Farm Bureau
Vv

March 31, 2003

In This Issue

The Ag Agenda: At tax time,
reform is top concern for
farmers

One WTO deadline passes,
another approaches

Special food safety section:
USDA wants more power
over processors

Special food safety section:
Efforts to protect food supply
intensify

lowa Farm Bureau Hog Jog
gears up for second year

HORTICULTURE EXPORTS
TOP 10 - FISCAL 2002

Almonds

Wines
Tabbe
grapes
Apples

Frozen
fries

Oranges

Grapafruit

Besr

Paolalo
chips

Ralsins

0 100 200 300 300 500 00 700
& Million

Sownps: USDA Foreign Agriculture Service

r= American Farm Bureau Federation e

http://www.fb.org/fbn/

Vol. 82, No. 7

Budget conferees face farm issues

The Senate on March 26 passed a $2.2
trillion budget resolution for fiscal
2004, which a conference committee
will now have to reconcile with the
budget resolution the House passed
March 21. Both resolutions contain
provisions that could affect farm
programs.

During conference negotiations, the
American Farm Bureau Federation will
work to kill provisions that would cut
$18.6 billion, about 10 percent, from
farm programs over 10 years and re-
duce the amount of farm payments
individual farmers can receive. Confer-
ees are expected to begin meeting April
1 to reconcile the differences between
the Senate and House resolutions.

To lobby their members of Congress
and ward off the farm program cuts,
Farm Bureau members from around
the country are flying in to Washing-
ton, D.C., this week.

The Senate resolution, which passed
56-44, could reduce the limit on farm
program payments from $360,000 per
year to $300,000 and would appar-
ently do away with generic certificates.
Sen. Charles Grassley (R-lowa), the au-
thor of the provision, said it would re-
store $1.4 billion to the Conservation

Security Program. Earlier this year,
Congress used funds budgeted for CSP,
new in the 2002 farm bill, to pay for
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$3.1 billion in agricultural weather
disaster assistance.
See Budget, page 2

Taking it to the streets

The Agriculture Department’s Food Safety Mobile, a traveling presentation on
safe food-handling practices, has begun its journey to public events around

the country. See related story on page 5.

Urgency surrounds energy

Whether it is the war in Iraq, the
labor strike in Venezuela's oil industry
or the rising cost of gas, current events
are creating momentum behind com-
prehensive energy legislation.

“The U.S. economy and population
will need more energy security in the
years and decades to come,” said
Wayne Wood, Michigan Farm Bureau
president, to members of the House
Resources Committee during a March
19 hearing on energy security.

Wood offered Farm Bureau’s posi-
tion on how to reduce imports of oil
and energy feedstocks and “make logi-
cal advancements” toward energy
security.

“By acting this year, the 108th Con-
gress can strike a balance of increasing
the domestic production of conven-
tional energy sources with the devel-
opment of renewable energy sources,”
Wood said. “This action will result in
lowering our reliance on foreign
sources for our energy needs today and

contribute to America’s energy inde-
pendence for future generations.”

The Senate Energy and Natural
Resources Committee plans to vote on
a comprehensive energy bill this week,
and Rep. Joe Barton (R-Texas) recently
released a draft energy bill similar to
the bill (H.R. 4) that was passed in the
House last Congress.

“With the world’s current energy
situation, and natural gas and oil
prices as high as they’ve ever been, we
can no longer afford to just talk about
a national energy policy—we need to
have one in place,” Barton said.

The full House Energy and Com-
merce Committee this week is sched-
uled to vote on the House energy bill.
Renewable fuels language is expected
to be added by Chairman Billy Tauzin
(R-La.).

Troy Bredenkamp, American Farm
Bureau Federation energy specialist,
said inclusion of a renewable fuels pro-
vision in the House bill is “very posi-

legislation

tive” because the House in previous
versions of energy legislation did not
include language on renewable fuels.

“The sticking point is not whether
comprehensive energy legislation will
include a renewable fuels standard, it’s
what its components will be,” Breden-
kamp said.

AFBF participated in a rally on Capi-
tol Hill to promote the use of renew-
able fuels and passage of renewable
fuels standard (RFS) legislation. Bre-
denkamp sat on a panel with Sara
Glenn, Washington counsel for Shell
Oil Company, and Chris Schepis, lob-
byist for the National Farmers Union,
to stress the importance of Congress
passing RFS legislation as soon as
possible.

Bills that would establish national
standards for the use of renewable
fuels have been introduced in both the
Senate and the House. Assistant Energy
Secretary David Garman on March 20

See Energy, page 2
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At tax time, reform is top concern for farmers

As America’s farmers and ranchers dig
in to determine their amount of Uncle
Sam’s due, it is easy to recall the adage
that only two things in life are guaran-
teed—death and taxes. None of us
knows when that first certainty will
come to call, but all Americans are
painfully aware of when the second
one will. Yes, it’s that time of year
again.

Each year as I prepare my farm taxes,
I am always struck by the tremendous
amount of time and energy this task
consumes. Someone once suggested
that the effort to fill out income tax
forms is more difficult than earning
the reported income in the first place,
but I doubt that person was a farmer or
rancher.

Tackling tax issues

Tax issues are high on Farm Bureau’s
priority list. As our mission states, one
of our main goals is to “improve the
financial well-being” of farmers and
ranchers. We take this task seriously.
When it comes to this pocketbook
issue, it seems there is always room for
progress.

One of the most egregious taxes we
battle is the estate tax—or death tax.
Even though none of us knows when
death will find us, when it does, the
death tax is there, ready to plague our
legacy and punish our loved ones.

Farmers work hard their entire lives,

paying taxes along the way. Most of us
hope our years of labor will yield
something to help sustain our survi-
vors. Unfortunately, regardless of the
attorneys, consultants and accountants
we employ to help protect us, the
death tax remains a thief that can pil-
fer large portions of any financial or
farming heritage we leave behind.

Remember, these are assets on which
farmers already have paid taxes. The
death tax then slinks in to re-tax those
same assets. This can result in heirs
having to sell at least some of those
assets to pay taxes and a family farm
being broken up to pay death tax
obligations.

The good news is that in 2001 Con-
gress passed legislation that phases out
death taxes by 2010. Unfortunately, it
is currently scheduled to come back to
life in 2011. Farm Bureau will vigor-
ously support bills already introduced

By
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in the 108th Congress to permanently
kill the death tax.

Beyond the death tax

Capital gains taxes are another chal-
lenge for America’s farm and ranch
families. Because capital gains taxes are
imposed when buildings, breeding
livestock and farmland are sold, pro-
ducers are discouraged from selling
unneeded assets and putting them to
more productive uses.

Capital gains taxes threaten the
transfer of farmland because sellers
price their land and buildings in order
to recover the cost of the taxes. This
increases the price of farmland needed
by beginning or younger producers
and increases the likelihood that farm-
land will be sold for other uses. We
will work to reduce capital gains taxes
during the 108th Congress.

We also support a new and innova-

tive risk management tool, called Farm
and Ranch Risk Management Accounts
(FARRM). This provides tax deferment
to help farmers save for years when
prices are low or crops are poor. This
type of self-insurance program will
help producers weather the ups and
downs of the farm economy.

In addition, Farm Bureau continues
to watch the CARE bill tax package.
This would provide farmers and ranch-
ers enhanced tax deductions for chari-
table and humanitarian donations of
food and commodities. Those of us
who donate farm products deserve the
same tax break that corporations and
others already enjoy.

Thanks to President Bush's leader-
ship, we all may soon enjoy much-
needed tax relief. His common-sense
tax reform package incorporates sev-
eral items that benefit all taxpayers.
Farm Bureau, of course, specifically
supports those items that will benefit
farm and ranch families, including
expanding the small business expens-
ing limit. We applaud the adminis-
tration’s efforts in making tax reform a
national priority.

