ithin the A:;riculturJI Reseirch Jnci Educ~tion Service. 

,(Juestion: X. The I Xl)U'.-; unlversitv system hJS a long history of focusing on uncierprivileged 

youth Jnd fJmliie:-.. L' nder the proposed structure. how wi II these co lieges 
maintJin these missions I 

Answer: The lXlJ() ul1lverslty -;ystem wiil continue to maintain important missions related 

to underprivileged youth Jnci fJITIllies. In Lll.:!. under the new organization. the 
L"onsoliciJred plJnmngtunction should provide new opportunities for those 

insrituuons to expJnd their progrJms in coordination with other research and 
extension efforts. 



(lLJESTI();\S SnnllTTEDBY CON(;RESS:vlA:\ STENHOL;\( (Il/t)il)j) 

(ITHER ISSLES 

(lueSlion:l. 	 How d\leS the Dep:.lrunent Illtend to cont!nue to :.tbide by the Food. 
,-\~riculllJfe, ClII1Ser\·JUOll. :.llld TrJde Act or' 1l)l)(lISecllon 25()I(gH.lll for 
'consolHbted suboffices' II) be located in tribal headlluJIters' offices In 

counties where IndiJn reserv:.ttions Jre loc:.tted" 

Answer: 	 The Dc[lanmenr has c\t:lblished aboU[ 50 such suboffices and is continuinc. to . ' 

\I.ork \\ un the tribes. lhrou~h the Food and Agriculture Councils. to 
~ 

implement (hi" F.-\CT . .J..ct provIsion. The proposed reorganization should, 
h:.tve IHl ,ertect on this ;t!T:.tm.!ement. 

(lueslion:' 	 What other Juions Jre \llU LOl1templaung which \\'ouldimprove the 
Jvaibbllity ~I'llciJccess ul' LSDA progr:.tmsto Native .t.\meric:l11 rarmersand 
r;,mchers.' ' 

Answer: 	 'Jative :\ll1eflC:.l1l LlfIners :.llld ranchers. like other custOmers of USDA 
services. will sh:.lre in the benefits of the improved efficiency and greater 
service-oflent:.ttion ot the proposed reorganization. In addition. in 
:.tdminisl:erin~ its vJrious programs. the DepJItment will emphasis outreach 
;md assist:.lnce [0 socially disadvantaged and underserved groups. The 
Dep:.trtmem \,'1 II '-llso continue to work with the tr~bes on certain special 
'-lrrangements. such as using (he existing F:mners Home Administration Office 
in Arizona :.IS a focal point for loan making and servicing for the Navajo 
'Janon. 



QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN E (Kika) DE LA GARZA 

Question 1: How specifically does the Department plan to involve the unions in the 
process of reorganizing the proposed Farm Service Agency, the 
Department as a whole, and in the process of reinventing Government? 
Will the Department reopen the plans that have been presented today to 
provide the employee unions with an opportunity for input? 

Answer: 	 Deputy Under Secretary (and Interim Chairperson of the Farm Service 
Agency" Reorganization) Dallas Smith is meeting with union 
representatives ofthe three affected agencies on December 10, 1993. 
Union representatives will be invited to participate as members of the 
various work groups. Unions will have ample opportunity to be ,involved 
in the full scope of reorganization efforts. 

Question 2: It is my understanding that the USDA Partnership Council met last week, 
and that It included representatives from the National Federal for Federal 

. Employees and the American Federation for Government Employees. 
Do you intend to include other unions that represent USDA employees, 

.' such as the National Treasury Employees .Union and the American 
Federal ot State, County, and Municip.al Employees? If not, why? 

Answer: In accordance with Executive Order 12871 partnership councils will be 
estabJished at the level of recognition unless the local union is not 
interested in participating in a Partnership Council. Representatives of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Federation of Federal 
Employees, and American Federation of Government Employees entered 
into an Partnership Agreement on December 1 t 1993. These two unions 
are the only unions that have recognition at the Department level. The 

. National Treasury Employees Union, the American Federation of State, '! 

County, and Municipal Employees, and the other unions that do not have 
Department recognition on the Department Partnership Council will form 
partnership councils at the level of their recognition. 

http:Municip.al
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.Question 3: Can' you provide an update on the status of implementation of Executive 
. Order 12871 (attached)? How is the Department going to address those 

needs (how to improve service delivery to Department customers and 
. emploYBes) as they affect reorganization? How will the Department 
work with the unions to formulate these effects? 

Answer: 	 As indicated in the response to question number 2, the Department 

entered into a formal written partnership agreement with two unions. On 

December 8, 1993, all agencies of the Department that have recognized 

unions were advised to form partnership councils at the appropriate level 

of reco~lnition. 


In addition, impacted unions will be given an opportunity to participate as 
partners in all matters involving the reorganization as well as many other 
issues affecting the conditions of employment This Department is 
committed to fulfilling the obligations of Executive Order 12871 including 
collective bargaining on appropriate matters. 

Question 4: 	Tne proposed plan for reorganization calls for the reduction of at least 
7 ,500 fE~deral staff years (6.7 percent)'and by at least 1,000 staff years of 

. non-Federal employment in USDA county offices over 5 years. Will 
other supervisory pOSitions be reduced by the same amount? Can you 
provide information on how and when these reductions will be 
Implen1i3nted, and to what extent will unions be involved in the process? 

Answer: 	 We expect supervisory positions for the Department will be reduced. 
Over the five year period of FY 1994-1998, we have· estimated a 
reduction of about 10 percent in G8-14's, 15's and 8ES positions. We 
will be making staff reductions beginning in FY1994 and continuing to 
FY 1998 to meet the 7500 staff. year reduction target. As noted 
previously, we will work with the employee union's through partnership 
councils. 

I 
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Title J-	 Executive Order 12871 of October 1. 1993 

The President 	 Labor-Management Partnerships 

. The involvement of Federal Government employees and their union rep­
resentatives is essential to achieving the National Performance Review's 
Government reform objectives. Only by changing the nature of Federal labor­
management relations. so that managers. employees. and employeeS' .elected 
union representatives serve as partners will it be possible to design and 
implement comprehensive changes necessary to reform Government. Labor­
management partnerships will champion change in Federal Government agen­
cies to transform them into organizations capable of delivering the highest 
quality services to the American people. 

By the authority vested in me as· President by the Constitution and the 
laws of the United States. including section 301 of title 3. United States 
Code~ and in order to establish a new form of labor-management relations 
throughout the executive branch to promote the prinCiples and recommenda­
tions adopted as a result of the National Performance Review. it is hereby 
ordered: . 

Section 1. TlII': NATIO::-<AL P.UtT:-:l::lt.'iIllP COUi\1,1L. (a) Establishment and Mem­
bership. There is established the National Partnership Council ("Council"). 
The Council shall comprise the following members appointed by the Presi­
dent: . 

(1) Director of the Office of Personn!3I'Management ("OPM"); 

(2) Deputy Secretary of Labor: 

(3) Deputy Director for Management. Office of Management and Budget; 

(4) Chair. Federal Labor Relations Authority; 

(5) Federal Mediation and Conciliation Director; 

(6) President. American Federation' of Government Employees. AFL­
00; . 

(7) President. National. Federation of Federal Employees; 

(8) President. National Treasury Employees Union: 

(9) Secretary-Treasurer of the Public Employees Department. AFL-CIO; 
a~ . 

. (10) A deputy Secretary or other officer with department- or agency­
wide authority from two executive departments or agencies (hereafter collec­
tively "agency"), not otherwise represented on tP.e CounciL 

Members shall have 2-yeer terms on the Council. which maybe extended 
by the PresidenL·· . 

