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Friday, June 18, 1993 

4:00 -- 6:00 p.m. 

6:00 -- 7:00 p.m. 

7:30 -- 8:30 p.m. 

Saturday, June 19, 1993 

7:30 -- 8:00 a.m. 

8:00 -- 10:00 a.m. 

10:00 -- 10:15 a.m. 

10:15 -- 12:15 p.m. 

12:15-- 1:1Sp.m. 

1:15 -- 3:00 p.m. 

SECRETARY'S· 


POLICY STA.FF RETREAT 


"REINVENTING USDA" 


JUNE 18-20, 1993 


Arrival/Check-In 


Dinner 


Working Session 


Deputy Secretary Rominger 

Overview -- Organization of Briefing Materials and 

Schedule 

Breakfast 


Briefings and Context 


Break 


Secretary Espy 

Introductory Remarks -- Objectiv.es and Expectations 

Issue Area A -- International Programs 
Issue Area B -- Farm Services, Soil and WAter 

Conservation . 

Lunch 

Issue Area C -- Rural Development 
Issue Area 0 -- Nutrition, Food Saf8ty~ Inspection, and 

Marketing Services. 

http:Objectiv.es


3:00 -­ 3:15 p.m. Break 

3:15 -­ 5:15 p.m. Issue Area E -­ Economics 
Issue Area F -­ Research/Education 

6:00 -­ 7:00 p.m. Dinner 

7:15 -­ 8:30 p.m. Issue Area G -­ Small Agencies 
Issue Area H -­ Management Services 

Sunday, June 20, 1993 

7:30 -­ 8:00 a.m. Breakfast 

8:00 -­ 9:30 a.m. General Discussion -­ Next Steps 

9:30 -­ 9:45 a.m. Secretary Espy -­ Wrap Up 

11 :00 a.m. Departure. 
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Eugene Moos 
Under Secretary for International Affairs and Commodity Programs 

Summar:,' of Key Points: 

International Affairs and Commodity Programs (IACP) would be 
subdivided into separate areas for Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) 
Farm Services and for International Marketing Services. 

Establish a Deputy Under Secretary or Assistant Secretary to oversee 
CCC Farm Services. Agencies would include FCIC, ASCS, except I 
conservation functions would be transferred to Natural Resources, arnd a 
new Disaster Program Services agency consisting of FmHA disaster 
program activities transferred from Small Community and Rural 
Development. 

Establish a Deputy Under Secretary or Assistant Secretary to overse,e 
International Marketing Services. Agencies would include FAS, OICD, 
and a new CCC Export Program agency including CCC international 
functions transferred from ASCS. 

Administrative, Public Affairs and Personnel support functions would be 
consolidated in each Deputy Under Secretary program area .. 

.. Establish a new Program Analysis and Research unit reporting toth~ 
. Under Secretary. Program analysis and research activities of ASCS and 
FAS would be combined in this new unit. 

" 
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SUBJECT: Reorganization 

I recommend that the struc~ure of :nterna~ional Affairs and 
Commodity Programs (IACP) be ~etained as such, but th~t the 
func~ions of IACP be dividedin~o ~wo separa~e program are~s--one 
called Commodity Credit corpora~ion (CCC) farm Services, ahd the 
o~her called Interna~ional Marke~ing Services. The two ar~as of 
IACP could be headed by ei ther .;ssis~ant Secretary's or Deputy 
Under Secretary's. 

I would propose that all CCC international related activities 
presently carried out by ASCS be transferred to a new agency under 
International Marketing Services called CCC Export Programs. The 
Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) and the Office of Intern~tional 
Cooperation and Development (OICD) would be the other two a4encies 
included in International Harketing Services. I 

Regarding CCC Farm Services, I recommend it include three 
agencies. Firs~, ASC;:S ',.;ould con~inue as at presen~, but its 
conservation func~ions would be ~ransferred to Natural Resburces. 
Further, I ',.;ould :-ecommend tha~ t,,{O 'ne\v agencies be added: (1) 
transfer the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation (FCIC) froin Small 
Community and Rural Developmen~ to CCC Farm services; cind (2) 
transfer Farmers Home Administration Disaster Program Sbrvices 
from Small Community and Rural Development to CCC Farm ser~ices; 

I would also recommend that the administrative, I public 
affairs, and personnel func~ions of each of the agencies wlithin a 
program area be co~bined into one program area agency. 

I would also propose that consideration be given to moving the 
program analysis and research activities of ASCS and FAS/ out of 
those agencies 'and that these functions be combiried at ~he IACP 
level. The attached is a schematic drawing of my proposal for 
IACP functions and activities. . 

Attachment 
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Bob Nash 
Under Secretary for Small Community and Rural Development 

Summary of Key Points: 

Focus the Department on the needs of rural communities. 

• 	 Replace SCRD with an Office of Rural Economic and Community 
Development. . It's mission will be to assist with the core needs of rural 
communities: infrastructure, community development and business 
development. 

Rural Development activities would be coordinated under three agencies 
-- the Rural Utilities Agency, the Rural Community Development Agehcy 
and the Rural Business Development Agency. While FCIC and all f~rm 
credit programs of FmHA will be transferred to 'the proposed Farm 
Service Agency. 

This structure should also include the Alternative Agricultural Research 
and Commercialization (AARC) Center and ACS. 

• 	 Should also consider moving the existing rural economic developmemt 
activities within the Forest Service and the Extension Service to the 
Under Secretary for Rural Economic and Community Development. 

Field Office Structu re 

• 	 Eliminate the seven regional offices and put those employees at the 
State or District ievel. 

• 	 Retain the two state directors -- one for FmHA and one for ASCS (would 
probably be assumed by" the proposed Farm Service Agency. 

• 	 Have one employee collocated at the county office in areas with heavy 
case loads. Other program delivery could occur at higher levels. 



MEMORANDUM TO RICHARD ROMINGER, DEPUTY SECRETARY 

FROM: BOB NASH, UNDER 'SECRETARY '" ."'.r~{cr'.'V /' 
, 

,/ 

SUBJECT: 	 PROPOSED REORGANIZATION FOR THE OFFICE OF SMALL 
COMMUNITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Overview' 

This memo outlines proposed restructuring and reorganization of the Office of 
Under Secretary for Small Community and Rural Development (SCRD), which currehtly 
consists of the Federal. Crop Insurance Corporation (FCIC), the Farmers Home I 
Administration (FmHA), the Rural Development Administration (RDA) and the Ru:r:al 
Electrification Administration (REA). As the purpose of this memo is to provide an • 
outline, additional details on restructuring SCRD will be provided as they are fully 
developed. 

I strongly believe that the restructuring and reorganization presents Secretary 
Espy with an opportunity to define the mission of USDA and strengthen its overall 
effectiveness, particularly in the area of rural assistance. The imflortance of rural 
development as a central part of USDA's mission has been emphasized in speeches oy 
both the President and the Secretary. Further, over half of the President's Investmerit 
Initiative for USDA is devoted to rural development. OUf reorganization effort ougHt to "" , 
reflect this commitment to focus the Department on the needs of rural COmmUnities., 

, In preparing an outline, I have been very conscious of the need to use our existing 
resources rather than creating an entirely new structure. Fiscal budgetary constraintsl as 
well as the thematic approach of "reinventing" mandates that changes focus on creating 
an efficient program that address the needs of our end-users and stretch scarce federkl 
resources. The goal of the restructuring of SCRD is to harness existing resources and 
not to create a new bureaucracy. 

National Office ReOf2anization 

In order to provide a new dynamic to SCRD, I propose renaming it to reflect the 
proper focus of its mission. As the principal advocate and adviser to rural areas, the 
office might be entitled "The Office of Rural Economic 4nd Community Development". 
Its stated mission will be to assist with core needs of rural communities: infrastructu:re, 
community development and business development. 

In order to provide the fundamental resources to allow rural communities to 
compete in the global economy, we must assist with adequate water and sewer facilities, 
a reliable energy supply and state-of ..the-art communications systems. Affordable 



housing, better health and educational facilities and community services improve the 
quality of life for our rural citizens and enrich our rural areas. Lastly, we can provide 
the means for future economic viability through technical assistance, aiding in the 
creation of coordinated business development structures that can assist from idea to 
commercial product. 

I contemplate that this office be restructured as follows: 

Move FCIC and all'farm credit programs of FmHA to a new division 
within USDA -- the proposed Fann Service Agency. 

.. 
Rural Development activities would be coordinated under three agencies -­
the Rural Utilities Agency, the Rural Community Development Agency 
and the Rural Business Development Agency. 

The benefit of this proposed structure is that it strengthens existing programs and 
brings together those USDA personnel which have expertise in the areas of 
infrastructure and capital improvements, community services and development and 
business development so that they can share information and practices, improve service 
delivery, and avoid reinventing the wheel. I 

This coordina.tion is especially important for the Business Development Progr~ms. 
Rural communities have the unique opportunity to benefit from the new research and 
new agricultural product development. USDA's objective in promoting agricultural 
research and new uses for agricultural crops should also be to follow through on 
promising findings to carry ~)Ut the product development cycle. We have the means 
currently available to carry out the steps for creating new businesses; research funds 
nurture ideas and new technology, other programs foster commercialization, and rural' 
loan programs finance initial production start-ups to help rural communities use thei~ 

resources to provide a new source of industry or economic opportunity. 


I propose that the structure bring in programs such as Alternative Agricultural 
Research and Commercialization (AARC) Center. and ACS under theruraldevelopriIent--- . 

. umbrella to concentrate and coordinate development efforts. I would encourage that 
serious discussion be given to combining existing rural economic development activiti1es -­
i.e., those components of the Forest Service and the Extension Service -- under the office 
of the Under Secretary. In the alternative, a department working group could be forbed 
and chaired by the Under Secretary to ensure that rural development efforts are not 
duplicative or counter-productive. 

The attached chart represents the organizational structure of agencies and 

programs. In some instances, small programs will be combined under one program 

director. 


