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National Customer Account Plan (CAP) 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

INTRODUCTION


This national customer account plan (CAP) supports the USACE Corporate Outreach Plan.  The Corporate Outreach Plan guides the Corps’ approach to building better business relationships with our customers.  USDA has been identified as a strategic customer in the USACE Corporate Outreach Plan.  Strategic customers are those who are critically important to achieving organizational goals.  It is our intent to develop a partnership that is mutually beneficial to USDA and USACE. 


There are five positions on the customer relationship ladder--unknown, commodity, preferred, partner, and strategic ally.  The Corps’ current position with USDA can be described as a commodity supplier.  This plan will help USACE efforts to move up the ladder in its relationship with USDA.


The purpose of this USDA CAP is to map out the development of a long-term business relationship between USDA and the Corps.  More specifically, this plan identifies potential areas of support to, or cooperation with, USDA that will best help USDA achieve their goals as well achieve USACE goals.  This national account plan also serves to focus HQUSACE attention on supporting actions that enable regional and local USDA efforts to succeed.
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USACE-USDA CUSTOMER TEAM

Role
Team Member
Office
Telephone

Acct Exec
Carl Enson 


CECW-E
202-761-0215

Acct Mgr
Joe Hartman
CECW-ET
202-761-0291

LRD
Bob Warda
CELRD-GL-P-M
312-353-3679

MVD
Doug Kamien
CEMVD-ET-E
601-634-5922

NAD
Alexandra Crawford
CENAB-PP-M
410-962-2830

NWD
Ron White

Alt:  Rick Wilson
CENWW-PD

CENWD-MR-PM-H
509-527-7591

402-697-2525

POD
Russell Takara

Alt: George Kimura
CEPOD-PM

CEPOD-PM
808-438-0123

808-438-0342

SAD
Joe Tavares
CESAJ-CO-CQ
904-232-3446

SPD
Caroline Buckles

Alt:   John Davidson
CESPD-DE

CESPD-xx
415-977-8003

415-977-xxx

SWD
Bill Pearson

Alt:  Chuck Armstrong
CESWD-ETP

CESWD-ETP-P
214-767-2351

214-767-2306

USACE-USDA CUSTOMER GOALS
MISSION


Sustain and increase current levels of work related to core competencies
INTERNAL


Ensure that our team is One-Door-to-the-Corps


Simplify business processes


   Approval authorities


   Funds transfer

LEARNING


Ensure adequate knowledge base of USDA


   Needs and expectations


   Business processes


   Politics and budget
CUSTOMER


Enhance long-term business relationship through


   Customer contacts


   Partnering sessions


   Customer  satisfaction ratings



USACE-USDA CUSTOMER STRATEGIES

· Meet with the customer using the following techniques:

· Conduct face-to-face, meetings at all levels of our  organizations 

· Consider USACE-wide opportunities at all meetings, not just local 

· Schedule partnering session to mutually agree on needs and opportunities 

· Use proper customer contact skills for customer meetings 

· Conduct results of contacts through feedback mechanisms

· Provide long-term consistency through customer account team

· Execute projects well--schedule, budget, and quality 

· Understand customer needs and mission requirements

· Be flexible and responsive

· Comply with USDA policies, practices and culture

· Make USACE support invisible to USDA customers

· Commit necessary USACE resources

· Get corporate buy-in; provide continuous management attention

· Meet with the customer as often as necessary

· Review in-progress work with the customer; have a can-do attitude

· Conduct training for USDA Customer Account Team

· General outreach techniques

USDA CUSTOMER PROFILE

ORGANIZATION: 
Secretary of Agriculture, Daniel R. Glickman (202) 720-3631

Fourteenth and Independence Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20250

UNDER SECRETARIES

Natural Resources and Environment
(202) 720-7173

Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services
(202) 720-3111

Rural Development
Jill Long Thompson, 


(202) 720-4581

Food, Nutrition and Consumer Service
Shirley Robinson Watkins 


(202) 720-7711

Food Safety Services
Catherine E. Woteki 



(202) 720-0350

Research, Education, and Economics
I. Miley Gonzalez 



(202) 720-5923

Marketing and Regulatory Programs
Mr. Dunn 




(202) 720-xxxx

An organization chart in Appendix A shows agencies and administrations reporting to each Under Secretary.  Various elements of USDA have unique regional boundaries, which do not match USACE boundaries.

BUDGET: USDA’s FY 98 budget is $60.3B.  Of that budget $123.4M is included for the operation, maintenance, and repair of Agriculture buildings.

MISSION:.  Enhance the quality of life for the American people by supporting production of agriculture: 


Ensuring a safe, affordable, nutritious, and accessible food supply 


Caring for agricultural, forest, and range lands 


Supporting sound development of rural communities 


Providing economic opportunities for farm and rural residents 

· Expanding global markets for agricultural and forest products and services and working to reduce hunger in America and throughout the world.

TRENDS:  


Environmental awareness/concern

· Environmental cleanup of agriculture sites

· Commercialization of farming communities

DETAILED EVALUATIONS:
Many parts of USDA offer relatively little opportunity for interface in the areas of USACE core competencies, and no formal analysis of these elements is presented in this plan.  The elements of USDA which offer the greatest opportunities for USACE are analyzed in the appendices.  These elements include:

· Appendix C - Forest Service

· Appendix D - Natural Resources Conservation Service

· Appendix E - Rural Utilities Service 

· Appendix F - Farm and Foreign Agricultural Service

Following are the types of support opportunities available within these elements of USDA:

· Watershed management planning (including recreation planning)

· Environmental restoration 

· Abandoned mine lands restoration 

· Erosion and sedimentation control 

· Water quality

·  Mitigation banking 

· Dam safety inspection and evaluation 

· Relicensing of dams, including economic analysis

· Infrastructure support (inspection and evaluation, design, contracting, construction management, QC/QA) 

One other part of USDA offers a specific opportunity to USACE.  The Agricultural Marketing Service has an interest in transporting agricultural commodities to export markets.  This offers an opportunity for strategic partnership between our organizations in further development of US ports and inland navigation systems.   

CURRENT USACE SUPPORT ACTIVITIES TO USDA:

A list of current support activities is provided in Appendix B.   This includes a list of all current MOAs between USACE and USDA.

ACTION LIST

This national Customer Account Plan identifies recommended actions at the headquarters level.  Following is a summary of the actions recommended in each of the appendices.  Another recommendation is that each MSC establish some type of regional account team, to identify additional actions, compatible wth this plan, that should be implemented at the regional or local level. 
(the following list needs to be improved)
USACE REP.
USDA CONTACT
TOPICS



List all current ongoing work by the Corps for the Forest Service by Region



Determine USDA Forest Service Regional Budgets



Perform Regional Get/Go analysis 

Enson, Carl
Wally Beyer

RUS Administration
Joint studies on water quality issues

Chief, Engineering
Glenn Deal, Senior Engineer, RUS
Environmental and engineering issues, training

District Support for Others Section Chief
RUS State Program Directors
Cooperation on projects

MSC Account Team Members

Identify USACE Regional Teams

Regional Team to research

Account Manager to consolidate

List all current ongoing work by the Corps for the FFAS and/or predecessor  agencies

Regional Team to research

Account Manager to consolidate

Identify FFAS Programs matching USACE “core” competencies

Account Manager

Identify FFAS Programs (as above) Budgets

Regional Team

Develop annual Action Plans for USACE Regional Teams



Account Manager

Develop USACE Budget for FFAS initial support activity

Account Manager

Identify USACE funding source for FFAS initial support activity

Account Manager

Hold annual account team meetings, to evaluate annual accomplishments exchange lessons learned, develop the  next Annual Action 

Account Manager

Identify USACE Regional Teams

Regional Team to research

Account Manager to consolidate

List all current ongoing work by the Corps for the FFAS and/or predecessor  agencies

Regional Team to research

Account Manager to consolidate

Identify FFAS Programs matching USACE “core” competencies

Account Manager

Identify FFAS Programs (as above) Budgets

Regional Team

Develop annual Action Plans for USACE Regional Teams



Account Manager

Develop USACE Budget for FFAS initial support activity

Account Manager

Identify USACE funding source for FFAS initial support activity

Account Manager

Hold annual account team meetings, to evaluate annual accomplishments exchange lessons learned, develop the  next Annual Action 



MEET WITH AMS on NAVIGATION

INFORMATION NEEDS LIST





Item

No.
Information Need
Person

Responsible
Date

Needed


1
What are the phone #s in the key contacts lists?  




2
How does USDA perceive USACE?  




3
What are the key issues hampering USDA’s success? 




4





5





6 





7





8





USACE-USDA INFORMATION CONTACTS




NAME/ORGANIZATION
PHONE NO.
KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT

Bob Daniel  HQ



Chuck Moeselein  HQ



Norm Edwards  HQ



Bill Klesch  HQ



Beverly Goetzen  HQ



John Studt  HQ



Jim Wolcott  HQ



Jane Mergler  HQ



Ron Conners  HQ



Bob Warda  LRD



Larry Kilgo  MVD



Alexandra Crawford  NAB



Rick Wilson  NWD



Vince Bilardo  NWK



Pat O’Bradovich  NWP



Ron White  NWW



Jim Waddell  NWW



Tom Ushijima  POD



Joe Tavarres  SAJ



Jim Boone  SAJ



Ray Zimney  SPK



Mark Cowan  SPK



Tom Hudspeth  SWD



John Davidson  SWG







Appendix A

USDA Organization Chart
USDA Customer Account Plan
(see http:www.usda.gov/agencies/orgchart.gif.)
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Appendix B

Current USACE Support Activities
USDA Customer Account Plan
ADD LIST OF ALL CURRENT MOAs HERE

“Current” support activities listed here include ongoing work and work performed during the last two years, and some discussions about potential work.

Forest Service

· Vicksbug District performed several environmental Assessments for Holly Springs NF, at a total cost of about $90,000.

· St. Paul District did shoreline protection work for Chipewa NF. 

· Portland District assisted with hydropower relicensing of North Umpqua Dam, $10K. 

· Portland District developed plans & specs for repair work at Redmond Tanker Air Base, $96K.

· Portland District has also had discussions with FS personnel about potential assistance on fish passage issues and on training and support for the FS National Hydropower Assistance Team.

· Seattle District developed plans & specs for repair work at Moses Lake Tanker Base, $95K, and for Missoula Tanker Base.

