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Senate passes renewable fuels standard
By a vote of 67-29, the Senate on June
5 passed an amendment attaching the
renewable fuels standard to the Energy
Policy Act of 2003 (S. 14). The stan-
dard would increase the use of ethanol
and biodiesel, made from agricultural
commodities.

The provision requires that the U.S.
fuel supply consist of 2.6 billion gal-
lons of renewable fuel by 2005 and 5
billion gallons by 2012.

American Farm Bureau Federation
President Bob Stallman called the Sen-
ate vote “a win for U.S. farmers, the
environment, consumers, petroleum
refiners and, most importantly, our
national security.”

Stallman thanked the two sponsors
of the renewable fuels amendment,
Sens. Bill Frist (R-Tenn.) and Tom
Daschle (D-S.D.), for their leadership
and commitment to increasing the
nation’s use of homegrown fuels.

The amendment enjoyed support
from farm groups, environmental
groups, the petroleum refining indus-
try and the rapidly growing renewable
fuels refining industry.

Passage of the renewable fuels
amendment came after several failed
attempts to weaken the standard

through second-degree amendments,
and after passage of one amendment

Congress to vote on death tax repeal
The American Farm Bureau Federation
is preparing for a likely House vote on
permanent estate tax repeal on June 18
or 19.

By identifying which members of
Congress may be straddling the fence
and asking state Farm Bureau members
to call, write and send them e-mails in
support of repeal, Farm Bureau hopes
to ensure enough support for a death
tax elimination bill (H.R. 57), intro-
duced by Reps. Jennifer Dunn (R-
Wash.) and Bud Cramer (D-Ala.), for it
to pass with a large margin of victory.

“It is good news for American farmers
that the House will be voting on our
bill to permanently end the death tax
in the coming weeks,” said Cramer. “I
have been working on repealing this
tax since I came to Congress in 1991.
Hopefully, this will be the year when
we finally get rid of this unfair burden
that harms or even kills our small fam-
ily farms built on years of hard work
and sacrifice. I’m hopeful that the
House will pass this bill and that the
Senate will act soon so that we can send
it to the president for his signature.”

Pat Wolff, AFBF tax specialist, said
that individuals and families, not cor-
porations, own 99 percent of U.S.
farms and that death taxes and estate
planning expenses are particularly
huge burdens on those family farmers
and ranchers.

“It appears we have the luxury of a
couple of weeks to get in touch with
members of Congress and let them
know that,” Wolff said. “We need to
take advantage of that and try to se-
cure as much support as possible, as
early as possible.”

Wolff said a strong vote in the

House for repealing the death tax
would send an important signal to the
Senate to follow suit. The House
passed similar legislation last year, but
the Senate failed to muster the 60
votes needed to waive a budget point
of order and pass it.

AFBF is part of the Family Business
Estate Tax Coalition, a group that has
lobbied fervently to make the repeal of
the tax permanent. It says that small
businesses’ tax planning expenses
average $125,000 per company over
five years.

“That’s money that could be used to
operate and expand the farm or maybe
hire more workers instead of having to
pay lawyers, accountants and consult-
ants,” Wolff said. “And, the really
crazy part of it is, even when they do
all that estate planning, it still doesn’t
ensure that their businesses will be
protected when they die because busi-
nesses are always changing in response
to the marketplace.”

In 2001, Congress voted to phase
out death taxes, with full repeal by

See Death tax repeal, page 7

See Renewable fuels standard, page 2

“It is good news for Ameri-
can farmers that the
House will be voting on
our bill to permanently
end the death tax in the
coming weeks.”

• Rep. Bud Cramer (D-Ala.)

Farmers care
Florida Farm Bureau Federation (FFBF) President Carl Loop explains the “This
Farm CARES” program to participants in the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion’s recent environmental issues conference in Jacksonville, Fla. The FFBF
program recognizes Florida farmers who help stem water pollution.