2 
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Field Office Structure 

The current field structure for programs under SCRD responsibilities consists M 7 
regional RDA offices, 46 State offices (not including Nevada), approximately 300 disthct 
or subcounty offices and over 1700 county offices. 

My proposed structure would eliminate the 7 regional offices and put those 
employees at the State or Distr:ict level to keep the decision making at a level (:lo~er to 
the program end-users. Currently, USDA maintains a field structure of two State 
Directors -- one director for the FmHA and one for ASCS. This new structure would 
retain the two state direCtors (assuming that the ASCSState Director would be assunied 
by the Farm Service Agency and the FmHA State Director would be assumed by this 
office) . 

. Program delivery for every program, except the FmHA 502 Single Family Hou:sing 
program, could occur at the district level or higher. I propose having one employee co­
located at the county office in areas with heavy caseloads and having employees as 
circuit riders for those areas with lighter caseloads. No other employees would be 
needed at the county leveL 

3 
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Ellen Haas 

Assistant Secretary for Food and Consumer Services 


Summary of Key Points: 

Need to better focus USDA resources and commitment to food safety 
and nutrition issues. 

Establish a new Under Secretary for Nutrition, Food Safety, and 
Consumer Services. 

Eliminate Human Nutrition Information Service (HNIS) and merge 
consumer advisor's functions into Under Secretary's office. 

• Establish a Deputy Under Secretary for Food Safety to oversee food 
safety, inspection and information. A new agency would be establis~ed 
which would include FSIS plus related research would be transferred 
from ARS, CSRS, etc.' . I 

• 	 Establish Deputy Under Secretary for Nutrition to oversee food, nutrition 
and information services. A new agency would be established whic~ 
would include FNS, current HNIS functions and related research and 

. 	 , I 

education from ARS, CSRS, and Extension. 
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PROPOSAL: Consolidate and change the Department's organization to 
better reflect USDA resources and commitment to food safety and 
nutrition issues. . 

DESCRIPTION: 

RATIONALE: 

* 

* 

1. 	 Establish an office of Undersecretary of 
Nutrition, Food Safety, and consumer" Services. 

2. 	 In line with the Secretary's objective ofl 
simplifying the Department's structure, ~educe 
the number of agencies, by eliminating HNIIS and 
by merging the Consumer Advisor's functions 
into the Undersecretary's office. I 

3. 	 Establish a Deputy Undersecretary for Food 
Safety to oversee the Food Safety, Inspeqtion 
and Information (FSIIS) Services. This new 
agency incorporating food safety information,

•• • I

research and educat~on w1th on-go~ng FSIS 
functions would be established, reporting Ito the 
Deputy Under~ecretary for Food Safety. , 

4. 	 Establish a Deputy Undersecretary for Nutrition 
to oversee the Food, Nutrition and Info~ation 
Services; a new agency would be established 
incorporating nutrition information, res~arch 
and education with on-going FNS functionS. 

*64% .of USDA's budget resources and roughly j11% of 
staff resources are devoted to Food Safety and 
Nutrition issues. This substantial commitment !must be 
reflected in USDA's new structure. An undersebretary 
for Nutrition, Food Safety and Consumer Service1s would 
provide the organizational balance to an I 
Undersecretary for Farm Programs and Production. 

The mission of the Food Safety and Inspection bervice 
is "to assume the Nation I s meat and poultry su!pply is 
safe, wholesome, unadulterated, and properly Ilabeled 
and packaged" for consumers. It's mission i~ 
fundamentally to protect the consumer and so it. should 
be organized with other consumer services to a";'oid any 
appearance of conflict of interest. I 

Food Safety and Nutrition issues are both 
fundamentally important to the health status 10f 
Americans. They are intertwined. Reorganization 
would promote collaboration; 



The present USDA structure places most food safety* 
research (ARS and CSRS) under a separate Assi1stant 
Secretary for Science and Education. !TheSe 
functions should be placed in the same organiz.?ltion 
as food safety operations to better p~omot~ 
coordination, to ensure that food safety proc~dures 
benefit from research developments, and to 
guarantee that scarce research dollars are d~voted 
to the highest priority needs of FSIS. I 
similarly, nutrition research and edu¢ation* 
functions throughout the Department should be 
reorganized and consolidated under the Deputy 
Undersecretary for Nutrition. This would p~omote 
service from the Extension service tol the 
population served 'by the Food and Nutrition 
Service. In addition, Food and Nutrition S~rvice 
programs, such as school lunch, can benefi~ from 
closer collaboration with current ARS resear~h, in 
terms of development of new low-fat products and in 
terms of the specific nutritional needs 0llf FNS 
clients. . 

By more closely aligning the program operations and* 
research and education activities for both Food 
Safety and Nutrition, the Secretary will' have 
greater assurance that policy decisions are based 
on the best possible research. 



Jim Lyons 
Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment 

Summa:-y of Key Points: 

Departmentwide 

• 	 Ne.ed to restructure the· Department by: 1) defining the mission and role 
of USD~; and 2) improving service to constituencies. . I 

• 	 General Counsel, IG, and National Appeals Division wOl!ld report directly 
to the Deputy Secretary. . 

Six 'new Under Secretaries would be established to deal with policy !Dr, 

program functions (Rural Development; Farm Programs and Service~; 
Marketing and Inspection Services; Food and Consumer Services; 
Science Education and Economics; and Natural Resources and 
Environment).' 

• 	 Maintain the Assistant Secretary for Administration and establish ne'fV 
Assistant Secretaries for: 1) Intergovernmental and Congressional 
Relations; and 2) Communications. 

o Under Secretary for Farm Programs and Services would retain both the 
domestic and international functions· of· the curfent IACP Under' 
Secretary. Two new Assistant or Deputy Under Secretaries would ~e 
established to coordinate the Farm Service and International functions. 

• 	 The Soil conservati~n Service would remain with the Under secretJry for 
Natural Resources and Environment. 

Natura! Resources and Environment 

Need to establish Under Secretary for Natural Resources and 
Environment as sole point of contact for all interdepartmental and agency 
activities related to forestry, conservation, and environm'ental programs 
and functions. . 

Consolidate all forestry-related USDA programs under the Forestry 
Programs component including the Mcintire-Stennis Forestry Research 
Program, the Forestry Incentives Program, and related elements of the 
Natural Resources Extension Program. 



Consolidate SCS and ASCS conservation and environmental activities so 
that all conservation services (i.e., technical and cost-share assistan~e) 
are delivered through a single consultation with the landowner. 

Establish the Council on Agricultural Environmental Quality, as required 
by the 1990 Farm Bill, to coordinate and direct all USDA environmerital 
policies and programs. 

• 	 Establish a new Office of Pesticide Policy to: 1) facilitate the 
development and implementation of pesticide programs and policies 
within the Department; 2) integrate pesticide policy with other 
environmental policies; and 3) improve USDA's role in setting national 
pesticide policy. 



April 19, 1993 

MEM:ORANDUM 

TO: DEPUTY SECRETARY ROMlNGER 

FROM: JIM LYONS 

SUBJ: DEPARTMENTAL REORGANIZATION PROPOSAL (Part n 

To follow-up on our previous conversation, I thought it might be 
useful to offer some thoughts on the overall subject of reorganitation~ 
then focus on what I would propose as a means of addressiJg the­
functions and agencies currently under my area of responsibility.. 

Background 

By way of introduction, I have dealt with a wide range of issues not 
limited to forestry, conservation, and environment durii.tg my 7 yearS with 
the Committee on Agriculture. (In fact, I've dealt "with every pro~ in 
" I 

Agriculture at one point or another, with the exception of dairy, tobacco, 
and nutrition issues.) This experience has,helped me to underst~d the 
diverse and difficult mission that USDA must fulfill. 

As part of my education, I helped develop the '1988, 89, and 90 
disaster assistance bills. In addition, I led efforts to establish a mantIatory 
seafood inspection program at USDA (as a companion to the current meat 
and poultry inspection programs). I have also dealt with farm pr~gram. 
trade~ and labor issues _. with a California spin -- from my work as 
agriculture advisor to Leon Panetta. Most recently, I developed the IHouse 
versions of the Conservation and Forestry titles of the 1990 Farm Bill, and 
spearheaded efforts to deal with FIFRA and to resolve the food saf~ty and 
pesticide exports issues. I am currently embroiled in the old-growtbi forest 

I 

controvery and have been attempting to develop an approach for the 
Committee to take in addressing the Clean \Vater Act reauthorizatibn this 
Congress, particularly with regard to "non-point source polluticln and 
wetland protection issues. 

I hope I can apply this knowledge to help you and the Secrefary in 
dealing with the issues we will all facedriring our USDA tenure. Part of­
what attracted me to the job was Mike's emphasis" on teamwork~"1 That's 
what made the Agriculture Committee"work in the House, and what can 
certainly be the foundation for a successful program at USDA. 

http:durii.tg


Proposed Departmsatal Reorganization 

I suggest that reorganization should serve two simple goals: 

1. To help ddine the mission of USDA and the role(s) that it will 
play in serving our"IIDnstituencies. I 

2. To impro'tlletOur-ability to better serve those constituenci~s in a 
more efficient and dective way. 

With these o~tives in mind, I would suggest that the Depantment 
be restructured to Jilgblight our fundamental roles. These are: 

1. Aiding f3.l2Bers in the production and sale of food and fiber. 
2. 	 Providing -..nsumers with a safe and affordable supply of food 

and fiber.. I 
3. 	 Providing.;ill Americans with the information and (as needed) 

the food:tID ensure good health. I 
4. COnductin....d promoting the research, develtopment, technology, 

and ed~ion needed to sustain the agricultural econo:oi..y and 
those 	wt.a depend upon it. 