(b) Responsibilities and Functions. The Council shall advise the President 
on matters involving labor-management relations in the executive branch. 
Its activities shall Include: 

. 	 (1) supporting the creaUon of labor-management partnerships and pro­
moting partnership efforts 1n the executive branch. to the extent permitted 
by law: . 

l 
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. (2) proposing to the' President by January 1994 statutory changes nec­

essary to achieve the objectives of this order. including legislation consistent 

with the National' Perfonnance Review's recommendations for the creation 

of a flexible and responsive hiring system and the reform of the General 

Schedule classifkation system: 


(3 I collecting and disseminating information about. and providing guid­
ance on. partnership efforts in the executive branch. including results 

. achieved. to the extent permitted by law; , " ' 

(4) utilizing the expertise of individuals both within and outside the 

Federal Government to foster partnership arrangements: and 


(5) working With the President's Management Council toward reform 

consistent with the National Performance Review's recommendations 

throughout the executive branch. 


(c) Administration. (1) The President shall designate a member of the 
. Council who is 	a full-time Federal employee to serve as Chairperson. The 
responsibilities of the Chairperson shall include scheduling meetings of 
the Council.. ' , 

(2) Council shall seek input from nonmember Federalagencies~ particu­

larly smaller agencies.. It also may. from time to time. invite experts from 

the private and public sectors to submit Information. The Council shall 

also seek input from companies. nonprofit organizations. State and local 

governments. Federal Government employees. and customers of Federal Gov" 

emment services. as needed. 


(3) To the extent permitted by law and subject to the availability of 
appropriations. OPM shall provide such facilities. support. and administrative 
services to the Council as the Director of OEM deems appropriate. 

(4} Members o[ the Council shall serve without compensation for their 
work on the Council. but shall be allowed travel expenses. including per 
diem in lii:m of subsistence. as authorized by law. for persons serving intermit­
tently in Government' service. 

(5) All agencies shall. to the extentpermiHed by law. provide to the 
Council such assistance. information. and advice as the Council may request. 

(d) General. (1) I have determined that the Council shall be established 
in .compliance with the Federal AdVisory Committee Act. as amended (5 
U.S.C. App. 21. 

. (2) Notwithstanding any other executive order. the functions of the 
President under the Federal Advisory Committee Act. as amended. except 
that of reporting to the Congress. that are applicable to the Council. shall 
be performed by the Director of OPM. in accordance with guidelines and 
procedures issued by the Administrator of General Services. 

(3) The Council shall exist for a period of 2 years from the date of ! 

this order. unless extended. 

(4) Members of the Council who are not otherwise officers. or employees 
of the Federal Government shall serve in a representative capacity and 
shall not be considered special Government employees for any purpose. 
Sec. 2. blPLElIENTATlON OF LABoR-~L,",\lAUE)'EST P,\RT:o.:F.R.SIIIPl:; THROUGIIOUT 
TIlE EX.:ECUTIVE BRANCH. The head of each agency subject to the provisions 
of chapter 71 of title 5. United States Code shall: . 

(a) create labor-management partnerships by forming labor-management 
committees or councils at appropriate levels. or adapting existing councils 
or committees if such groups exist. to help reform Government: 

(b) Involve employees and their union representatives as full partners 
with management representatives to identify problems and craft solutions 
to better serve the agency's customers and mission: 

(e) provide systematic training of appropriate agency employees (including" 
line managers. first liile supervisors. and union representatives who are : 
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Federal employees) in consensual methods of dispute resolution. such as; 
alternative dispute resolution techniques and interest-based bargaining ap­
proaches: 

(d) negotiate over the subjects set forth in 5 U.S.c. 7106(b)(1). and instruct' 
subordinate officials to do the same: and . 

(e) evaluate progress and improvements in organizational performance 
resulting from the labor-management partnerships. 

Sec. 3. ~o ADMI:-.IISTRATIVE OR JUDICIAL RE\1EW. This order is intended only 

to improve the internal management of the executive branch and is not 

intended to. and does not. create any right to administrative or judicial' 

review, or any other right. substantive or procedural. enforceable by a party: 

against the United States. its agencies or instrumentalities. its officers or: 

employees. or any other person. 


TIlE \VHITE HOUSE, 
October 1. 1993. 

IfR Doc. 93-24751 

Filed 1()...4..-gJ: a:oo pm/ 

Billing code lt95-<l1-M 
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QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN STENHOLM 
FSA-.;.NRCS--LOCAL OPERATIONS. 

Question 1: 	We had asked for data on anticipated reduction in paperwork and other 
administrative requirements as a result of cost-share program transfers 
to the new conservation agency. In response, you state .that 
"consiclerable opportunity exists to reduce forms, simplify procedures, 
consolidate field manuals, and expedite services to farmers." Please 
elaborate on this statement. For example, walk me through how an 
application for ACP funding will be processed in the future, compared 
with how it's done currently. . 

Answer: 	 Current ACP sign-up procedure requires a prbducer to make a request 
for cost-share assistance through the Agriculture Stabilization and 
Conservation Service (ASCS). ASCS provides the initial assistance to 
the producer to describe the resource problem and determine a solution. 
ASCS forwards the referral to the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) to 
make a field review of needs and feasibility. SCS inventories the 
situation and provides a finding and recommendation to ASCS.ln some 
cases, practices originally requested do not solve the conservation . 
problem and producers must amend their application. The ASCS County 
Committee reviews SCS's findings and recommendation contained on 
Form AD-862 and acts to approve' or disapprove the cost-share request. 

! • 

If approved, the producer is notified they may .begin practice installation. 
SCS provides design and lay-out assistance to apply the practice. If a 
significant change in units of a practice is needed, or an extension of 

, time to complete a practice is needed, ASCS authorization is required. 
After SCS certified that the practice meets standards and specifications, 
ASCS issues the payment. . 

Our approach to this transfer has the primary goal of insuring any 
changE~s are transparent to our customer. The producer will apply for 
assistance at the USDA Field Office Service Center. The application will 
be handled by the local FSA non-Federal employee(s) as outlined in the 
reimbursable agreement between the Natural Resources Conservation 
ServicE~ (NRCS) and the local FSA county committee. The current, 
informal cooperation between ASCS and SCS will be formalized by this 

. agreenlent and will identify the administrative and check writing services 
providE!d by the local FSA office, and how it wiU interact with t,he local 
NRCS employee on policy questions. Once the NRCS has completed' 
the necessary administrative work, with assistance from the local FSA 
office, and the necessary technical assistance for design and 
implementation of a practice, the appropriate form will be passed to the 
FSA forpayment to the customer. 



4 

With thfj transfer of policy and procedural responsibilities to the NRCS, 
the immediate gains will be in eliminating the passing of paperwork back 
and fonh between the two agencies. When the Info Share system is 
installed the transfer of information will be greatly simplified and will allow 
these transfers to occur electronically. The number of forms to be filled 
out by applicants will be reduced in the first year from the current 14 to 
approximately 7 and our ultimate goal is to reduce this to just one form. 

We feel there are many opportunities to improve the delivery to this 
program over time. Also, as we begin to take a more holistic approach 
to farm and ranch planning, it is a natural progression that opportunities· 
to better utilize cost share assistance can be identified during the 
planning process. This approach would allow this valuable tool to be 
used YHar round in addressing natural resource needs and initiatives. 

Question 2: 	 Regarding the selection of local Farm. Service Agency supervisors--you 
state that the person "would be"appointed on the basis of merit 
irrespective of whether he 'or she is a Federal employee or an ASCS 
county office employee.". Exactly who will be responsible for appointing' 
this supervisor initially? Will the local committees be making these initial 
selections? 

Answer: The le~lislation for reorganization provides that there will continue to be 
local county committees. However, these committees will include five 
members, of which three will be elected and two will be appointed. The 

'Iocal committee will continue to be responsible for making the initial 
selections of the Farm Se.rvice Agency county office supervisors .. 