The Ag Agenda: Consensus
brings about positive results
for all
.............................................

Agricultural exports rise
as dollar’s value falls
.............................................

Special transportation issues
section: Farm efficiency rides
on pending trucking bills
.............................................

Special transportation
issues section: Low water
supply hinders waterway
transportation
.............................................

Roll call votes
.............................................

FB member exposes
women to ranch life
.............................................

Conference surfaces
green issues, programs
.............................................



VIEWPOINT
Page 2 June 9, 2003newsFarm Bureau

Joseph S. Fields, Public Relations Director
Don Lipton, Associate Director
Lynne Finnerty, Editor
Jaime Naig, Assistant Editor
Phyllis Brown, Assistant Editor
Amy Bakker, Assistant Editor

Published semimonthly, except monthly in August and December, by the
American Farm Bureau Federation, 600 Maryland Ave., SW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20024.

Phone: 202-484-3600. E-mail: fbnews@fb.com. Web site: http://www.fb.org.

Periodical postage paid at Washington, D.C., and additional mailing offices. Subscription rate for officers
and board members of county and state Farm Bureaus—$6, which is deducted from dues.

For other subscribers—$10.

Postmaster: Send address changes to Farm Bureau News,
600 Maryland Ave., SW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20024.

news
(ISSN 0197-5617)

Farm Bureau

Consensus brings about positive results for all
I am thankful every day for Farm
Bureau’s policy development process,
our system of constructive debate, and,
in those very few instances when, for
one reason or another, everyone can’t
see completely eye-to-eye, a formal
method of agreeing to disagree.

During this time of year, when many
states are kicking off their policy de-
velopment programs, it’s good to re-
member that the founders of our orga-
nization really knew what they were
doing.

Even during our most contentious
debates within the Farm Bureau fam-
ily, I am proud to say we never act
like bickering siblings in the back seat
of a family car. Road trips bring out
the worst in siblings, and once the
trouble starts, the win-at-all-costs
mentality usually escalates, until a
parent is forced to intervene. Typically
there are no winners, including the
parents.

Constructive debate
Thankfully, Farm Bureau is built on

a much more constructive model for
resolving issues and establishing poli-

cies that meet our mission of improv-
ing the bottom line and quality of life
for all our members. Rather than hang-
ing on to the fight until individuals
“win,” or until someone has to “inter-
vene,” our policy development process
focuses on moving the debate to a
consensus that will result in the most
benefit for everyone.

As the nation’s largest general farm
organization, Farm Bureau represents
all our farm and ranch member fami-
lies. Whether an apple grower in
Washington, a pork producer in North
Carolina, a cattle producer in Nebra-

ska, a corn grower in Illinois or, yes,
even a rice farmer in Texas, our organi-
zation strives to develop public policy
positions that benefit all of our diverse
members. As a result, the entire agri-
cultural industry benefits.

Certainly there are issues that be-
come more contentious than others.
In fact, right now our members across
the nation are grappling with what to
do about dairy policy, packer owner-
ship and country-of-origin labeling.
There are no easy answers, but Farm
Bureau members are dedicated to find-
ing the best answers.

Results hinge on participation
Finding those answers depends on

the commitment of countless Farm
Bureau volunteers and staff working
through the issues. The more people
involved in the process, the more ideas
are brought to the table. The more
ideas brought to the table, the better
the chance the most positive consen-
sus can be found.

County and state Farm Bureaus
across the nation are setting the table
now as they begin the policy develop-
ment process. It’s an important process
since every national and state Farm
Bureau policy originates from the
grassroots level. Ours is truly a mem-
ber-directed organization where each
individual member at the county Farm
Bureau level can make a difference.

I encourage and invite all Farm Bu-
reau voting members to pull up a chair
and let your voices be heard. For it is
all your voices that allow the American
Farm Bureau Federation to then be the
true “Voice of Agriculture.” I’m confi-
dent you will come away from partici-
pating in our policy development
process feeling like a winner.