· Seattle District has also had discussions with FS Northern Region personnel about potential assistance on abandoned mines and various facilities upgrades

· Huntington District has performed the following for Monongahela and Wayne National Forests:

Project:  Abandoned Mine Lands Inventory
Scope of Work:  Condition survey of all abandoned mine lands on Forest

Funding: 

$80,000

Performance Period: 6/98-9/99

POC: Mr. Lynn Hicks, P.E., MNF Engineering Program Manager, Phone 304-636-1800

Project:  Mine Ponds Inventory (Continuation of AML Inventory)
Scope of Work: Condition survey of all mine ponds on Forest

Funding:  

$75,000

Performance Period:  6/98-12/99

POC: Mr. Lynn Hicks, P.E., MNF Engineering Program Manager, Phone 304-636-1800

Project:   East Gauley Trails Restoration
Scope of Work: Construct mountain bike trails, obliterate undesirable trails

Funding:  

$280,000

Performance Period: 5/98-9/99

POC: Mr. Lynn Hicks, P.E., MNF Engineering Program Manager, Phone 304-636-1800

Project:   Highland Scenic Highway Slide 2 Repair
Scope of Work: Construct repairs for landslides on Scenic Highway

Funding:  

$1,200,000

Performance Period: 7/99-10/99

POC: Mr. Lynn Hicks, P.E., MNF Engineering Program Manager, Phone 304-636-1800

Project:   Highland Scenic Highway Slides 1 and 2 Design of Repair
Scope of Work: Design repairs for landslides on Scenic Highway

Funding:  

$40,000

Performance Period:  5/98-12/98

POC: Mr. Lynn Hicks, P.E., MNF Engineering Program Manager, Phone 304-636-1800

Project:   Vesuvius Campground Access Road Paving
Scope of Work: Base repair and paving of Beach/Campground access road

Funding:  

$800,000

Performance Period:  5/99-9/99

POC: Ms. Robyn Smith,  Engineer, WNF, Phone 740-534-6500

Project: Abandoned Mine Lands Inventory
Scope of Work: Condition survey of abandoned mine lands in Ironton District

Funding:  

$ 80,000

Performance Period:

POC: Ms. Becky Ewing, Fisheries Biologist, WNF, Phone 740-534-6500

Project: Kenton Lake Remedial Work
Scope of Work:  Design and construct repairs to dam and outlet works 

Funding:  

$180,000

Performance Period: 7/99-11/99

POC: Ms. Robyn Smith,  Engineer, WNF, Phone 740-534-6500

Project: Variety Consultation Support Agreement
Scope of Work: Miscellaneous work items as ordered by the Forest 

Funding:  

$5,000

Performance Period: 5/99-12/99

POC: Ms. Robyn Smith,  Engineer, WNF, Phone 740-534-6500

Project: Athens Facility Shop Drawing Review
Scope of Work: QA review of designs, drawings for construction of office facility

Funding:  

$30,000

Performance Period:  7/99-11/99

POC: Ms. Robyn Smith,  Engineer, WNF, Phone 740-534-6500

Project: Vesuvius Campground Access Road Slide Repair
Scope of Work: Gabion repair of landslide downslope of 2-lane access road

Funding:  

$290,000

Performance Period: 3/99-5/99

POC: Ms. Robyn Smith,  Engineer, WNF, Phone 740-534-6500

Project: Mill Creek Slide Design of Repair
Scope of Work: Design repair for landslide on WNF property near private dwelling

Funding:  

$20,000

Performance Period:  10/98-11/98

POC: Ms. Robyn Smith,  Engineer, WNF, Phone 740-534-6500

Project: Lieth's Run Dredging
Scope of Work: Dredge near WNF boat ramp by Ohio River

Funding:  

$18,000

Performance Period: 10/98

POC: Ms. Robyn Smith,  Engineer, WNF, Phone 740-534-6500

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) -- 


CRREL designed, constructed, and tested an electronic snow load sensor.  $24K FY 98

MVR is providing mapping for small dam sites to the National Resource Conservation Service.  Expenditures in FY98 were approximately $42,000 with similar amount of work estimated for FY99.


SWL provided general architectural services to NRCS in FY98 for $22K and is projected to provide $20K in similar services for FY99.    


Bayou Grosse Tete Watershed Remedial Work. Vicksburg District is providing engineering services to NCRS in FY 99 in the amount of  $50,000.

Based upon an executed MOA, 25 Mar 98, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) will provide $200,000 to the Honolulu District to conduct a study to alleviate the flooding problem on non-Department of Defense property in vicinity of Lualualei, Oahu, Hawaii.  Funds will be provided and expended as the work proceeds.  There were no expenditures in FY98.


CRREL conducted investigations on bituminous surface treatments and cold-in-place recycling methods– $25K FY 98


CRREL predicted and monitored seasonal variations in soil moisture and temperature and the effects these variations have on roads and slope stability.  $6K FY 98


CRREL is assess the effectiveness of in-situ chunkwood as a pavement insulating layer to reduce frost penetration and the detrimental effects of frost action.  $3K FY 99 


MVS accomplished photogrammetric mapping consisting of using black and white aerial photography and survey control to produce digital orthophotos for Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie.  Expenditures for FY 98 were $253,000.  Total expenditures for FY 99 are estimated at $200,000.

Rural Cooperative Development Service (formerly FmHA) –

· SWL provided general architectural services for the Rural Development of $50K in FY98 and is projected to expend $60K in FY99
Farm Services Agency (FSA) --   


Seattle District – Performed investigation and clean-up actions at 6 farm sites in Washington State.  Total value of the work performed in FY98 was $304K.  Investigation and remedial actions included preliminary assessment screening; tank removals; contaminated soil removal; removal/disposal of hazardous waste and debris; building demolition; lead based paint surveys; asbestos surveys and remediation; completion and submission of Independent Remedial Action Reports (IRAR) to state regulators; and maintenance, completion and submission of annual dangerous waste reports to state regulators on behalf of  FSA. A number of the actions will continue into FY99. .  In FY98 the Portland district completed bio remediation on the final site (Jack Alley property) with expenditures totaling $10,000.  There is no further work planned for FY99. 


Kansas City District – Work was completed on the last of several inventory farm cleanup projects for CFSA in Missouri.  Final expenditures were $23K.

St. Paul District – Provides design and construction services for remediating contaminated farm sites in Minnesota and Wisconsin but incurred no FY98 expenditures.  FY99 expenditures are estimated to be $147k.

Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) -- 


Omaha District – Shelby, Nebraska. – In FY98, NWO defended itself against the construction contractor suit for allegedly wrongfully assessing and withholding of liquidated damages.  The contractor, JTL Inc. took his case to the Corps of Engineers Board of Contract Appeals (Docket NO. ENG BCA 6223).  On 22 May 98, the Board denied JTL’s claims.  JTL then had 120 days from 22 May 98 to appeal the Corps of Engineers Board of Contract Appeals’ decision to the Federal Circuit Court.  The time for appeal ended and the denial of JTL’s

Appendix C

Forest Service 
USDA Customer Account Plan
1.0   INTRODUCTION

This plan charts the development of a proposed business relationship between the USDA Forest Service and the US Army Corps of Engineers.  The USDA Forest Service, a leader in conserving the resources of the United States, is recognized as a potential strategic partner.  The USDA Forest Service has extensive responsibilities including more recreation facilities (23,000) than any other agency, 383,000 miles of roadway, and 191 million acres of land under management. The Corps is a leader in providing services in all these USDA Forest Service functions.  The Corps approach is to document our customer account goals, objectives, and strategies. 


The USDA Forest Service is an agency of the Department of Agriculture.  This Customer Account Plan is Appendix B of the National U.S. Department of Agriculture Customer Account Plan being prepared by Headquarters.


2.0   CORPS STAFFING
USDA Forest Service  NATIONAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNT TEAM





Role
 Name
Office
Telephone
e-mail

Acct Exec
Carl Enson
CECW-E
202-761-0215
Carl.F.Enson@hq02.usace.army.mil

Acct Mgr.
Phil Brozek
CESPK-PM-C
916-557-7630
pbrozek@spk.usace.army.mil

Member
Ron White
CENWW-PD
509-527-7591
Ronald.D.White@nww01.usace.army.mil

Member
Bill Pearson
CESWD-ETP
214-767-2351
William.R.Pearson@swd02.usace.army.mil

Member
Bob Warda
CELRD-GL-P-M
312-353-3679
Robert.F.Warda@lrdgl.usace.army.mil

Member
John Davidson
CESPD-PM-M
415-977-8245
jdavidson@spk.usace.army.mil

Member

Western

Regional

RAMS

Prog Mgr.
Mark Cowan
CESPD-PM
916-557-6721
mcowan@spk.usce.army.mil

USDA Forest Service REGIONAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNT TEAM

(Region 5)





Role
Name
Office
Telephone
e-mail

Contact
Tom Fea
CESPK-ED-G
916-557-5391
TFea@spk.usace.army.mil

Contact
Larry Crawley
CESPK-RE
916-557-7369
lcrawley@spk.usace.army.mil

Contact
Fred Martin
CESPK-CO-C
916-659-0133
fmartin@spk.usace.army.mil

Contact
Joseph Holmberg
CESPK-CO-O
916-557-5281
Jholmberg@spk.usace.army.  mil

Contact
George Murakami
CESPL-CO-HD
805-945-8879
Gmurakami@spl.usace.army.mil

Contact
John Keever 
CESPL-CO-SA
909-655-2101
Jkeever@spl.usace.army.mil

Contact
William Casale
CESPK-RE
916-557-7386
Wcasale@spk.usace.army.mil


Corps Districts coincident with USDA Forest Service Regions will assign Regional Customer Account Team members.

USDA Forest Service REGIONAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNT TEAM

(Need Teams for Other Regions)





Role
Name
Office
Telephone
e-mail











































USDA Forest Service REGIONAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNT TEAM

(Need Teams for Other Regions)





Role
Name
Office
Telephone
e-mail











































3.0   Goals, Objectives and Strategy 

3.1   USDA Forest Service Customer Account Plan Goals

Goals in implementation of this USDA Forest Service Account Plan include:

a) To develop a nationwide, top to bottom, working relationship with the USDA Forest  Service.

b)  Become the preferred provider of environmental, engineering and technical, ecosystem management, construction, and recreation services for the USDA Forest Service.