5. Sustaini" the development and diversification of rural 
economil!&. 

6. 	 Promoting' ':the conservation and stewardship of our land and 
water ~urces. 

If there were agreement on these (or other) elements ljlS the 
fundamental roles at USDA, then I would recommend that restructuring 
of the Department lie done in such a way as to demonstrate tha~ 

I 

these 
are to be the cornenrtones of what we do. Such a reorganization might 
appear as outlined <DIll the attached chart. 

The rationale :for this approach is that (1) it is structured to 
emphasize the priJDary functions of USDA; (2) it provides cl~ line 
authority for implementation of these functions; (3) it combines similar 
functions; (4) it f1lri:her reduces the number of individuals re~orting 
directly to the Secretary(which was one of the objectives of the Madigan 
reorganization) and :f1.attens the Departmental structure; and (5) it Ishould 
improve the consistency in policy development for like programs, thus 
reducing the "confusion" associated with cross-cutting issues, and thkrefore 

. .., 	 I 

improve the efficieJIC!V and effectiveness with which services are delivered 
to all of our constituencies. . 
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I would offer the following rationale for. specific elements of this 

proposal: . 


1. Coordination of the activities of the General Counsel. IG, and 

National Appeals Division by the Deputv Secretapr -- This· is proPosed 

simply to provide an improvement in the way in which the workldad. of 


I 

the Department is distributed. Simply stated, the workload cou:Id be 

better shared so that the· Secretary's primary f~us, overall, is policy and 

direction, while the Deputy Secretary focuses his efforts on coordittating 

the efforts of the Counsel, IG, and Appeals Board in addition to generauy 

supporting policy development and coordination.. .1 


2. National Appeals Division -- The rationale· for placing this 

function at the Secretarial level rather than with the Under Sect-etary 

for Farm Programs and Services is to seek to develop one cobon 

approach to dealing with appeals. Many of the Department's a-t>peals 

originate from actions of the Forest Service. It would not be appropriate 

to channel these through the Under Secretary. Also, unresolved apPeals 

may evolve into litigation.. If appeals activities are, in some way, JJnked 

to the activities of the General Council, then any legal questions rblated 

to the appeal can be more easily addressed. 


3. Simplifying- Lines of Authority -- This proposal would seek to 

reduce the number of Under or Asst. Secretaries reporting directly Ito the 

Secretary to 6 who deal with policy or program functions and 3 wilo deal 


I . 

with Administration, Communications, or Congressional Relations. In this 
way, the Secretary's efforts at coordinating 'policy and ptogram 

. development can be sUnplified. 

4. Coordinating Domestic and International Farm Proerams -­
Greater .visibility is needed for our trade and international ptogram 
efforts. However, we must recognize that trade policy and ,export 
opportunities (i.e., how much food and fiber is available for export) are 
directly tied to domestic farm program policy decisions. The crurrent 
GATT discussions, which have focussed on reducing or eliminating 
domestic price support programs as a basis for an international farm 
trade· agreement, illustrate this point. Linking these offices'i while 
establishing two distinct lines of authority -- through separate Assistant or 
Deputy Under Secretaries -- would improve coordination while inckasing 
the visibility of both the domestic Farm Services and .the.. Intern!ational-- ­
Programs·· functions. 



This p~sal differs only slightly from that which was discussed 
briefly at our first meeting with the Secretary. These differences k: 

1. The liDder Secretary for Farm. Programs would retain boJh the 
domestic and mternational functions of the current Under secxletary

I 

posili:ion. HeJaBVer, he would now have two Assistant or Deputy Under 
Sec!Etaries t. IIX>Ordinate the Farm Service and International fundtions. 
Commrrently, :there, would be no Under Secretary for, International 
Programs. 

" 

2. The ~tiona1 Appeals Division would be elevated to a separate 
fu..m:tion repGDiing directly to the Deputy Secretary. 

3. The:BCS would remain with the Assistant Secretary for Natural 
Re~es ami Environment. 

" 

4. ,The £Bsistant Secretaries for Marketing and Inspection; Food 
and Consumer ~ervices; Science, Education, and Economics; and Natural 
:ae.urces a_,~nvironment would be recast as Under SecretariesJ This 
is WI distingailil between those Subcabinet officers with line prbgram 
autaority (iie..,...: agencies under their jurisdiction) and thosei with 
admjnjstrati~om.munication, or governmental relations responsioilities. 

Attachment' 
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April 17, 1993 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: DEPUTY SECRETARY. ROMINGER 

FROM: JIM LYONS 

SUBJ: RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED REORGANIZATION OF THE OFFICE 
OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES lAND 
ENVIRONMENT (PART m 
Given the President's emphasis on reinventing government anti his 

strong desire .to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of federal 
I

Departments and agency's, a reorganization of the functions of the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment is in 
order. Attached is a proposed plan for such a reorganization. 

What I am. proposing with regard to the Office of the AssiStant 
Secretary foll" Natural Resources and Environment seeks to respond tP the 
President's directive by combining similar program functions, providing 
clear line authority for these functions, and establishing the basiS for 
improved coordination and cooperation between agencies and pro~ 
with similar functions. -This should help- increase the efficiencyj and 
effectiveness with which we establish policy and implement prograD:JS. It 
should also help us save money, as we look to limit redundant pro~ 
and iinprove the delivery of services. 

Furthermore, this approach seeks to respond to criticisms rais¢d by 
the General Accounting Office (GAO) in its March, 1991 review of the 
Department's capability to address cross-cutting issues. SpeCifically) GAO 
noted that, 

"'USDA needs a management approach that defines and ~ the 
basic ~anagement f'jlD.ctions u policy-setting, planning, impleme~ting, 
and monitoring. Clear departmental policies establish a foundation 

I 
for effective planning and program implementation. Monitoring

I 

systems enable senior Department officials to evaluate USDA's 
overall progress in achieving policy goals. However, the Deparlme,nt 
has yet to ~evelop such a systematic management approach." . 

I look forward to discussing this proposal with you in greater detail 
at yourconveruence. 
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The pruposed ~zation seeks to accomplish the following: 

1. This approach consolidates the forestry, conservation, and 
environmeni:a.l prograas and functions of the Department under one 
Assistant Sea:-etary. In..·ais way, all policy related to conservation and the 
environmem.:and all reiIIi1ed program functions can be coordinated thrbugh 
one office. 

2. 'l1iis appro-=- would provide one point of contact for all 
interdepart8llental and .agency activities related to naturalresource~ and 
the enviro.-ent. In 1t1IIIIt past, USDA has had a limited voice in dehlmg 
with other Dlepartmeniscon these issues. Having a single point of cohtact ' 
would im'Jll1Ove the :.Iibility of the Department to participat¢ in 
environmeni:al policy di!iltates in the White House. . I 

3. CGBlsolidatioJ!. l.f)f all forestry-related programs by moving the 
McIntire-SteDDis ForellilPy Research Program, the Forestry Ince*tives 
Program (FJII), and reWed elements of the Natural Resources Extension 
Program uader the f.:lI'orestry Program area." would enhancel the 
Department's ability ..,.,. address forestry concerns in a cohesive and 
comprehensiwe manner.. ':: This would also improve delivery of foi-estry 
technical sarvices ~ cost-share assistance to rural and urban 
constituencies. .. 

4. COlISolidationaf the Department's conservation programs T SCS 
and ASCS canservatioamnd environmental activities -- would, for the rust 
time, help to ensure 1II.at all conservation tools for addressing I' farm 
conservatioD.· needs aI1' Ieoordinated and a~cessible. By combining these 
elements, S,CS persomael would be in a position to deliver all related 

'conservatioD. 	services (i.e., advice and cost-share assistance) throhgh a 
single consUiltation with the landowner instead of requiring that he/she 
confer with other agems-for other agencies in the same Department~ This 
would help to impro"f'e the "user-friendly" nature of our conserration 
programs. Combined "'With efforts to collocate Farm Services and ses 
offices, this strategy woald permit farmers to obtain farm prograin ,and 
conservatiOD. technical,mlvice and assistance in a more efficient mhnner. 

5. COB.solidation· e>f the forestry and conservation functions Iwould 
improve natuJrnl resouree data collection efforts of the Department and 
improve our ability to monitor program performance and target d~livery 

. of services to regions in greatest need. This is critical to monitori!ng the 
effectiveness of program, performance. Splitting ses and Forest Service 
functions will severely hamper efforts to establish common data' bases 
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related to soils, water quality, forests. and conservation. 


6. This structure would provide the b3.$is for improving wo:t;'king 
relationship between Fnrest Service and ses as it' affects private iland 
owners .. both agricultural and forest lands. The Forest Service's State 
and Private Forestry P.rogram has an extensive delivery system to prbvide 
forest management ilechnical· assistance and expertise to private

I 

landowners, many of whom are farmers. . I 

8. Shared natuzal resource data bases and management systems 
(such as the establish..ment of a unified GIS data base) could help improve 
the .efficiency with whilch management services and technical assist~ce is 
provided to landownera.For· example. many landowners in the Southeast 
own forest and croplaud.s. The potential exists, if ses and FS remained 
under a single line allthority, to coordinate the delivery of servicbs to 
private landowners wilo seek conservation advice for their forest and 
croplands, through a single individual or entity. 

9. Retaining the linkage between SCS aJIld ,FS under one lli1e- of 
authority would improwe the ability of the Department to move to~ a 
watershed-based, ecosy-stem-oriented approach to management. I This 
approach holds promise for reducing the impact of environmental 
strategies on individual landowners by permitting actions that iufect 
natural resources to be viewed in a larger (i.e., watershed) context. 

I 

By
I . 

combining the land-based management expertise of the ses and Forest 
Service, the Departmellt could deal more effectively with issues stich as 
water quality, and woald then be in a strong position to argue against 
legislative strategies tb:at granted EPA a stronger role in controlling non· 
point source pollution. 

