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FB seeks aggressive renewables plan

Legislation to infuse America’s fuel
supply with fuels made from renewable
sources has passed in the House and is
being considered in Senate commit-
tees. While the provisions ultimately
increase the use of renewable fuels,
their implementation schedules differ.

The implementation schedule for
the House renewables standard, passed
as part of its energy bill (H.R. 6), re-
quires the U.S. fuel supply to consist of
2.7 billion gallons of renewable fuels
by 2005, reaching 5 billion gallons by
2015. The requirement increases re-
newable fuels use every three years
rather than every year, which Troy
Bredenkamp, American Farm Bureau
Federation energy specialist, said is “an
absolute non-starter” because of its ef-
fect on supply and demand.

“We need certainty in the ethanol
and biodiesel markets to have con-
tinual demand and avoid supply prob-
lems,” Bredenkamp said, adding that
the three-year implementation sched-
ule could cause overproduction result-
ing in a glut of renewables.

Bredenkamp said renewable fuels
supporters, which range from agricul-
tural groups to petroleum interests,
agree that the best time to join to-
gether and push for an ideal RFS would
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be during the House-Senate conference
on energy legislation, rather than nit-
picking what has been proposed.

Before that can happen, the Senate
needs to pass its version of omnibus
See Renewables plan, page 8

Spring harvest

It’s always harvest time somewhere. In Alachua in northern Florida, brothers
Tom and Buck Shaw are harvesting English peas planted in late February.
Despite losing some volume to freezes and a hailstorm, the Shaws expect to
harvest all 120 acres of their pea crop.

FB: Keep up pressure to lift biotech ban

In a letter to Rep. Dennis Hastert (R-
I11.), speaker of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives, the European Commission
has promised that it is making progress
toward lifting its moratorium on ap-
provals of products of biotechnology.

An EC rule to require labeling and
traceability of those products will re-
sult in the moratorium being lifted by
this October, an EC official said. In
addition, earlier this month the EC
urged the 12 EU member nations that
have yet to adopt an EC directive lift-
ing the moratorium to do so soon or
else face a lawsuit.

The American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion says such actions are encouraging;
however, the labeling and traceability
rules do not comply with World Trade
Organization rules.

AFBF President Bob Stallman wrote
Hastert last week, saying the United
States must keep up the pressure on
the EU.

“The labeling and traceability rules
are more onerous to U.S. farm and
food exports than the moratorium be-
cause they would also affect processed
food products,” Stallman wrote. “The
United States must keep pressure on
the EU to end the WTO-inconsistent
moratorium as soon as possible with
rules that are WTO consistent.”

Stallman also said AFBF appreciates
the positive message for biotechnology
that the EC has sent to EU members
who have yet to adapt their national
rules to EU Directive 2001/18 (biotech
approval).

“However, removal of the morato-
rium is still contingent on the adop-
tion of new labeling and traceability
rules that AFBF believes are not WTO
consistent,” he said.

Ron Gaskill, AFBF director of regula-
tory relations, points out that the EU
has made promises in the past, which
it has not kept.

“The EU has promised at least five
times over the last three years that it
would resume biotech approvals, and
each time, it did not happen,” Gaskill
said. “I hope things are different this
time, but we need to keep up the pres-
sure to ensure this is not just another
empty promise, and to deal with the
fact that even if they do lift the mora-
torium, they're still not in compli-
ance with WTO rules because of their
proposed labeling and traceability
requirements.”

The EU has been under increased
pressure in recent months to demon-
strate progress toward lifting the mora-
torium, which has been in place since
October 1998. AFBF and other agricul-
ture groups, as well as several members
of Congress, have called on the admin-
istration to challenge the moratorium
in the WTO. The administration could
decide late this month whether to
move forward with a WTO case.
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Farm Bureau thrives

through loyalty to members

Whether or not you watch much television, by now almost everyone has prob-
ably seen at least some of the “reality” shows filling up the prime time television
schedule, including the one that started it all: “Survivor.”

People who have watched even one episode have witnessed contestants switch
their loyalties faster than you can say, “outwit, outlast, outplay.” In this every-per-
son-for-himself game, strategy wins out over integrity.

A different strategy

In sharp contrast to the willy-nilly loyalty schemes “Survivor” contestants
employ, your Farm Bureau operates with a much different game plan. Since its
beginning more than 80 years ago, Farm Bureau’s loyalty has always been to our
members. When we are engaged in the public policy arena, we judge our progress
by making strides that benefit America’s farm and ranch families.

While some public policy positions are more intense and more emotional than
others, we are always bound by the policies that you write. Never are those poli-
cies, or the trust you place in us, sold out for the sake of a political favor or a
short-term gain.

On occasion, folks try to analyze and label our non-partisan public policy posi-
tions and actions. This is especially true when a stance we take runs counter to
that of a “traditional” ally.

Some analysts try too hard to paint Farm Bureau into philosophical corners,
claiming that we no longer function in the way to which they’ve grown accus-
tomed. Upon closer examination, they would realize nothing is further from the
truth. Rather than blindly follow an expedient policy course, we hold true to the
policy adopted by our members. That is all that really matters and, unlike “Survi-
vor” contestants, we will not sacrifice our principle for the sake of popularity or
expediency.

Working with all

Our goal is to work cooperatively with all political parties, all branches of gov-
ernment and all decision-makers to implement the policy positions approved by
Farm Bureau members.