3.2   USDA Forest Service Account Plan Strategy 1 & Objectives

Strategy objectives during this first phase of outreach development in FY00  includes detailed documentation of current Corps/USDA Forest Service success and failures, and an increase in the level and depth of customer contacts and business relationships between USDA Forest Service and the Army Corps of Engineers.


- Initiate contact between.......


- Initiate contact between......


3.3   USDA Forest Service Account Plan Strategy 2 & Objectives

Strategy objectives during this second phase of outreach development includes defined actions to increase visibility of Corps capability to the USDA Forest Service and initiate pilot programs to demonstrate ...........


- Initiate action to.........


- Initiate action to....


- Initiate action to....


- Initiate action to....

4.0   USDA FOREST SERVICE PROFILE
4.1   USDA Forest Service Contacts
Region
Regional Address
Regional Forester
Web-site

Headquarters
201 14th  St. SW @ Independence Ave.

SW Washington D.C. 20024
Mike Dombeck

(202) 205-1661
www.fs.fed.us/intro

Northern

Region 1
Federal Bldg.,

 P.O. Box 7669

Missoula, MT 59807
Dale Bosworth

(406) 329-3316
www.fs.fed.us/r1/

Rocky Mountain

Region 2
P.O. Box 25127

Lakewood, CO 80225
Lyle Laverty

(303) 275-5450
www.fs.fed.us/r2/

Southwestern

Region 3
Federal Bldg.,

517 Gold Ave. SW

Albuquerque, NM 87102
Elenor S. Towns

(505) 842-3300
www.fs.fed.us/r3/

Intermountain

Region 4 
Federal Bldg., 324 25th St, Ogden, UT 84401
Jack Blackwell      (801) 625-5605
www.fs.fed.us/r4/

Pacific Southwest Region 5
630 Sansome St.

San Francisco, CA 94111
G. Lynn Spraque

(415) 705-2870
www.r5.fs.fed.us/

Pacific Northwest

Region 6
333 SW 7th Ave.

P.O. Box 3623

Portland, OR 97208
Robert W. Williams

(503) 803-2200
www.fs.fed.us/r6/

Southern

Region 8
1720 Peachtree Rd. NW

Alavta, GA 30367
Elizabeth Estill

(404) 347-7930
www.r8web.com

Eastern

Region 9
310 W. Wisconsin Ave.

Room 500

Milwaukee, WI 53203
Robert T. Jacobs

(414) 297-3646
www.fed.us/r9/


Alaska

Region 10
Federal Office Building

709 W. 9th  St.

P.O. Box 21628

Juneau, AK 99802-1628
Rick D. Cables

(907) 586-8863
www.fs.fed.us/r10/

4.2   Organization

A regional forester heads each of the Forest Service’s 9 regions, and directors head the supporting Research and  Experiment Stations.  Forest Service HQ is located in Washington, D.C.  Regional offices are located in Missoula, MT; Lakewood, CO; Ogden, UT; Albuquerque, NM; Vallejo, CA; Portland, OR; Atlanta, GA; Milwaukee, WI; and Juneau, AK.   The Forest Service also has an international forestry 

division, a research arm, and a state and private forestry support organization.  The central concern of the Service is its forest regions.

4.3   Mission

The USDA Forest Service carries out its mission, “Caring for the Land and Serving People,” through five main activities: 


- Protection & management of natural resources on National Forest System lands

- Research on al aspects of forestry, rangeland management; and forest resource utilization


- Community assistance and cooperation with State and local governments, forest industries, and private landowners to help protect and manage non-Federal forest and associated range and watershed lands to improve conditions in rural areas


- Achieving and supporting an effective workforce that reflects the full range of diversity of the American people


- International assistance through formulating policy and coordinating U.S. support for the protection and sound management of the world’s forest resources.

4.4   Budget 

The FY00 budget estimate includes $XXXM for construction, reconstruction and acquisition of buildings and other facilities; and for construction, reconstruction, and repair of forest roads and trails.   The FY00 budget estimate includes $XXM for O&M of facilities.  FY01 budget information is needed here!!!!!
4.5   Method of Obtaining A&E Support

The USDA Forest Service traditionally places great dependence in-house forces.  They are trying to go to a regional A&E support system.

4.6   Corps Support Opportunities

The USDA Forest Service is losing its technical expertise because of downsizing.  Dam and road inspections and bridge construction are areas of current Corps involvement.  During past HQ briefings, USDA Forest Service inquired about bridge inspections, 404 program training, and other training and road construction.  Real estate support connected with timber sales and other types of concession sales may present opportunities.  Recent USDA Forest Service trends reflect greater emphasis to Eco-system management rather than resource extraction.  Corps/USDA FS collaboration on integrated watershed planning.  Corps assistance on FERC relicensing of dams on USFS lands.

4.7   Current Corps Involvement

Examples of work performed by the Corps for the USDA Forest Service include:

The Portland District has provided annual inspections and evaluation of natural debris dams at Castle and Coldwater Lakes and tunnel inspections at Spirits Lake, Mount St. Helens.  During FY96 a large contract for major repairs to the Spirit Lake tunnel was awarded.

The South Pacific Division provided $100K in road inspection services.  SPK  has performed some road repair at El Dorado NF and bridge repair in Stanislaus NF. 

· Nashville District provided engineering and construction services for erection of a bridge over the Ocolee River to support the Olympic white water canoe and kayaking events

· More to follow

4.8   Issues

 USDA Forest Service is downsizing its Engineer staff and needs help.  However, it may be difficult for this proud culture to transition from traditional ‘do it alone’ to depending on others for support.  The USDA Forest Service is a different culture than the Army.  We need to approach and work differently; it will be too easy to have our interest appear as a heavy handed takeover.  The USDA Forest Service feels, stand-alone, a close family.


HQUSACE is developing an umbrella MOA between USDA Forest Service and Dept of Army to further business opportunities.

5.0   Financial Analysis 

· Provide financial analysis 

Caution:   Several sources formerly with the USDA Forest Service have expressed the opinion that diminished funding for the USDA Forest Service could likely result in diminished opportunity for the Corps of Engineers regardless of how anxious or willing the Forest Service was to have the Corps perform the work.  A careful Get/Go analysis is required for each Region.


The financial analysis will need to determine O&M and capital improvement budgets for each Regional Office.  


The financial analysis will include a Get/Go analysis to determine the amount of funds that can be reasonably allocated to Regional efforts in pursuit of this work.

6.0 SWOT ANALYSIS
6.1   How the USDA Forest Service Sees Themselves
How USDA Forest Service See Themselves


Strengths
Weaknesses



- World class Resource Managers

- Team Based Organization (TBO), Tech Teams, Project Teams, Team Coaches

- “Can do attitude” - Fire Fighters

-Independent/non-typical federal agency

- Family Culture, Family/co-worker social focus, many lower graded employees cluster together at ‘remote’ offices

-Intimate knowledge of work place location

-Responsible to local community
-Technical/Engineering function spread thin, disenfranchised technically abandoned, low morale

-Old dated Information Management Systems (Computers/software)

-Difficulty in  executing large scale regional project, better planners than executors

-Downsizing

-Not enough compliance funding

-Not enough $ to keep up infrastructure, loss of timber revenue

-Responsible to local community/parochial view

-Changes in demographic family structure, stress traditional long term employee

Opportunities
Threats

-Refocus their way of doing business

-Stewards of forests


-Unfocused business practices (overly concerned with trying to please all public interest groups)

-Congress withholding funds

-Encroachment

-Environmental vs. business

-Conservation vs. preservation


6.1.1 Amplifying Notes on SWOT

Historically, USDA Forest Service is dedicated to exclusively using in-house labor.  As a result, they seldom contract out functions unless it is absolutely necessary.  There are also significant differences between priorities and resources between the Western and Eastern Regions.  The West has larger forest lands whereas the Eastern Forests are usually smaller and more often threatened by urban sprawl (negative impacts on recreation areas by visitors, hunters and fishers).  The East tends to have “tree plantations” where hardwood diseases, gypsy moths, re-establishing the American Elm and American Chestnut are some of their priority concerns.  The East also is into Biomass methods using chip fuel to support energy plants.  The West on the other hand, is more focused on re-introducing fire processes into their Eco-system management while preventing catastrophic loss of resources.  They are using thinning and controlled burns to accomplish this goal (while assuring the preservation of water quality, endangered species habitat and cultural resources).  Percentage of timber sales goes back to local schools and counties.  Centralized technical services.  USDA Forest Service conserves, National Park Service preserves.
6.2   How the USDA Forest Service Sees the Corps
How USDA Forest Service Sees CORPS


Strengths
Weaknesses

-Contracting

-Flood Protection

-Environmental Restoration Expertise (Yolo Basin Wetlands)

-FEMA/Emergency Response

-Technical Engineering Expertise

-Shared Training Opportunities

-Multi-agency coordinator

-Full service

-National wide presence

-“Can do”
-Expensive (Overhead)

-Bureaucratic

-Corps design standards “overdone”

-Corps arrogance

-Lack of “customer is always right”

-Our culture vs. theirs (family, threat job, contracting vs. in house, local vs. national force, peanut butter vs. steak)

-Not perceived as land manager

-Not perceived as recreation manager

-Big project focus

Opportunities
Threats

-Augment downsizing engineering & Timber Management staff

-Abandoned mine lands cleanup

-Leveraging declining resources through natural supporting, partnership and cost-sharing

-Infrastructure support

-GIS Support

-Downsizing
-Military exercises on Forest Service lands

-“We know best”/Corps takes over

-Viewed as competitor to in-house

-Permitting Organization, show stopper

-Monster Organization, take away the technical staff they have left, take away work

-Different political ties and processes

6.2.1 Amplifying Notes on SWOT


It is important to the USDA Forest Service that we can dedicate a quality team of professionals to accomplishing their workload.  There may be some contracting opportunities, possibly in the O&M and environmental cleanup arenas.  Corps abilities/expertise not well known.  Corps needs to demonstrate team approach. 