The list of tax issues that are ripe for
reform is long, but another of life’s cer-
tainties is that Farm Bureau is in this
fight for the long haul. Our hope is
that someday the “guarantee” of taxes
in our lives won't feel so much like a
death sentence.

Sense of urgency surrounds energy legislation

continued from page 1
told a Senate subcommittee that Presi-
dent Bush would accept a stand-alone
bill establishing a renewable fuels stan-
dard if agreement could not be reached
on comprehensive energy policy.
Deputy Energy Secretary Kyle Mc-
Slarrow earlier this month urged Con-
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gress to enact comprehensive energy
legislation that includes a renewable
fuels provision.

“The administration strongly
supports a renewable fuels standard
that will increase the use of clean, do-
mestically produced renewable fuels,
especially ethanol, that will improve
the nation’s energy security, farm
economy and environment,” McSlar-

Budget conferees face farm

continued from pagel

The House resolution, which passed
215-212, does not contain the pay-
ment limit reduction, but would slash
mandatory funding for farm programs,
crop insurance and nutrition assistance
by $600 million in 2004, $5.5 billion
by 2008 and $18.6 billion by 2013.
AFBF opposes payment limits and any
reopening of the farm bill.

To gain sufficient support to pass the
House resolution, House Budget Com-
mittee Chairman Jim Nussle (R-lowa)
promised to work during conference to
restore farm bill funding through 2008.
Rep. Jo Ann Emerson (R-Mo.) and Rep.
Larry Combest (R-Texas), former House
Agriculture Committee chairman,
withheld support for the resolution un-
til receiving Nussle’s commitment.

row said in testimony before the
House Energy and Air Quality subcom-
mittee, which Barton chairs.
McSlarrow added that the adminis-
tration would like to see certain tax
proposals, such as a tax credit for bio-
mass and wind and an extension of
the ethanol tax exemption, included
in comprehensive energy legislation.
The Senate recently voted down a

“Farm Bureau is grateful to Com-
best and Emerson for standing up for
agriculture,” said AFBF President Bob
Stallman. “There is never a good time
to reduce support for our farmers
and ranchers. But with continuing
hardships in the farm economy,
weather disasters and growing de-
mands for farmers to produce more
while protecting the environment,
there couldn’t be a worse time to cut
farm programs.”

Nussle wrote the two members of
Congress that, “It is my intention to
work with the Agriculture Committee
to ensure that the level of savings the
Agriculture Committee is required to
achieve is attributable to waste or
fraud, with no negative impact on
farm programs or crop insurance.”

key energy priority for the Bush ad-
ministration. An amendment to strip
language from the fiscal 2004 budget
reconciliation measure allowing oil
exploration in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) passed 52-48.
Farm Bureau opposed the amendment.
ANWR language is expected to resur-
face during House consideration of an
omnibus energy package.

iIssues

Conferees will also have to reconcile
the difference between the two resolu-
tions’ funding levels for President
Bush'’s economic growth and stimulus
package, estimated to cost $726
billion.

A successful amendment offered by
Sen. Russell Feingold (D-Wis.) cut the
funds available for tax cuts by $100
billion, with the savings to help fund
the war in Iraq. Then an amendment
offered by Sen. John Breaux (D-La.) to
reduce the amount to $350 billion
passed 51-48.

Members of Congress are trying to
complete the budget resolution before
they leave for the spring recess on
April 11. Congress typically tries to
finish the budget resolution by April
15.
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One WTO deadline passes, another approaches

As the March 31 deadline for agreeing
to “modalities” in the World Trade
Organization agriculture negotiations
comes and goes, the American Farm
Bureau Federation is looking down
the road to the next big deadline in
September.

Farm Bureau hopes that, despite
missing the March 31 deadline, WTO
member countries will still get their
offers on the table by the time trade
ministers gather in Cancun in Septem-
ber to take stock of proposals and of-
fers and begin the next phase of the
negotiations, in which countries
would review all offers and make
counteroffers.

There are only 15 months between
when the Cancun ministerial meeting
takes place and the Jan. 1, 2005, dead-
line for all negotiations to be com-
pleted. If the extended modalities phase
goes too long, it could steal away criti-
cal time needed for the work that re-
mains. If an agreement cannot be
reached by the WTO deadline, it will
become even more difficult for the
United States to secure reductions in
other countries’ trade barriers, mainly

because the president’s trade promotion
authority expires in June 2005. Other
countries will be less willing to negoti-
ate with the United States if it is not
able to present final offers that don’t
require advance approval by Congress.
Even with the schedule becoming
tight, AFBF President Bob Stallman has
said U.S. negotiators should not give
up on their quest for more open trade
and fairer subsidy limits in agriculture.
“We don’t really think we need to
compromise further,” Stallman said.
“What we need to do is to have an
agricultural document that truly liber-
alizes trade in agriculture and tries to
level the playing field so our producers
can compete in international markets
that are closed to them now.”
Stallman’s comments came during
his recent visit to Geneva for a meet-
ing of the WTO's agriculture commit-
tee, where Stuart Harbinson, chairman
of the committee, circulated a second
paper on the compromises he said are
needed to reach a final agreement.
Stallman said the targets included in
Harbinson’s paper would not phase
out export subsidies fast enough and

would leave in place wide disparities
between countries’ allowable domestic
subsidy and tariff levels.

“Unfortunately, it doesn’t meet the
U.S. goals of really trying to level the
playing field,” Stallman said.

Japan, the European Union and
other countries also criticized the pa-
per, saying it would require too much
liberalization of them, while it ex-
cluded non-trade concerns like precau-
tion on biotechnology, protecting ani-
mal rights and geographic preferences
for foods historically produced in a
certain region. The United States op-
poses including non-trade concerns in
any agriculture agreement.

WTO member countries’ ability to
meet the March deadline has been in
doubt for some time, primarily because
the EU, Japan, Switzerland, Norway, In-
dia and other countries have not
budged from their hard-line positions
against harmonizing the maximum
subsidies allowed at lower levels and
lowering tariffs and other trade barriers.

The EU, in particular, is holding out
for an agreement that maintains the
same subsidy formulas agreed to 10

years ago in the Uruguay Round of
negotiations, an agreement that U.S.
agriculture believes has offered only
limited benefits for the United States.

The EU is refusing to give way on
the “three pillars” of the negotiations,
which include eliminating export sub-
sidies, harmonizing and reducing
domestic subsidy limits and lowering
tariffs, unless other countries agree to
establish non-trade concerns. U.S.
trade officials say the EU just wants to
use non-trade concerns to protect its
own farmers by offsetting the impact
of any other concessions it might have
to make.

Several countries hope to gain
greater market access in other sectors
in which negotiations are taking place
concurrently with the agriculture talks.
Negotiations are under way on intel-
lectual property, services, investment,
environment, regional trade agree-
ments and other topics. Other coun-
tries’ interest in greater access to the
U.S. market for other goods and ser-
vices could eventually bring conces-
sions in agriculture, but time is begin-
ning to run out.

Lawmakers want end to U.S.-Mexico sugar saga

As the dispute over sugar between the
United States and Mexico presses on, a
bipartisan group of legislators is ready
for sweetener trade to get back on
track.

House Budget Committee Chairman
Jim Nussle (R-Iowa) and Rep. Cal
Dooley (D-Calif.) spearheaded a letter
to Juan José Bremer, the Mexican
ambassador to the United States, urg-
ing immediate resolution to the dis-
pute so sweetener trade between the
two countries could resume.

“It is clear that both U.S. and Mexi-

can farmers and processors in this sec-
tor have a lot to gain from a negotiated
solution,” the letter said. “We believe it
is possible, and necessary, to make ev-
ery effort to finalize the outstanding is-
sues that remain and announce a good
deal that will benefit stakeholders on
both sides of the border.