The Bush administration and our congressional leaders are valued and vital sup-
porters of America’s farmers and ranchers. Their words and actions repeatedly
prove that point. We appreciate their support, but we also appreciate their under-
standing when our policy positions are less than totally compliant with their leg-
islative or policy goals. Regardless, we will continue to tread a path to their doors
because we know just how important they are.

When we agree with them on an issue, we are confident that all our nation’s
decision-makers know that Farm Bureau is the truest ally they can have. But they
also understand that we have never supported a policy when that position was
detrimental to our farm and ranch families.

For example, Farm Bureau recently took an aggressive stance to stop cuts that
had been proposed in the farm program. This stance did not mean Farm Bureau
was against fiscal responsibility. Rather, it was in response to a priority issue voted
on and supported by the organization’s voting delegates at our 2003 annual meet-
ing. As an organization, we held to that policy.

Simple reality

So while others may not always understand Farm Bureau’s positions on a par-
ticular issue, it really is quite basic. Farm Bureaus across the nation have always
been loyal to the foundation of our organization: our grassroots members. We at-
tempt to establish and work with allies, whether organizations, political leaders or
others, whom we feel can help us implement our policy positions.

At the end of the day, however, it is our grassroots members, the farm and
ranch families we serve, who remain our focus. And, helping those grassroots
members survive is Farm Bureau’s ultimate mission.

It’s up to them next, us first

By Charles Kruse

The Missouri Farm Bureau sponsors an
event each year I would love to see
other organizations adopt. We are not
concerned if others get credit for an
event we created—our goal is not to
get recognition.

Instead, our goal is to help instill a
sense of civic responsibility in young
people who will soon be responsible
for the future health of our system of
government. The Missouri Farm
Bureau feels it is vital to help our
youth understand our system of gov-
ernment and how it works, and we do
so by providing education beyond the
classroom.

Each April for the past seven years,
we sponsor an event called Youth
Leadership Day, an event that evolved
from our previous youth civic respon-
sibility effort called the Missouri Free-
dom Forum, which was initiated in
1962.

County Farm -
Bureau leaders
sponsor local high
school juniors and
seniors to attend
Youth Leadership
Day, and provide
chaperones and
transportation
from their county
to attend the event
in Jefferson City.

This year, nearly 350 high school
youth and their sponsors came to the
state’s capital city from all around
Missouri.

It is truly uplifting to see the enthu-
siasm and interest expressed in civic
responsibility by the young people
attending Youth Leadership Day. They
spent the day learning about state gov-
ernment, but not sitting in a classroom
listening to a lecture—they learned by
first-hand experience.

The young people filled the galleries
of the House and Senate chambers
while the Missouri General Assembly
was in session. They had the opportu-
nity to see and hear legislators as they
debated bills and amendments.

Students were introduced on the
floor in both chambers; they went to
the offices of their own state represen-

There is a lot of voter
apathy in America, and
this should be a great
concern for everyone who
enjoys the freedom and
rights we have.

tatives and state senators to talk with
them about lawmaking; and they
heard from civics experts.
Whether or not our efforts will
encourage them all to become respon-
sible citizens who are involved in their
system of government will never be
known—but we must try. There is a lot
of voter apathy in America, and this
should be a great concern for everyone
who enjoys the freedom and rights we
have.
This is not about Democrat or
Republican. This is about governing
those who govern us. We think of our-
selves as a democracy, but America is
actually a republic—a system of gov-
ernment where the people are gov-
erned by those they elect to represent
them.
If we do not understand our system
of government or the issues our gov-
ernment addresses, and if we fail to
vote for those who will best represent
us, we forfeit con-
trol of the future
direction of gov-
ernment at the
local, state and fed-
eral levels.
We in Farm Bu-
reau feel we cannot
sit on the sidelines
and watch one of
the most successful
mm forms of govern-

ment evolve into a
system where the people have no say.
Americans have the unique right to
determine how we are governed, and
we will fight to the death to protect
that right. Unfortunately, many of us
are willing to give that right away.

We teach our youth in many ways.
We send them to public and private
schools for 12 years of their lives, and
many continue their education at the
collegiate level. Yet one of the most
effective ways for adults to teach youth
is by example. If all they perceive from
that example is negative and apathetic,
they will learn negative and apathetic.

If it is going to be up to them next,
it is up to us first.

Charles Kruse, a fourth-generation farmer
from Dexter, Mo., is the president of the
Missouri Farm Bureau.
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TRADE ROUNDUP

Stable trade likely to come with a more stable Iraq

The war in Iraq could result in in-
creased stability to an often turbulent
region. With stability comes the po-
tential to resume trade relationships
with countries throughout the Middle
East.

Because of sanctions imposed against
Iraq after the first Gulf War in 1991,
exports of agricultural products were
restricted to only those that fell under
the United Nations oil-for-food
program.

“Clearly, Iraq can be a market for
wheat, pulses, corn, rice, planting
seeds and breakfast cereals from the
United States as it has been in the
recent past,” said John Skorburg,
American Farm Bureau Federation
senior economist. While U.S. exports
to Iraq totaled just $21,000 in 2002,
Skorburg said that Iraq is a potential
$115 million market for U.S. farm
commodities “in the near future.”

WTO dispute

The United States has won the major-
ity of agriculture-related trade disputes
it has taken against other countries’
trade practices in the World Trade
Organization, improving global market
access for many U.S. agricultural
products.

The United States has prevailed in 57
percent of the cases it has pursued on
behalf of U.S. producers of beef, dairy,
fruits, grains and other commodities,
according to a Farm Bureau News
analysis of disputes dating back to
19935, when the disputes settlement
system began.