6.3   How the Corps Sees the Corps
How CORPS  Sees CORPS


Strengths
Weaknesses

-Other DOD resources to call upon

-Do it all

-Bring FTE

-CT & in-house capability

-R&D
-Lack of partnership development funding

-Large project focus

-Always reorganizing and having personnel shifts

-USACE boundaries do not align with USDA -Forest Service boundaries

-Steak vs. peanut butter

-Cost

-Time

-Bureaucratic

Opportunities

Threats

-OEW

-Downsizing

-Problems with infrastructure & compliance

-Virtual Team
-Monster syndrome

-Big organization absorbs work of others

-Lack of Nordstrom’s attitude



6.3.1 Amplifying Notes on SWOT


Political process for each agency may be very different.  FTE allocation within Corps regarding FTE may confuse Civil work FTE vs. SFO FTE.

7.0   IFBP MATRIX

IFBP MATRIX

USDA Forest Service




ISSUES
FEATURES
BENEFITS
PROOFS

Natural disaster response 


Contracting

Damage Assessment Team
Rapid response

Nation wide presence

Local support

Post Fire support
Levee repair

El Dorado NF road repair

FEMA

Abandoned Mine Lands

   - Remediation &            Restoration

   - Closure
- PRP (CERCLA) & ORPHAN

- Public safety and bat habitat


Tech expertise

 AE, in-house

Cost sharing CT for investigation or remediation 

OEW
Leviathan Mine, Penn Mine, Primerai Mine

Civil, FUDS

Bunker Hill Mine

Infrastructure

   - Roads

   - Dams

   - Rec. Facilities

   - Building

   -  Fire Fighting tanker air strips


CT or in-house design,

variety of Contract tools

   - Inspection                   capability

   - Contract       Management       oversight

   - Dam safety        program


Can do/will do, timely

technical expertise

In-house
465 Lake projects, National Park Service, military facilities, Presidio SF

Dam Safety Program



Downsizing
Contracting,

in-house,


Don’t have to use if not needed, no lengthy ramp up - ramp down

different FTE budget and hiring procedures
NPS, INS, Post Office, VA, NA Tribes/BIA, FEMA, FAA

Environmental Programs

    -NEPA

    -Restoration 

    -Management

    -Cleanup 


In house capability CT or local and nationwide teams, Office of History
Get it done

Full service

Extensive Civil Program

Quick response

Program integration

Lost cost

staff credibility
NPS, INS, Post Office, VA, NA Tribes/BIA, FEMA, FAA, Civil Works Projects, EPA

Military installations

Support for Olympics & other special events
Full services

on-site

funding


No middle man
Prior Olympics in Atlanta, LA & now SLC 

GIS & Master planning

   - Land mgmt

   - Basin study


Experienced GIS Team, Master Planning experience
Integration of recreation, Eco-system, old growth management practices etc on GIS platform.

Data management
Corps Lake Projects, AAFES world wide O&M efforts

Support for Special Permit Program

   - Ski Resorts

   - Camps

   - Concessionaires


Environmental, infrastructures, GIS, etc programs detailed above
Sustain land management capability 
503 program,

Tech Assist and Flood Planning Assist. to States and tribes

BLM

Notes: Historical and archaeological work would be covered under NEPA.  Hazardous waste cleans ups, FUDS partnerships, etc. are covered under cleanup

7.0 Key Contacts 

KEY CONTACTS




NAME
POSITION
PHONE NO.
RESPONSIBILITY

Eric Fisher
Former Forest Service - Corps Employee



Kathy Burks
Former Engineering Division Admin Officer now with Department of Agriculture 



Andy Jones
Former Corps IMO Employee now with Forest Service in Oregon











































9.0    Action List

Action List

Action
Responsible Party
Schedule

Identify Regional Teams



List all current ongoing work by the Corps for the Forest Service by Region



Determine USDA Forest Service Regional Budgets



Perform Regional Get/Go analysis 



















10.0   INFORMATION NEEDS LIST
INFORMATION NEEDS LIST





Item

No.
Information Need
Person

Responsible
Date

Needed


1
How much money does each region spend on capital improvements? On O&M?  Formula?




2
How do they do manage abandoned mine lands?




2A
How do they program and accomplish Eco-System Management?




3
How does the regional office interact or control national forests?  




4
How are they structured?




5
What are their key issues?




6 
How do they do infrastructure assessment?




7
Who do we know in-house that knows USDA Forest Service?  Use to work for Forest Service?
All



8
Identify Regional contacts.
All



9
Identify existing MOAs.




10
Identify Regional Corps Support Teams.




11
Identify current Corps USDA FS ongoing work.




12
How many 404 permits issued Forest Service?




13
Identify Corps Employees who use to work for USDA Forest Service




14





15





16 











Appendix D

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
USDA Customer Account Plan
1.0    INTRODUCTION

This plan charts the development of a proposed business relationship between the USDA NRCS and the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). The Mission of the NRCS is providing leadership in a partnership effort to help people conserve, improve and sustain our resources and environment. The NRCS develops and carries out a national program of conservation of soil, water, and related resources. Programs administered by NRCS include soil and water conservation, watershed protection, flood prevention, and cooperative river basin studies and investigations, and the Resource Conservation and Development and Rural Abandoned Mine Programs. The Missions and goals of the Corps and NRCS are in many ways closely aligned which presents an opportunity to forge partnerships that focus on the protection and development of our nation’s water resources. The Corps strategy is to document our customer account goals, objectives, and strategies. 


The USDA NRCS is an agency of the Department of Agriculture.  This Account Plan is a sub-part of a Master Department of Agriculture Account Plan being prepared by Headquarters.

2.0   CORPS STAFFING
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service National Customer  Account Team





Role
 Name
Office
Telephone
e-mail

Acct Exec
Carl Enson
CECW-E
202-761-0215
Carl.F.Enson@hq02.usace.army.mil

Acct Mgr.
Ron White
CENWW-PD
509-527-7591
Ronald.D.White@nww01.usace.army.mil

Member
Bill Pearson
CESWD-ETP
214-767-2351
William.R.Pearson@swd02.usace.army.mil

Member
Bob Warda
CELRD-GL-P-M
312-353-3679
Robert.F.Warda@lrdgl.usace.army.mil

Member
John Emmerson
CEPOD-ET-C
808-438-6968
John.G.Emmerson@pod01.usace.army.mil        

Member
Rick Wilson
CENWD-MR-PM-H
402-697-2525
Richard.C.Wilson@nwd02.usace.army. mil

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Regional Customer Account  Team

(ALL Regions)





Role
Name
Office
Telephone
e-mail

POC West Region - Idaho
Ronald White
CENWW-PM-PD
509-527-7591
Ronald.D.White@nww01.usace. army.mil

POC West Region-Sacramento





POC Northern Plains Region





POC Midwest Region





POC South Central Region





POC East Region





POC South East Region





Corps Divisions or Districts coincident with USDA Natural Resource Conservation Regions will assign Regional Customer Account Team members for each Region and State. The NRCS is structured so that each State has an Office that reports to Regional Offices.

3.0  Goals, Objectives and Strategy

3.1  USDA NRCS Customer Account Plan Goals

Goals in implementation of this NRCS Account Plan include:

a)  Develop a nationwide, top to bottom, “One door to the Coprs” working relationship with the NRCS that provides a seamless link to all Corps capabilities.

b)  Become the preferred provider of environmental, resource conservation, ecosystem management, and technical services for the USDA NRCS.

3.2   USDA NRCS Account Plan Strategy 1 & Objectives

Strategy objectives during this first phase of outreach development includes increasing the level and depth of customer contacts and establishing business relationships between USDA NRCS and Corps during FY00.


- Initiate contact between HQ USACE and Under Secretary Staffs


- Determine customers needs and prioritize.

3.3   USDA NRCS Account Plan Strategy 2 & Objectives


Strategy objectives during the second phase of outreach development includes defined actions to increase visibility of Corps capabilities to the NRCS and initiate pilot programs or projects that will demonstrate the Corps’ willingness to meet their needs, adapt to changes and provide a product on schedule and within budget.


- Initiate action to plan, design and construct one win-win project.


- Initiate action to establish long-term business partnership with strategic customer.

4.0   NRCS PROFILE
4.1   NRCS Contacts
Office
Address
Name/Position/ Telephone
Web-site

Headquarters
P.O. Box 2890, Washington, D.C. 20013
Pearlie S. Reed, Chief, 202-690-4811
www.nrcs.usda.gov

West Region* 
650 Capitol Mall, Room 7014, Sacramento, CA 95814
Joan Perry, Regional Conservationist,    

914-491-2008        
www.joan.perry@rcw.nrcs.usda.gov

Northern Plains

Region




South Central

Region 




Midwest Region  




Southeast Region 




 East Region 




* Alaska and Hawaii are included in the West Region

4.2   Organization


The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is organized into 5 deputy areas—Management, Natural Resources Conservation Programs, Science and Technology, Soil Survey and Resource Assessment, and Strategic Planning and Accountability--at headquarters level, 6 regions as shown above, 52 State Offices, and Major Land Resource Area Offices.   NRCS relies on many partners to help set conservation goals, work with people, and provide assistance--conservation districts, state and federal agencies, and numerous volunteer groups and professional societies.   The NRCS’s 3,000 conservation districts are the heart of the conservation delivery system.