Question 3: You discussed the Info Share program in your testimony on page seven. 
Your employees have told us repeatedly that saving money and 
improving services to farmers will remain out of reach--no matter how 
you shuffle the organizational boxes--as long as your computers can't 
talk to each other. How many years away are we from having a system 
of common data bases, farm record systems, and agency accounting 
records? Will it be done before,or after you have merged farm services 
offices. 	 . . 
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Answer: USDA is performing pilot tests within the Info Share Program for 
comm'on client data bases, farm record data bases and agency 
,accounting reco'rds. These pilots will be evaluated by September 1994 
to determine what should be implemented nationwide. Nationwide 
'implementation of beneficial pilots could take up to 2-3 years. Every 
effort will be made to integrate national implementation plans with the 
creation of Field Office Service. Centers. Current systems wi.11 be 
maintained and provisions ~ill be made for interim solutions to provide 
linkages of curr\3nt systems to assure smooth transition without 
interruption of program delivery. 

Question 4: What quality of service can a client expect to receive when his or her 
application for a farm credit loan is being taken and processed by 
someone who has only worked in the past on ASCS commodity 
programs? 

Answer: 	 All employees of FSA will be cross-trained to process all programs within 
its juriscliction. Applications will be received at any USDA Field Office 
Service Center. and the processing of this application and th~ servicing 
of any subsequent loan will be managed by fully trained persorjnel. Most 
Service Centers Will have a loan specialists on site .. For those without 
full-time loan specialists arrangements for servicing will be made with 
speCialists in nearby Service Centers. 
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QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN STENHOLM 
LOCAL COMMITTEES AND DECISION MAKING 

Question 1: 	You state that having appointment authority for the FSA local committees 
would ElnSUre that no portion of a service area would be denied 
representation on the committee, and also it would permit the addition of 
nonfarmers with expertise in agricultural finance, law or management. 
Why couldn't these objectives be accomplished through a carefully 
thought-out election process? 

Answer: 	 Althou9h elections are a democratic and inclusive process, portions of 
the farrning community are historically more active in seeking a presence 
in elected bodies. FmHA has made every effort to actively engage the 
minority communities in both the nomination and election processes. 
The nomination of non-farm professionals with appropriate expertise has 
also been promoted. However, because of. the majority rule and election 
turnout. it is difficult to ensure elected committee members will refiectthe 
broadest possible community representation. 

Question 2: 	Please elaborate on who will choose these 5,000 appointed members 
(two for each of the 2,500 service areas). 

Answer: 	 The appointed committee members will be approved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, or his' or her designee. Nominations are solicited and 
acceptl3d from within the community where the vacancy exists. 

Question 3: 	 How will local elected committee members be nominated? 

Answer: 	 The nomination process for local elected committee members will not 
changH with the reorganization. The nomination process includes the 
postin£1 of notices in local newspapers and public bUildings, and contacts 
with community leaders. Nominations are solicited and accepted from 
within "the local community where the committee vacancy exists. 
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QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN STENHOLM 
CREDIT 

Question 1:1 understand there are currently about 1,700 Farmers Home . 
Administration county offices. How will you decide which ones will be 
mergeejinto farm service centers, and how will those .offices' rural 
housin9 loans them be covered? Conversely, what will you do' to ensure· 
that farm borrowers are serviced in a situation where a county office's 
workload is greater in housing than in agriculture, and it becomes a rural 
development office? . 

Answer: 	 USDA field offices were examined for type and volume of caseload, 
location, geograpl-lic limitations, and proximity to other USDA office 
locations. When the final decision is made, all of these factors will be 
considBred as well as under served potential clients and new demands 
based on changing economic conditions. Services available to rural 
housing applicants and borrowers are not expected to change 
significantly. Depending upon geographic constraints and volume 
demands, certain program services may be available part time' at USDA 
service centers. The number of points of service may actually increase 
as field office employees complete cross-training in order to provide 
basic program information at all USDA locations. 

Question 2: Under your rural development structure, each State director will get their 
. policy guidance from three different agencies, and in turn will have to 
direct three differe'nt sets of programs within their State. If I were a State 
director, how will I determine my priorities when I get three rush jobs at 
the sarne time from three different Administrators? 

Answer: .Program priorities will be established by the Administration. The State 
. directors are presently responsible for delivering programs of two distinct 
agencies, FmHA and RDA. They are rated by both the FmHA . 
Administrator and the RDA Administrator. It conflicts arise, resolution will 
be negotiated through the, Office of the Under Secretary. 
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QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN STENHOLM 
CREDIT 

Question 3. 	 Please cjescribe the future status and role of the 50 State Rural 
Development advisory councils, initiated during the previous 
Administration, under your proposal. . 

Answer: The State Rural Development Councils are designed to be a non­
partisan coordinating body for Federal, State, and local government 
activities' and resolve intergovernmental program conflicts within the 
state. They are established by a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the Secretary of Agriculture and the Governor of the State. and 
are jointly funded. Currently, thirty-seven councils are operational with' 
thirteen more pending approval of their MOUs.· The Administration plans 

. to continue its support of the councils. Their role of coordination and 
collaboration is not expected to change. 
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QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN STENHOLM 
OTHER QUESTIONS 

Question 1: This subcommittee next week begins a long series of field hearings, and 
topic number one will be whose office will be axed, and whose will be 
saved. Wh<;l.t can we tell them about the status of office closing and 
consolidations, which are such a fundamental element of restructuring 
and a major source of budget savings? . 

Answer: 	 Under our proposal, each State will be assigned an optimum number of 
USDA Field Office Service Centers. USDA customers will be served at 
one location by a minimum of two new agencies: the Farm Service 
Agency and the Natural Resources Conservation Service. In addition 
other a~lencies such as the Rural Housing and Community Development 
Service will be collocated whenever possible. 

When the plan is implemented we will have fewer locations. We are 
planninfl to have about 2.500 Field Office Service Centers nationwide. 
We will continue to work with the State Food and Agriculture Councils to 
determine how to best reorganize, collocate and merge the offices within 
their arElas of jurisdiction. We plan to make the field office changes over 
approximately a three year periodafte'r headquarters is reorganized. 
Although reductions are planned in staffing at field and at headquarters, 
these changes are intended to be made through attrition and the use of 
the Administrations' proposed early-out authority.' 

Question 2: What is the ratio of USDA supervisors to non supervisory employees 
currently, and what will it be upon completion of your reorganization? 

Answer: 	 The information follows. 
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QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN ROBERTS 


Question 1: Why is lhe Department expanding the size of the county/area committee 
for the FSA from three to five members? Why are two members to be 
appointE~d? What are the criteria for these two appointments; H.R. 3171 
says 'fairly representative of farmers in the county or area", what does 
this mean? Will they be farmers? How many appointments would have 
to be made? Are these essentially going to be political appointments? 

Answer: 	 BeCaUSE! both FmHA and ASCs currently have county committees, the 
FSA will consolidate these committees into one. The Secretary will 
appoint two members to ensure diversity and reflect the broadest 
possible community representation. These appointees may be farmers 
or other agricultural professionals. Two appointments will be made to 
each of the 2500 county committees. 

Question 2: 	The documents USDA provided yesterday indicate that you intend to cut 
more than 1,000 positions from the field operations of .the new NRCS. 
This will come despite the fact that the Soil Conservation Service has 
complained for several years that they are 5,000 staff years short of the 
field personnel they need to carr-y out the requirements of the 1985 and 
1990 Farm Bills. From what my farmers have .told me there is in fact a 
serious shortage of SCS troops. . 

A few months ago the Secretary talked about consolidating the public 
affairs and congressional liaison functions of the various agencies into a 
single d3partmental structure with considerable savings in staff years. 
The staff charts you sent yesterday still show every agency with its own 
press and Hill liaison staffs. What happened to the Secretary's original 
idea? Just how many people are employedin these functions by the· 
various agencies of the Department? Is this really the wisest use of 
personnel at the same time you are projecting steep cuts in service to 
farmers? 

Answer: 	 The Secretary decided that the Departmental level offices of public 
affairs and congressional relations should remain separate to ensure 
adequate coverage of the functions. Rather than combining these ' 
offices, we have decided to focus on streamlining the offices' activities at 
the Department level· and in the agencies. 