In addition, the United States has
lost a mere 8 percent of agriculture-
related cases brought against it by
other WTO member countries, despite
the fact that countries tend to pursue
only the cases they believe they can
easily win. A full 62 percent of cases
brought against the United States are
pending, and some have been inactive
for years. For example, a case that
Argentina brought against the United
States’ tariff rate quota on peanut
imports has been pending since Janu-
ary 1998.

Even though the United States’ rec-
ord of wins is enviable, some lawmak-
ers have called for a review of all WTO
cases in response to a handful of high-
profile cases that the United States has
lost. Sens. Max Baucus (D-Mont.) and
Larry Craig (R-Idaho) have introduced
a bill (S. 676) that would create a com-
mission to review all WTO Dispute
Settlement Body (DSB) decisions and
determine whether they go beyond the
rights and obligations in existing trade
agreements.

Overall, the United States has a WTO
disputes record to be proud of, said
American Farm Bureau Federation
President Bob Stallman.

“This export figure has been rather flat since 1998, but with
a regime change in Iraq and more regional stability, the future

should indeed be brighter.”

Industry groups report that prior
to the first Gulf War, Iraq imported
about 1 million tons of U.S. wheat per
year, was among the top 10 import-
ers of U.S. peas and lentils and was
the top importer of U.S. rice back in
1989.

The Agriculture Department’s For-
eign Agricultural Service reports U.S.
agricultural exports to all countries in
the Middle East totaled $3.6 billion in
2002, only a slight rise over the $3.5
billion in 1998.

“This export figure has been rather
flat since 1998, but with a regime

“Our record shows that the United
States market is already very open and
the WTO dispute settlement process,
though not perfect, works most of the
time,” he said. “Still, we would like to
see improvements to that process as
part of the current round of WTO
negotiations.”

WTO member countries have had
the last eight years to put each others’

trade practices on trial and think of
ways to make the dis- |

pute settlement system work better.
Now, the suggestion box is open be-
cause trade ministers agreed in Novem-
ber 2001 to negotiate clarification and
improvement of the system. Those ne-
gotiations are supposed to be com-
pleted next month.

As part of the negotiations, the
United States and Chile have submit-
ted a proposal that they said would
give parties to a dispute more control
over the process. Their proposal would

change in Iraq and more regional
stability, the future should indeed

be brighter,” Skorburg said. Countries
in the region include those in south-
west Asia west of Pakistan and Afghan-
istan, as well as Egypt, Sudan and
Cyprus.

“A more stable Iraq can help stabi-
lize the entire region,” Skorburg said.
“The United States will still face export
competition into the region from
Europe and Australia mainly because of
transportation advantages, but even un-
der such assumptions, U.S. agricultural
exports can easily exceed $4 billion a

also provide greater flexibility, they
said, to settle disputes even after a
panel has started meeting, collecting
arguments and assessing conformance
with trade laws.

Parties to a dispute currently can
see and comment on a draft panel
report before it becomes final, but do
not have that same right at the appeal

stage. Under the U.S.-Chile
proposal, countries involved in the dis-
pute would also be able to see and
comment on Appellate Body reports
before they become final. The change
would give the parties one more
chance to clarify the facts before it’s
too late, said the office of the U.S.
Trade Representative.

The United States and Chile also
propose letting countries reject specif-
ic parts of a dispute settlement panel’s
report, rather than having to take it
or leave it entirely as is currently re-
quired. Countries could reject portions

year consistently into the future.”

Meanwhile, farmers in Iraq are con-
cerned with getting this year’s spring
crop harvested after the recent military
action there. The United Nations Food
and Agriculture Organization (FAO)
earlier this month said Iraqi farmers
are in need of spare parts and fuel in
order to harvest their wheat and barley
crops, which should total about 1.7
million tons, roughly the same as last
year.

“This would cover nearly 30 percent
of Iraq’s overall cereal requirements for
the period July 2003-June 2004,” said
Laurent Thomas, chief of the FAO
emergency programs service. “A suc-
cessful harvest would definitely im-
prove access to food and could help
stimulate the rural economy.” Thomas
added that Iraq always relies on sub-
stantial cereal imports even in good
harvest years.

settlement works, most of the time

that hinder settlement or do not accu-
rately reflect their obligations.

One of the biggest proposed changes
would allow countries to request a sus-
pension in the proceedings after they
have already begun, so they can try
again to work out their differences.

“The purpose of the system is to
settle disputes, and these proposals
will help do that,” said U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative Robert Zoellick last Decem-
ber, when the proposal was submitted
to the WTO.

Other proposed changes would en-
sure that members of a dispute settle-
ment panel have some expertise con-
cerning the particular issues involved
in a case, and provide guidance to help
panels and the Appellate Body under-
stand the appropriate scope of their
work.

Under the current system adminis-
tered by the DSB, a WTO member
country may request consultations
with other countries concerning their
actions that may violate WTO rules.

If the countries cannot settle the dis-
pute within 60 days, the country that
requested consultations can ask the
DSB to establish a panel to assess the
matters involved and report its find-
ings. The DSB then makes recommen-
dations for resolving the dispute or
rules on whether a practice is incon-
sistent with the relevant trade
agreements.