Food, freedom and dignity survive war in Iraq
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

By Joe Sigg

I was fascinated by the coverage of the
war in Iraq. I admit to being a TV
junkie here. It was an endless hodge-

My task was made easier by my five-
year-old granddaughter who taught
me how to shift immediately between
two channels without scrolling up and
down. While I am grateful to her for
the instruction, when I explained I was
unaccustomed to technology she sug-
gested I must lead a “deprived life.”
The only thing was she pronounced
the word “depraved.” She is a preco-
cious youngster, but sometimes she
gets her words mixed up. Although,
maybe not in this case.

Thank goodness my lasting image
comes from a single newspaper pic-
ture. It showed a father and his young
son, hand in hand, after the U.S. occu-
pation. They were carrying home a
dead chicken acquired from a street
vendor. Now I suppose we each see
what we want, but here is what I saw
in this picture.

The father appeared thin, drawn,
haggard and dressed in odds and ends,
yet he had managed a jacket and tie.

In the midst of chaos, clutter and con-
fusion, here was a man doing his best
to feed his family, with some shred of
dignity. There was hope in the boy’s
face, perhaps simply anticipating the
coming meal.

Surrounded by the debris of war,
Baghdad’s water and power were not
yet operating. Almost everything com-
mercial was at a standstill. But the first
thing we see is the entrepreneurial
spirit beginning the flow of vital
goods.

Perhaps we share nothing in com-
mon with this picture. We are worlds
apart in culture, religion and day-to-
day experiences. Still, those in Ameri-
can agriculture share everything in
common with the images in the pic-
ture: food; family; freedom; indepen-
dent, small business spirit and an ef-
fort at simple human dignity.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

Joe Sigg is director of government relations
for the Arizona Farm Bureau Federation.

podge of fragmented facts, opinions
and speculation. There I sat until all
hours, channel surfing, so that I could
assemble all of the little pieces into a
picture in my mind.

continued from page 1
Senate passes renewable fuels standard
to include incentives for ethanol
produced from various crop residues
as well as from corn and soybeans.

With the renewable fuels provision
completed, the Senate is expected to
vote on the energy bill before the
Independence Day holiday. Once
the energy bill is passed, it will go to
a conference with the House bill
(H.R. 6) passed in April.

The Senate’s renewable fuels stan-
dard would also provide more than
$5 billion in new investment for re-
newable fuel production facilities in
rural areas. Stallman called the provi-
sion “a rural economic stimulus
package” because it is estimated that
200,000 jobs will be created due to
the growth of the renewable fuels
refining industry in rural areas.

“Farmers need this rural economic
stimulus package, and they are ready
and able to produce the commodi-
ties needed for fuel production,”
Stallman said. “Farm Bureau looks
forward to final passage of the en-
ergy bill containing the renewable
fuels provision.”

Stallman also acknowledged Presi-
dent Bush’s support for the standard.

The Senate leadership’s and the pres-
ident’s support for the provision
were key to its passage, he said.

The renewable fuels standard is
expected to at least double demand
for certain agricultural commodities,
primarily corn and soybeans. De-
mand is expected to reach 1.4 billion
bushels annually for corn and 144
million bushels annually for soy-
beans. It is estimated the growth in
demand would boost farm income
by $4.5 billion and add as much as
30 cents per bushel to the value of
corn.

In addition, Stallman said, it will
benefit national security and help
lower the U.S. trade deficit by reduc-
ing the nation’s dependence on for-
eign oil.

The Frist-Daschle amendment also
requires the phase-out of methyl ter-
tiary butyl ether (MTBE), added to
gasoline in high concentrations since
1992 to raise the oxygen content of
gasoline and reduce tailpipe emis-
sions. In the mid-1990s, groundwater
around the country was found to be
contaminated with MTBE. Ground-
water is the primary source of drink-
ing water in the United States.
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FB calls for changes to methyl bromide phase-out
The process of requesting permission
to continue using methyl bromide, a
pesticide being phased out under the
Montreal Protocol treaty, is unfair to
U.S. farmers and needs to be renegoti-
ated, according to the American Farm
Bureau Federation.