For the Office of Congressional Relations ot.irgoal is to streamline and 
provide greater efficiencies and coordination in the Department's 
intergovernmental activities. Our proposal recognizes the need for better 
coordin~ltion 	and streamlining,by transferring the Office of . 
Intergovernmental Affairs to the Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
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Relations. This will allow for greater efficiency and will eliminate 
'duplicative efforts. 

The rol.e of congressional relations will include all levels of government. 
The Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations will have 
responsibility for creating strong relationships with Congress, state and 
local gc;)vernments, Native Americans and Alaska Native tribes and will 
be charged with implementing overall coordination of department· 
legislative and intergovernmental relations activities. 

In addition to the 12 professional legislative affairs positions in the Office 
of Conwessional Relations, 48 full time equivalent legislative affairs 
professional positions are located in the agencies. These agency 
personnel are responsible for obtaining timely and accurate information 
for mernbers of Congress regarding matters under the jurisdiction of 
individual agencies. They respond to both written correspondence and 
telephone inquires from Members of Congress regarding matters under 
the jurisdiction of the individual agencies. They also conduct research on 
legislative activities for policy-making officials within USDA. The 
workload for these individuals increases each year. For example the 
1993 calendar year to date, USDA has received almost 7,000 pieces of 
congressional correspondence. This compares to approximately 6,000 
for 1992. This figure does not include the congressional correspondence 
written directly to the agencies and sub-cabinet members. 

Currently, there are approximately 1,000 public affairs employees in the 
Department. About 65 percent of these employees are in the field and 
provide direct services to the public. For example, many of the 
Department's public affairs staff work for the Forest Service in the field. 
These '3mployees deal with issues such as public inquires about specific 
timber sales, as well as questions about the availability of firewood and 
all manner of local issues. 

For tl-lis area our goal is to achieve at least a 15 percent reduction in· 
staffing over the next five years and streamline the way the function is 
carried out in the Department. Some activities will be removed from the 
agenciE~s and centralized to provide services more efficiently. Some 
public affairs staffing will remain in the six mission areas because the 
public will be better served by personnel who have a day-to-day 
familiarity with the issues in the agencies. One of the primary and 
historic missions of the Department is providing information to farmers 
and other constituents. Secretary Espy is committed to strengthening 
that goal through his reorganization. 
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As a matter of note, we are not projecting deep cuts in service to . 
farmers, although we are projecting a reduction in staffing. We plan to 
actually improve service through the creation of the Field Office Service 

. Centers and other improvements in the management of USDA. 

Question 3: You propose merging the staffs of FmHA and ASCS onto the new FSA. 
This will mean minglingfede'ral service workers with local county 
emploYE!es in the same organization. Since you do not propose 
converting either group to the other type of service, how will this 
structum work in the future? When new employees are hired into th-e 
FSA field structure to replace resigned or retired staff, will they be hired 
through the federal service or will they be hired as local county 
employ6!es? If there are future reduction of force, how will you manage' 
the reductions when some workers have retention rights and ottiers don't 
in the same office? . 

Answer: 	 We will be meeting with representatives of county personnel professional 
organizations and unions to address these concerns. They will help us 
determine how these problems should be addressed for the mutual 
benefit of all employees. 

Question 4: There are 14,000 field offices in the Department, of which about 7,000 
are the farm service field offices. The other half represent the Forest 
service, AMS, APHIS, and the Food and Nutrition Service and a host of 
other agencies. There was a similarstreamlinin'g plan for these agencies 
that are not directly involved in farmer program delivery nearly completed 
this time last year. Is there going to be a'iist of proposed office closing 
to streamline the other half of the USDA field structure, or is streamlining 
only for farmers? When will this be accomplished? . 

Answer: 	 The streamlining plan for the Department does include all field offices, 
not just those for farmers. The general time frame planned is over a 
three year period. 

Concerning your statement that about half of the field agencies are the 
farm service offices, we estimate that SCS, ASCS, FCIC, ES, and FmHA 
comprisH about 12,000 of the 14,000 field offices. This estimate includes 
about 3,600 Extension Service Offices the are under the jurisdiction and 
control of the cooperating State Land-Grant University and most are 
supported by local governm!3nts. 

Question 5: The reconciliation package. passed last summer contained $739 million in 
savings from changes in the county-based field structure. This large 
figure comes from making changes and letting the savings allover the 
country add up over time. It is now nearly three months into the fiscal 
year. How long can you wait and still achieve the savings you claimed·. 
this summer with out taking draconian personnel actions? 
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Answer:' Although the House Reconciliation Bill contained a provision which would 
have directed the Secretary to consolidate personnel and field, regional, 
and national offices to achieve savings of $500 million over four years 
beginning in FY 1995, this provision was not included in the final bill that 
was enacted .. Nevertheless, we believe if the Secretary's proposed 
Reorganization Bill is enacted promptly next year, we will achieve at least 
the savings included the Reconciliation Bill. 

Question 6: You stated before the Subcommittee that much of thee administrative 
improvHments to be accomplished with technology improvements will be 
dependent on support from Congress for funding? Experience with 
attempts to improve data processing capabilities at Farmer's Home ~ 
Administration has demonstrated that such modernization is difficult and 
expensive .. What portion of the projected savings is to be derived from 

. these tl3chnological improvements? How much funding over what period 
of time will be necessary to fulfill your goals? Do you have a 
comprehensive plan in place? If not, when do you expect this to be 
completed? 

Answer: 	 Major new technology improvements will be dependent upon support 
from Congress for funding. Projected cost avoidance of 
$1.3 billion through the Info Share program, is the result of consolidation 
6f procurements for field office systems ..For the Info Share program the 
current estimate of funding requirements is $2.6 billion, over a life cycle 
of 8 years .. In addition to the USDA IRM StrategiC Plan, the Info Share 
managBment team has a comprehensive plan in place for the program 
and its component initiatives. 
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QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN POMEROY 

. 	 . 

Over the last few yea.rs, the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation has developed a 
unique relationship with the private insurance sector. Because the data systems of 

. both FCIC and the private sector has to be integrated to ensure accurate information, 
some people fear that USDA reorganization could disrupt the relationship between the 
FCIC and the private sector, which would be detrimental to the farmer and taxpayers. 

. . 

With this as background, I amcurious as to how the new reorganization plan wiil 
affect farmers, the tax:payer, FCIC, and the private insurance sector. . 

Mr. Rominger, we know the Administration wants to combine the administrative 
functions of various agencies into one administrative function. The FCIC divisions that 
are included within the new administrative function will determine how farmers are 

. serviced by the insurance agents and the companies for which agents write policies. 

Question 1: 	Could you tell us what FCIC divisions will be transferred to the' 

administrative function and how that. will affect service to the farmer? 


Answer: 	 Currently we plan to include all or part of the following FCIC divisions 
within· consolidated Farm Service Agency (FSA) management units: 
ManagElment Services, Personnel, Budget, InfGrmation Resource 
ManagElment, and Automation Divisions. FCIC'sController Division and 
Internal Controls Staff would be included in FSA's Financial Management 
Division, and a part of FCIC's Appeals and Litigation Staff would be 
transferred to the National Appeals Staff. 

None of the functions directly related to servicing farmers would be 
transferred. Rather, they would remain under the Deputy Administrator 
for Risk Management. These functions include virtually all of the work 
now done by FCIC relating to research, underwriting, actuarial, . 
evaluation, delivery, marketing, claims adjustment, and compliance. 
FCIC's regional offices also remain under the. jurisdiction of the Deputy 
Administrator. 

While service to farmers would not be affected directly, we do expect 
that the reorganization will have a positive impact on the quality of 
service provided. 

Question 2: 	Will the FCIC Manager have full authority -- as it exists granted under 
the FCIC Act --to make necessary and appropriate program decisjons 
for the good of the program? 
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Answer: 	 The authority you refer to would resLwiththe Deputy Administrator for 
Risk Management. 

Question 3: If the FCIC is split into two functions so that the program accounting, 
. automation and personnel decisions are by a division head over the new 
administrative function rather than the FCIC Manager, how will the 
program be affected? . 