During the panel’s review, countries
may submit arguments and rebuttals,
and may comment on the panel’s
interim report. Within 60 days of the
panel’s final report, a party to the dis-
pute may appeal the findings. If the
case is appealed, the DSB holds off on
its decision until the seven-person
Appellate Body considers the case and
issues its own report.
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Wetlands postcards campaign mostly a success

housands of farmers and ranch-
I ers recently sent postcards to

the Environmental Protection
Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, but instead of saying, “Wish
you were here,” they said, in effect,
“Wish you would bring your wetlands
regulations into line with the law.”

The American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion campaign generated about 3,500
farmer comments concerning the fed-
eral government’s jurisdiction over
wetlands. But, the agencies received
more than 115,000 comments overall.

“We were successful at generating a
large number of comments,” said Don
Parrish, AFBF senior director of regula-
tory relations. “However, our com-
ments were unfortunately over-
whelmed by a huge number of ‘form’
comments by those on the other side
of this argument, urging the govern-
ment not to change its rules.”

Still, the number of comments by
Farm Bureau members probably would
not have happened without the post-
card campaign, and Parrish said every
farm-friendly comment helps.

AFBF distributed the postcards to
Farm Bureau members attending meet-

ings in Washington over the last three
months. “Any time two or more were
gathered,” Parrish said, “we got this
into their hands.”

The campaign arose from a Supreme
Court decision in January, in which
the majority ruled that EPA and the
Corps of Engineers had overstepped
their authority to regulate wetlands
under the Clean Water Act. Instead of
limiting their jurisdiction to waters
with a clear connection to navigabil-
ity, as the law requires, the agencies’
rules exposed thousands of isolated
wetlands on farmland to federal
regulation.

The Supreme Court decision created
an opportunity to have the agencies
develop new rules that adhere to the
original intent of the law and impose
less of a burden on farmers and ranch-
ers. The agencies announced their
intention to do just that when they
published an Advance Notice of Pro-
posed Rulemaking in January. They
accepted public comments on the
notice until April 16.

“Unlike some other issues, this one
was really clear cut,” said Parrish. “Peo-
ple were either for limiting the govern-

ment’s regulatory authority over wet-
lands, or not. So it generated strong
views on both sides. In the end, we
just hope the agencies do the right
thing.”

AFBF made clear that it believes the
right thing is for the agencies to de-
velop new regulations that limit their
jurisdiction to navigable waters or
waters in very close proximity to navi-
gable waters. In addition to organizing
the postcard campaign, AFBF submit-
ted its own detailed comments.

“The type of land-use restriction
placed on farmers and ranchers by
such an expansive regulatory interpre-
tation of the CWA is far beyond what
Congress intended, at best creating
uncertainties about permissible con-
duct and at worst exposing farmers
and ranchers pursuing routine farming
activities to substantial penalties,”
Dick Newpher, AFBF executive director
of public policy, wrote of the agencies’
existing regulations. “AFBF urges the
administration to move forward with a
rulemaking to define the jurisdictional
limits of the CWA....”

AFBF also joined a coalition of eight
other groups in sending comprehen-

sive comments on the proposed rule-
making. The coalition comments are
about five inches thick and include
case studies and analyses.

“Our comprehensive comments,
combined with the postcard campaign,
was a full-court press,” said Parrish. “I
think we did everything we could, and
now we have to just wait and see what
the administration does.”

Other organizations, including the
Natural Resources Defense Council and
the Sierra Club, want the agencies to
keep the existing rules, even though
the Supreme Court determined they
are outside what the law dictates. They
made emotional appeals on their Web
sites to get the public to send in com-
ments to “save wetlands.”

“Some folks want to make it look
like wetlands will not be protected if
the administration goes forward with a
new rule,” Parrish said. “That is just
wrong. Under federal incentive-based
conservation programs, farmers and
other landowners are voluntarily pro-
tecting an estimated 20 million acres
of wetlands. All of that would con-
tinue and possibly even grow if the
agencies clarify their authority.”

Drought brings water wars to southern states

4 I \he Georgia Farm Bureau Federa-
tion is supporting a bill in the
state legislature that would re-

quire Georgia farmers who have the

potential to use large volumes of water
from the Flint River to get permits and
install meters on their well pumps to
measure their water usage.

GFB isn’t trying to make things diffi-
cult for farmers. It is trying to lay the
foundation to defend its water usage
in the future.

Most people associate water wars with
the arid West, but farmers in southwest
Georgia are engaged in their own fight
for agricultural irrigation water.

“We usually have all the water we
need here,” explained Jon Huffmaster
of GFB. “It’s not like out West, where
water shortages are common.”

Still, a long-running disagreement
between Georgia, Florida and Alabama
over water usage and “minimum
flows” has heated up in the last couple
of years.

The Flint River flows south from
Atlanta until it reaches the Florida bor-
der, where it merges with the Chatta-

hoochee from Alabama. Both rivers
flow into the Apalachicola at the
Florida line, eventually turning into
the Apalachicola Bay.

During most years, there is enough

water in the Apalachicola-Chattahoo-
chee-Flint (ACF) basin for all uses,
including municipal, agricultural, fish-
ing, wildlife habitat and industrial. But
in 2000, when the southern United

States experienced a severe drought,
leaders in all three states began to
worry that there might not be enough
water to go around, and the conflict
over each state’s usage intensified.

The biggest conflict exists between
Georgia and Florida. Georgia wants to
use as much water from the Flint as it
needs for bustling Atlanta and its sub-
urbs and for farms along the way as
the river makes its trip south. Florida
wants Georgia to guarantee a mini-
mum of water that it will send to Flor-
ida for commercial fishing, recreation
and wildlife habitat.