I 
10. By moving the cost-share conservation programs of the ASeS to 

the ses (either as a part of ses or a separate entity und~r the 
conservation program) farmers would realize more efficient delivery of 

I 

conservatiQn services. For the tITst time, ses conservationists woul«i1 then 
be in a position to offer a wide range of technical and costrshare 
assistance to farmers r.:ather than have to refer farmers to other agencies 
of the Department to receive the services they seek. As noted aboveJ these 
services extended to a landowner by a single conservation agent coUId be 
further consolidated tel include forestry advice as well. 

11. Implementation of the Council on Agricultural Environmental 
Quality.· as provided in the 1990 Farm Bill·- would improve coordihation 
of environmental policy and the development of priorities for dea.li.n!g with 
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environmental concerns in the Department. As indicated by GAO in the 
previously referenced report, "[The Food. Agriculture, Conservatiod. and 
Trade Act] requires USDA to establish a Council and Office of Agricultural 
Environmental Quality to coordinate and direct all USDA enviro~ental 
policies and programs". . 

12. The establishment of a new Office of Pesticide Policy ~ould· 
facilitate the development and implementation of pesticide progra.nis and 
policies within the Department and improve the role of USDA in s~tting 
national pesticide policy. According to the General Accounting pffice 
("USDA's Research to Support Registration of Pesticides for Minor Grops", 
June, 1992) there are 12 pesticide and FIFRA-related programs in USDA, 
administered by 14. different agencies.. Establishing the OfficeofPe~ticide 
Policy under the Assistant Secretary for ~aturaI Resources and 
Environment would help to integrate pesticide policy with other 
environmental policies and programs of the Department. 

Attachment 
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Eugene Branstool 
Assistant Secretary for Marketing and Inspection Services 

summary of Key Points: 

Organizational structures within Marketing and Inspection Services (MIS) 
area reflect industry being regulated or serviced. MIS agencies prim~rily 
exercise regulatory responsibility and deliver marketing services at 
recipient sites. 

Retain current structure for the MIS area except for the Agricultural 
Cooperative Service which could be merged with ERS or retained as:. an 
agency and placed under the Under Secretary for Small Community and 
Rural Services, 



CONSIDERATIONS FOR USDA REORGANIZATION 

1. Marketing and Inspection service .Agencies 

Core marketing regulatory' and service agencies within 
USDA. 

organizational structures reflect industry being • 
regulated or serviced; MIS agencies primarily exercise 
regulatory responsibility and deliver marketing 
services at recipient sites. 

Extensive organizational ties to the States. 

Shared administrative services via APHIS for most MIS 
agencies. 

2. Agricultural Cooperatives service 

Viewed by cooperatives as "their" agency; any 
dimunition of status likely to be viewed as lack of 
USDA support for cooperatives. 

Merge into Economic Research service: ACS is not a 
regulatory or program agency; it conducts research and 
provides educational mat.erials much like ERS; since ERS 
is being downsized and ACS has less than 100 staff 
might make sense to merge them. I 
Retain as agency but shift to UnderSecretary for Small 
Communities and Rural Development: If FCIC and ~ 
are moved to Farm Services area, will need something in 
addition to Rural Development Administration; Acsldoes 
quite a bit of work in helping to organize cooperatives 
in support of rural·development. 

3. Packers and stockyards Administration 

Small agency; strong support for agency status by 
members of Congress with cattle producer constituents. 

Leave as is. 

4. Federal Grain Inspection Service 

Relatively small agency: strong support for agency 
status (including Presidential appointee as 
administrator) by members of Congress with grain 
producer constituents. 

Leave as is. 



5. Animal and Plant Health Inspection service 

Relatively large agency; complex mission; unique set of 
programs within USDA. 

Leave as is. 

6. Food 	safety Inspection service 

RelatiV.ly large agency; sensitive mission; major 
challenges over next few years to revamp meat and 
poultry inspection system. 

Leave as is. 

7. 	 Agricultural Marketing service 

Relatively large agency; unique mission in providing 
marketing services for a fee; internally coherant 
program administering programs under 50 statutes. 

Leave as is. 

http:RelatiV.ly


R. D. Plowman 
Acting Assistant Secretary Science and Education 

USDA under and assistant secretary level would resemble current structure. 

Significant changes at the agency and program level would include: 

Consolidate' most research functions in a single agency Nhich would 
consist of ARS. CSRS, ERS. NASS, FS research, OICO researcH, HNIS 
research, and AMS. research. 

Other functions that would be candidates for consolidation include: . , 
APHIS. FSIS, and FSIS methods development and animal damage 
control research; SCS plant materials centers; the Office of Energy; 
AMS plant variety protection: and the Alternative Agricultural Research 
and Commercialization agency. 

Consolidate education functions in a single agency which would ~onsist 
of: ES. HNIS. information and education, NAL, OICO training and 

I 

technical assistance, ACS, SCS resource conservation and development, 
FNS information and education, OCA, CSRS higher education. I 

Consolidate economic analysis from EAS, WAGS. and part of E~S 
related to production, trade, and marketing in a single agency replorting 
to the Under Secretary for International Affairs and Commodity 
Programs. 

Key points in the rationale for· a centralized, inhouse research agency include: 
1) such an agency provides a science basis for policy and regulatory functions; 
2) line authority control assures responsiveness to policy direction and resour4e 
accountability; and 3) a large agency can provide stability, continuity, and sustained 
effort to address long-term problems. 

Key points in the rationale for consolidation of research functions in a single agency 
include: 1) such an agency provides autonomy from operational and regulato'ry . 
programs; credibility of scientific input into policy decisions is enhanced; 2) a tingle 
agency can be more efficient and can more readily carry out projects that inv61ve 
multidisciplinary teams; 3) a single agency can recruit better talent, offer bett~r career 
opportunities, and provide better facilities and equipment; a~d 4) a single age'ncy . 
provides a single point of national contact. 

Combining ARS and CSRS offers opportunities to save by reducing efforts to manage 
funds that go to state institutions by formula or congressional direction a!ld 
opportunities to improve management of funds that are awarded competitively. 
There are significant political factors to consider. 
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.June 2. 1993 

fNFOR..\IATIONAL .\lEl\1ORANDE\l FOR THE DEPVTY SECRETARY 

fRO:\I: R.. D. Plo\\man 
Acting Assistant Secretary 
Science and Education 

SCllJECT: Organizational Structure of the Department 

Provided for your consideration are some options that might receive r'urther study a~ plans 
Jevelop for reorganizing the Department of Agricuiture. .-\ny preliminary decisio1 made 
will require careful and thorough staif work to ensure that all issues and consequences are 
evaluated. 

Enclosure No. I is our idea about the total Department structure. It proposes organization 
around program missi'on or function. It suggests seven primary mission areas as rdllows: 

Research 
Education 
Regulation and Inspection 
Production' and ;"1arketing 
Natural Resources and Conservation 
Rural Development 
Food Assistance 

While these functions closelv resemble the current USDA structure at the Cnder and 
,-\ssistant Secretarv level. the'significant suggested changes are with agency and program 
alignment. 

Enclosure No. II is our rationale for the Department having a strong in-house agricuiturai 
research agency and having a single agency. There are some who would argue Ithat the 
research structure should be divided up by function and dispersed among the oth~r C nder 
and Assistant Secretaries. We think this would be a serious mistake. I 
Enclosure No. III is an option that would combine the functions of ARS and CSRS. While 
the present organization functions efficiently, some improvements could be madJ. There 
are some downside to consider however. 

AN eOUALOPPOATUNITY EMPLOYER 



I~FORMATIONAL .\lE;\IORA.!,\DU;\l FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 

Enciosure No. IV is an optionrhat consoiidates some or' the ;;;se:lrc;; r'uncr:ons iiO\\ r(:sidin!! ' 
;n other :lgencies into :l central research ugenc\' (,.-\RS). 

Enciosure No. V is a prODOSal that ARS made w the previous administratlon. [t deais 
primarily with a reconiiguration ot the iunctionallines or existing S&E agencies :md indu1des 
those technical components of other Departmental agencies recommended tor transfd to 

S&E. . 

Enclosure No. VI centralizing support functions within existing S&E :lgencies. 



POSSI 

Mission/Functions 

Researcn 

Education 

RegUlatory and I nspectio n 

Production and Marketing 

Natural Resources and 
Conservation 

: ~c : c s .u r e _ 

USDA ORGAN IZATION STRUCTURE 

Aaencles/Proarams 

-ARS 
- CSRS WID Higher Education 
- ERS WIO Ag. & Trade AnalysIs Div . 
. NASS 
- 'FS researcn 
- OICD research 
- HNIS research 
- AMS research 

- ES 
- HNIS information ana eaucatlon 
- NAL . 
- OICO training and technical assistance 

.- ACS 
- Resource Conservation and 

Development (RC&O) 
~ FNS information and education 
·OCA 
- CSRS Higher Education 

- FSIS 
- APHIS 
- FGIS 
- P&SA 
- AMS meat and poultry grading and 

egg inspection 

- ASCS 
- FAS 
- ERS Ag. & Trade Analysis Division 
- AMS WIO research activities 
- CCC 
- WAOS 
- EAS 
- OICD International Affairs Division 

- ACI 

- SCS WIO RC&D 

- FS WIO research 
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Rural Developmem - REA 
-FmrlA 
- RDA 

Fooa ASSISTance - FNS iess some educaTional functions 



COMMENTS 

Research and Education 

Bringing to~ether the various research functions as snown aoove would prooably 
improve the coordination and planning of this Important activity. The main questiom 
would be whether Forestry Research is so closely tlea to ather Forest Service 
programs that it would have a serious impact an them If the research function was 
transferred. It is aoubtful that this would be the result: a case In paint IS ARS which 
now performs research in an effective manner for a number of ather USDA agenclks 
including APHIS. 

The education mission and function of USDA have became fragmented among several 
agencies aver recent years with same overlapping and duplication: thus. this area I 
should be given specific attention. One or perhaos t'v'/O agencies cou'ld be created 
from the education grouoing shawn an page 1: !f twa. a revised ES and NAL would be 
recommended. ! 