4.3   Mission

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), formerly Soil Conservation Service, has national responsibility for helping America’s farmers, ranchers, and other private landowners develop and carry out voluntary efforts to conserve and protect our natural resources.  NRCS is USDA’s technical delivery arm for conservation.  This is accomplished through the following programs: Conservation Technical Assistance, National Cooperative Soil Survey, Snow Survey and Water Supply Forecasts, Conservation Plant Material Centers, Watershed Surveys and Planning, Small Watershed Program and Flood Prevention Program, Emergency Watershed Protection Program, Rural Abandoned Mine Program, Forestry Incentives Program, Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), Wetlands Reserve Program, Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program, the Farmland Protection Program, Conservation Farm Option,  Resource  Conservation and Development, Grazing Lands Conservation Program, and Outreach for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers.
4.4   Budget. * 

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE (NRCS)

                     Program Level (Dollars in Millions) 








      1998








1997
   Current     1999


Program




Actual     Estimate    Budget
Conservation Operations:

  America's Private Land Conservation              $529         $542      $579

    New User Fees                                     0            0        10

  Soil Surveys                                       76           76        78

  Snow Surveys                                        6            6         6

  Plant Materials Centers                             9            9         8

  Water Resources Assistance                        116           61        71

    Total, Conservation Operations                  736          694       752

Watershed and Flood Prevention                      227           51        49

Forestry Incentives Program                           6            6         0

Resource Conservation and Development                29           34        34

Programs Funded by CCC:

  Environmental Quality Incentives

    Program                                         196          200       300

  Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program                 0           30        20

  Farmland Protection Program                         2           18         0

  Conservation Farm Option                            0           15        25

  Wetlands Reserve Program                           99          219       124

    Total, NRCS                                  $1,295       $1,267    $1,304

Recap:

  NRCS Appropriations                              $998         $785      $825

  Funded from CCC                                   297          482       469

  New User Fees                                       0            0        10

* Above data is from USDA 1999 Budget Summary. USDA 2000 Budget Summary Data is available but due to time constraint, not used in first draft. Next draft will have new data.  However a Summary of 2000 Budget follows:

NRCS Appropriations 
1998 Actual 
1999 Current Estimate 
2000 Budget




$917 million
$932 million

$866 million

Funded from CCC*
$468 million
$330 million

$547 million






     Total 2000 Budget=
$1,413 billion *CCC is Commodity Credit Corporation


The NRCS directs its financial and technical assistance programs to land users through the USDA service centers and through local conservation districts, which are units of State government organized for the purpose of developing and carrying out local conservation programs. Within the proposed level of 1999 funding for the NRCS conservation programs of about $1.3 billion, the focus will be on supporting the locally-led conservation assistance initiative. Under this initiative,  the conservation districts, farmers and ranchers and other private landowners and users work with the NRCS to identify the most critical local natural resource needs and concerns.

4.5   Method of Obtaining A&E Support 

Need additional research on A&E support and NRCS business processes.  

4.6   Corps Support Opportunites


The NRCS is losing its Scientific/Technical/Engineering expertise because of organizational downsizing and consolidation of State offices.  Engineering and technical support is needed for small and large scale watershed assessments, water quality monitoring and assessments (TMBL, Non-point source issues), wetland delineation and training, mitigation banking, regulatory/permits, dam safety, floodplain management, ecosystem restoration (bio-engineering integration with NRCS Plant Material Program). There are also opportunities to partner with the NRCS on cultural resources (archeological support), GIS database inventories, and  abandoned mine reclamation of lands and waters impacted by coal mining [Rural Abandoned Mine Program (RAMP)]  and hardrock mining. 

4.7   Current Corps Involvement

Examples of services or support provided by the Corps to the NRCS include:


- SAD had developed a partnership with the NRCS through the Southeastern Natural Resources Leaders Group.


- In FY 96 LRP provided real estate services for the Southern WV Plant Material Center and a Quality control review of the Hughes River  Water Treatment Plant Design in Harrisville, WV. 


- ORP also completed a basin level flood control study of Kings Creek Watershed, Handcock County, WV


- In FY 96 the Tulsa District and the Oklahoma NRCS Conservation Commission  held a meeting in Stillwater, Oklahoma to discuss and identify partnership opportunities. Eleven programs or action items were identified as partnership initiatives and ranged from adding COE representative to the State Technical Committee for 1996 Farm Bill activities to development of a streambank stabilization fact sheet.  


- In FY 99  the Tulsa District and the Oklahoma NRCS Conservation Commission held a meeting in Tulsa, OK to discuss status of partnership initiatives identified during the 1996 meeting and identify new action items.  COE and NRCS points of contact were established for major project or programs such as OK Unified Watershed Assessment, GIS support, Farm Bill Technical Committee, Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment. 


- In FY 98 and FY 99 the Walla Walla Walla  District’s Outreach and Business Development team and Idaho NRCS State Conservation Engineer, Design Engineer, and Assistant State Conservationist to discuss partnership opportunities and past interactions ( Regulatory/permit  issues).


- Need more inputs from other Divisions or Districts
4.8   Issues


 The USDA NRCS is downsizing its Engineer and Scientist/Specialist staffs at the State level and needs professional and technical support.  However, there may be difficulties transitioning work from decentralized County Field Offices in the States ‘‘local problem driven – can do” to other federal agencies, such as the Corps, that require longer periods of time to provide “on the ground” support and have multiple state responsibilities.  The USDA NRCS is a different culture than the Army when it comes to decision making – State NRCS Conservationists call the shots, not regional offices.  We need to approach new work with the NRCS with a “support – cooperative “ focus. The NRCS wants “Decision Makers” at meetings, not technical staff acting as messengers.


HQUSACE [is][has] developing an umbrella MOA between USDA NRCS and Dept of Army to further business opportunities.

5.0   Financial Analysis and Tends


- Need inputs for financial analysis and tends.

- USDA 2000 Funding Overview 

USDA outlays are projected to decline from $63.1 billion in 1993 to an estimated $55.2 billion in 2000 -- a 13 percent reduction, following a one-year

increase in 1999. 

USDA's 2000 discretionary program outlays, about $15.5 billion, or about 28 percent of total USDA outlays, include the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC); rural development; research and technical assistance; soil and water conservation technical assistance; management of the National Forests and Grasslands; State and Private Forestry programs; and domestic and international marketing assistance. Mandatory programs account for the remaining 72 percent of USDA outlays, about $39.7 billion in 2000. These programs provide services as required by law and include the majority of the food assistance programs, commodity programs, and a number of conservation programs. The total USDA program level is projected to decrease from $94.2 billion in 1999 to an estimated $90.1 billion in 2000. 

USDA Budget Summary - FY2000 NRCS Funding (www.usda.gov/agency/obpa/Budget-Summary/2000/text.html)

The NRCS directs its financial and technical assistance programs to land users through the USDA service centers and through local conservation districts, which are units of State government organized for the purpose of developing and carrying out local conservation programs. USDA has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with each conservation district and these formal agreements provide a basis for the Department's working relationship with the district. With the successful implementation of the Department's streamlining plan, the proportion of NRCS staff at the district or field office level was increased in order to give more direct support to farmers. In so doing, NRCS has reduced headquarters staff by over 50 percent, reduced State

office staff by almost one-third, and consolidated administrative functions. 

NRCS directs its financial and technical assistance programs to land users through the USDA service centers and through local conservation districts, which are units of State government organized for the purpose of developing and carrying out local conservation programs. USDA has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with each conservation district and these formal agreements provide a basis for the Department's working relationship with each district. 

Within the proposed funding level of $1.4 billion for NRCS conservation programs in 2000, the Department will maintain its focus on supporting locally-led conservation assistance through which the conservation districts, farmers and ranchers and other private landowners and users work with NRCS to identify the most critical local natural resource needs and concerns. This information is then used to help target USDA and other federal and state environment and conservation programs in the most cost-effective manner possible. It has also been used by the agency to meet its GPRA strategic planning objectives which include the development of an annual performance plan and specific multi-year performance goals. 

The agency's annual performance goals rely on measures of actual conservation achieved on the land with direct technical and financial assistance from NRCS and its partners in the district offices. The two long-term goals that NRCS will focus on over the next several years will include: 1) working directly with farmers and landowners to promote the conservation ethic and to encourage more effective stewardship of the natural resources on their property; and 2) enhancing the health and productivity of the nation's cropland in order to sustain food and fiber production and healthy watersheds and natural systems. 

In order to meet these ambitious goals, NRCS will still need to rely heavily on the full array of conservation programs provided in the 1996 Farm Bill including the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), the Conservation Reserve Program, the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP), the Farmland Protection Program, and the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program. In addition, USDA will continue to place emphasis on working in partnership with the conservation districts and state conservation agencies to provide assistance to farmers, ranchers, and other landowners and users to conserve and protect the country's natural resources on private lands. The Department will also seek to better coordinate the functions and personnel of the different field agencies in order to provide a more seamless and efficient field delivery system. 

Under this budget, the Department will support implementation of the Administration's Clean Water Action Plan primarily through competitive partnership grants and through additional financial and technical assistance to owners and operators of animal feeding operations. In the watershed construction area, the Department will continue its efforts to direct funds to only those projects that meet established environmental criteria and where local sponsor support is strong. 

Conservation Operations (CO). The 2000 budget proposes $681 million for conservation operations which includes $585 million for conservation technical assistance (CTA). This will fund the agency's activities that support locally led, voluntary conservation through the unique partnership that has been developed over the years with each conservation district. This partnership provides the foundation on which the Department can implement many of the critical natural resource programs including conservation compliance, the CRP and the conservation initiatives called for in the 1996 Farm Bill. 

Addressing the water pollution problem caused by animal feeding operations (AFO's) has been a high priority within the Department. In September 1998, as called for in the Administration's Clean Water Action Plan, the Department and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) jointly released for public comment a draft AFO Strategy that establishes national performance expectations for all AFO owners and operators and presents a series of actions that USDA and EPA will take to minimize the water quality and public health impacts of the nearly 450,000 AFO's in the United States. To help those AFO operators that need to develop and implement waste management plans, NRCS will direct $20 million in CTA funding in 2000, including an increase of $8

million to support the voluntary component of the AFO Strategy, under which producers would receive necessary technical assistance without financial assistance. Implementation of the President's Clean Water Action Plan will also be supported in the budget through a $20 million investment in competitive partnership grants that will be used to strengthen the leadership capacity of locally-based institutions such as conservation districts, watershed councils, RC&D councils, etc. A further increase of $3 million will be used by NRCS for additional monitoring to help target resources and document baseline conditions and performance. 

The proposal for CO also includes $15 million to help support the USDA share of the Administration's global climate change initiatives. This includes $12 million for soil studies and inventories to provide accurate baseline soil carbon data and to assess the impacts of Federal programs on soil carbon stocks at the national, regional, and field levels. The remaining $3 million increase will be used to fund demonstration and pilot projects to test various carbon sequestration and greenhouse gas mitigation strategies and monitoring mechanisms. 

Finally, $31 million of work which was previously funded through the CO account is proposed as part of a consolidated administrative support services request. This work includes acquisition of digitized soils data and ortho photographic data as well as support for the Common Computing Environment. 

As part of the Administration's "digital earth" vision, the budget proposes an increase of $5 million to enable access and standardization of geospatial data supporting Federal, State and local governmental programs. 

Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations (WFPO). The 2000 budget proposes a funding level of $83 million for this activity which will be devoted to technical assistance and project implementation costs. The budget request includes the use of $1 million for educational assistance to notify watershed sponsors about the need to inspect and rehabilitate the aging dams built during the past 50 years. The Department will again focus project implementation funds on the most cost effective and environmentally beneficial projects and emphasize nonstructural management systems. NRCS will also

continue its effort to reduce the backlog of unfunded work by examining approved watershed plans in order to deactivate or revise those that have become infeasible or where local sponsor interest is no longer strong. 

Watershed Surveys and Planning. NRCS works with local sponsoring organizations to develop plans on watersheds dealing with water quality, flooding, water and land management, and sedimentation problems. These plans then form the basis for installing needed works of improvement. The agency also works cooperatively with State and local governments to develop river basin surveys and floodplain management studies to help identify water and related land resource problems and evaluate alternative solutions. In 2000, this activity is proposed to be funded at $12 million. 

Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D). The purpose of the RC&D program is to encourage and improve the capability of State and local units of government and local nonprofit organizations in rural areas to plan, develop, and carry out programs for resource conservation and development. NRCS also helps coordinate available Federal, State, and local programs. The 2000 budget will support the 315 RC&D areas now authorized. 

Debt for Nature. The budget includes $5 million to help implement the Debt for Nature program which will provide technical and financial assistance to USDA borrowers with serious cash flow problems who also have lands that require conservation treatment. In order to help the thousands of borrowers who face foreclosure as a result of the declining farm economy, NRCS will direct these funds to provide for expanded technical and cost-share assistance.

Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP). WHIP is a voluntary program that provides cost-sharing for landowners to apply an array of wildlife practices to develop habitat that will support upland wildlife, wetland wildlife, threatened and endangered species, fisheries, and other types of wildlife. A total of $50 million was authorized for the program in the 1996 Farm Bill and these funds will be fully exhausted in 1999. In order to continue the program in 2000, new legislation will be proposed authorizing an additional $10 million in spending for WHIP in 2000. 

Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). EQIP combines into a single program the functions of four previous incentive-based programs: he Agricultural Conservation Program, the Great Plains Conservation Program, the Water Quality Incentives Program, and the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. The purpose of the program is to provide flexible technical, educational and financial assistance to landowners that face serious natural resource challenges that impact soil, water and related natural resources, including grazing lands, wetlands, and wildlife habitat management. In addition, it was designed to help producers make beneficial and cost-effective changes to cropping and grazing systems, and in manure, nutrient and pest management, that conserve and improve soil, water, and related natural resources. In 2000, EQIP funding will be increased by $126 million primarily to:

1) address the President's Clean Water Action Plan by boosting the level of financial assistance available to operators of animal feeding operations, and 2) to allow NRCS to increase financial assistance to small and limited resource farmers as called for in USDA's Civil Rights Action Team report. 

Farmland Protection Program (FPP). FPP is designed for the Federal government to establish partnerships with State, tribal or local government entities in sharing the costs of acquiring conservation easements or other interests to limit conversion of agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses. FPP acquires perpetual conservation easements or other interests on a voluntary basis on lands with prime, unique, or other productive soil that presents the most social, economic, and environmental benefits. FPP will provide matching funds of no more than 50 percent of the purchase price for the acquired

easements. Since authorized funding levels were reached in 1998, new funding authority of $27.5 million is being proposed in 2000. 

The Administration's budget also proposes to provide $50 million in discretionary funding for FPP to enhance Federal support for "smart growth" programs that address urban sprawl issues, protect productive farmland and preserve open space. 

Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP). WRP is a voluntary program in which landowners are paid to retire cropland from agricultural production if those lands are restored to wetlands and protected, in most cases, with a long-term or permanent easement. Landowners receive fair market value for the land and are provided with cost-share assistance to cover the restoration expenses. The 1996 Farm Bill changed WRP to give producers the option of long-term or permanent easements, or restoration cost-share agreements under which landowners will agree to restore wetlands without payment for the land, receiving only cost-share assistance. For 2000, the budget proposes to enroll an additional 199,820 acres into the program which would bring total cumulative enrollment to 975,000 acres by the end of 2000, the maximum level currently  authorized for the program. 

6.0 SWOT ANALYSIS
6.1   How the Natural Resource Conservation Service Sees Themselves
How NRCS Themselves


Strengths
Weaknesses

- Soil, Water Conservation Experts

- Leadership in Partnerships to conserve, improve and sustain natural resources and environment

- Decentralized Organization – State and field offices have decision making powers 

- “Can do attitude” by County Field Offices

-  Projects are locally organized, sponsored and implemented

-  Quick turn-around times for projects - 

-Intimate knowledge of work place location

-Responsible to local community

-Wetland Protection Leaders

- Ability to change priorities to meet needs

· Dedicated Professionals at all levels of organization
-Professional/Technical/Engineering down spiral, manpower spread thin, losing expertise quickly.

- Older Information Management Systems (Computers/software)

-Downsizing-perpetual reorganizations 

-Not enough compliance funding

-Not enough moneyto keep up infrastructure

- “Going Native” at local level




Opportunities 

Threats

- Expanding services through partnerships with others State and Federal agencies

- Large and small watershed and basin studies

- Shared costs


-Unfocused work goals – Can’t be everything to everybody

-Congress mandates and shrinking funds

- Watered down policy

-Environmental vs business

-Conservation vs preservation

Notes:  The NRCS sees its future in partnerships due to its varied programs with the private sector and decreasing resources at all levels.  Wants to maintain it reputation of “can do with less and quickly”.  Wants other Federal Agencies like to Corps to be flexible and responsive to customer needs.  Feels strongly that meetings should have “decision makers” present when needs are urgent.

6.2   How the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service Sees the Corps
How USDA NRCS Sees CORPS


Strengths
Weaknesses

-Contracting and Contract Management

-Flood Protection

-Environmental Restoration, Regulatory/Permits, and Wetlands Expertise

-FEMA/Emergency Response

-Vast Professional/Technical/ Engineering Expertise

-Shared Training Opportunities

-Multi-agency coordinator

-Full service, reputable organization (Engineers and Planners)

-National wide presence

-“Can do”

- Cost share programs (Continuing Authorities Program)

- Vast repository of Hydrological data/information
-Expensive (Overhead) and slow to boot

-Bureaucratic

-Corps design standards “overdone”

-Corps arrogance – “take or leave it”

-Lack of “customer is always right”

-Our culture vs theirs (family, threat job, contracting vs in house, local vs national force, peanut butter vs steak)

-Not perceived as land manager

- Confusing “Decision Making Processes”

-Big project focus

- Expensive Regulatory IV Training

- Unwillingness to take risks (We haven’t done this before mentality)

- Perception of “ We are in charge here “ get out of our way “ organization

Opportunities
Threats

-Augment downsizing engineering & Timber Management staff

-Abandoned mine lands cleanup

-Leveraging declining resources through natural supporting, partnership and cost-sharing

-Infrastructure support

-GIS Support

-Downsizing
- Regulatory Hammer - permitting

-“We know best”/Corps takes over

-Viewed as competitor to in-house staff

-Permitting Organization, show stopper (regulatory hat)

-Monster Organization, take away the technical staff they have left, take away work

-Different political ties and processes

6.2.1 Notes


It is important to the USDA NRCS that we can dedicate a quality team of professionals for accomplishment of their workload.  They don’t want to have multiple managers to deal with.  There may be some contracting opportunities, possibly in the O&M and environmental restoration or cleanup and abandoned mine land reclamation and cleanup. Corps abilities/expertise not well known – need more face-to-face coordination.  Corps needs to demonstrate team approach and willingness to be part of team and not team leader.  Watershed and basin studies present best opportunities for partnership and funded work.

6.3   How the Corps Sees the Corps
How CORPS  Sees CORPS


Strengths
Weaknesses

-Other DoD resources to call upon

-Do it all

-Bring FTE

-CT & in-house capability

-R&D
-Lack of partnership development funding

-Large project focus

-Always reorganizing and having personnel shifts

-USACE boundaries do not align with USDA NRCS boundaries

-Steak vs peanut butter

-Cost

-Time

-Bureaucratic

Opportunities

Threats

- Watershed & water quality studies

-Downsizing

-Problems with infrastructure & compliance

-Virtual Team
- “I’m in Charge” mentality

-Big organization absorbs work of others

-Lack of “the customer is always right attitude

- Inability to change priorities 

6.3.1 Notes 


Political process for each agency is different. More layers in Corps as compared to NRCS. Need to get smarter on their funding and business processes.  CAP is great partnership incentive.  

7.0   IFBP MATRIX
IFBP MATRIX

USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service




ISSUES
FEATURES
BENEFITS
PROOFS

Natural disaster response 


Contracting

Damage Assessment Team
Rapid response

Nation wide presence

Local support

Post Fire support
Levee repair

El Dorado NF road repair

FEMA

Abandoned Mine Lands

   - Remediation &            Restoration

   - Closure
- PRP (CERCLA) & ORPHAN

- Public safety and bat habitat


Tech expertise

 AE, in-house

Cost sharing CT for investigation or remediation 

OEW
Leviathan Mine, Penn Mine, Primerai Mine

Civil, FUDS

Bunker Hill Mine

Deteriorating infra-

structure

   - Roads

   - Dams

   - Rec Facilities

   - Building


CT or in-house design,

variety of Contract tools

   - Inspection                   capability

   - Contract       Management       oversight

   - Dam safety        program


Can do/will do, timely

technical expertise

In-house
465 Lake projects, National Park Service, military facilities, Presidio SF

Dam Safety Program



Downsizing
Contracting,

in-house,


Don’t have to use if not needed, no lengthy ramp up - ramp down

different FTE budget and hiring procedures
NPS, INS, Post Office, VA, NA Tribes/BIA, FEMA, FAA

Environmental Programs

   - NEPA

   - HTRW 

   
 SFO and CAP   Contractors on board

Experience at RCRA and CERCLA sites

RAMS
Rapid response

Vast experience

Repository of technical reports and data.  

R&D labs
Success at Bunker Hill CERCLA site, ID

SFO and CAP success stories

Military installations?

GIS & Master planning

   - Land mgmt

   -Watershed/Basin studies


Experienced GIS Team, Master Planning experience
Integration of wetland, eco-system, flood plain practices etc on GIS platform.