If Georgia agrees to send more water
to Florida, Georgia may have to set
limits on usage, and Georgia’s farmers
would need to prove their need for ir-
rigation water. Without measuring cur-
rent agricultural usage, it would be
hard to demonstrate that need.

“Florida has been measuring its
water use for years,” said Huffmaster.
“Not having that data for Georgia puts
us at a disadvantage.”

The Georgia legislature is expected to
pass the bill soon.
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Water availability is a major worldwide concern

aving enough water to go
around is not only a problem
for the United States. A new

report from the United Nations found
that worldwide water resources will
continue to decline.

“No region will be spared from the
impact of this [water] crisis that
touches every facet of life, from the
health of children to the ability of na-
tions to secure food for their citizens,”
said Koichiro Matsuura, director-gen-
eral of the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization.
“Water supplies are falling while the
demand is dramatically growing at an
unsustainable rate.”

Describing the outlook for agricul-
ture as “cautiously optimistic,” the
report pointed out that “towards 2050,
the world could enjoy access to food
for all.”

Irrigation is an important compo-
nent in raising crops, and according to
the study, presently accounts for 70
percent of all water withdrawals. New
calculations presented in the report
suggest that by 2030, an additional
111 million acres will be irrigated in
developing countries where most of
the population growth is occurring.
Irrigation water will have to be in-
creased by 14 percent, the report said.

Of the 170 countries and territories

surveyed, 20 are currently using more
than 40 percent of their renewable
water on irrigation, which the report
said is “a threshold used to flag the
level at which countries are forced to
make difficult choices between their
agricultural and urban water supply
sectors.”

The study found that efficiency in ir-
rigation water use is expected to im-
prove through better technology and
irrigation water management practices.

Irrigation can also serve as an indica-
tor of economic condition. For exam-
ple, the report found that in India, 69
percent of people in non-irrigated
areas are poot, while in irrigated areas,

that number falls to 26 percent. “There
is a strong positive link between in-
vestment in irrigation, poverty allevia-
tion and food security,” the report
said.

The report, Water for People, Water
for Life—UN World Water Develop-
ment Report, was a collaboration
among 23 UN agencies to produce the
most comprehensive and up-to-date
report on the state of the world’s fresh-
water resources. It was released last
month during the Third World Water
Forum in Kyoto, Japan.

On the Net: http://www.unesco.org/water/
wwap/wwdr/index.shtml.

Less water equals more problems in the West

hile a snowy and rainy
winter helped most states
along the East Coast break

out of a five-year drought, other parts
of the country still do not have
enough water to go around.

According to the Natural Resources
Conservation Service, water levels have
risen in the West due to several storms
throughout the month of March. But
since the fall and winter months were
so dry, spring and summer water sup-
ply forecasts for most basins still range
between 50 percent and 89 percent of
average.

Demand for water remains constant
regardless of its availability, prompting
conflicts over who gets how much and
for how long.

A plan to divert water from farmers
in California’s Imperial Valley to resi-
dents of San Diego set rural interests
against urban ones. In order to reduce
California’s overuse of water from the
Colorado River, the plan called for the
Imperial Irrigation District (IID) to sell
part of its allocation to San Diego.

Failure to reach an agreement
prompted the Interior Department in
January to reduce the amount of water
to the IID by 330,400 acre-feet. Farm-
ers in the Imperial Valley depend on
that water for their crops.

A district court judge late last month
granted a preliminary injunction,
sought by IID, that gives the water
back to the valley’s farmers and resi-
dents. The judge ruled that the Interior
Department violated its own proce-
dures when reducing the amount of
water for the Imperial Valley. The de-

partment is to conduct a beneficial use
analysis to re-evaluate its decision to
reduce irrigation water in the valley
and determine whether the water is
being wasted. Results of the analysis
are expected in October.

Since animals also depend on water,
their needs come into play when de-
ciding how much water should go to
certain areas.

A well-publicized dispute could re-
peat this summer, as the Klamath
River watershed, on the Oregon-Cali-
fornia border, has received about half
of its average winter snowfall. But on

the bright side, recent rains filled Kla-
math Lake and saturated agricultural
lands.

Drought conditions prompted a 2001
decision by the federal government to
reduce the amount of irrigation water
released to farmers in order to protect
threatened salmon and suckerfish.

The decision pitted farmers against
fishermen and environmental groups.
After farmers protested, the govern-
ment decided to give water back to
farmers and lower the levels of the Kla-
math River. But later that year, an esti-
mated 33,000 salmon died.

U.S. seasonal drought outlook
Through June 2003

[ Drought to persist or intensify ] Drought ongeing, some improvement

A federal court hearing is scheduled
for April 29 to decide if the U.S. Bureau
of Reclamation, which manages flows
in the Klamath basin, should continue
diverting water for agricultural use or
release more for the threatened fish.

Water disputes also spill over U.S.
borders, as is the case with the agree-
ment between the United States and
Mexico that dates back almost 60
years.

Mexico owes the United States more
than 1.4 million acre-feet of water un-
der the 1944 U.S.-Mexico Water
Treaty.

Under the treaty, Mexico must re-
lease 350,000 acre-feet of water into
the Rio Grande annually, and the
United States must allow 1.5 million-
acre-feet of water to flow into Mexico
from the Colorado River. The United
States has held up its end of the deal,
while Mexico has not.