Answer: 	 Your question is relevant to a number of similar arrangements for 
consoli~jation of administrative functions that are included in our 
reorganization proposal. The Department recogni'zes the .concern about 
the performance of administrative units not directly responsible to a 
program manger. Such arrangements have been successful in· the past. 
HowevBr, to provide added assurance that the consolidated 
administrative units included in the reorganization will be responsive, the 
Department proposed to establish management boards that would 
function like a corporate board of directors. Program managers receiving 
services from a consolidated administrate unit would be included on 
these boards, which would give them a hand in seeing the unit is 
response. 

Question 4: In the past, industry computer programming -requirements have been 
defined by the FCIC manager. Where will the responsibility lie -- with the 
FCIC Manager or the administrative division? ; 

Answer: 	 Computer systems must be designed to support program managers, 
who, in turn, must have a say in defining the requirements for such 
systems. Under the reorganization, the Deputy Administrator for Risk 
ManagHment would have essentially the same responsibility in this 
regard as the FCIC Manager. Some information support would be 
provided by administrative divisions that do not report to the Deputy 
Administrator. . These divisions would. be expected to be responsive to 
the Deputy Administrator. If necessary .. the management board would 
ensure that result. 

Question 5: If the FCIC program manages and data processing personnel report to 
the administrative function, who will resolve conflicts with the private . 
insurance sector? 

Answer: 	 The Deputy Administrator for Risk Management will be responsible for 
working with the private insurance sector on all matters relating to the 
crop in~;urance program, including the resolution of any conflicts that may 
arise. 
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Question 6: If FCIC folded into the Farm Services Agency, who will be responsive 
for requirements imposed on FC IC by the Standard Reinsurance 

. AgreerTlent? . 

Answer: 	 Again, it will be the Deputy Administrator for Risk Management who will 
be responsible for working with the private .insurance sector on all 
matters relating to the crop insurance program, including those 
incorporated in the Standard Reinsurance Agreement. 



17. The National Turkey Federation 

• 	 NTF represents 95 percent of the U. turkey industry, including processors .. . . . 

growers, breeders and hatchery owners. 

• 	 NTF opposes the National. Performance Review's recommendation to move poultry 
and meat inspection from FSIS to the Food and Drug Administration. 

• NTF opposes legislation that would combine ali food inspection into a single, new 
agency. First. FSIS inspection is continuous and on-site,while FDA inspections 
are not. Therefofl3, FDA lacks the personnel and 'expertise to do an adequate job. 
Second, the threat of microbiological, contamination can only be contained by 

. implementing pro~lrams that begin on the farm· and continue to the consumer.· 
USDA's knowledge of production 9-griculture is necessary to do this. Third, FSIS is 
the only governmE!nt agency with a proactive plan to improve the inspection of meat 
and poultry. If inspection is moved to FDA or another agency, the modernization of 

. inspection will be, slowed down or.potentially derailed. 

• 	 NTF would also like to see the position of ASSistant Secretary for Marketing and 
Inspection. Services elevated to the level of Under Secretary, to reflect the 
importance they attach to the marketing and inspection function of USDA. 

• 	 NTF would like to see the Soil Conservation Service be combined with the 
proposed Natural Fiesources Conservation Service. 

18. Soil and Water Conservation Society 

• 	 SWCS' goals are the protection, enhancement and wise use of soil. water, and 
related natural resources. 

• 	 SWCS is in favor of creating the Natural Resources Conservation Service and 
giving it the full range of policy and prografTl tools needed to carry out its mandate 
to work with farmers and keep agricultural-related soil and water conservation 
problems to a minimum. They like the idea of keeping all conservation programs 
(except for those of the Forest Service) in the hands of one agency. 

• 	 SWCS supports the formation of the Farm Services Agency, 'and in general would 
like to see all production adjustment and related loan programs administered 
separately from natural resource conserVation programs. While they support the 
formation of the FSA and the concept of "one-stop shopping", they would like to see 
the closing of county offices phased in over a longer period, perhaps five years. 
They want existing partnerships in the deliver'y of services (including state and local 
interests) to be maintained to the extent possible. 
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• 	 SWCS also supports the maintenance of an aggressive research and extension 
component within USDA, in both the physical and social sciences. They are in 
favor of the creation of the Agricultural Research and Education Service, and the 
AgriculturaL Economics Service. 

19. The American Dietetic Association. 

• 	 ADA represents over 65,000 nutrition professionals. 

• 	 ADA supports the proposal to elevate the Assistant Secretary for Food and 
.Consumer Services to Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition and Consumer Services. 
They would like to see USDA's feeding programs, such as food stamps and school 
breakfast and lunch, include an education9-1 component along the lines of the 
nutritional counseling provided by the WIC program. They argue that nutrition 
education is important in reducing the country's health care costs. 
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.ATT ACHMENT "C" 

LIST O.F ORGANIZATIONS 

. The following is a list of organizations who submitted statements concerning H. R. 
1371 and the proposed reorganization of U.S. Department of Agriculture before the 
U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on 

Department Operations and Nutrition on October 13, 1993. 


1. 	 American Association of Meat Processors 
2. 	 American Farm Bureau Federation 
3. 	 American Farmland ,Trust 
4. 	 American Federation of Government Employees, AFL-CIO; American 

Federation of 
State, County, and MuniCipal Employees; and National Federation of Federal 
Employees 

5. 	 National Aquaculture Association 
6. 	 National Association of ASCS County Office Employees 
7. 	 National Association of Conservation Districts 
8. 	 National Association of Farmer Elected Committeemen 
9. 	 National Association of Home Builders 

10. National Association of Meat Purveyors 
11. 	National Association of State Departments of Agriculture 
12. National Association o'f State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges 
13. 	National Contract Poultry Growers Association i 

14. National Family Farm Coalition 
15. Nationql Farmers Unions 
16. National Grain and Feed Association 


. 17. National Turk.ey Federation 

18. Soil and WaV3r Conservation Society 
19. 	The American Dietetic Association 
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SUMMAI,Y OFNON-USDA ORGANIZATIONS' TESTIMONY 

ON PROPOSED USDA REORGANIZATION 


Attached are summal'ies of 19 testimor)ies regardingH.R. 1371 and the Secretary's 
proposed reorganization. The testimonies were submitted to the House Committee on 
Agriculture, Subcommittee on Department Operations and Nutrition on October 13, 

, 1993. . 

The summaries are arranged as follows: . 

-Attachment ",t:..," - Position of Organizations by Key Topics/Issues 
-Attachment "13" - Key Points in Testimonies by Organization 
-Attachment ':C" - List of Organizations 



ATTACHMENT "A" 


POSITIONS OF ORGANIZATIONS BY KEY TOPICS/ISSUES 


The positions of organizations by key topics/issues are provided below. 

1. Farm Service Aqency 

None of the groups testifying were opposed to creating the Farm Service Agency, 
. but many offered specific suggestions about the structure it would take. 

County Offices: 

• 	 The National Feed and Grain Association feels that local offices, working 
closely with local grain elevators, feed milis and commodity buyers, are 
needed to successfully implement commodity programs: 

• 	 The Soil and Water Conservation Society would like to see the closing of 
county offices phased .in over a five year period, with existing partnerships 
with state and local groups maintained to the extent possible. 

• 	 The National Association cif Conservation Districts is concerned that office 
closings would affect the delivery of conservation services in areas where the 
work is most needed. They want the reorganizatio'n' to redirect additional 
resources to the field level, where USDA customers are served. 

• 	 The National Association of ASCS County Office Employees wants to 
maintain local control of county offices. 

.. 	 The National Farmers Union wants USDA to clean house in Washington 
before closing field offices. They want downsizing at the local level to occur 
through attrition and buy-outs. They want assurance that office closings 
won't hurt socially disadvantaged farmers, such as blacks and Native 
Americans . 

• The American Farm Bureau Association recommends that USDA rely upon 
decentralizE!d county offices. A long-term goal should be to combine offices 
and personnel that can work with farmers at a single site. They want . 