Data management
Support by Tulsa District



 Wetlands and Section 404 Permit Program

   
Wetlands delineation

Wetland training 

Broad experience

Legal support
Wetland delineation

Expertise

In-place training (Prospect) 

Field teams close to work area
Success stories at many Districts

Satisfied customers

Trained wetland personnel 

Notes:  The

KEY USDA NRCS CONTACTS/DECISION MAKERS




Locality
NAME/POSITION
PHONE NO.
RESPONSIBILITY







































































8.0   INFORMATION NEEDS LIST
INFORMATION NEEDS LIST





Item

No.
Information Need
Person

Responsible
Date

Needed


1
How much money does each State spend on capital improvements and O&M?  Formula




2
How do they do address impacts of abandoned mines? What is there focus (abatement vs Cleanup vs restoration)?





How do they do Watershed studies?




3
How does state office interact with District Offices  and Service Centers?  




4
How are they structured?




5
What are their key issues/concerns?




6 
How do they do infrastructure assessment?




7
Who do we know in-house that knows USDA NRCS?




8
Identify Business Processes – A&E & Funding.




9
Identify existing MOAs, MOUs, IAGs.




10
Identify Regional Corps Support Teams




11
Identify current Corps USDA NRCS ongoing work




12
How many 404 permits issued NRCS




13
What are best targets for long-term work?




14





15





16 











HQUSACE USDA NRCS CUSTOMER ACCOUNT CONTACT SCHEDULE




Our Representative
Customer Contact
Frequency
Goals/Topics



















































Appendix E

Rural Utilities Service
USDA Customer Account Plan
1.  Introduction


Helping the people of rural America develop sustainable communities and improve their quality of life is the goal of USDA’s Rural Development mission area.  The USDA Rural Development programs are delivered through three of its sister agencies: Rural Utilities Service (RUS) addresses rural America’s need for basic services such as clean running water, sewers and waste disposal, electricity, and telecommunications.  The Rural Housing Service (RHS) addresses rural America’s need for single-family housing as well as health facilities, fire and police stations, and other community facilities.  The Rural Business-Cooperative Service (RBS) provides help to rural areas that need to develop new job opportunities, allowing businesses and cooperatives to remain viable in a changing economy.

This sub-part of the Account Plan addresses the Rural Utilities Service.  RUS is responsible for programs that develop and improve water and wastewater systems and programs supporting the development of telecommunications and distance learning systems.  Current RUS programs are:

· Water and Waste Disposal Program 
(Loan and Grant funds and Guaranteed Loan funds).

· Appalachian Regional Commission Grants

· Technical Assistance and Training Grants and Solid Waste Management Grants

· Distance Learning and Telemedicine Loans and Grants

· Emergency Community Water Assistance Grants

The Water and Waste Disposal Program provides an opportunity for a partnership effort with USDA because the mission and goals are similar for the Corps and USDA.

4.0  RUS PROFILE

4.1  RUS Contacts

NATIONAL OFFICE STAFF

Title
Name/Telephone No.

Under Secretary for Rural Development
Jill Long Thompson  (202) 720-4581



Deputy Administrator
John Romano            (202) 720-0962

Assistant Administrator
Gary J. Morgan         (202) 690-2670

Engineering & Environmental Staff

Senior Engineer
Glendon Deal            (202) 720-1582



Senior Enviromental Specialist
Larry Wolfe              (202) 720-5093

Senior Environmental Scientist
Mark Plank               (202) 1649

4.2   Organization

RUS is organized at the national Office level as shown above, 6 regions, 52 State Offices, and an office in Puerto Rico.  The State Office staff consists of a program director, state engineer, architect, and several loan specialists.  The size of the technical staff at the state level varies from 1 to 4 professionals. The remaining personnel are loan specialists and processors.

4.6  Corps Support Opportunities

RUS lost a significant number of engineering staff due to organizational downsizing and consolidation of State offices.  Engineering and technical support is needed for interim and final inspections of projects under construction,  review of design plans and specificiations, review of preliminary engineering reports, training seminars for loan specialists and area managers, and consultations.  Support is needed for water and wastewater facilities, collection and distribution, environmental impact assessments, water quality monitoring and assessments, regulatory/permitting and cultural (archaeological) resources.

Other opportunities include:

· Assist potential applicants obtain RUS loans

· Assist applicants in assessing their power, water or telecommunications needs.  Provide cost estimates for an RUS application for funding assistance.

      
As an example, in Majuro at the Republic of the Marshall Islands, the

  
Marshalls Energy Company hired a consultant to assist them in obtaining


a $13 million RUS low-interest loan to build a 12MW power plant that is


currently under construction.

Assist other governments in Micronesia with similar projects such as desalination


plant repair or replacement and power systems upgrade.


Chuuk, FSM needs a major power system replacement, estimated cost of 


$25 million.


Assist Chuuk State Public Utilities Service obtain the RUS design scope of 


work and cost analysis for the funding.


Water projects for Pacific island utilities need to be developed. POD is already


actively participating with 26 power utilities in the Pacific Power Association


and 25 water and waste water utilities in the Pacific Power Association which


need assistance in obtaining additional RUS and Asian Development Bank


financing.

In 1997-1998, Jacksonville District provided technical services for 50 projects ranging from natural gas pipelines to new construction of water and sewerage treatment plants.  Total contract value was in excess of $125 million.  The District received over $250,000 in funds for its services.

In 1997, Florida program director invited District representative to attend USDA’s week-long Environmental and Engineering Programs Policy Conference.

In 1998, District representative together with program director provided technical and financial training to approximately 30 area managers and loan specialists.

The positive experience in Florida is the result of frequent personal contact with the RUS and the existence of the National Memorandum of Understanding.

4.8  Issues

RUS staff in many states is unable to provide adequate technical review for many of its projects.

The State Program directors have a great amount of authority and do not require regional or national level approval to request Corps assistance.  Frequent local contact between Corps and RUS program director is preferred.

Most RUS state directors have small staffs who are accustomed to rapid responses for technical reviews, inspection reprots and other services.  Excessive detail and examination is not appreciated nor necessary.

Corps personnel must abandon the “Corps way” for the “USDA method”.

6.0  USDA (as USDA sees itself)

STRENGTHS
WEAKNESSES
OPPORTUNITIES
THREATS



Decentralized offices


Small Staffs
Open to partnerships
AE Community

Local projects


Limited Funding
Shared Expenses
Unfocused goals

Intimate knowledge

of workspace
Unable to keep pace with new Federal and State requirements


Conduct joint studies
Environmental

compliance

Providers to low income areas
Limited engineering expertise


Inspections, design

review, planning
Downsizing

Leaders in rural 

development
Completion of loan applications


Joint training conferences


Expert staff


Small technical staff



Prioritizes well




Customer oriented




Flexible




Premier lending agency




6.1  Notes

The Corps and USDA are different in their political orientation.  USDA is image sensitive and genuinely believes it helps their customers.  USDA has few layers of bureaucracy.  The State directors have full authority.  The Corps is inexperienced in funding and business processes.  USDA is quite knowledgeable.  A beneficial partnership would match strengths and weaknesses.

6.2  USACE (How Corps sees itself)

STRENGTHS
WEAKNESSES
OPPORTUNITIES
THREATS

Heavy workload
Not customer oriented
RUS advises who to contact on a state/region basis
Unable to handling small projects

Can do it all
Unable to relate services to funding
Downsizing
AE community



Strong R&D




Strong technical agency

Transparent process
Difficulty in understanding customer’s needs

7.  USACE (as USDA sees Corps)

STRENGTHS
WEAKNESSES
OPPORTUNITIES


THREATS

Large, professional organization
Bureaucratic
Studies, surveys
Downsizing

Knowledge of environmental regulations
Cannot respond quickly; not timely
Contracting environmental assessment
AE has greater role

Inspection, review capability
Not customer oriented
In-house cost sharing


Project management

Joint project studies


Experience with CERCLA and RCRA




8.  Recommended Actions

USACE REP.
USDA CUSTOMER CONTACT
FREQUENCY
GOALS/TOPICS

Enson, Carl
Wally Beyer

RUS Administration
Quarterly
Joint studies on water quality issues



Chief, Engineering
Glenn Deal, Senior Engineer
Quarterly
Environmental and engineering issues, training

Support for Others Section Chief
State Program Director
Quarterly
Cooperation on projects

  Appendix F

Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services (FFAS)

USDA Customer Account Plan
1.0   INTRODUCTION

Appendix D outlines the proposed business relationship between the USDA  Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services and the US Army Corps of Engineers.


The purpose of the following is to analyze the USACE role, objectives, and strategies in formulating a customer account plan to build a business relationship with the USDA  Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services.


The Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services is one of seven under secretariat of the Department of Agriculture.  August  Schumacher, JR is the Under Secretary for the Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services (FFAS). The FFAS mission is executed by three agencies, which are:

· The Farms Service Agency (FSA)

· The Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS)

· Risk Management Agency

2.  STAFFING
USACE TEAM TO ASSIST THE USDA FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

Role


Name
Office
Telephone
e-mail

Acct Exec
Carl Enson
CECW-E
202-761-0215
Carl.F.Enson@hq02.usace.army.mil

Acct Mgr.
Joe Hartman
CECW-E-
202-761-0215


Member
Alexandra M. S. Crawford
CENAB-PP-M
410 962-2830
Alexandra.m.crawford@nab02.army.mil

Member

Seattle District



Member

Kansas City District



Member

St Paul District





Portland District



Member.

Omaha District



3.0   USACE Role, Objectives and Strategy 

The USACE role in general is to develop a Customer Account Plan to identify the objectives and strategies for building a business relationship with the US Department of Agriculture. This Appendix D is a subset of that Customer Account Plan and is focused on defining the objectives and strategies specifically with the FFAS.  

The objective is to become the preferred provider of engineering technical, management, construction and environmental services to the FFAS.

The strategy is to: 

· outline USACE outreach effort on annual basis, 

· o include documentation of  past and current  FFAS contacts, services,  

· to increase  the level of contacts between the FFAS and the USACE

· to increase visibility of USACE engineering technical, management, construction and environmental capabilities at the FFAS.

4.0  THE FFAS PROFILE
The FFAS mission is executed by three agencies, and these are:

· The Farms Service Agency (FSA)

· The Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS)

· Risk Management Agency

The Farms Service Agency  (FSA) was set up during the 1994 reorganization of the USDA. The Federal Farm Programs are administered locally with the FSA state offices overseeing the agency’s county offices.  A county executive director and other essential staff are employed to carry on the day-to-day operations of the county office. 