American Farm Bureau Federation
President Bob Stallman was close to
the long-standing dispute during his
term as president of the Texas Farm
Bureau. “Mexico has no real system to
control and restrict its water use,
which creates a regulation problem,”
Stallman said. “Recurring drought,
coupled with population growth, has
exacerbated the problem.”

According to a Texas A&M Univer-
sity study, Mexico’s water debt to the
United States has cost the Lower Rio
Grande Valley economy an estimated
$1 billion over the past 10 years.

As the long, hot summer months
draw near, the battles over water are
sure to continue.
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EPA calls for
reduced diesel
emissions

The Environmental Protection
Agency recently proposed that
non-road diesel engines, including
tractors and construction equip-
ment, reduce emissions more than
90 percent by 2014. The proposal
also calls for diesel fuel to contain
99 percent less sulfur by 2010.

EPA Administrator Christine
Todd Whitman said the proposal
would “dramatically reduce harm-
ful emissions,” noting that the
agriculture and construction in-
dustries account for more than 80
percent of the total emissions from
heavy diesel equipment. “Non-
road diesel engines are a major
source of mobile emissions that up
until this point have been virtually
unregulated,” Whitman said.

The proposal would reduce emis-
sions of soot, or particulate matter,
and nitrogen oxides from existing
engines by more than 90 percent
and incorporate emission control
systems into non-road equipment.
The rules would take effect for new
engines starting as early as 2008
and be fully phased in by 2014.

EPA also proposed that the sul-
fur content in diesel be phased
down from 3,400 parts-per-million
(ppm) to 500 ppm by 2007, and
finally 15 ppm in 2010—a 99 per-
cent reduction.

“Coupled with the 2007 diesel
rule for highway trucks and our
school bus retrofit program, these
actions will be the most far-reach-
ing diesel programs in the world
today,” Whitman said.

EPA estimates that by 2030, the
diesel program would annually pre-
vent 9,600 premature deaths, 8,300
hospitalizations and nearly 1 mil-
lion workdays lost due to illness.

While the American Farm Bu-
reau Federation supports programs
to improve air quality, Rebeckah
Freeman, AFBF environmental spe-
cialist, said Farm Bureau is con-
cerned about some aspects of the
proposal and their potential to be
financially burdensome for farmers
and ranchers. These concerns in-
clude whether old engines would
need to be replaced or if new stan-
dards would drive up the cost of
diesel fuel.

However, a potential benefit
from the proposal could be an in-
crease in the use of soybean-de-
rived biodiesel, which does not
contain sulfur, Freeman said.

After further review, AFBF will
submit comments to EPA on the
proposal. The comment period
closes Aug. 20.

Labor official wants to help farmers

Tammy McCutchen, director of the
Labor Department’s Wage and Hour
Division, wants to refocus the divi-
sion’s attention toward encouraging
voluntary compliance with labor laws
and away from fines and penalties.

McCutchen’s division, which en-
forces the Migrant and Seasonal Agri-
cultural Worker Protection Act (MSPA)
and other labor laws, will continue
meting out fines and penalties for
severe violations. But McCutchen
wants the division to concentrate the
bulk of its resources on helping agri-
cultural employers understand the law,
voluntarily comply and avoid having
to pay fines.

“There hasn’t always been a wonder-
tul relationship between the farming
community and Wage and Hour, but
I'm trying to change that,” McCutchen
said. “Our mission of protecting farm
workers is best served by having a
cooperative relationship with farmers,
not playing ‘gotcha.” ”

McCutchen, a Bush administration
appointee, comes to the job armed
with an understanding of some of the
farmer’s challenges. She grew up in
Cambridge, I11., a small agricultural
town, where her grandparents raise
corn, soybeans and hogs. Growing up
in farm country brings an agricultural
perspective, she said.

She also understands how difficult it
can be for farmers to make heads or
tails out of the MSPA and other labor
laws, because she had to become famil-
iar with those laws herself.

McCutchen admitted, “I had to do a
little bit of learning when I got here
and the rules are really complex. I feel
that it is my responsibility to help
farmers and tell them what they need
to do to comply.”

While most other types of employers
only have to deal with the Fair Labor
Standards Act, farmers have to comply
with that law as well as the MSPA, Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Adminis-
tration field sanitation and housing re-
quirements, and immigration laws.

One of the first things McCutchen
likes to do is point out the good news
about farmers’ compliance with labor
laws. Last year, 61 percent of the farms
visited by Wage and Hour investigators
were in compliance with paperwork
and disclosure rules, 91 percent were
in compliance with wage rules, 74 per-
cent with housing standards, 85 per-
cent with transportation rules and 98
percent with child labor laws.

Based on that data, McCutchen
decided to refocus the division's re-
sources. Now, rather than just targeting
specific crops, her office is looking at all
kinds of farms that hire laborers, and
looking especially for the types of viola-
tions that are more likely to lead to seri-
ous injuries and deaths, such as sub-
standard housing and transportation.
As a result, some farmers who haven’t

“There hasn’t always
been a wonderful rela-
tionship between the
farming community and
Wage and Hour, but I'm
trying to change that.
Our mission of protect-
ing farm workers is best
served by having a
cooperative relationship
with farmers, not play-
ing ‘gotcha.” ”

¢ Tammy McCutchen

been visited before may have Wage and
Hour investigators knocking on their
doors. But investigators will not keep
nagging the same farms that are already
in compliance.