. increased emphasis placed 	on improving telecommunications and computer· 
capabilities of theseotfices. . 
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Conservation Proarams: 

• 	The National Feed and Grain Association wants conservation compliance to 
be monitomd by the FSA so it will be "farmer-friendly." 

• 	 The American Farmland Trust wants the ASCS conservation cost-share 
programs to fall under the new l\Jatural Resources Conservation Service. 

• 	 The Soil and Water Conservation Society supports putting all conservation 
programs under the new Natural Resources Conservation Service. They 
would like to see all production adjustment and loan programs administered 
separately from conservation programs. 

• 	 The National Association of COllservation Districts is against closing SCS 
field offices. They are concerned that the new Natural Resources 
Conservation Service will not devote sufficient resources to the field level, 
and that needed conservation work will not be done. 

• 	 The National Association of ASCS County Office Employees is against 
moving the SCS production agriculture conservation prog.rams to the 
proposed Natural Resources Conservation Service. arguing that these 
programs cannot be efficiently implemented without a database of farm data 
identical to that needed for ASCS programs. They favor transferring only 
those cons!3rvation responsibilities to the NRCS that do not affect farmers, 
with those that do remaining with the Farm Service Agency. 

Structure of Local Committees: 

• 	 The National Association of ASCS County Office Employees is concerned 
that expancling sta1'e, area and county committees to five members would 
politicize tht3m, with the two extra slots for each committee likely to end up in 
the hands of local party leaders. They want county offices to remain under 
the direct control and supervision of locally elected farmers and ranchers. 

• 	 The National Farmers Union contends that state committees should consist 
of three, or not more than five, members who are all agricultural producers. 
They want county committees to be elected by agricultural producers, 
preferably those who have an agency farm loan. 

• 	 The American Farm Bureau Federation does not want programmatic 
restructurinq to eliminate local involvement through the use of constituent 
committees. 
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• 	 The National A?sociation of State Departments of Agriculture testified that 
the department should place priority on the development of the InfoShare 
system, 

2., Research Agenci l3s 

Agricultural Research and Education Service: 

• 	 The National Association of State Un'iversities and Land-Grant Colleges is 
against combining CSRS, ARS, the Extension Service, and the National 
Agricultural Ubrary to form the Agricultural Research and Education Service. 
They ·are concerned about maintaining the autonomy of universities in the 
federal-state partnership if ARS is included. They argue that ARS is a 
bureaucracy with "top-down" management, while CSRS, the' Extension 
Service, and the universities take a more consensus-building approach to 
research. They are also concerned about 10sing,Iocai input into research 
planning, implementation and evaluation. ' ' 

• 	 The National Feed and, Grain Association supports the research mission of 
ARS, but would like to see more emphasis on research regarding grain 
production and grain quality, perhaps taking over some of the research 
currently being done by the Federal Grain Inspection Service. 

; 

• 	 The Soil and Water Conservation Society supports creation of the 

Agricultural f1esearch and Education Service. 


• 	 The American F<;lrm Bureau Association believes that the Extension Service 
should remain closely involved with the research and land grant university 
system. 

Statistics and Economics: 

• 	 The National Feed and Grain Association supports a strong role for USDA in 
providing reliable and timely statistics. 

• 	 The Soil and Water Conservation Society supports an aggressive research 
and extension component within USDA, in both the physical and social 
sciences. They are in favor of creating the Agricultural Economics Service. 
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Nutrition Research and Education Service 

• 	 The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges 
wants the r-.Jutrition Research and Education Service placed under the 
Assistant Secretary for Research and Economics. rather than under the 
proposed Under Secretary for Food. Nutrition and Consumer Services. 
because much of this work is done in land-grant universities. 

3. 	 Combining the Federal Grain Inspection Service with the Packers and Stockyards 
Administration 

• 	 The National Feed and Grain Association is against the combination, arguing 
that the two agencies have vastly different functions. They would prefer to ' 
see FGIS combined with AMS. rather than Packers and Stockyards. 

• 	 The National Farmers Union is wary of combining FGIS and P&SA because 
they don't want the role of P&SA in preventing unfair trade practices to be 
reduced in any way. , 

• 	 The American Farm Bureau Association is opposed to merging FGIS and 
P&SA. 

4. 	 Meat Inspection 

• 	 The National Turkey Federation opposes the National Performance Review's 
recommendation to move meat and poultry inspection from FSIS to the Food 
and Drug Administration. They also oppose legislation that would combine 
all food inspection into a single new agency. ' 

• 	 The National Associati,on of State Departments of Agriculture feel that food 
in~pection should remain within USDA rather than FDA. They support the 
HACCP-based program. 

• 	 The National Association of Meat Purveyors suggests that FSIS be 
incorporated into a separate food safety agency, either independent or as a 

, separate division within USDA. 	 They want the food safety agency to monitor 
compliance at both retail stores and in food service establishments. They 
endorse the HACCP concept and belieye that HACCPshouid be phased in 
as an UmbrE!lla over a reformed present day performance-based inspection 
system. 

• 	 The American Association of Meat Processors wants to maintain the current 
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field structure of FSIS, i.e., 5 regional offices and 26 area offices. They are 
against placing FSIS in FDA, and are supportive of HACCP. They support 
the incorporation of all food inspection. including meat and poultry. into a 
single federal agency, either USDA or a new entity. 

• 	 The National Farmers Union wants to see FSIS and APHIS maintained under 
the Assistant Secretary for Marketing and Inspection Services. 

5. Assistant and Under Secretaries 

• 	 The National Turkey Federation wants the position of Assistant Secretary for 
Marketing and Inspection Services elevated to Under Secretary, to reflect the 
importance they attach to the marketing and inspection function of USDA 

• 	 The American Farmland Trust supports maintaining the position of Assistant 
Secretary for Natural Resources. 

• 	 The Nationa.1 Association of Conservation Districts supports having a single 
natural resource management agency (except for the Forest Service) under 
the jurisdiction of a single Under Secretary. 

• 	 The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges 
would like to see the word "Education" added to the title of the Assistant 
Secretary for Research and Economics. 

• 	 The National Farmers Union supports elevating the Assistant Secretary for 
Food. Nutrition and Consumer Services to an Under Secretary position, and 
recommends creating an Under Secretary for Farm Services, Natural 

. Resources and Environment and 	an Under Secretary for International Trade 
Services. They also want to change the position of Assistant Secretary for 
Natural R'esources to Assistant Secretary for the Forest Service. 

• 	 The American Dietetic Association supports the proposal to elevate the 
Assistant Secretary for Food and Consumer Services to the Under Secretary 
for Food, Nutrition and Consumer Services. 

6. National Appeals Division 

• 	 The National Contract Poultry Growers Association supports the NAD, but 
proposes two modifications: 1) the appeals division should report directly"to 
the Secretary, rather than to the Under Secretary over the .agency from 
which the appeal originates, and 2) the NAD should consider any appeal 
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made by a farmer as a result of actions or inactions of any USDA agency. 

• 	 National Farmers Union endorses the NAD. but also wants it placed directly 
under the Sr9cretary to eliminate conflicts of interest that arise when the 

. same agency. heads implement programs and issue final determinations 
when decisions are appealed. They also believe that the NAD should handle 
appeals from crop insurance, conservation and rural development programs. 
in addition to farm lending and commodity programs. 

• 	 The National Association of Homebuilders supports Tim Johnson's National 
Appeals Division Act of 1993. 

• 	 The AFGE, AFL-CIO. American Federation of State. County and Municipal 
Employees, and the National Federation of Federal Employees ·support 
Conrad's le9islation. These groups believe the Natio~al Appeals Staff should 
be answerable to the Secretary, and consolidated with. the Administrative 
Law Judges Staff. 

• 	 The American Farm Bureau Association supports the creation of the NAD. 

7. Rural Development 

• 	 Th.e National Association of Homebuilders wants to call the Rural Community 
Development Service the Rural Housing and Community Development· 
Service. Th1ey see a need for a state director system, similar to the current 
FmHA system. 