4.1
THE FSA 

When considering building business relationships with the FSA the USACE principle is to complement the USACE “core” competencies. Therefore the FSA  “Conservation and Environmental Programs Division”  (CEPD) is a likely mission USACE could service. 

The FSA  “Conservation and Environmental Programs Division” consists of three Branches: 

· Conservation Programs Branch

· Environmental Branch

· Planning, Evaluation and Automation Branch.

The CEPD mission is to efficiently administer programs and activities to protect the economic stability of American Farmers, and to promote the conservation of natural resources including land, water, air, wildlife, and elements of historic value.

Name


Title
Telephone

Robert Stephenson
Conservation and Environmental Programs Division Director
202 xxx-xxxx

Harry Millner
Deputy Director


Paul Harte 
Assistant to the Director 


The Conservation Programs Branch  mission is to efficiently administer programs and activities to protect the economic stability of American Farmers, to promote the conservation of natural resources including land, water, air, wildlife, and elements of historic value.  

Name


Title
Telephone
Primary Responsibilities



Cheryl Zavodny, 
Branch Chief 
202 xxx-xxxx


Myrna Wright
Secretary



Jolynn Case
Program Assistant

Conservation Fact Sheets and News Releases

Clayton Furukawa
Program Specialist

ACP, CFO, and ECP

Ilka Gray
Program Specialist

EQUIP and SIP

Virgil Ireland
Program Specialist

Conservation Reserve Program

Beverly Preston
Program Specialist

CRP, IPM/TCM and Sustainable Agriculture

The Activities Branch is to promote the mission of the FSA by coordinating and developing various national environmental issues and coordinating the development of environmental assessments and/or statements on programs administered by the CEPD.

Name


Title
Telephone

Mike Linsenbigler
Branch Chief
202 xxx-xxxx

Angela Thompson
Secretary


Steve Gilmore
Program Specialist


Angela Oliver
Program Specialist


Caroline Roe
Program Specialist


Steve Hodapp
Program Specialist


The Planning, Evaluation, and Automation Branch is to promote the mission of the FSA by supporting programs in the Division through consultation and coordination with the Budget Division, preparation of statistical data, disbursement of allocations and allocation management. The Branch also supports provides operation policies and procedures, technical  program support , and related user requirement support of the programs administered in the Division.

Name


Title
Telephone
Primary Responsibilities



Jim Williams
Branch Chief
202 xxx-xxxx


Lynne Patten
Program Specialist  CEP

ECP Allocations


Program Specialist

Funds Oversight

Margaret Arnold
Program Specialist

CRP Automation

Jonna Miller
Program Specialist

Conservation Automation

Cathie Kascak
Program Specialist

Funds Oversight

Douglas Peterson
Program Specialist

Automation

4.2   Organization
The FSA organization  is available online “www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/org/org2993.htm”

4.3
Mission


The USDA defined the mission of it’s Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services (FFAS) is to ensure the well-being of U.S. agriculture through delivery of commodity, credit, conservation, insurance and export programs. It is responsible for administering agricultural price and income support programs, various lending programs and support agricultural exports and develop new markets for US food suppliers.  FFAS agencies include:

· The Farm Service Agency (FSA)

· The Risk Management Agency (RMA)

· The Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS)

The Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) is the funding source for most of the conservation and commodity programs administered by the Farm Service Agency (FSA).  The CCC funding of the export programs is administered by the Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS)

4.4   Budget 

The USDA 2000 Budget  Summary  includes (Dollars in Millions):

· FSA programs
$25.16 
(incl. Conservation Reserve Program funds for an   estimated 5.8 million acres; and other conservation programs)

· RMA programs  
$1,765
 (incl. R&D funds)

· FAS  programs 
$6,474 
(total international program administered by CCC)









(Incl. Infra-structure development )

4.5   Method of Obtaining Engineering and Environmental Preservation/Conservation Support
The FFAS is primarily a funding and insurance delivery subset of the USDA.  Although it funds infra-structure and conservation programs and R&D programs.  The FSA has significant environmental missions.  Recommend further investigation as to how these support services are obtained.

4.6   USACE Support Opportunities
The FSA has taken over the pre-reorganization FmHA  programs and USACE continues to complete work on HTRW investigation and remediation of farms, which were foreclosed by  FmHA.  These activities should be followed up and pursued in the future.

Real estate support and environmental assistance could be provided to FSA as detailed above. Ecosystem management and FSA collaboration on integrated watershed planning could be pursued.  USACE assistance on FERC relicensing of dams was discussed in the past and should be followed up and developed into a nationwide program. Omaha District provided potable wells construction and is in the process of concluding that work.  

Other environmental points of contact in USDA (not necessarily in FFAS) who resumed the old FmHA functions are:

Name


Title
Telephone

Doug Plack,
Chief Env. Group
(402)  221-7700

John Cataldo
Project Manager
(402)  221-7708

Sue Wieferich
Environmental Specialist
(202)  720-9647

Mark Planck
Environmental Specialist 
202)   720-1649

4.7   Previous USACE Involvement
Examples of work performed by the USACE for the FSA and it’s predecessor  organization see details above.

More to follow

4.8   Issues
Although the opportunities are there for technical assistance by USACE, it is important to clarify when contacts are made with FFAS  that the USACE is a reimbursable organization and not a “free” Government resource for other Federal agency use. Therefore details of reimbursable/fiscal arrangements need to be discussed up front. USDA budgets are severely limited contracting out to another Federal agency such as USACE has merits, but it may be a political issue.  

5.0   Financial Analysis 

Provide economic analysis as contacts with FFAS materialize in the follow up ACTION PLANS recommended and informally accepted by the USDA CAP support group. 

The financial analysis will need to determine O&M and capital improvement budgets for each FFAS Regional Office.  

6.0 Strengths  Weaknesses  Opportunities and Threats Analysis
6.1
How the FFAS Sees Themselves
As contacts were not made when preparing this research paper this segment needs future development

Strengths
Weaknesses






Opportunities
Threats


-

6.2  How the FFAS Sees the USACE
As contacts were not made when preparing this research paper this segment needs future development

Strengths
Weaknesses


-

Opportunities
Threats

-




6.3 How the USACE Evaluates Itself
Strengths
Weaknesses

- Other DOD and DA resources can be called on

- Project development and scoping expertise

- Problem solving capability

- Can implement and monitor public policy initiatives 

- Can perform reimbursable services on an as needed basis

- OMB allows SFO FTEs to support other Federal agencies

-Contracting mission 

- Project team building with private AE community to solve design issues or perform these with in-house capability

- Build large scale complex system management team nationwide

-R&D capabilities
- RED TAPE constrains of regulations

-Lack of initial development funding

-Large project focus finds it difficult to scale back for smaller projects

-Too often reorganization changes project personnel perceived by customer as “my project is not as important to USACE as somebody else’s project”

-USACE boundaries do not align with 10 standard Federal Regions – forming the basis of other Federal agencies AOR

-Slow  to begin/set up  projects 

-Perceived as “expensive”

-CEFMS difficult cost tracking system

-Slow to learn/accommodate customers processes 

Opportunities

Threats

-When other agencies are eliminating their engineering tech support capabilities, it can become USACE opportunity to support

-Technical engineering superior knowledge to share with and support other Federal agencies

-To use OMB offered SFO FTEs 

-To build “one door to the Corps” and divest energy consuming inter-District competition

- To build  “virtual” project  teams to use “state of the art” technology
-Downsizing – USACE becoming “one deep”  “spread too thin” loosing technical edge

- Large management organization compete 

- USACE is called in too late to “clean up”

-Lack of concern for organization’s future

- Internal attitude reluctance to change 



7.0
  Issues Features Benefits and  Proofs  Matrix

ISSUES
FEATURES
BENEFITS (to FFAS)
PROOFS

Vertical construction experience
Scoping, designing construction management and contracting capability
Proven experience

Quality architecture

Project Management 

Contracting capability
Decades of Military Construction of all types of buildings CONUS and OCONUS

Emergency response
Organizational experience, safe demolition of  unsafe structures

Contracting emergency interim structures
Rapid response involvement of private business as partners/team members.

CONUS and OCONUS offices
Military and natural disaster response over decades

Cont.;




- Environmental Remediation &            Restoration


- PRP CERCLA and RCRA projects experience

- Public Relation conduct


- Proven technical expertise

- contracting expertise 

- investigation and/or remediation 

USACE credibility
See projects inventories

- Environmental  Assessments, Impacts Statements 

NEPA compliance

- 106 Compliance  
- Contracting and/ or in-house scoping, design,

construction management

- Contract tools

- Inspection                   capability, QA QC

- Contract       Management       oversight
- Proven technical expertise

- contracting expertise 

- investigation and/or remediation 

USACE credibility
Support to EPA and numerous other agencies i.e.FEMA, FAA, military installations via FUD program, IRP program

- Infrastructure engineering scope design construction and management for 

   Roads

   Utilities

   Buildings
- Contracting and/ or in-house scoping, design,

construction management

- Contract tools

- Inspection                   capability, QA QC

- Contract       Management



See projects inventories



GIS & Master planning

   - Land mgmt

   - Basin study


Experienced GIS Team, Master Planning experience
Integration of recreation, Eco-system, old growth management practices etc on GIS platform.

Data management
Corps Lake Projects, AAFES world wide O&M efforts

Support for Permit 
Navigable waters – inland waterways
Sustain land management capability 


7.0
Key FFAS Contacts 

Name


Title
Telephone
Responsibility
















9.0    Action List

Action


Responsible Party
Schedule

Identify USACE Regional Teams
Account Manager


List all current ongoing work by the Corps for the FFAS and/or predecessor  agencies
Regional Team to research

Account Manager to consolidate


Identify FFAS Programs matching USACE “core” competencies
Regional Team to research

Account Manager to consolidate


Identify FFAS Programs (as above) Budgets
Account Manager


Develop annual Action Plans for USACE Regional Teams


Regional Team


Develop USACE Budget for FFAS initial support activity
Account Manager


Identify USACE funding source for FFAS initial support activity
Account Manager


Hold annual account team meetings, to evaluate annual accomplishments exchange lessons learned, develop the  next Annual Action 
Account Manager


10.0   INFORMATION NEEDS LIST
Define these in the Annual Action Plans

Headquarters


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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