Testifying before a House Energy and
Commerce subcommittee on behalf of
AFBF, California Farm Bureau Federa-
tion President Bill Pauli said that de-
spite 10 years and more than $120 mil-
lion in research into alternatives to the
pesticide, no cost-effective, reliable or
environmentally friendly alternative
has been found. In the meantime, U.S.
producers of strawberries, grapes, al-
monds, tomatoes, peppers, cut flowers
and other commodities are losing
money because they are unable to con-
trol pests and are losing market share
to producers in other countries that
don’t yet have to cut their use of the
pesticide.

Signatories to the 1987 United Na-
tions Montreal Protocol, including the
United States, are to phase out methyl
bromide because of its potential to
deplete the ozone layer, which con-
trols ultraviolet radiation. The phase-
out schedule differs for developed and
developing countries. The United
States was required in 2002 to reduce
methyl bromide use to 50 percent of
the 1991 baseline, which it has done.
It must cut use to 30 percent by 2004
and zero by 2005.

Until phase-out is complete, coun-
tries can request critical use exemp-
tions (CUEs) from the Protocol’s Tech-
nology and Economic Assessment

Panel (TEAP). The U.S. government on
Feb. 7 of this year submitted a request
for an exemption on 39 percent of the
U.S. baseline in 2005, and 37 percent
in 2006. The government noted that
would still be a reduction from the
current use level. The parties to the
protocol will meet in November 2003
to review TEAP recommendations and
authorize exemptions.

However, the TEAP has recommended
approving less than 10 percent of the
U.S. government’s CUE request, com-
pared to higher percentages for other
countries that compete directly with
U.S. farmers. The panel recommended
approving up to 80 percent of France’s
CUE request, leading Pauli to claim that
the CUE process is not science-based
and is “extremely politicized.”

“Farm Bureau and many others in
agriculture strongly believe that it is the
intention of TEAP and the international
community effectively [to] make plant-
ing decisions for American farmers that
threaten our competitiveness and en-
force their political grudges against the
U.S. economy,” Pauli testified.

Although the United States pre-
sented “reams of data” to justify its
CUE request, Pauli said, the TEAP de-
termined that the United States had
not submitted sufficient information
to substantiate the request. However,
he said, the panel did not indicate
what additional information would be
needed to re-evaluate the U.S. request.

In addition, Pauli said the TEAP
developed, without discussing it in
advance with nations applying for
CUEs, “ ‘new’ criteria” for evaluating

requests. One such new criterion, he
said, is the amount of money given to
developing Third World nations under
the United Nations Environment Pro-
gram for developing alternatives to
methyl bromide.

“This type of criteria has nothing to
do with any alternative’s feasibility or
economic impact in the United States
attributable to the phase-out of methyl
bromide,” Pauli testified.

Methyl bromide is used to fumigate
soil before planting and on post-har-
vest crops to control pests. It is used in
more than 100 crops as well as forests,
nursery stock and wood products, and
is especially critical in strawberry pro-
duction. A report from the Agricultural
Research Service in March indicated
that 95 percent of strawberry acreage
in California is fumigated with methyl
bromide before planting, and a report
by the Florida Strawberry Growers
Association estimates all strawberry
acreage in that state is fumigated with
the pesticide.

Pauli said the U.S. strawberry indus-
try would see some of the worst rev-
enue losses, reaching $131.5 million
nationwide, due to the phase-out. He
said the phase-out would increase the
farm-gate price of strawberries, and it
is already causing the cost of methyl
bromide to skyrocket. The Economic
Research Service reported in April that
the average U.S. price rose from $2.50
per pound of active ingredient in
1999, when the first use reduction
began, to $4.50 in 2001.