McCutchen has also instructed Wage
and Hour employees to begin their ini-
tiatives with compliance assistance,
not enforcement. They are notifying
farmers when their areas are targeted
for an initiative, rather than trying to
catch them off guard. And they are
encouraging farmers to contact the
Labor Department, Farm Bureau and
other farm associations to learn about
seminars and training available to help
them come into compliance before in-
vestigations begin.

“Our goal is to help workers by im-
proving compliance,” she explained.
“It’s not a matter of how much money
we can collect or how many fines we
can impose.”

The division is revising its field op-
erations handbook, which McCutchen

said had not been updated in a couple
of decades, and putting all the investi-
gators through a new round of train-

ing focused on compliance assistance.

In addition, McCutchen said the
division is making a big effort to do
speeches and seminars for ag employ-
ers. Last year, her office participated in
more than 60 conferences and semi-
nars and provided on-site training for
three major employers, and she hopes
to up that number this year.

McCutchen said one of the best ways
farmers can help themselves is by co-
operating with investigators. “They’re
much less likely to get a serious fine if
they come forward and cooperate with
us, because we do have some discre-
tion on the size of the fines,” she said.
“In housing and transportation, for
example, there are a lot of violations
that aren’t very serious. Our investiga-
tors will say, ‘OK, listen, you need to
fix that screen door,” and then that’s
it. So you can help yourself and de-
crease the amount of time that we're
going to take on your farm and ensure
that any fines are as low as they can be
by working cooperatively and profes-
sionally with the investigators.”

She added that if investigators do
not behave professionally on the farm,
“you need to call somebody and report
that, and we’ll take care of it.”

McCutchen said another way farm-
ers can help themselves is by getting
into compliance by the time the divi-
sion begins a national compliance sur-
vey in June 2004. “The results of that
survey will help focus and drive where
we're going to be spending our energy
and resources in the ag industry for
the next four or five years,” she said,
“so I encourage everybody to do their
best to get into compliance by the
time we're out there doing this sur-
vey.” The final report will be out in
September 2005.

Northeast: Connecticut, Rhode Is-
land—all crops (T); Maryland, Vir-
ginia—tomatoes (H, D); Maryland,
Delaware—melons (D, T); New
Hampshire, Maine—all crops (H, T);
New Jersey—blueberries, peppers (H,
T); New York—nurseries (H); Penn-
sylvania—mushrooms, apples (H,
T); and Virginia—cabbage (H).

Southeast: Alabama—peaches (H,
T); Georgia—tomatoes (H, T); Flor-
ida—all crops (H, T); Florida—mel-
ons (H, T); Florida—nurseries (H, T);
North Carolina—sweet potatoes

(H, T); Tennessee—nurseries (H, T);
and South Carolina—tobacco

(H, 7).

Labor’s 2003 enforcement plan

* All include child labor
Key: H = housing; T = transportation; W = wages; D = disclosure

Southwest: Arkansas—tomatoes (H,
T); Arkansas—peaches (H, T); Louisi-
ana—cotton, sugar, strawberries (H);
New Mexico—all crops (H, T);
Texas—all crops (H, T); and Utah—
sheepherders (H2A).

Midwest: Illinois—all crops (H, T);
Indiana—melons (H, T); Michigan—
packers/processors (H); and Ohio—
all crops (H, T).

West: Arizona—melons (H); Ari-
zona—all crops (T); California—all
crops (H, T); California—onions (H,
T); California—grapes (H); Califor-
nia—strawberries (H, T); Washing-
ton—asparagus (W, H, T); and
Washington—apples (W, H, T).
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FB launches emergency alert campaign

Early warnings to danger, whether it’s
an approaching weather disaster or a
civil emergency, can save lives. In an
effort to help Americans become better
prepared for the unexpected, Farm
Bureau is launching an Emergency
Alert Awareness Campaign.

American Farm Bureau Inc., the
American Farm Bureau Federation and
state Farm Bureaus are offering infor-
mation about the potentially life-sav-
ing benefits of owning a National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) weather radio. Just like a
smoke detector, a NOAA weather radio
will sound an alarm 24 hours a day,
seven days a week when danger is
approaching, such as tornadoes,
floods, chemical spills, terrorist attacks
and other catastrophes. The radios can
be customized to pick up only signals
in a user’s immediate area.

“This campaign is designed to edu-
cate the public about the need to stay
alert and aware of all threats of dan-
ger,” said AFBF President Bob Stallman.

In addition to increasing awareness
of the importance of owning a weather
radio, Farm Bureau and ShareCom

Weather Radios, which makes the
devices, have teamed up to offer
weather radios at a discounted price.

Weather radios cost less than a new
pair of shoes and they save lives, ac-
cording to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency. Public safety
experts recommend that every home
have one. Before an emergency hits,
the radios alert the public that danger
is near and what actions need to be
taken. During the emergency, they tell
the public what to do and the status of
the situation. After the threat has
ended, they send the “all clear” and
provide information on where to seek
assistance.

There’s a misconception that weath-
er radios aren’t needed, since this in-
formation is also available on TV or
AM/FM radios. But TV and radio only
help if one is watching or listening,
while weather radios work much like a
smoke detector—sounding an alarm
whenever danger is approaching,
whether the owner is asleep, reading
or doing other activities.

Some people also think weather
radios are complicated to use. But the

reality is weather radios are as simple
to use as a regular radio.

Of course, an added benefit of
weather radios is weather information
on demand. But those who don’t need
or want the weather reports need not
listen to them.

But the most important benefit is
the potential to save lives.