Regulatory and Insoection 

Many of the agencies shown above in this grouping were "sPLln off" from ather 
agencies such as ARS. Separating the regulatory and inspection activities from 
agencies having ather functions was probably a goad management decision. Wh~ther 

so many inspection agencies are needed could be deoated. In any event it would 
seem logical to group them under the same assistant secretary. 

Production and Marketina 

The American farm sector must think mare globally in marketing its food and fiberl 
production. USDA needs to mare clearly focus and strengthen ItS programs in thir . 
area. The economic analysis dane by EAS, WAOB. and ERS should be a vital part of 
a production. trade. and marketing mission .. 

Grouping these functions together should proVide the focus USDA needs to modernize 
its approach to today's marketing challenges. ' 


Natural Resources and Conservation 


This function would remain substantially as is. 


Communities and Rural Development 


This function would remain substantially as is. 




, 
/ 

FOOD Assistance 

This organizational configuration would aiso ~ernaln oasical!y Ir.e same wITh the 

educational func:ions transferrea. 

::: 



::-:1ciosure .• 

,";hy <::-.8 U. S. Jepart..:·~':e:nt ot Agri.:::J.l.ture Needs 

a Stro~g aDd Central Science and ~~:J.cation r~ncticn 


~.s .. agricult~re. as ~e know it today. is largely a f~nccicn of tec~noloaical 
advancements OVeT many vears. USDA has olaved a "Jrominent::)le i::1 the~e" 
advancements. d.irectlv ~"H:ouah its inhou;e ~esear~h Blld eciucation aaendies 2.-d 
indirect.ly t.~-:.:ough ic~ ::.atio~al :eadership and s"";'pport :0 ":!'le ~ecen~ra.iized ­
r:et...,ork of Sta:ce uni'.-ersities ",nd athe:: ?ublic and ?ri-"atei:::lscitution~ , 

N'earlyall ci t!:l.e prC'blems and policy issues confronting agriculture a~d ~SD;\ 
todav recruire technology solutioDs ar science-based inouts. 70 carrv but its 
~any- and·comp].~ re5po~sibilities o~ a day-eo-day ~asi~, it is esseD~i~l t~at 
the Department maintain strong research and tech~ical i~forrr.ation capabilities. 

Quescions often:asked. particularly under conditions of financial st::al~ and 
organi.:atioZlal :::-eform. are .. ·...hy have a federal i:lhouse research agency?; ·.Jny 
:::ot have State 1J.%liversitie_s ... and __other. :-esearc::' and educacion organizations 
carry out ~::'ese funct:ions C::l. behalf of :::'e C'epar't"lnent?" 

."lthough nan-;:'aaeral research organizations :mporCalltly c:?:nplement and help 
carry out the DapartmeZlc's technical ~~nctions and responsibilities, ~hey 
cannot 5ubstit..:s for them. Conversely, the Department canr:.ot subord~nate i1:5 

science and tedDnology responsibilities to non-Federal ~ntities beca~~e of a 
lack of line a~ority control over research direction. :-espon5ivenes~. and 
resource accoUUlability. I 
ReasoZlS why the;.Department must maintain a strollg, centralized inhouse Federal 
agricultural 5~ence ~nd education agency include: I 

o 	 ::~:~:n:. ,cienee ea.i, fo< adminisuaeioo policies and "gu,atO<" 
Q Respo:t:l.'6ive t.o the Secretary a::1d direcci·..es/expe-::tacio::ls of (:onaress ..

I ­

o 	 Respoa:sive t"::l technology needs of '_:SDI. act.ion and ::sgulatory agencies. 

o 	 Capab.ili ty for rapid mobilization of resources to meet emerg,ency 
requirement:s for tecr..nical, :':lformation. expertise, and 
develcrpment. "enT"agy 

o 	 ?roviae stability, continuit.y, and sustained effor~ to add=ess 
long-term problems and research objectives. I 

i 

o 	 Conducts research :lational i:l scope, directed to public goo9 and 
pricr~eies. ~ot bound ~y polit.ical and geographical ~oundaries 'no 
not metivated by propriecary ::i.ghts .and p=ofit. /' , '- . 

o 	 ?rovide tac~lit.ies and ::esearch p:-og::a.:ns de'dicate~ -~ unique national 
prcqr2mS. e.g.. , genetic ::-escurces. :oreign animal ciseases: .. i 

i 

o 	 ?rogn!lms and human ::esources--are ~edicated solely t.o ::esearich' and: 
problem solving: not distracted by other ::esponsibilities (e.g .• 
teaching. peer pressures). 

http:canr:.ot
http:indirect.ly


11atic::J.al ;:-:;i.!lt of C':lI!t.Bct :-:;r :':-.::::'us cr"y, :-:;nSUlTle::-, and ot.her 'lser 

grcu?s. 1 

?rovide caticnal leadershi? c~orc:=at~=n. and f=c~s :c.nations 
~otal agric~lt~ral research effo~t" 

o 	 «eliance ty foreign gove.r!l.''i'!I!!J.ts on t!:e c:;edibili ty of Federal 
laboratory technical data and research results used in science based 
in•••n.ticn.l ',ado •••,ti••io... 1­

Although the needs for a federal inhouse researc!: and technical science 
capability are clear. other questions orten asked are .. ·..rhy have a ~inglle 
Federal agricultural research agency? why ~ot disburse the technical r~searc~ 
and development responsibilities among t!1e actio:) and regulatc::y agenciies of 
t!1e Department:. in order to se·rvice t!1ose agencies di::ectly ar.d uniquel'!'.", 

;.. science ana education c.gency ·... ic::i::. ::::e Cet)a:-::"-::~nt: :5 ;-:iqh.:!.y 
support.ed by the following ,easons: 

o Autonomy f:-om t!1e oper!!t:ional ano regulatoq., proqra'11S served by the 

science program; ~aintain public ana legal c,edibility of 
sci~nce-based operations and policies and avoid real 
conflicts-of-interest. or perceptions thereof. 

o Cost-efficiency of research facilities. inst::umentation, and human 
resources; :lvoid need for dupl icate scien.tific and program 
capabilities and resource expendit~res" 

o 	 ?rovide multidisci?linary team research capabilities and ::ap,id 
mobility of scientists to C::hanging pric::ities across the Vepart.'11eDt's 
programs. . I 
Haintai::l balance amcna fundamental and ::.:>t::>lied/develo";)mental resear::-.,-	 -- . I 
MaintaiD critical mass of scientific ~alent to maximize opportunities 
to attract. =ec::ui.t., and retain high quality scientists and /technical 
staff. and otherwise maintain a aualitv scientific enviror~ent. - . 	 I 

c 	 Provide a clear single point of naticnal contact !o::- user gr,oups on 
research and ~echnical matters. 

o 	 Minimize the tendency for relatively smal: ::esearch organiz~cion 
element.s to lack support and become ::leglecced ::omponents onl the 
periphery of the mainstream r:-:ission of !.arge operational agencies. 

http:support.ed
http:gove.r!l.''i'!I!!J.ts
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Issues ~f cen~raliza~ion and decen~rali~a~ion of research 
crganiza~io:m; a.re common 1rl ~he indus~rial sec~or. -::'her-e are 
prcponen~s at bo~h and many indus~ries reorganize along either 
line 	form time to time. 

\-Je bel ieve that ARS as the research arm of USDA is the ::lOS'!: 

3ppropria~e arrangement for the following reasons: 

A. 	 Avoi~e of conflicts of in~erest, real or apparent. 

1. Wben ARS carries out research for action agencies 
(.n:>F.!S I FSIS I luiS, "ses. FGrE, etc.) the agencies abd 
ttE public can be sure that tne research results ha~ve 
n=t been modified to correspond to agency policies.1 
Tl:d.s is an unfortunate situation for example, in FS, in 
w&ach FS executives are sometimes unhappy with repdrts 
'.from their research arm on issues of wildlife, fir~, 
±DSect and disease control. simultaneously, PUblid 
.etion groups interested in the environment and I 

wildlife preservation view the same research reports as 
biased in favor of FS policy. This is surely a lind 
~m" situation for the researchers. . I 

2. 	 WIllen action agencies go to the courts for resolution of 
issues against either plaintiffs or defendants it is 
sgpportive to have data and methods developed by art 
iDdependent organization ~ith an excellent research 
reputation rather than dependence upon their own 
staffs, regardless of reputation. 

3. 	 SI) called "research arms" of organizations which are 
under pressure to resolve critical issues quickly Ilose 
tUeir research activities in order to put out "bru.sh 
f.ires." The urgent rapidly supersedes the importa:n~l 
In order to provide a balance among long and short:) term 
research issues (and everything in bet...een) separa1tion 
~ research missions from action missions is requi1red. 



3. Eff::'ciencies and economies. 

1. 	 Modern res1!arch i:.ools such asr:.ass- nuclear ::',agne!t::.cI 

resonance~ ~lectron paramagnetic resonance 
spec~rometers, chromatographs of all i:.ypes, etc. 
provide sz:i:entists with rapid unequivocal data 
regarding ~ructure and composition at levels that were 
formerly =-Scribed as "'!"lear zero. II . Unfortunately t the 
modern lai::ac:ratory with the tools appropriate for the 
next stage of detection and analysis is extremely . 
expensive- Small researc~ organizations can afford 
only those ·tools which have been proven by o~hers Ito be 
use.ful and ·economical .. Larger organizations can apply 
expensive tools toa broad range of problems and ~elp 
action agencies i:.O develop i:.hose tools \:.0 the nex~ 
generation of problem solutions. Frag~eni:.ation of: a 
great research organization such as ARS will ensu~e 
that act~ agencies will use yesterdays methods Dor 
tomorrow's problems! 