“The consequences of not reaching a
deal are great and will undoubtedly
jeopardize a very large and growing
agricultural trade relationship under
the [North American Free Trade
Agreement].”

A total of 31 House lawmakers
signed the March 14 letter.

The United States and Mexico have
been trying to resolve trade differ-
ences over high fructose corn syrup
(HFCS), sugar and bulk corn for several
months.

Mexico contends that, under NAFTA,
it is able to export all of its surplus
sugar duty-free to the United States.
The United States holds that NAFTA
limits Mexico’s access to the U.S. sugar
market.

Additionally, the United States has

not been able to export HFCS to Mexi-
co for 15 months. According to the
Corn Refiners Association, for every
300,000 metric tons of HFCS access
into Mexico, U.S. corn producers have
lost market opportunities for more
than 20 million bushels of corn. “Un-
fortunately, [the Mexico HFCS] market
remains elusive and as a result of Mex-
ico’s protectionist actions, our industry
has idled capacity, lost jobs and experi-
enced significant losses in profitabil-
ity,” said Audrae Erickson, CRA
president.

Irag war raises questions on food aid, trade impact

Less than a week after the start of the
war with Iraq, the first shipment of
food and water arrived at the southern
Iraqi port Umm Qasr on March 26.

As the humanitarian effort in Iraq
gets into full swing, President Bush
asked Congress for $320 million in
additional funds to put toward food
aid. The funding for food aid is part of
Bush'’s $75 billion supplemental re-
quest to cover costs of the war.

“To the extent that we can use Amer-
ican commodities, we will do that,”
said Andrew Natsios, U.S. Agency for
International Development admin-
istrator, during a March 25 briefing at
the State Department on the human-
itarian effort in Iraq. Natsios said
USAID has so far given $60 million to
the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gram, which is delivering food aid in
Iraq. He noted that while the United

States is the largest donor of food and
supplies for Iraq, many other countries
and aid agencies are contributing.
“This is not just an American effort; I
want to emphasize that,” Natsios said.

The Agriculture Department has
authorized the release of 200,000 tons
of U.S. wheat from a federal grain re-
serve to go to the people of Iraq, with
another 400,000 tons available as
needed.

In anticipation of military action in
Iraq, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan
earlier this month ordered the evacua-
tion of weapons inspectors and hu-
manitarian staff from the country and
suspended the oil-for-food program.

The oil-for-food program allows Iraq
to sell unlimited amounts of oil to buy
food and medicine. According to the
UN, the program has delivered $26 bil-
lion worth of humanitarian supplies to

Iraq since it began in 1996.

Sixty percent of Iraq’s 27 million
people rely on government rations for
their food and medicine.

Questions have emerged on whether
the war with Iraq will disrupt the cur-
rent round of World Trade Organiza-
tion trade negotiations. Teresa Howes,
American Farm Bureau Federation
trade specialist, said the war should
not affect WTO trade talks because
“trade and foreign policy are separate
issues. Trade officials deal with trade,
and foreign policy officials deal with
foreign policy.”

She added that the United States has
shown a strong commitment to mean-
ingful global trade reform by taking a
leadership role throughout the WTO
agriculture negotiations. Howes said
that European Union member coun-
tries do not want to compromise when

it comes to farm trade, and opposition
to the war with Iraq would be a “con-
venient excuse” for some countries to
disengage from negotiations.

On a recent trip to Geneva, AFBF
President Bob Stallman said that he had
met with delegates from several coun-
tries to “get an opinion as to whether
or not the U.S.-Iraqi situation is creat-
ing any problems in the [WTO] negotia-
tions.” Stallman said that he did not see
problems at the “working level” and
that the negotiators in Geneva were
continuing to work toward agreement
on farm trade. March 31 is the deadline
for WTO trade officials to reach agree-
ment on agricultural negotiations (see
related story on this page).

Separately, an increase in security at
border crossings and ports could affect
trade in the region by slowing ship-
ping and product distribution.
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Keep America’s food

and agriculture safe

The Agriculture Department suggests
the following actions for producers
and members of the agricultural com-
munity to help protect the nation’s
food system.

For producers:

® Make a plan to manage risk.

® Train employees and customers;
screen potential hires.

® Secure hazardous materials,
energy and water sources, and such
production inputs as feed and
nutrients.

® Prevent unauthorized entry or
access to production sites.

® Report any suspicious activity.

For the agricultural community:
® Be alert and aware of suspicious
activities surrounding food and
agriculture operations.

® Immediately report any suspi-
cious activities to your local law
enforcement agency.

® Update emergency phone num-
bers and keep them accessible at all
times.

® Consider escorting all visitors
and inspecting all vehicles entering
facilities and operations.

® Increase surveillance around
operations and consider improve-
ments to physical facility security.
® Consider restricting public access
and events, such as tours and
lectures.

On the Net: http://www.usda.gov/
homelandsecurity.

Agriculture Department inspectors
are the first line of defense against
tainted meat imports, but they need
to do a better job, according to an
internal audit.

vasn 40 AS314N0J OLOHd

USDA wants more power over processors

The Agriculture Department is consid-
ering asking Congress for greater
authority to require information from
meat processing plants, impose penal-
ties for not complying with food safety
regulations and issue cease-and-desist
orders and suspensions of USDA
inspection, effectively shutting a meat
plant, on an expedited basis in the
event of a violation.

During remarks to the Food Safety
Summit in Washington, D.C., Agricul-
ture Secretary Ann Veneman discussed
the need to “modernize” the depart-
ment’s regulatory tools to beef up
meat safety and ensure consumer con-
fidence in the food supply.

“We have taken numerous actions to
reduce pathogens,” Veneman said.
“However, we need to modernize our
regulatory tools to make additional
progress throughout the food system.”

The department is considering re-
quiring meat plants to notify USDA
when the establishment has reason
to believe that meat or poultry has
been adulterated or misbranded. The
department is also considering seek-
ing the authority to impose civil pen-
alties if a plant fails to comply with
food safety laws even after it has been
notified of a problem in writing. The
department may also consider cease-
and-desist orders and expedited sus-
pensions arising from violations under
the Hazard Analysis and Critical Con-

trol Points (HACCP) system of identi-
fying and addressing potential prob-
lems.

The actions would be consistent
with American Farm Bureau Federation
policy that supports HACCP and effec-
tive food safety programs.

To increase its authority, the depart-
ment would need to seek changes to
the Federal Meat Inspection Act and
the Poultry Products Inspection Act.
USDA has said it will seek input from
industry and consumer groups before
it proposes legislation.

Veneman said the changes were not
the only options the department
might consider, and it would work
with interested parties to explore other
ideas for enhancing food safety sys-
tems and providing incentives for
compliance.

The changes the department is con-
sidering would partially respond to a
request by Democratic members of
Congress and consumer groups for
stricter regulation of meat processing
plants. In a March 12 letter to Vene-
man, five members of Congress called
for stepped-up penalties and require-
ments to turn over positive results of
tests for pathogens.

Veneman and USDA have been criti-
cized for waiting until after people
have already been sickened from con-
suming tainted meat, and until too
long after test results and inspections

reveal the presence of pathogens or
sanitation problems, before requesting
meat recalls or suspending federal
inspection. The criticism stems from
recalls of 27.4 million pounds of list-
eria-contaminated turkey and chicken
last October and 18 million pounds of
E. coli-contaminated ground beef last
July.

In her remarks at the food safety
summit, Veneman outlined “aggressive
steps” she said the department was
already taking, including increasing
the food safety budget 15 percent be-
tween 2001 and 2004. However, the
budget increase is based, in part, on a
proposal to collect user fees from in-
dustry for federal inspection services.
In congressional testimony last week,
Elsa Murano, USDA undersecretary for
food safety, said the department would
look to Congress to come up with the
funds to fill the gap if it does not ap-
prove the user-fee proposal.