“NOAA weather radios have a dem-
onstrated track record of saving lives
all across the country,” said Curtis
Carey, public affairs director for the
National Weather Service. “Unlike
other communications technologies
that depend upon the citizen to be
tuned in at the time of the warning,
these receivers will wake up to warn-
ings and sound an alarm.

“Personally, I've given NOAA weath-
er radios to my four sisters and parents
who live in northeast Oklahoma. I
wouldn’t be caught without one, and I
wouldn't let my family be without one
either.”

For more information on NOAA
weather radios or to place an order,
visit fbcountry.com or call toll-free at
866-BE-ALERT (232-5378).

Foundation video brlngs blotech to life

The importance of biotechnology in
today’s world is the theme of a new
educational video for students in grades
7-12. The American Farm Bureau Foun-
dation for Agriculture (AFBFA) created
the video with a $27,500 consumer
education grant received through the
Shared Solutions Agricultural Initiative
of the Altria family of companies.

The 20-minute video, called “Bring-
ing Biotechnology to Life,” explores an
array of biotechnologies being devel-
oped for use in medicine, fuel produc-
tion, nutrition and feeding a hungry
planet. The video also provides a com-
prehensive overview to introduce the

Renewables plan

continued from page 1

energy legislation. The Senate Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee
recently approved the Reliable Fuels
Act (S. 791), which calls for the U.S.
fuel supply to consist of 2.6 billion gal-
lons of renewable fuel by 2005, stead-
ily increasing each year until use
reaches 5 billion gallons in 2012. The
bill is expected to be added to the
energy package being marked up this
week by the Senate Energy and Natural
Resources Committee.

Farm Bureau prefers the Senate
schedule, but with minor adjustments.
The requirement starts at 2.6 billion
gallons by 2005, which Bredenkamp
said was “a little light” since current
law regarding the oxygenate standard
requires renewable fuels use to total 3
billion gallons by 2005.

topic of biotechnology.

The video follows Julian, a student,
as he creates a presentation for his sci-
ence class. When Julian becomes frus-
trated with his assignment, he contacts
his online friend, Cora, for help. Cora
enlists her uncle, Vince, since he is a
farmer familiar with biotechnology.
Through an instant online message,
Uncle Vince refers Julian to scientists
with expertise in food science, genom-
ics, plant genetics and crop molecular
biology. Using their information,
Julian assembles video clips about bio-
technology for his report.

“The video is designed to be fast
paced and appealing to the 7-12 grade
audience,” said Betty Wolanyk, AFBFA
agricultural education director. “The
video allows AFBFA to continue to edu-
cate Americans of all ages on the op-
portunities biotechnology provides our
farm and ranch families in their efforts
of producing safe, high-quality food,
fiber and fuel at affordable prices.”

To obtain an order form for the
“Bringing Biotechnology to Life”
video, visit www.ageducate.org/re-
sources/order_form.html. Cost is $18.50

per video; two or more for $15.00
each; or 100 or more for $12.50 each.

While the customary Shared Solu-
tions grant maximum is $25,000,
AFBFA was able to earn more by agree-
ing to collaborate on a similar project
with the Nebraska Foundation for
Agricultural Awareness. The Nebraska
foundation is creating a set of CD-
ROMs to help middle school teachers
conduct biotechnology-related labora-
tory exercises and classroom activities.
The CD-ROMs will feature step-by-step
directions for teachers on how to pre-
sent biotechnology to students, help-
ing inspire teachers’ confidence on
this critical subject.

The Shared Solutions Agricultural
Contributions advisory board sug-
gested the collaboration between the
two foundations. The grants were part
of the Altria 2002 Shared Solutions
Agricultural Initiative. Through the
outreach efforts of Shared Solutions,
Altria Group Inc., has become a leader
in working with farmers and ranchers
to address issues common to agricul-
tural producers and ag-based consumer
products companies. The principal
operating companies of Altria are Kraft
Foods Inc., Philip Morris International
Inc., and Philip Morris USA Inc., which
together are the nation’s largest pur-
chasers of agricultural commodities.

AFBFA was among a select group of
13 organizations nationwide that were
awarded 2002 Shared Solutions agricul-
tural contributions grants. Nearly 130
requests for funding were submitted
for consideration.

AFBF, Michigan
FB earn awards

The American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion public relations team and
Michigan Farm Bureau recently
earned national recognition in the
Best of NAMA/Golden ARC Awards,
sponsored by the National Agri-
Marketing Association (NAMA) and
the Agricultural Relations Council.

AFBF’s Food Check-Out Day
event earned national recognition
in the “Events—Single Day” cat-
egory, taking merit (second place)
honors among 10 entries. AFBF’s
“Farm Facts” publication was rec-
ognized in the “Company-funded,
Consumer-directed Activities” cat-
egory, earning merit status among
three entries.

MEFB took home first place hon-
ors for its state member publica-
tion Michigan Farm News in the
“Company & Association Newslet-
ters—Directed to Farmers, Ranch-
ers & Growers” category, beating
out five other entries. In addition,
MFB earned merit recognition in
the “News or Feature Article” cat-
egory among five entries.

NAMA members, including both
companies and agencies, are eli-
gible to submit their work for this
competition, which acknowledges
creativity and excellence in agricul-
tural communications.

The awards process began in
October 2002, when entries were
judged at the regional level. Over-
all, a total of 1,157 entries from six
regions were judged. First place
and merit winners from each re-
gion were then eligible to advance
to the national competition, where
452 entries were judged. National
awards were presented April 15 at
the Agri-Marketing Conference and
Trade Show held in San Diego.
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