• 	 While they have no objection to creating a separate division within USDA for 
rural development, they stressed the linkages between commodity programs 
and the economic health of rural areas, arguing that acreage idling programs 
have.a depn3ssing effect on local economies. . 

• 	 The National Farmers Union would like to combine the Rural Community 
Development Service and Rural Business and Cooperative Development, 
and appoint a state director for Rural Economic and Community 
Development for each state. 

B. Labor Relations 

• ·AFGE, AFL-CIO; the American Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees; and the National Federation of Federal Employees want to 
establish a department-level "partnership council" in each of the major 

7 



program arl:!as to address on-going labor-management relations issues. 
They also want the E EO/Civil Rights investigative staff to be strengthened. 

9. State-Federal Coordination 

• 	 The National Association of State Departments of Agriculture would like to 
eliminate duplication of efforts in inspection, grading, and marketing activities 
between state and federal government. They believe that- there is 
unnecessary overhead and administrative costs and delays to industry as a 
result. . 

• 	 The American Association of Meat Processors does not want USDA to 
downsize and downgrade the FSIS Office of Federal-State Relations .. 
Rather, they would like to see it upgraded to add an assistant director. 

10. Aquaculture 

• 	 The l'Jational Aquaculture Association feels that aquaculture should be . 
mainstreamed into the Department's agricultural programs. 
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ATTACHMENT "S" 


KEY POINTS IN TESTIMONIES SY ORGANIZATION 


The key points in each organization's testimony (see Attachment "A 1") are provided 
below. 

1. American Association of Meat Processors 

• 	 AAMP represents 1,650 small and medium size. meat processing firms, packLng 
houses. wholesalers and distributors, retailers and related suppliers to the industry. 

• 	 -r:he Department n.eeds to communicate with those who will be regulated as well as 
those who regulate, failing to do so with respect to "zero tolerance", mandatory 
HACCP, and safe-handling labels. , 

• 	 The Department sh.ould maintain FSIS·.5 Regional Offices and 26 Area Offices. 

• 	 The Department should not only not downsize and downgrade the FSIS office of 
federal-state relations. but upgrade it to add an assistant director. 

• 	 AAMP does not support placing IS in FDA. . It supports the incorporation of all 
food inspection, including meat and poultry, into a single federal agency, either 
USDA or a new entity. . ' 

• 	 AAMP supports HACCP and encourages voluntary efforts in that area. 

2. American Farm Bureau Association 

• 	 AFBA opposes all efforts to rename USDA or consolidate it with any other 
department or agency of government. 

• 	 AFBA recommends the following: 

1. 	 USDA agencie:; must continue to rely upon a form of decentralized county 
offices. 

2. 	 Service to farmers in the most efficient, cQst-effective manner must be a 

primary objective. 


3. 	 A long-term goal should be to combine offices and personnel that can work 
with farmers located at a single site. 

4. 	 Increased emphasis must be placed on improving telecommunications and 
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compufer capabilities of these offices, 
5. 	 Improvements in' efficiency must be flexible· enough to fit with local and regional 

conditions, 
6. 	 Programmatic· restructuring should not eliminate local involvement through use 

of constituent committees. 

7 
 Merging agenCies will not eliminate the need for specialized technical resources 

that have been previously concentrated i'n a single agency. 
8. 	 Farm Bureau will not support the shifting of responsibilities currently being 

carried out by an USDA agency to another department as a consequence of 
the USDA reorganization. 

9. 	 Farmers believe that the Extension Service should remain closely involv8Q with 
the research and land grant university system. 

10. 	 We support thE! ~reation of a National Appeals Division. 
11 	 We, do not support merging the Packers and Stockyards Administration and. the 

Federal Grain Inspection Service: 

3 .. American Farmlanlj Trust 

• 	 AFT is a 20,000 member organization dedicated to protecting the nation's farmland 
from unnecessary development and to promoting sustainable farming systems. 

• 	 AFT supp'orts the Administration's efforts to reorg~nize USDA. In particular, they 
support: 

1. 	 Maintaining the position of Assistant Secretary for NaTural Resources. 
2. 	 Combining the ASCS conservation cost-share program with the Soil 


Conservation Service to create the new Natural Resources Conservation 

Service. 


3, 	 Going forward with the Office of Agricultural Environmental Quality. 

• 	 AFT endorses the combination of ASCS and FmHA into the Farm Services Agency, 
and urges USDA to pay particular attention to the needs of farmers near expanding 
urban areas, who will need special help from USDA to sustain their operations· while 
protecting the environment. 

4. 	 AFGE, AFL-CIO; American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees; 
and National Federation of Federal Employees 

• 	 AFGE represents over 13,000 USDA workers . 

•. AFG E wants to establish a department-level "partnership council" in each of the 
major program areas to address on-going labor-management relations issues 
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• 	 AFGE supports streamlining of unnecessary layers of middle management and the 
unnecessary and costly contracting-out of wo.rk. 

• 	 AFGE supports SEwator Conrad's legislation to reorganize USDA. 

• 	 AFGE believes thf~ National Appeals Staff should be answerable only to the 
Secretary. and consolidated with the Administrative Law Judges staff. 

• 	 AFGE supports strengthening EEO/Civil Rights investigative staff .. 

5. National Aquaculture Association 

• 	 NAA is a nonprofit association. serving 33 diverse national and state aquaculture 
associations. 

• 	 NAA recommends that aquaculture be mainstreamed into the Department's 
agricultural programs. The Department should declare and establish that private 

. aquaculture is a form of agriculture and that privately cultivated aquatic organisms 
and their products are agricultural livestock, crops, and commodities. 

6. National Association of ASCS County Office Employees 

• 	 NASCOE is a voluntary association that represents over 90 percent of the 
app,roximately 13,000 permanent county office employees of ASCS, 

• 	 NASCOE opposes moving the SCS production agriculture conservation programs tq 
the proposed Natural Resources Conservation Service'. It prefers to have these 
programs remain in the Farm Service Agency. 

• 	 NASCOE is concerned about local control of the programs which would be part of 
the FSA. County offices are currently under the direct control and supervision of 
. locally elected farmers and ranchers. 	 NASCOE is concerned that the proposal to 
expand State, County. and Area Committees to five members. with two of them 
appointed by the Secretary, will politicize the committees, and that the two slots will 
likely end up in the hands of local party leaders. 

7. National Association of Conservation Districts 

• 	 NACO represents nearly 3,000 local conservation districts. across the U.S., which 
are independent, special-purpose units of state government that carry out natural 
resource management programs. 
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• 	 NACO acknowled~les that there are benefits to openir]g USDA Service Centers, but 
is concerned that the closing of SCS field offices and withdrawal of staff and 
funding assistance will adversely affect conservation districts. They claim that for 
the consolidation of field offices to work, USDA's natural resource agency must 
maintain an adequate level of service in areas where conservation ~orkis needed, 
regardless of whether a service center is located there. They want to ensure that 
local conservation districts. and' state conservation agencies are part of the process 
in planning and implementing any organizational changes. 

• 	 NACO supports thG creation of a single natural resource management agency 
encompassing all natural resource management programs at USDA except for the 
Forest Service. under the jurisdiction of a single Under Secretary, and call for . 
expanded use of incentive-based approaches to natural resource management. 

8. National Association of Farmer Elected Committeemen 

• 	 NAFEC opposes the proVIsion in H.R. 3171 whereby the Secretary may appoint a 
state committee. 11 opposes legislative.changeswhich would allow the Secretary to 
appoint non farmers to the county committees. . 