2. 	 RecruitmaD: and retention of superior scientists 
requires a culture supportive of scientists, a 
workplace:environment which provides the appropriate 
tools for.~cientists and assurance that research • 
results ~11 not be modified to meet policy objectives. 
Small reS1:8rch organizations, part of politically 
sensitive action agencies, can not provide i:.his 
culture. If superior scientists can be recruited by 
such ora~zations, turnover will be couni:.erproductive 
an~ exp~nsive in terms of training, loss of cor:i:.i*uity 
aml costs.of replacement. ARS has i:.he appropr~ate 
culture which would be missing if its scieni:.ists ~ere 
redirected to other agencies. I 

3 • 	 Multidisciplinary approaches are cornmon in scienck 
especially when we tackle the complexity of problkms 
encoun~er.ed. by USDA where there is a critical masS of 
scientists with differing yet complementary, Skil~s 
that can be leveraged to solve real world problems. A 
case in point is a recent project on ~odelling fobd 
treatments to ensure microbiological safety. In I 
addition tD a fine team of :nicrobiologists, and the 

http:encoun~er.ed
http:costs.of


Area Statistician, the team used the expertlse of a 
chemical engineer skilled in oathematical ~odellin~. 
She is now doing othe: ty~es of research. Anotherl 
example ~s our consolldatlon of a pasture research unit 
with a watershed unit to holistically stUdy the im'pact 
of agricultural practice upon dairy productivity ~n the 
Nor~heastern U.S. ~s well ~s t~e impac~ upon I 
envlronmental quallty. ThlS '..1111 provlde prescriptions 
for improving environmental quality. Logic might I 
indicate that the environmental work could be in EPA 
and the. dairy portion might be in AMS. such separfation 
would miss the point of the holistic approach. Where 
would· this important program synthesis fit but inARS! 

C. Maintenance of a critical knowledqe base. 

ARS sci(~.ntists frequently iq.entify ·..... ith a cotrul\odity (Le., 
soybeans) or. a discipline (i.e., entomology) yet there I is 
considerable switching around during a career. I'm reminded 
of a recent ARS Hall of Fame Winner who introduced 40 hew 
varieties into commercial practice with the seedless r~d 
(flame) grape as one of his latest introductions. It'~ a 
good thing for the country that ARS didn't keep him asl a 
peach breede~ for his whole career. Another case is a 
scientist who has worked ori animal fats, hides and leather, 
food safety and more recently milk. When the U.S. customs 
Service needed to differentiate between imported cheddar 
cheese {import duty required) and Cheshire cheese (no ~uty) 
he was able to show differences in thermomechanical I 
properties which identified the cheese type. That solution 
would have been hard .to achieve without hii-~ontinuit~ of 
employment, skills obtained ~n animal ~ats ~ork and ARS' 
reputation as the preeminent research organizat:ion f..titr~ 
knowledge of dairy products as well as scientists witrt a 
broad ~ange of skills. 

The nations best interest lies in maintenance of this. 
knowledge base. If ARS were to be fragmented, loss of 
skills would be apparent and some parts of ARS would find no 
other home. We might attach parts of ARS to FSIS other 
parts to APHIS or fGIS or ASCS that might result in sbme 
small gains to that agency but a loss to USDA and thel nation 
overall as well as many redundancies. An analogy wouid be 
fragmenting the National Agricultural Library's collect~on 
to those agencies. That's hardly reasonable nor workhble. 

I 
I 
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CO\lBr~I:\G THE FlJNCTIONS OF ARS A.t"iD CSRS I:\' 

SCIENCE ASD EDLCATIO:'\ 


Tile or!!anization or res.earcn in Science :wd Education :J.~ tr:e 'Jresenr ::me is \\orkino r'airi\' 
sell. There :ue some imDrovemenrs that couid be maae i1o\~e\'er. ,-'ill Dotion ro ctnside-r 
,,\ould be to combine .<-\R$ and CSRS rogether as one agenc~'..-\. one-agency structure! would 
he: 

less costly ro manage. 


. would reduce.FfE 'JersonneL 


,\lould better coordinate research between :he Federai ~md State systems. 

-:,;ouid avoid some dupiic:.nion. :lnci 

- would direct more effort to programs ot primary importance ~o the Depa~tment. 



With theoojecm'e of ir1Cie~sing er'ficiency 0[' o;ogrJm :.l:10 reducing COSts. ,he r'ollowtng i~ 
, )[rereu: 

, ­

DEFI:"iITIONS - DESCRIPTIONS OF EXISTL\'C AGE:"iCIES 

ARS - The tn-house research agency or the Department has dedicated bboratories and 
experiment stations - employs Fed~ral people induding 2.500 Ph.D. level scien!rists ­
researches problems of national or broad regional concern - provides technicai suppbrt tor 
the :.:ction and regulatory agencies of the Department. 

Total FTE ~.150 

Budget FY 93 S668 million 

CSRS - Provides a link to the Land Grant Cniversities of the countf\' - distributes 
appropriate r'unds to the Universities - has. no laboratories or employe~s outsi~e the 
Washington area. 

Total FTE 211 

Budget FY 93 5432.9 million 

,-\.II monies from LSDA dedicated for research should support the programs or the President 
and the Secretary of Agriculture. Since ARS is the Secretary's research arm. he Ican so 
Jirect the program to that end. Little research done in the States with the S-\.33 million or 
CSRS money is iruluenced by the Department. .--\ detailed look at the' FY 03 CSRS budger 
explains \vny this is the case.- " 

L, 
1 Hatch Act S168.785.000 

Cooperati\'e Forestry 18.533.000 

1890 Universities 27.400.000 

.-\nimal Health 5.551.000 

S220.269.000 

!his money goes t? the States o~ a formula basis. , CSRS has virtually nothing t? lay as to 
ItS use except thaI 11 supports agncultural research In the broad sense. Seventy-elgrrt FIT's 
are devoted to the effort. Twenty-four of these are professionals. Since USDA ~as little 



:0 S::.l\ ::.lDOut use ot" the funds. [:-:is effort eouid be reduced to the mecn:1ntsms 0[' tf:1nsierrina . . , :::: 

:--.onev. 

.-\quaculture Centers S -kOOO.OOO 

Sust::linable .\;!ricul:ure .000 

.-\gricuiture Weather -+00.000 

Higher Education (part) :::.500.000 

S 13.625.000 

TI1e&e programs are :1lso passed to the design:1ted organization \vho spends or dispenses the 
;'und~..-\n examDle is the Sust:1in:1ble .-\!!riculture Progr:1m. \Ionev is sent to ['our rclQ.ions 

. - -, 1­

ho ; n turn man:1ge a Comoemi\'e Grants P;-ogram. Higher Educanon sends S50.000 te) 
.:acn State ..-\grieuiture \\'e;J.ther is oassed to :\ortn Dakota oniy. 

Special Rese:1rch Gr;J.nts S73.41 LOOO 

These special grams are the vehicle by which Congress directs specific funds to sRecific 
locations. In any year. there may be more than a hundred such projects. CSRS gives ~ants 
to the specified States for the research identified by the Congress. 

-+. Critical Agriculture :v1aterials Act S 400,000 

.Rangeland Rese;J.rch Grants -+75.000 

Supplemental and .jJternative Crops 1.043.000 

S 2.043.000 

Thes.e projects and programs ;J.re also conducted by the States . .-\ program offiei::11 in CSRS 
dispenses the funds in cooperative agreements with appropriate scientists. 

5 . ~ational Research Initiative (NRI) S97.500.000 

. The ~RI is a competitive grants program with the l::1rgest portion devoted to basic or 
fundamental research. Grants are given under the headings of Natural Resourcbs and 
Environment. Plant Systems. Animal Systems. ~utrition and F~od Quaiit;.:, Processes iln New 
Products.' ::1nd Markets. Trade and Rural Deveiopment. 

Items 1. :2 and 3 with a total of 5307.305.000 are either formula funds or designated pass 
through funds with little program direction from the Department. Other budget line items 
titled Federal Administration ($20,795.000) and Higher Educatton ($7.850.000) Iarg~ly fall 
in the same category. 



I 

Item ,'\0. 5 (:.,rRIl and :\0. ..;. with a tOtal at' S99.5-L3.000 can and are inrluenced b1v the 
Deoartment. Th:.1t inrluence !s exerted bv v.:nat is \I,Tltten or asked for the'Requesl~s for 
Propos:.lis" (RFP). 

Reco~mizin2 that less than one-r'ounn or the tornl CSRS bud2et is amenaDie to Deoartment 
Jirection. it- is recommended that tOtal CSRS slar'i be reciu~ed to those oersons ~ecessarv 
to tr:.lnsrer the ::laney from USDA to the recipient- State cooperato~s :.lna r'o ehsur~ 
compliance with the bw and CSDA regulators on how the runds are spent. 

The NRI and the small orograms in item No. ''';' could be lfansferred to ARS to manage. 
By so doing, the Depan~en;would have a primary in-house research capability to a~hi;vell 
objectives of the Depanment and through cooperative agreements and grants. could c0ntrol 
for other needed Darts or' technol02Y to suppiement the in-house pro2ram. This \lould 
e,liminate duplicati'ons and would en~~re that 'funds are used to pursue t-he most imp~rtant 
problems. .-\ savings or' 70 FIT's :.lnd approximately 59 million could be re::dized: 

Combining ARS and CSRS \vouid be vigorousiy opposed by the Land G r:.lnt System. The 
States relv on CSRS to be their advocate in the Deoanment. TI1ev would be concerned that 
States' interest would not be properly represerned' by such a combination. Congress ~ould 
likely oppose such a move and would be requested to do so from their constituents tn the 
States. Should the Department give serious consideration to this option, the benefits should 
be carefully weighed against the negative political fallout. 