AFBF opposes user fees for meat
inspection services because of concern
that it would result in higher con-
sumer costs for meat products, and out
of principle that federal services to
consumers should be paid for from
general revenue funds.

Veneman also said the department
would upgrade existing training pro-
grams for inspectors and increase its
efforts to educate consumers about
safe food-handling practices.

Imported meat needs better inspection

The Agriculture Department is not
doing all it should to make sure im-
ported meat is safe, according to a re-
cently released internal audit.

USDA conducted an internal audit of
the imported meat and poultry rein-
spection process, which is adminis-
tered by the department’s Food Safety
and Inspection Service (FSIS). The
Office of Inspector General (OIG) at
USDA performed the audit to ensure
meat entering the United States is
“safe and wholesome.”

OIG found that FSIS had made only
“minimal progress” toward imple-
menting an effective import reinspec-
tion process.

“Unclear lines of responsibility, lack
of procedures and lack of management
oversight adversely affected FSIS" ac-
tions to correct past deficiencies, man-
age eligibility data used in the rein-
spection process and clarify agency

authority over imported product,” the
report said.

OIG reported that from 1999 to
2001, 823,632 pounds of meat came
into the country from foreign estab-
lishments with “questionable” eligibil-
ity to export to the United States.
USDA records for shipments before
2000 have already been tossed out. But
of the 220,934 pounds of product
shipped between 2000 and March
2001, the department’s records show
that 66,299 pounds of product, or
about 30 percent, was ineligible to
enter the country. Its records on the
remaining 154,635 pounds of product
are insufficient to say whether it
should have been allowed in.

Garry McKee, FSIS administrator,
responded to the audit, saying that
FSIS “generally agrees” with recom-
mendations made in the report. He
listed “continuing efforts” to improve

import operations, including strength-
ening policies and controls, addressing
resource issues and enhancing training
for inspection personnel. McKee said
FSIS plans to have deficiencies in the
meat import system remedied by Sep-
tember 2003.

Separately, in response to the in-
crease in the terrorism threat level, the
Agriculture Department said it would
take appropriate actions to protect U.S.
food and agriculture systems and
USDA employees and facilities. Vene-
man said that since Sept. 11, 2001,
USDA has hired 20 additional Import
Surveillance Liaison inspectors, focus-
ing specifically on food security, to be
deployed at strategic points of entry to
reinspect imported meat and poultry
products.

FSIS on March 27 held a public
meeting to discuss strategies for im-
proving food safety worldwide.
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Efforts to protect food supply intensify

With the nation at war and the threat
of terrorism heightened, agencies
within the federal government have
combined their resources to protect
the nation’s food supply.

Agriculture Secretary Ann Veneman
recently told attendees of the 2003
Food Safety Summit that the Agricul-
ture Department, along with the De-
partment of Homeland Security, are
taking extra steps to monitor the food
chain. USDA is part of a coordinated
effort among federal agencies to ensure
the U.S. food supply is secure.

For example, USDA has alerted state
and private authorities to closely
watch activity at feedlots, stockyards,
processing plants and import and stor-
age areas. USDA’s Food Safety and
Inspection Service began testing for
chemical and biological agents in its
routine meat and poultry inspections.

The Department of Health and
Human Services has increased scrutiny
when inspecting imported food and is
working on the federal, state and local
levels to disseminate information on

imported food issues and potential
food pathogens. And the Food and
Drug Administration has instructed
food processing plants to conduct
employee background checks, ban
workers from carrying personal items
into food storage areas and train them
to identify suspicious behavior.

“Since Sept. 11, 2001, USDA has
worked aggressively with federal, state
and local agencies to strengthen our
infrastructure, better prepare for emer-
gencies, and improve coordination
and response mechanisms,” Veneman
said.

Announcements of continued efforts
to ramp up food security coincided
with a recent report by the General
Accounting Office that found the gov-
ernment could not ensure the security
of food processing plants.

USDA and FDA have both issued vol-
untary guidelines to help food proces-
sors identify and prevent the risk of de-
liberate contamination at their plants.
The report found that food processors
are implementing numerous security

Foodborne bacteria may be

In the future, meat processors or con-
sumers may expose meat to shock-
waves to ensure it does not harbor
dangerous bacteria. At the same time,
they could tenderize the meat.

Tests at the Agricultural Research
Service’s (ARS) Food Technology and
Safety Lab on the tenderizing effects of
hydrodynamic pressure (HDP) wave
technology have shown promise in the
battle against some of the most prob-
lematic microorganisms in meat, in-
cluding E. coli, salmonella and listeria.

Researchers vacuum seal a cut of
meat in heavy-duty plastic. The meat
is then placed on top of a steel plate in
the bottom of either a steel chamber or
small plastic garbage can. They found
that the garbage can works best for
killing bacteria. The chamber or can is
filled with water. Then a small amount
of an explosive is detonated, creating a
soundwave that passes through the
meat, bounces off the steel plate and
passes back through the meat, severing
the stringy striations that can make
meat tough.

This happens within fractions of a
millisecond,” said Dr. Morse Solomon,
research leader at the ARS lab in Belts-
ville, Md.

Solomon'’s research started in 1992

as a way to improve meat tenderness.
Thinking about the soundwaves’ im-
pact on meat structure led him to
think it could also rip apart the bacte-
ria that sicken thousands of people
every year.

One of the easiest ways to kill bacte-
ria on food is to cook it thoroughly.
But there is ample room for consumers
or food preparers to make the mistake
of not cooking meat to the necessary
temperature. Non-thermal means are
“a whole other league” of bacteria-kill-
ing methods, according to Solomon.
There are few ways to kill bacteria
throughout a piece of meat without
using heat. HDP is one; irradiation is
another. Both are effective, according
to Solomon, but irradiation is the most
effective.

“But the neat thing is we’re in that
same league, being able to non-ther-
mally kill bacteria throughout the
meat,” he said. “And at the same time,
if it’s a tough piece of meat, we're
making it tender. Right now, there’s
no other process that can do that.”

The bacteria that are killed by irradia-
tion but not killed by HDP waves are
not pathogens, and HDP does not kill
“good bacteria” like lactobacilli, which
help humans ward off infections.

measures, but because the federal
guidelines are voluntary, the agencies
do not monitor and document proces-
sors’ implementation of such mea-
sures. Therefore, the extent to which
food processors have adopted security
guidelines is unknown, the report said.

Most food processing facilities have
implemented some types of security
measures, such as putting up fences
and hiring more guards, GAO found
when surveying FDA and USDA field
inspectors. “However, the inspectors
were less able to comment on security
measures that were not as obvious,
such as accounting for missing stock
and implementing proper mail-han-
dling practices,” the report said.

GAO recommended that the agen-
cies identify what authority they may
need in order to reduce the potential
for deliberate contamination of the
nation’s food supply. Further, GAO
urged the agencies to provide training
for food inspection personnel so they
can work with plant managers to
increase awareness and security.

In for a shock

Solomon and the other researchers
have eaten meat treated with HDP
waves. He said there is no change in
the taste. He has also allowed others to
taste test meat that he has treated, ver-
sus untreated meat.

“I've had people say, ‘I don’t believe
that piece came from the same animal
as this one over here,”” said Solomon.
“It’s unbelieveable. It goes from being
objectionably tough to very tender.”

The technology isn’t ready for
primetime. For starters, the meat in-
dustry isn’t going to be willing to blow
up plastic garbage cans for every piece
of meat they process. But Solomon
hopes that by looking at why and how
soundwaves affect the texture of meat,
his research might lead to other
soundwave technology that is safe and
user-friendly.

“We're at least five years away
from having something we could
transfer to industry,” Solomon said.
“But we have some alternatives that
look promising.”

He said the technology could even
bypass the meat processing industry.
He envisions a breadmaker-sized
machine that could be used in the
home to tenderize and sanitize meats
as well as other foods.