• 	 NAFEC recommends: 

1. 	 Reorganization should start at the top, in Washington. 
2. 	 The Farmer EIBcted Committee System should administer all programs dealing 

with farmers and ranchers. . 
3. 	 All farm relateci programs (i.e .. conservation, price support insurance, loans 

and research) should be administered by one agency. 
4. 	 Co-locate county offices. 
5. 	 Reduce and simplify paper work. 
6. 	 Create one compatible computer system for all farm programs. 
7. 	 Establish an appeal process within a single agency dealing only with farmers' 

and ranchers' problems.. . 
8. 	 Consolidate county offices only after local input has been received. 
9. 	 Create a separate agency to deal with environmental, forestry, fish and wildlife 

conservation nE~eds. 
10. 	 .Create a review process for civil service that justifies employment and 


expenditures. 


9. National Association of Home Builders 

• 	 NAHB represents 1135,000 member firms. 
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• 	 NAHB recommends that the Rural Community Development Service be named the 
Rural Housing and Community Development Service . 

• 	 NAHBbelieves thl3re IS a continued need for oversight and involvement through a 
state director syst l3m. similar to the current FmHA system. 

• 	 NAHB supports Tim Johnson's USDA National Appeals Division Act of 1993. 

10. National Association of Meat Purveyors 

• 	 NAMP is a nO[1-profit trade association of some 350 members whose primary 
business is processing and distributing meat and poultry and other food.products to 
the foodservice industry. 

• 	 NAMP suggests that FSIS be incorporated into a separate food safety agency, 
either independent or as a separate division within USDA. 

• 	 NAMP believes thE~ need to monitor activities with ongoing compliance measures 
both at retail stores and in foodservice establishments is an absolute necessity. 

• 	 NAMP endorses the HACCP concept as a means to better assure food safety 
based on scientific principles. It believes it is important to phase in HACCPas an 
umbrella over a reformed present day performance-based inspection system. 

11. National Association of State Departments of Agriculture 

• 	 NASDA believes inspection Of meat and poultry should remain within the jurisdiction 
of USDA and should not be transferred to FDA. 

• 	 NASDA supports a HACCP-based program. 

• 	 NASDA believes priority should be placed on the development of the InfoShare 
system. 

• 	 NASDA believes there is unnecessary overhead and administrative costs and 
delays to industry clue .to the duplication of efforts in inspection, grading, and. 
marketing activities between state and Federal Government. 

12. National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges 

• 	 NASULGC is concE!rned about how the proposed combining of CSRS, ARS, the 
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Extension ServicEl, and the National Agricultural Library would affect the autonomy 
of universities in the federai-state research partnership, and the role of local input 
into research planning. implementation and evaluation. 

• 	 NASULGC advocates separate but coordinated agency status for ARS and 

university research and education programs. 


• 	 NASULGC believes that the Nutrition Research and Education Service under the 

proposed Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition and Consumer Services would be 

better placed undtH the Assistant Secretary for Research and Economics because 

much of this work is done in land-grant universities. 


• 	 NASULGC proposes that CSRS and the Extension Service be combined to form the 
Cooperative State Research and Education Service, leaving ARS separate. They 
claim that this would avoid overcentralization and the disadvantaging of universities. 

• 	 NASULGC would like to see the word "Education" added to the title of the Assistant 
Secretary fpr ResElarch and Economics, and would like for the Assistant Secretary 
to be assisted by a Board of Directors or Council consisting of the administrators of 
the component agencies. 

13. 	 National Contract Poultry Growers Association 

• 	 NCPGA supports the establishment of a National Appeals Division within USpA 

with the following modifications: . 


1. 	 The appeals division should report directly to the Secretary, ratherthan to the 
Under Secretary administering the agency from which the appeal originates. 

2. 	 The division should consider and act upon any appeal made by a farmer as a 
result of actions or inactions of any USDA agency. The Division should be 
independent and separate from any of the direct line administrators of any of 
the agencies from whic~ appeals may originate. . 

'14. National Family Farm Coalition 

• 	 NFFC recommends: 

1. 	 Placing the national appeals division in a "box" directly under the Secretary. 
2. 	 Putting the International Trade Services under the Assistant Secretary for 

Marketing and Inspection Services. The Farm' Services Agency should be 
, housed with thE! Under Secretary for Rural Economic and Community 
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Development. The Under Secretary for Farm and International Trade Services 
can be dissolved. 

3. 	 Closing of RGlA regional offices. 
4, 	 Expanding agricultural mediation services beyond FmHA to other agencies, 

within USDA along the lines of a comprehensive appeals program 

.' NFFC believes that the National Appeals Division should be a truly separate agency, 
directly under the Secretary. 

15. 	 National Farmers Union 

• 	 NFU represents over 250.000 farm families. 

• 	 NFU endorses the National Appeals Division, and wants it placed directly under the 
'Secretary to eliminate conflicts of interest that arise when the same agency heads 
implement programs and issue final determinations when decisions are"appealed. 
However. they believe that the NAD should include more than just farm lending and 
commodity program appeals. They would like to see its role expanded to include' 
appeals from crop insurance, conservation and rural development programs. 

• 	 NFU approves of elevating the Assistant Secretary for Food Nutrition and 
Consumer Services to an, Under Secretary position. 

• 	 NFU offers specific suggestions in 8 areas: 

1. 	 Combine the F:ural Community Development Service and Rural Business and 
Cooperative Dl3velopment Service, and appoint a state director for Rural 
Economic and Community Development for each state. 

2. 	 Create an Under Secretary for Farm Services, Natural Resources and 

Environment and an Under Secretary for International Trade Services. 


3. 	 Change the office of Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources to Assistant 
,Secretary for the Forest Service. 

4. 	 Maintain FSIS and ,APHIS under the Assistant Secretary for Marketing and 

Inspection Services. 


5. 	 State CommittE'es should consist of three, or not more than five, members who 
are agricultural producers. 00 not allow appointment of non-farmers to state 
committees. County committees should be elected by agricultural producers, 
preferably thOSE3 who have an agency f~Hm loan. 

6. 	 Clean house in Washingtonoefore closing field offices. Try to downsize at the 
local level through attrition and buy-outs. Make sure office closings don't hurt . 
socially disadvantaged farmers, such as blacks and Native Americans. 

7, 	 Be careful in a merger of FGIS 'and Packers and Stockyards Administration that 
the role of P&SA ·in preventing unfair trade practices is not reduced in any way. 
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. 8. Hold a senes of field hearings to seek the view!? of USDA program participants 
on the proposed reorganization. 

16. National Feed and Grain Association 

• 	 NGFA "represents over 1,000 companies involved ingrain handling, feed· 
manufacturing and other grain and oilseed processing operations. 

• 	 NGFA supports thH idea of the Farm Service Agency, but offers several cautions. 
While the purpose of ASCS is to deliver benefits to producers, they stress that the 
successful. execution of these programs depends on their ability to operate within 
the context of commercial marketing practices. They feel that local USDA offices, 
working closely with the local country elevator, feed mill or commodity buyer, are 
essential to successfully implement these programs. They call for USDA to appoint 
a person with extensive expertise in commercial warehousing and merchandising to 
a high leadership position within the Farm Service Agency. They also expressed 
support for including the Federal Crop ·insurance Corporation within the FSA. 

• 	 NGFA has no objections to creating a separate division within USDA for rural 
development but stresses the linkages between commodity programs andJhe 
economic health of rural areas. They argue that acreage idling programs have a 
depressing effect on local economies. 

• 	 NGFA wants consElrvation compliance to be monitored by the Farm Service 
Agency, so it will be "farmer-friendly." 

• 	 NGFA supports a strong role for USDA in providing reliable and timely statistics for 
U.S. agriculture. They also support the research mission of ARS, but would like to 
see more emphasis on research regarding grain production and grain quality, 
perhaps taking over some of the research currently done by the .Federal Grain . 

Inspection Service. 

. 


• 	 NGFA is opposed to combining the Federal Grain Inspection Service and the 
Packers and Stockyards Administration, arguing that the functions of the agencies 
are vastly different. It is afraid that the combination could blur the focus of FGIS at 
a time when the grain handling industry is demanding that FGIS become more 
efficient t6 avoid increases in user fees for grain inspection and weighing services. 
It would prefer to. see FGIS combined withAMS, rather than Packers and 

· . Stockyards. 
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