L 

ased ~~c= :~e :~~?el:l=~ =ee~~ --. ~S~A :: ~ave a s~!)~le. rede~al icienbe and 
~dl".:caci:;:: age::-:y '-~i~~-: _:1!"!.ouse :,,~sesrc::' :;~pa.Di:it':'esl :~e c:;'.::::-enr.. Science! a:lO 
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';-.c::·/i:':'-=s ::~~..." :~'~,:si::g :·f S&E sh.o~..:.'::'d l:e r:::!'lSc'::'';::'.=..:.e'-:' ·..~i::':'':''::'" ':a:ldic.atesl' 
~:;c::l:.:de:: 	 , 

:ffi:e cf :~~er:;atic~al CooFeration and :evelopment (OIC~):: I 
:~e =.F~arc~!!)d Scient!!!: !~chanoe ~!visicn ?rcvides !i!)anci~l 

::I!:an::s and =~inist:-ati'.·~ s,n::n;ort for ::::operaei'.1e :::.ternational 
;esearch. :~~ ~elies laraelv-~oon ARS and-~civersitv 5cientiscd to 
carry out ~~e U.S. :~mpc~en; =~ coopera:::ve agr!=~!~ural reseaJeh 
~ieh fcrei;n c=~n~:iEs. 

: 	 :orest: S~rv::e iFS); 

:-5 ";;5~ ;;~~n'?sen::s a relE.::':ely s;na':': ::ompo::.eot: ~ ~out: 7'\) or t::'e 
!~ and l~S technical _~nxaae :0. and 5~pPcr~ of. rs co.rational 
proorc.ms and policies (man~oemenl: ot Na~icnal forests i is not blear. 
~s Research a~d ~RS have si~ila= technical missions, infrastru~ture 
requirements, and organizational structures at. both the nat.ion~l and 
field levels. Both agencies employ common scientific approaeh~s. 
Progr<~ and management efficiencies could be gained by an I 
incorporation of rs Research inca S&~. 

, I 
o 	 Animal and ~lant: Health Inspection Ser ..... ice (APHIS). Food Safety and 

Inspection Servic~ (1SIS). and F@deral Grain Inspec~ion Servic~ I 

(fGIS): 

Each of these agencies have Methods Deyelopmpct ?rogr~~s Chat have 
responsibilities :or ~evelo?ing and ada?~iDg technologies for agency 
~?erat:icns. Much of the ace~al work carried oue ~v the Methods 
Ceveioprnenc ~rou~s is considered researc~ ~hich often cUP1icades 	 the 
work and ~esource expenditures of ARS .. ~PHIS also conduct.s a/special 
program on .:.nimal !);:"'1'lage ('Q;'l.t:rcl <:;ost;;!a:rc:-:. • ... hich could appropriately 
be a part == S&E. 

o 	 Soil Conservation Service {SCSI: I 
I 

r~= P~,nt ~'!aterial Center~ of SCS serve as germplasm repositories for 
plant genetic materials having poten~ial utilit; for co;servabion 
plantings. 7he plant collection, maictenance and distributiob 
functions. and their infrastr~ctur~ requirements. are very si~ilar to 
those 'J'il:hi::l the ,\RS national ?lant germ?lasm ?!'::lgra.-n. 

http:proorc.ms
http:operaei'.1e
http:t:I't:J.er


:E is =~::e~~!y a compocect of E:onomlcs. ~~t ~eals :~rgely ~it~ the 
:oor::ii::a.t:i;:: ::::: ':ecn::J.ical ;::og::ar:-.s :::elated. to >::he c!evelopmen-::. :::t 
:dter::.acl·;e e::::er'J'V. :'.e .. ~icfuels f:::om C!Cl':i:'Jltu!'3::' :::nrnod':':'ie~. 
~.,o·,geve::. all :: the research ~::ogra;l'I supp~r!:. :·... :1CS 2.::d pe:'for;::e~s 
:oorci~at~d by CE are i= t~e 5;Z agencies. ?~ogr~~ and leadershio 
ef!!ci2Dcies ~ould .be gained if these f~Dctions ~@re to be 

I • 

consolidated ~ithi::. S&E. 

o Economic Research Service (£~S): 

S&E ageDclEs a::.d prog-rerns cu==ently .!. ..c){ agric'.1ltu:al ~conomics 
research c3?abili~ies; ~hich are i~creasi::::gly :eeded ::':1 support of 
:'nultic.~scipli::ary team ::esearc::'. :;ustainable agricul::::u:e and o~her 
integrated systems research. and research ~lanni::::a and ~valuat~on. 
Components o~ :~e ex~sti::.? ~RS. ?ar~i=~l~~iy ~~cs~ ~~a~ ieal ~~t~ ~~e 
~icra--:ecotlcmics ot :::ac.:.ral res'out':es cr::c commodity ?::::::-grai7\s. c:~uld :::'e 
apprO?ri3te cv~pleme~t to eXisting S&E ?rograms. 

o Human Nutrition reformation Service (3NI?): 

I

HNIS conducts fOOQ composition and consumption surveys and carries 
out information delivery programs to ~e public. fun~tions that are 
very similar to the research and education responsibilities Of/S&E 
agencies. rhese programs could be conSOlidated ~ith a resulting gain 
in resource efficiency and program delivery. 

o Agricultui:al ~ar.keti::.q Service (.-\MS): 

7he Plant;; '.'ariet;y Protection O:fil"', I?V?) certifies and regist'ers 
crot:l ?arieties imorcved throuah aCl'ricultural researc::'. both ::>u'blic 

... ... ~.. - I 

and ?~iva~e. ~his office basi~ally carries out a tec::'nology ~ransfer 
and :nformat~o? function that approp~iatelY fits ~i~h similar Iland . 
stronger capabilities that ~ow exist' ·,rithin S&E. 

ohlter:lat.i,,,,·e Agtic'.lltural Research and Commercializat:io~ (AARC~: 

URC is a Dew independent agency that reports dirac!:. to the : 
Secretary. Its mission is to research and promote t~e commercial 
technology d~velopment of new and value-added products derive~ from 
agricultural ~ommodities. This mission overlaps ~ith and cuplicates 
the long-standina and successful research functions of the ARS 
Regional Utilb:.ation Researc!l la.boratories at Philadelphia. ?~oria# 
New O:-leans# and Albany. ~esource '.lse and administ.::-ative 
efficiencies could be gained if ~ARC ~ere to be i:corporated into S&E 
and programmatically linked ~ith ArtS. 



rr-"" ",-..­
\.".:r ::: '_':' .... ' il ..... :.MISSIDN AND ROtE 

:c~ence and Education \S&E) !~ USDA i - :nargea witn setting paticy and 
providing oversight for: 

Research an'anevelopment (R&D) .:1 suoportJr Departmental Drogrjams, 

Research arrd '()evelopment in suoport or the agribusiness sector and the 
genera I publ i:c, 

Technical information services and technology transfer to Departmental 
programs al1Il 'fhe pub 1i c. 

The mission or S&E h~ not substantially changed in recent years, but 
environmental para~tErs have, Funding has remained essentially level for 
many years. HoweveT. there is an increasing need for well-deveiooed, 
integrated technoiagyproducts and inrormaticn.3ucn as those related to water 
quality. rood safety. ~lobal climate cnange. human nutrition, ina altefnatlve 
products. 

A recommended S&E rni~ion statement is: 

Develop and traast'er new knowledge and technology needed to solve 
technical agricuttural problems of broad scope and high national priority 
in order to enmT'!e adequate production of high-quality food and I 
agricultural products to meet the nutrittonal needs of the American 
consumer. to sU3tain a viable food and agricultural economy. and tp 
maintain a quality environment and natural resource base. 

S&E agencies have: 

The ability to perform long-term. high-risk research. 

The ability to respond to stable and changing technical goals. 

An organizational structure ensuring research program accountabilltv' 
and coordination. I ­
The abIlity to focus research on gaps in knowledge that are bilrrlers 
to problem solutions. I 
The capability to form, disband, or coordinate In~erdlsciPllnary or 
multi location research teams from a large, diverse scientific work 
force. 

The anility to transmit technical information and technology to the 
public and other users: 



3ecause of level funoing. these caoaoll Ities J2scrlbed in the orevious 3~ction 
must oe imnlemented ir the mOSt efficient way Dossible with oresent resoJrces 
of S&E. Consideraticn should be aiven to S&E ~raanizationai chanaes that 
would enhance :he abi ilty of S&E fo respond to i~tegrated technol~gy nee~sin 
a timely and focused manner. I 
The Agricultural Research Service (ARS) suggests that more focused and timelv 
response to high-priority R&D and technology transfer needs can be achie~ed by 
central management and coordination under S&E of all R&D, technical I 
information. and technology transfer activities of the Department. ARS 
therefore recommends that the scientific research and technical informat~on 
functions within the following agencies and programs be transferred to S&E: 

Oleo 

Forest Service Research 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

0' Plant variety protection program 


Human Nutrition and Information Service 

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
o Methods development program 

Federal Grain Inspection Service 
o Methods development program 

Food Safety Inspection Service 
o Methods development program 

Soil Conservation Service 
o Plant Materials 'Center 
o Soil taxonomy .program 

Office of Energy 

The attached charts reflect the proposed organizational structure for J&E. 
This structure is based on a reconfiguration of the functional lines o~ 
existing S&E agencies and includes those technical components of other 
Departmental agencies recommended for transf~r to S&E. 

In addition to transfers of existing comoonents. S&E needs to fill an 
important gap in its ability to evaluate the technology it produces. 8ecause 
technologies must be economically. as well as technologically reasiblel ARS 
sugg~sts that authorization be obtained for S&E to conduct economic re~earch 
in connection with the techno~ogies developed by S&E (this 3uggestionis not­
intended to assume the role of ERS, which is now confined to broad ecohomic 
policy analysis research). I 
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2. Broadening of scope of dutie&. 
co' 
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6. 	 Employee morale. 
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improvemenl. 
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4. One 51 
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and aU(omalioll. 