PHOTO COURTESY OF USDA, ARS

Food safety RV
hits the road

The Agriculture Department is tak-
ing its food safety message on the
road with a nationwide tour to
educate consumers about the im-
portance of handling food properly
in order to reduce the risk of
foodborne illness.

USDA has outfitted a 35-foot rec-
reational vehicle to deliver food
safety messages to some 100 com-
munities across the country, where
food safety experts will provide in-
formation to consumers and dem-
onstrate food safety techniques.

The Food Safety Mobile starts its
journey across America at the
Tampa Bay Blues Festival in down-
town St. Petersburg, Fla., April 4-6.
Then it will head to Louisville, Ky.,
on April 12 for the 2003 Kentucky
Derby; and to San Antonio, Texas,
for Fiesta 2003, April 19-27.

The mobile will also appear at
other community and USDA-spon-
sored events.

“Foodborne illness is prevent-
able,” said Dr. Elsa Murano, USDA
undersecretary for food safety. “We
want to empower consumers
through education, and the USDA
Food Safety Mobile will provide us
with face-to-face access to millions
of consumers.”

On the Net: www.fsis.usda.gov/food
safetymobile.
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Dr. Morse Solomon (right), an Agri-
cultural Research Service scientist,
and an assistant examine the bacte-
ria-killing effects of hydrodynamic
pressure waves on meat.
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Roll Call -

Votes on ANWR, death tax, ag spending

Vote 1 — March 19, 2003
The Senate passed, 52-48, an amendment to concurrent resolu-
tion 95 on the fiscal 2004 budget. The amendment, offered by
Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.) prevents oil exploration in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. Farm Bureau favored a “nay” (N)
vote.

Vote 2 — March 20, 2003
The Senate passed, 51-48, an amendment to concurrent resolu-
tion 23 on the budget for fiscal 2004. The amendment, offered by
Sen. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), provides $46 billion to pay for repealing the
estate tax in 2009, a year earlier than under current law. Farm
Bureau favored a “yea” (Y) vote.

Vote 3 — March 21, 2003
The House passed, 215-212, concurrent resolution 95 on the fis-
cal 2004 budget. The resolution instructs the Agriculture Commit-
tee to reduce spending on mandatory farm programs authorized
in the 2002 farm bill by $18.6 billion between 2004 and 2013.
Farm Bureau favored a “nay” (N) vote.

LEGEND: Y,y—yea N,n—mnay ?—not voting

Name Party Vote 1 23 Name Party Vote 1 23 Name Party Vote 1 2 3
Alabama 31 Becerra (D) N 17 Meek (D) N
Coccinme | 32 Solis (D) N 18 Ros-Lehtinen (R) y
gﬁzmﬁgm u ¥ 33 Watson (D) N 19 Wexler (D) N
1 Bonner (R) y 34 Roybal-Allard (D) N 20 Deutsch (D) N
2 Everett (R) y S5Waters (D) N 21 Diaz-Balart (R) y
3 Rogers (R) y 36Harman (D) N 22 Shaw (R) y
4 Aderholt (R) y 37 Millender- 23 Hastings (D) N
5 Cramer (D) N McDonald (R) N 24 Feeney (R) y
6 Bachus (R) y 38 Napolitano (D) N 25 Diaz-Balart (R) y
7 Davis (D) N 39 Sanchez, Linda (D) N Georgia
40 Royce (R) y Seorgia
Alaska 41 Lewis (R) y  Chambliss (R) NY
Murkomeki 42 Miller (R) y  Miller (D) N ?
'\SAtLéU(gr\:;s(kllq)(R) n ¥ 43 Baca (D) N 1 Kingston (R) y
AL Young (R) y 44 Calvert (R) y 2 Bishop (D) N
45 Bono (R) y 3 Marshall (D) N
Arizona 46 Rohrabacher (R) y 4 Majette (D) N
Kyl (R) NY 47 Sanchez, Loretta (D) N 5 Lewis (D) N
McCain (R) yn 48 Cox (R) y 6 lsakson (R) y
1 Renzi (R) y 49lssa(R) y 7 Linder (R) y
2 Franks (R) y 50 Cunningham (R) y 8Collins (R) y
3 Shadegg (R) y 51 Filner (D) N 9 Norwood (R) y
4 Pastor (D) N 52 Hunter (R) y 10 Deal (R) y
5H th (R 53 Davis (D) N 11 Gingrey (R) v
i y 12 Burns (R)
6 Flake (R) y  Colorado 13 Seoft (D) kl/
7 Grijalva (D) N _Allard R) N Y
8 Kolbe (R) Y Campbell (R) Ny Hawaii
Arkansas 1 Degette (D) N  Akaka (D) N n
i 2 Udall (D) ?  Inouye (D) N n
Iﬁlrr;/%?"(]ll)()D) ; \rg 3 Mclnnis (R) y 1 Abercrombie (D) N
1 Berry (D) N 4 Musgrave (R) y 2Case (D) N
» 5 Hefley (R) N
2 Snyder (D) ? Idaho
3 Boozman (R) y 6 Tancredo (R) y —
4 Ross (D) N 7 Beauprez (R) y  Craig (R) NY
i Crapo (R) NY
California Connecticut 1 Otter (R) y
Boxer (D) vy n Dodd (D) yn 2 Simpson (R) y
emen(©) o yn o bema®) YT inois
; LZ?&T;?S&%? © ';l, 2 Simmons (R) y  Durbin (D) yn
3 Ose (R) y 3 Delauro (D) N Fitzgerald (R) VY
4 Doolittle (R) y 4Shays (R) y 1Rush (D) N
5 Matsui (D) N 5Johnson (R) N 2 Jackson (D) N
3 Lipinski (D) ?
o) N Delaware 4 Gutierrez (D) N
g Mg:ggi((DD)) u Biden (D) n 5 Emanuel (D) N
9 Lee (D) N  Carper (D) n 6 Hyde (R) y
10 Tauscher (D) N AL Castle (R) N g 8?;/:; ((I%)) hyl
12 Lamos ((DR)) §  Florida 9 Schakowsky (D) N
13 Stark (D) N  Graham (D) n 10 Kirk (R) y
14 Eshoo (D) N Nelson (D) Y 11 Weller (R) y
15 Honda (D) N 1 Miller (R) y 12 Costello (D) N
16 Lofgren (D) N 2Boyd (D) N 13 Biggert (R) y
17 Farr (D) N 3 Brown (D) N 14 Hastert (R) y
18 Cardoza (D) N 4 Crenshaw (R) y 15 Johnson (R) y
19 Radanovich (R) y 2 Brown-Waite (R) y 16 Manzullo (R) y
20 Dooley (D) N 6 Stearns (R) y 17 Evans (D) N
21 Nunes (R) y [ Mica(R) y 18 Lahood (R) y
22 Thomas (R) y 8Keller(R) y 19 Shimkus (R) y
23 Capps (D) N ?0'3\'}'53‘;'5 ((E)) Y Indiana
28 Mok R Y. 11 Davis (D) N Bayh (D) yn
26 Dreier (R) ¥ 12 Putnam (R) y  Lugar(R) N Y
27 Sherman (D) lél/ 13 Harris (R) y 1 Visclosky (D) N
28 Berman (D) N 14 Goss (R) y  2Chocola (R) y
29 Schiff (D) N 15 Weldon (R) y 3 Souder (R) y
30 Waxman (D) N 16 Foley (R) y  4Buyer (R) ?

Name Party
5 Burton (R)

6 Pence (R)

7 Carson (D)

8 Hostettler (R)
9 Hill (D)

lowa

Grassley (R)
Harkin (D)

1 Nussle (R)
2 Leach (R)
3 Boswell (D)
4 Latham (R)
5 King (R)

Kansas

Brownback (R)
Roberts (R)

1 Moran (R)

2 Ryun (R)

3 Moore (D)

4 Tiahrt (R)

Kentucky
Bunning (R)
McConnell (R)
1 Whitfield (R)
2 Lewis (R)

3 Northup (R)
4 Lucas (D)

5 Rogers (R)
6 Fletcher (R)

Louisiana

Breaux (D)
Landrieu (D)

1 Vitter (R)

2 Jefferson (D)
3 Tauzin (R)

4 McCrery (R)
5 Alexander (D)
6 Baker (R)

7 John (D)

Maine

Collins (R)
Snowe (R)
1 Allen (D)
2 Michaud (D)

Maryland

Mikulski (D)
Sarbanes (D)
1 Gilchrest (R)

2 Ruppersberger (R)

3 Cardin (D)

4 Wynn (D)

5 Hoyer (D)

6 Bartlett (R)

7 Cummings (D)
8 Van Hollen (D)

Massachusetts

Kennedy (D)
Kerry (D)

1 Olver (D)

2 Neal (D)

3 McGovern (D)
4 Frank (D)

5 Meehan (D)

6 Tierney (D)

7 Markey (D)

8 Capuano (D)
9 Lynch (D)

10 Delahunt (D)
Michigan
Levin (D)
Stabenow (D)

1 Stupak (D)
2 Hoekstra (R)

3 Ehlers (R)

4 Camp (R)

5 Kildee (D)

6 Upton (R)

7 Smith (R)

8 Rogers (R)

9 Knollenberg (R)
10 Miller (R)

11 McCotter (R)
12 Levin (D)

13 Kilpatrick (D)
14 Conyers (D)
15 Dingell (D)

Minnesota

Coleman (R)
Dayton (D)

1 Gutknecht (R)
2 Kline (R)

3 Ramstad (R)
4 McCollum (D)
5 Sabo (D)

6 Kennedy (R)
7 Peterson (D)
8 Oberstar (D)
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Name Party Vote 1

Mississippi
Cochran (R)
Lott (R)

1 Wicker (R)

2 Thompson (D)
3 Pickering (R)
4 Taylor (D)

Missouri

Bond (R)
Talent (R)

1 Clay (D)

2 Akin (R)

3 Gephardt (D)
4 Skelton (D)

5 McCarthy (D)
6 Graves (R)
7 Blunt (R)

8 Emerson (R)
9 Hulshof (R)

Montana

Baucus (D)
Burns (R)
AL Rehberg (R)

Nebraska

Hagel (R)
Nelson (D)

1 Bereuter (R)
2 Terry (R)

3 Osborne (R)

Nevada

Ensign (R)
Reid (D)

1 Berkley (D)
2 Gibbons (R)
3 Porter (R)

New Hampshire

Gregg (R)
Sununu (R)

1 Bradley (R)
2 Bass (R)

New Jersey

Corzine (D)
Lautenberg (D)
1 Andrews (D)
2 Lobiondo (R)
3 Saxton (R)

4 Smith (R)

5 Garrett (R)

6 Pallone (D)
7 Ferguson (R)
8 Pascrell (D)
9 Rothman (D)
10 Payne (D)

11 Frelinghuysen (R)

12 Holt (D)
13 Menendez (D)

New Mexico

Bingaman (D)
Domenici (R)
1 Wilson (R)
2 Pearce (R)
3 Udall (D)

New York

Clinton (D)
Schumer (D)

1 Bishop (D)

2 Israel (D)

3 King (R)

4 McCarthy (D)

5 Ackerman (D)
6 Meeks (D)

7 Crowley (D)

8 Nadler (D)

9 Weiner (D)

10 Towns (D)

11 Owens (D)

12 Velazquez (D)
13 Fossella (R)
14 Maloney (D)
15 Rangel (D)
16 Serrano (D)
17 Engel (D)
18 Lowey (D)
19 Kelly (R)
20 Sweeney
21 McNulty (
22 Hinchey (
23 McHugh (
24 Boehlert (
25 Walsh (R)

26 Reynolds (R)
27 Quinn (R)

28 Slaughter (R)
29 Houghton (R)

North Carolina

Dole (R)
Edwards (D)
1 Ballance (D)
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Name Party Vote 1 2

2 Etheridge (D)
3 Jones (R)

4 Price (D)

5 Burr (R)

6 Coble (R)

7 Mclintyre (D)
8 Hayes (R)

9 Myrick (R)

10 Ballenger (R)
11 Taylor (R)
12 Watt (D)

13 Miller (D)

North Dakota

Conrad (D)
Dorgan (D)

AL Pomeroy (D)
Ohio

Dewine (R)
Voinovich (R)

1 Chabot (R)

2 Portman (R)

3 Turner (R)
4 Oxley (R)
5 Gillmor (R)
6 Strickland (
7 Hobson (R)
8 Boehner (R)

9 Kaptur (D)

10 Kucinich (D)
11 Jones (D)

12 Tiberi (R)

13 Brown (D)

14 Latourette (R)
15 Pryce (R)

16 Regula (R)
17 Ryan (D)

18 Ney (R)

Oklahoma

Inhofe (R)

Nickles (R)

1 Sullivan (R)

2 Carson (D)

3 Lucas (R)
)

D)

4 Cole (R)
5 Istook (R

Oregon

Smith (R)

Wyden (D)

1 Wu (D)

2 Walden (R)

3 Blumenauer (D)
4 Defazio (D)

5 Hooley (D)

Pennsylvania
Santorum (R)
Specter (R)

1 Brady (D)

2 Fattah (D)

3 English (R)

4 Hart (R)

5 Peterson (R)
6 Gerlach (R)

7 Weldon (R)

8 Greenwood (R)
9 Shuster (R)
10 Sherwood (R)
11 Kanjorski (D)
12 Murtha (D)
13 Hoeffel (D)
14 Doyle (D)

15 Toomey (R)
16 Pitts (R)

17 Holden (D)
18 Murphy (R)
19 Platts (R)

Rhode Island

Chafee (R)
Reed (D)

1 Kennedy (D)
2 Langevin (D)

South Carolina

Graham (R)
Hollings (D)
1 Brown (R)
2 Wilson (R)
3 Barrett (R)
4 Demint (R)
5 Spratt (D)
6 Clyburn (D)

South Dakota

Daschle (D)
Johnson (D)
AL Janklow (R)

Tennessee
Alexander (R)
Frist (R)

1 Jenkins (R)
2 Duncan (R)
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Name Party Vote 1 2

3 Wamp (R)

4 Davis (D)

5 Cooper (D)

6 Gordon (D)

7 Blackburn (R)
8 Tanner (D)

9 Ford (D)

Texas

Cornyn (R)
Hutchison (R)

1 Sandlin (D)

2 Turner (D)

3 Johnson, S. (R)
4 Hall (D)

5 Hensarling (R)
6 Barton (R)

7 Culberson (R)
8 Brady (R)

9 Lampson (D)
10 Doggett (D)

11 Edwards (D)
12 Granger (R)
13 Thornberry (R)
14 Paul (R)

15 Hinojosa (D)
16 Reyes (D)

17 Stenholm (D)

18 Jackson-Lee (D)

19 Combest (R)
20 Gonzalez (D)
21 Smith (R)

22 Delay (R)

23 Bonilla (R)

24 Frost (D)

25 Bell (D)

26 Burgess (R)
27 Ortiz (D)

28 Rodriguez (D)
29 Green (D)

30 Johnson, E. (D)
31 Carter (R)

32 Sessions (R)

Utah

Bennett (R)
Hatch (R)

1 Bishop (R)

2 Matheson (D)
3 Cannon (R)

Vermont

Jeffords (1)
Leahy (D)

AL Sanders (1)
Virginia

Allen (R)
Warner (R)

1 Davis, J. (R)
2 Schrock (R)
3 Scott (D)

4 Forbes (R)

5 Goode (R)

6 Goodlatte (R)
7 Cantor (R)

8 Moran (D)

9 Boucher (D)
10 Wolf (R)

11 Davis, T. (R)

Washington
Cantwell (D)
Murray (D)

1 Inslee (D)

2 Larsen (D)

3 Baird (D)

4 Hastings (R)
5 Nethercutt (R)
6 Dicks (D)

7 McDermott (D)
8 Dunn (R)

9 Smith (D)

West Virginia

Byrd (D)
Rockefeller (D)
1 Mollohan (D)
2 Capito (R)

3 Rahall (D)
Wisconsin
Feingold (D)
Kohl (D)

1 Ryan (R)

2 Baldwin (D)
3 Kind (D)

4 Kleczka (D)

5 Sensenbrenner (R)

6 Petri (R)
7 Obey (D)
8 Green (R)

Wyomin
Enzi (R)
Thomas (R)
AL Cubin (R)
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lowa Farm Bureau Hog Jog gears up for second year

There are hogs that are destined for
the packinghouse and America’s din-
ner tables, and then there are hogs
that are meant for cruising down the
highway. The Iowa Farm Bureau Foun-
dation has brought these two types of
hogs together in a unique fund-raising
event.