6. Customers deal with one 

7. One interpretation of same policy (less confusion). 

3 

,i 
~. 

t 

~ 
tI'..Ii)." 
~. 
~\); 

i 



---

., 
~ 

UI 
o 
o 

~--~~--- ~-- ~--

LC") B,....$i""·· ..!·,,~· ,~•.• .,., ......,;:.!!t ~ 
C) -.l,.~l..~,,~.,.!-.:..tV'l. ...r:..!~~\ ...~l!av..~ 

0.:. 

l. Pewee offices bctause of l:oDSOlidation/ooUocalioo. 

2. Larger offices 10 accllDlmodatc collocation. 

3. Possible 10.&& of free or subsidiud space which 
(0 

would result in increll!5Cd cost.(0 
(Y) 
CD 
c:> 4. Coping with leases in effect.C\J 
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expiration of leases. 
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1. MO'I'ing of offices. 

2. MO\Iiogof 

3. 
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Change and reproducing furmlL 

5. Retraining employees. 

6_ Brealcing leases. 

7. Additional cost of new 

8_ Communication lines (telepbones. FAX, etc.). 

9_ Furniture needs (new, rcfudli5bcd, 

.10. Mea ADP rcquircOlcn1:.li. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE 'OF THE SECRETARY 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 20250 


June 3, 1993 

INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM FO:F:,THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 
I 

FROM: R. D. Plowman l'(,..x;1_,_~Jl~';""'~ 
Acting Assistant '"Secretary 
science and Education 

SUBJECT: Recirganization. 

Enclosed find ari additional paper that speaks directly to the !issue 
of OICD. As you know, that program' now reports to the Under 
Secretary for International Affairs and Commodit~ Programs. I You 
will note from the detailed description of their activitiesl that 
they have little in common with their sister agencies, FAS and 
ASCS. Almost all functions are Science and Education. Therj1e are 
three viable options to consider. . 

Leave with present organization. 

2. 	 Move total agency to S&E. 
I 

3 • 	 EliminatEl as an agency and transfer specific divisiohs to 
others. For example, the Research and scientific Exchange 
Division could move to ARS. International organiz:ation 
Division would stay with FAS. Development Resources Divlision 

. could become part of ES, etc. 
. 	 I 

Enclosure 

AN EQUAL ')PPORTUN ..-. !:'.<IPLOVER 



I 
) 

Oleo is organized into four program divisions. 'These are the Cevelopment I 


Organizations Division, and the Research and Scientific Exc:han:;Jes Division.! A 

brief description of each follo;..rs. A a..J.rrent organization chart is apperrleki. 


Resources Division, the Foed In:lustries Division, the Int..ernationcil I 


) • I 

DEVElDFMENr RESaJRCES DIVISION 

i 


coordinates international develop.rent activities associated with 

agricultural prcx:iuction and ma.int.e:nance of natural resources and the I 


private sec:t:or. Uses USDI\ expertise to plan, lead and staff development 

prcgrams related to agricultural prcx:iuction, natural resources and . 

related subjects. Arrarges short c:ou::rses and trai.nin; prcgrarn.s taught by 

USDI\, state departrrents of agriculture, universities and the private , 

sec:t:or. . . 


envirorJl'lV:mt in. collal:x:>ration with USAID, international organizations and 

other donors, USDI\ agencies, the U.S. University carnrm.mity and the i 


FOOD INOOSI'RIES DIVISION 

coordinates international develo:prnemt activities assoc.iated with foed land 

other agricultural product processing, storage, wholesaling and I 


I 

retailing. Manages the Middle-Income Country Fellowship Program and 

similar activities. I 


lNTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS DIVISION I 

Assists the secretary in ma.intaining liaison with specialized I . 

international organizations (FAS, IAFA, OECO, WFP) whose work in£luences 

U.S. agricultural interests. coordinates development of ~t I 

position papers on foed,. agriculture and rural develc:pnent ma.tters urrler 

consideration by international organizations. 


RESFARai AND SCllNI'IFIC EXOiANGES DIVISION 

Administers international rese.a.rcn p:rograrns with foreign governments and 

institutions. COOrdinates activities with and involves USDI\-and other. 

US government agencies, US an:i foreign universities. COOrdinates I 

participation of USDI\ agencies arrl US universities in agricultural . 

science an:i tec.hnolexy exch.arqe agree.roonts with otherC'.OlIDtries. 


Several prcgrarn.s coordinated by Oleo depend heavily I if not entirely, for I 

technical guidance and execution by scientists in the Agricultitral Researcti 

Service an:i US Agricultural Universities. Most of these p:rograrns are in the 

Re.sea.rch arrl Scientific Exchanges Division (RSED) I comprised of the fcllow:ilng: 


http:follo;..rs


2 

Foreign 9.1r:renCy Prcgrarn 
I 
I 

I 

Uses U. S. -owr1erl· foreign currencies to Sl.1piXJrt competitive grants to 
I 

I 
foreign instit:utions. Federal ani state CcxJperating Scientists guide I ani 
assist the foreign Principal IIwestigator. This high level of person?l
interaction has been a principal feature clist~ the USI:li\ Forej ';1!1 
OJrrency Program from other US "assistance" programs. . 

Far Eastern Regional Researd1 Office (FERRO) 

A srrall office in New Delhi, Ir.dia which manages the Foreign C..rrrency 
RI?..search ani US-Ir.dia Furrl (USIF) agricultural programs in the region~ 
since 1960, with the exception of one U. S. Forest Service research i 
administrator, all fonner Directors of FERRO have been from ARS. ' 

Binational Resefu..-ch Program 

Collaborative resea.rc:h involvirq u.s. and foreign agricultural 
institutions. Its aim is to obtain or develop new informa.tion I 

contributing t:o goals of USI:li\, state Agricultural Experirrent stations! 
ani agricultural colleges an::i universities. '!he program features m:xl$st 
grants to US hwestigators for joint research with foreignc:ounterp::u"ts. 

I 

Reimbursable Prg::rrams '. 

Rese.arc:h and technical cooperation programs (including professional i 
development) that are furrled by participating countries, multinational 
agencies (e.g. F1\O) or USAID. I 

SCientific Exc.ha.rge Program . i 

Pramotes international cooperation in agriculture and forestry throU<#,l 
short-te:nn (1--6 weeks) exc:harqe visits of U.S. and foreign scientistsl 
Negotiates prcgrarns of activities with CCX)perating countries based on: 
proposals submitted by scientists from USI:li\ agencies, universities ani 
private organi.zations. Prop:>sals are reviewe::i by scientists in ARS ~ 
.CSRS. Exchanges are int.errled to work toward development of lorqer-te:nn, 
IlPre prcx:iuctive collaborative research arrarqerrents. I 

Liaison with InterrJational Agricultural Research Centers (IARCs) 

A srrall staff maintains liaison between USI:li\ ani the !ARCs of the 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (O::;IAR). 
Facilitates communication beb'lIee.T1 O::;IAR and :research and education 
officials in USI:li\ .. 

http:beb'lIee.T1


, 

I 
I 
3 

The Research ani scientific Exchan;es Division """Prised of 30 staff I 
members in Washingcon plus 2 American arxi 6 Foreign Service National emploYees 
jn In::li"a. FUn:ling 'for the Division is derived mainly from regular usm I 
appropriations, plus a small Special Foreign 0Jrrency appropriation, arxi 
reimbursements. ' 

'!he Division uses ARS arxi CSRS staff to evaluate'research arxi exchange • 

pro};X)Sals. ARS and State scientists serve as Ccx:>peratin;r Scientists on th~ 


. various grants to foreign institutions. These resources are provided at n6 
charge by ARS, CSRS, SAES arxi the universities. 

Science arxi Education prop::>ses that the RSED be transferred to S&E. Since! to 
accomplish its missions, RSED has to calIon the S&E agencies, assignment 0f 
RSED directly to S&E is both logical arxi efficient. I 

, 
Components of other divisi'ons in Olen ne:ed to be critically evaluate::! to I. 

determine those which 'WOUld advantageously be locate::! in S&E. Certain aIm 

staff who provide administrative support (travel, aa::::ountin;r, per5OfI.nel, I 

acquisitions, grants a,'-xi contracts) would ne:ed to be assigned to S&E to 
 'I' 

maintain efficiency of operation. 

I, 

" 
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I I
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ADHINISIRA.TOR 
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DIRECTOR DIRECTOR DlR£CT( R 

RESEA C"d lUI} StIEtfTIFIC 


DIRECTOR 
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Keith Collins 

Acting Assistant Secretary of Economics 


Summary of Key Points: 

I 
. I 

USDA needs to have a Chief Economist reporting to the Secretary. I 
The President and every other Cabinet officer has one. This politicql 
appointee would be a key policy advisor that provides objective analysis 
on the impacts of policy options on the agricultural economy ~ 
as well as on consumers and taxpayers. i 

• 	 Vesting t'hiS role in the Assistant Secretary for Science and Educatidn or 
a Deputy Assistant Secretary for this area would provide inadequate~ 
representation and policy advice.· . 

• 	 Two options proposed. i 
I 
i 

• 	 Option 1:. Maintain CUirent organization structure but have economics 
agencies report to a politically appointed Chief Economist rather thar to 
an Assistant Secretary. Agencies would not be merged but activities to 

. 	 I 

downsize ERS would continue. 	 I 
I 

. I 
Option 2: Abolish the current five political positions in the Assistant 
Secretary for Economics area and replace with two political positions. A 
new Director for E'conomic Outlook and Analysis would be created who 
would report to the Deputy Secretary plus one support position. I 

I 
I 

The current Economic Analysis Staff, Office of Energy,andthe World 
Outlook Board would be merged into the Office of the Director (abo~t 
50 people) to coordinate Departmentwide market and economic I 
forecasting as well as conduct policy analysis and regulatory review/for 
the Secretary's office. 	 I 

. i 
ERS, NASS, and management support functions would be transferred to 
an Assistant Secretary for Science, Education and Economics and Would 
carry out data collection, economic research, and information ! 
dissemination. A Deputy Assistant Secretary would be an economist. 

. r· 

I 
I 
I 