Following a successful debut in 2002,
the IFB Foundation is gearing up for the
second annual “Hog Jog” planned for
June 7 at the Iowa State Fairgrounds.
Runners, walkers and bikers will partici-
pate in the event, which also is spon-
sored by Zylstra Harley-Davidson of
Ames and World Pork Expo.

“Support for Hog Jog was tremen-
dous (last year),” said Deb Yount-
Woods, lowa Farm Bureau’s director of
leadership development and imple-
mentation. “Everyone involved en-
joyed the opportunity to have some
fun and, at the same time, provide
much-needed funds to increase the
quality of life for lowans.”

Hog Jog raises funds for the IFB

Foundation for use in educational pro-
grams and activities that address farm
income, education and health initia-
tives. More than 175 runners, walkers
and bikers gathered for the 2002 event.

This year’s Hog Jog will take place in
conjunction with the 2003 World Pork
Expo and includes a parade of Harley-
Davidson motorcycle riders, runners
and walkers. The 10K runners, SK run-
ners and walkers begin with a tour of
the Iowa State Fairgrounds at 7:30 a.m.
Motorcyclists and their passengers will
start their day at 9 a.m. for a 60-mile
cruise.

Motorcyclists will be competing for
“Executive Choice” and “People’s
Choice” awards. Performance awards
will be given by age in both male and
female running categories. Each par-
ticipant will receive a T-shirt, a Na-
tional Pork Producers Council pin,
entrance into the World Pork Expo
and entrance into a drawing for vari-
ous prizes. Live music and other con-
tests are also part of the fun.

Hogs—of the two-wheeled variety—and their riders will join runners and
walkers at the second annual Iowa Farm Bureau Hog Jog on June 7 in Des
Moines to raise funds for agricultural education.

“Hog Jog is an opportunity for peo-

ple to show their support of agriculture

and have a great time with friends and
neighbors,” Yount-Woods said.

Ohio Farm Bureau takes on issue of farmland loss

How can farmers communicate to
land-use planners and the public the
seriousness of maintaining land for
agriculture? How do they get involved
in creating public policy that preserves
farmland?

These were among the issues dis-
cussed by more than 100 farmers,
farmland preservationists, county and
state administrators, and elected offi-
cials from across Ohio as they grapple
with the growing appetite for land in
their state.

To answer questions like these, the
Ohio Farm Bureau Federation (OFBF)
organized a series of “Neighbor Con-
nection Field Trips” to Ohio farms
and other sites.

At each stop, the tour participants

heard from farmers, professors, busi-
nesspeople, urban planners and others
with differing perspectives on the chal-
lenges and opportunities farmers face.
In between tour stops, participants lis-
tened to a tape or CD produced by the
Ohio Farm Bureau that contains inter-
views with more farmers and land-use
planners.

The population of Ohio’s small
townships and rural areas has grown
by about 1 million people over the last
40 years, according to Jeff Sharp, assis-
tant professor of rural sociology at
Ohio State University. Ohio’s larger
cities have lost about 600,000 in popu-
lation over that same period. That
means that Ohioans are increasingly
choosing to live in the countryside

AFBF welcomes

Betty Wolanyk joined the American
Farm Bureau Federation staff March
17 as director of agricultural educa-
tion. She will develop and imple-
ment classroom and consumer edu-
cation programs, work with state
Farm Bureaus to support their Agri-
culture in the Classroom (AITC)
programs, maintain the AFBF agri-
cultural education Web site, and or-
ganize grant applications and fund-
raising for the AFB Foundation.

For the last five years, Wolanyk
has been running her own business,
called Ag Literacy Works, develop-
ing agricultural education curricula,
conducting teacher workshops,
speaking at conferences and writing
grant proposals.

new staff member

Before that,
she was na-
tional director
of the AITC
program at J
USDA for three e
and a half
years, headed
up the AITC
program for
New York at
Cornell Univer-
sity and was a high school agricul-
ture teacher in the Finger Lakes re-
gion of New York. She has a mas-
ter’s degree and a bachelor’s degree
in education from Cornell.

She is relocating to the Washing-
ton, D.C,, area from Ithaca, N.Y.

outside cities like Cincinnati, Cleve-
land and Columbus.

With the shift in population to rural
areas comes a growing demand for

housing and commercial development.

Farmers who already own land may be
tempted to sell to a developer and get
the most money for their investment.
Those who want to expand their op-
erations find themselves unable to af-
ford the high land prices. If they aren’t
able to grow and profit, even more
farmland will be gobbled up for devel-
opment as farmers call it quits.

Numerous farmers spoke about their
desire to keep their land as farmland,
and how they have used agricultural
easements, which Ohio now offers on
a limited basis, to lower their tax bur-
den and ensure that their farmland
can be passed down to future genera-
tions as open space.

Farmland preservationists and land-
use planners talked about how land is
often zoned to accommodate blocks of
houses on small lots that will generate
tax revenue for the counties or towns,
rather than planning for other impor-
tant goals like protecting watersheds
and preserving farmland. And, farmers
talked about the need for public policy
that helps them remain viable, so they
can help maintain the rural way of life
and keep contributing to the state’s
economy.

Agriculture is Ohio’s largest industry.
But those who aren’t familiar with
agriculture and its importance to the
state tend to look at open farmland as
land that isn’t being used for any-

thing, according to Constance Jackson,

vice president for agricultural ecology
at OFBF. “That’s very erroneous,” she

said, “because that land is a valuable
input into the production of our food
and fiber. You have to control enough
acreage to have economic viability.”

To farmers, a key message of the
field trips was: It’s up to you to get
involved in public policy and local
decision-making, make connections
with non-farming neighbors and help
come up with creative solutions to
land-use dilemmas. To local and state
officials, the message was: Agriculture
is important to Ohio, both economi-
cally and sociologically, and its most
important input, farmland, must be
preserved.

Not only did OFBF use the tape and
CD to keep field trip participants think-
ing about the issue at hand between
tour stops, they also plan to use it in
the future to reach other administrators
and officials who did not take the tour.

“Many of these people aren’t looking
for another workshop to attend,” said
Marilyn Baker, director of community
alliances for OFBF. “We have to find
creative ways of reaching them. This is
something we can get out to state and
county administrators, elected officials
and others and they can listen to it
whenever it’s convenient for them. We
will keep using it as a tool to tell agri-
culture’s story. It's a great way to
repeat the message.”

Baker said the field trips were a suc-
cess. “There were a few ‘Ahal’ moments
where officials said they weren’t think-
ing of things the same way they did
before,” she said. “Everyone got the
importance of agriculture and how it
contributes to the economy of the
state. People are calling us and asking,
‘How can I keep going with this?’ ”
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GRASSROOTS

Profit concerns weighing on young farmers, ranchers

For the fifth straight year, America’s
young farmers and ranchers say the
biggest challenge facing them is overall
profitability. And, for the sixth con-
secutive year, young farmers say the
best way to address that challenge is to
boost U.S. agricultural exports.

Those were among the key findings
of a survey of 304 young farmers and
ranchers from 41 states, aged 18-35,
conducted by the American Farm
Bureau Federation, the nation’s largest
farm organization.

The 11th annual survey of partici-
pants in AFBF’s Young Farmer and
Rancher Program revealed the tradi-
tional optimism of younger producers
continues to be tempered by economic
challenges. But they continue to focus
squarely on the future by investing in
new technology and business practices
to sharpen their competitive edge
while protecting the environment.

The informal survey was conducted
in February during AFBF’s 2003 YF&R
Conference in Hershey, Pa.

“Despite the challenges that young
farm and ranch families face, overall,
this survey shows that the future of
American agriculture is in competent,
capable and caring hands,” said AFBF
President Bob Stallman.

RANKING THE CHALLENGES

Reflecting conditions of today’s farm
economy, nearly a third (31.9 percent)
of the young farmers surveyed said
overall profitability was their top con-
cern—up slightly from last year’s 27.5
percent. The young farmers indicated
the limited availability of land and
other resources was their second high-
est challenge, selected by 21.9 percent
of respondents—down slightly from
last year’s 23.7 percent.

Third on this year’s list of challenges
was the cost of government regula-
tions (13.6 percent, down from 16.8
percent in 2002). Over the survey’s 11-
year history, profitability has topped
the list of concerns eight times and
regulations three times.

The fourth biggest challenge on
this year’s list was urban encroach-
ment on farmland, selected by 9.4
percent of the respondents. Fifth on
the list (7 percent) were challenges
associated with parental control of
farm decisions, followed by health care
availability (3.8 percent) and tax bur-
dens (3.1 percent). The availability of
water resources and worries about
competition from more established
farms tied for eighth. Agricultural
financing and labor issues rounded out
the list.

EXPORTS ARE VITAL

For the sixth straight year, the young
farmers viewed international trade as
the key to profitability. Respondents

said boosting U.S. agricultural exports
was the most important step the U.S.
government could take to help them
and their farms. At 24.1 percent, that
response was a slight decrease from
last year’s 26.2 percent.

In second place was providing “more
financial help for beginning farmers”
(14.5 percent). That represents a big
jump from last year, when the item
placed fifth with just 9.1 percent of the
tally.

Strengthening protection for prop-
erty owners was third at 12.4 percent.
Rounding out the top five choices
were: reform federal taxes (11.7 per-
cent); and mandate a larger role for
renewable, home-grown fuels such as
ethanol (7.1 percent).

In spite of the importance of reg-
ular and emergency farm program
payments to the current economic
survival of America’s farmers and
ranchers, nearly seven of 10 (69.3 per-
cent) said future farm income should
come from the marketplace. Just
30.7 percent, down from 47 percent
last year, said future farm income
should be supplemented to some
degree by the farm program. In com-
parison, 10 years ago nearly 88 per-
cent of the young farmers said farm
income should come totally from the
marketplace.

TECHNOLOGY USE

Young farmers’ and ranchers’ use of
technology has become commonplace,
with 90.5 percent having access to
computers at home or on the farm.
Internet access among young farmers
has leveled off at 78.9 percent, but just
five years ago, only 36.2 percent re-
ported having Internet access.

Young farmers and ranchers who use
the Internet do so for many reasons.
While accessing general and agricul-
tural news was the highest reported
use (66.5 percent), many are using the
Internet for entertainment (54.3 per-
cent), family education (39.1 percent),
record-keeping (34.5 percent), political
activity (30.6 percent), and to purchase
equipment, supplies and miscellaneous
items (30.9 percent).

The use of e-mail showed the largest
increase, shooting up to 82.2 percent,
a seven-percentage-point increase from
last year.

CONSERVATION

Mirroring past surveys, this year’s
respondents reported a strong commit-
ment to conservation and the use of
environmentally beneficial farming
practices. More than six out of every
10 (60.9 percent) said they employ
conservation tillage on their farms.
More than half (53 percent) said they
practice crop rotation with three or
more crops, and nearly half (47.7 per-

cent) said they regularly test soil or
crop tissue before applying nutrients.
More than a quarter of respondents
(28 percent) said they use integrated
pest management techniques such as
field scouting to reduce crop protec-
tant use.

Regarding other practices: 26.3 per-
cent use contour farming or strip crop-
ping; 25 percent have land enrolled in
the Conservation Reserve Program;
18.1 percent leave buffer strips to bene-
fit wildlife; and 16.1 percent managed
their wetland resources.

More than 93 percent of the young
farmers surveyed said they select farm-
ing practices based on both the envi-
ronment and economics.

More than half of the young farmers
(54.5 percent) reported they would
plant biotech crop varieties this year,
up from 52.2 percent last year. The
young farmers’ use of global position-
ing systems, where satellite technology
is used to pilot precise field activities,
held steady at 15.1 percent.

MANAGING AND MARKETING

This year’s survey also revealed that
young farmers continue to employ a
number of special management and
marketing practices and services to
gain a competitive edge. The most
common was accounting services, used
by 42.8 percent of respondents. Sec-
ond was the use of professional crop
advisers, 40.5 percent.

Other management and marketing
practices employed were: hedging with
futures and options, up slightly at 33.6
percent; engaging in contract produc-
tion, steady at 29.3 percent; the use of
marketing information services, steady
at 28 percent; and professional market-
ing or management consultants, up
slightly to 22.7 percent.

INCOME AND IMAGE

cent of the respondents started farm-
ing or ranching as a member of a fam-
ily partnership, while 22.9 percent
started on their own. While 17.7 per-
cent said marriage led them to farm,
only 12.5 percent reported that they
inherited their farm or ranch.

OPINIONS AND ATTITUDES

When quizzed about their opinions
regarding the public’s attitude toward
farmers and ranchers, 35.9 percent
(down from 40.1 percent last year) said
they thought the public would weigh
in positively, 22.9 percent said the
public would respond negatively and
41.2 percent said they thought mem-
bers of the public generally did not
think about them at all.

When asked if they felt better off
financially than they were five years
ago, 81.4 percent said “yes,” down
slightly from last year’s 83.1 percent.
The record high response for that
question was 89 percent in 1998, while
the lowest was 76 percent in 1994.

Overall optimism this year was up
slightly, as 60.8 percent (compared to
59.3 percent last year) said they were
more optimistic about farming than
they were five years ago. The record
high for optimism was 80.8 percent in
1997, while the record low was 52.9
percent in 2000.

A higher percentage of the young
farmers and ranchers (94.1 percent)
said they planned on being farmers for
life. The record high for that question
came in 1995 (99.5 percent), while the
record low was last year’s 91.8 percent.

More of this year’s young farmers
also said they would like to see their
children follow in their footsteps, 88
percent, compared to 84.7 percent last
year. The record high for that question
came in 1996 (95.5 percent), while the
record low was 84.5 percent, recorded
in the first YF&R survey back in 1993.

To supplement farm income, 69 per-
cent of the young farmers surveyed
said that they, their spouse or both
work off the farm. That’s down slightly
from last year’s 71.7 percent. Wives
were the sole source of off-farm in-
come 63 percent of the time, and hus-
bands were the sole source 8 percent of
the time. Both spouses contributed to
off-farm income 29 percent of the
time.

Of those young farmers reporting
off-farm employment, 45.6 percent
said the availability of health insur-
ance was the primary reason, up
slightly from 45.2 percent last year.

In addition to off-farm employment,
60.2 percent of the respondents said
their farm income is supplemented by
other farm-related enterprises such as
custom work, truck driving, and seed
or supply sales.

According to the survey, 46.9 per-
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