“At an application rate of 200-250
pounds of methyl bromide per acre,

that’s an additional $400-$500 per acre
in production costs,” Pauli said. “For
most farmers, there is no way to re-
coup or pass along these added costs.
Already, producers of tree fruit and
nuts cannot afford to use methyl bro-
mide. Switching to less-effective prod-
ucts causes pest pressures to build.”

He said production agriculture has
already reduced the use of methyl bro-
mide “to the bare minimum” and pro-
ducers have reached a “breaking
point” on further compliance with the
phase-out.

“In the end, American consumers
will suffer most from the loss of
methyl bromide,” Pauli testified. “The
phase-out means the U.S. will increase
its dependence on imported, interna-
tional food sources that are less regu-
lated, less reliable and less safe.”

After the hearing, Pauli said mem-
bers of the committee were very recep-
tive to the concerns he and others
expressed. “I think, why it was so good
that AFBF testified, was the fact that
we along with the other organizations
that testified have real concerns about
the CUE process and we wanted to be
sure that the members of the commit-
tee clearly understood them,” he said.
“And that there is a real problem with
the protocol itself over the longer
term, in that not only the United
States but other countries that are both
developing and developed countries
don’t have an alternative to methyl
bromide. It was a really worthwhile
hearing and it was clear that Congress
is engaged and concerned about the
issue.”

Agricultural exports rise as dollar’s value falls
What goes up must come down, as
the saying goes, and the value of the
U.S. dollar against the euro, the Japa-
nese yen and other currencies over the
last 18 months has proven the adage
once again. Farmers, who suffered
through seven years of a mostly rising
dollar and the resulting squeeze on
exports, now stand to benefit from the
dollar’s downward turn.

Since January 2002, the U.S. dollar
has weakened by a little less than 10
percent. It has dropped 25 percent
against the euro and has fallen against
the Canadian dollar. Canada is the
United States’ largest agricultural
export market. The U.S. dollar remains
strong against several Latin American
currencies.

As long as the dollar was riding high
against other currencies, U.S. exports
were more expensive and less competi-
tive in foreign markets, and some
imports were cheaper than domestic
products in the United States.

American Farm Bureau Federation
President Bob Stallman testified to
Congress one year ago that the then-

strong value of the dollar had made
U.S. farm goods less competitive both
abroad and at home.

Because most import and export
orders are taken months in advance, it
takes a while for trade levels to adjust
to new exchange rates. But a rise in
U.S. exports due to the falling dollar is
considered inevitable.

The U.S. economy relies on more
than $1 billion a day in foreign invest-
ment, which could now decline, to
help finance its budget and trade
deficits.

But John Skorburg, American Farm
Bureau Federation senior economist,
said that as long as exchange rates
remain relatively stable, trade and

investment will grow and the deprecia-
tion of the U.S. dollar will help boost
U.S. farm exports.

“It can cause interest rates to go up
and it causes import prices to go up,
which can impact inflation, but if you
just look at what’s happening right
now to the farmers and ranchers and
what we do in the export market, this
is positive,” Skorburg said.

Keith Collins, the Agriculture De-
partment’s chief economist, said in
recent congressional testimony that
U.S. agricultural exports are expected
to reach $57 billion in fiscal 2003
thanks in part to the dollar’s fall.

The dollar’s fall has been gradual,
which economists consider a good
thing because a sharp drop would truly
alarm investors and rock the stock
market. Some see the smooth, steady
fall of the last year and a half as just
the sort of correction that was needed
in the dollar’s overvaluation from
1998 through 2001. Skorburg said that,
although the dollar may slide a little
more, he does not expect it to go
much lower.
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Farm efficiency rides on pending trucking bills
During planting and harvesting sea-
sons, farmers and farm suppliers keep
the road hot when getting their prod-
ucts where they need to go. Agricul-
ture has a limited exemption from fed-
eral hours-of-service regulations, which
govern the number of hours that com-
mercial vehicle drivers can spend
behind the wheel without resting.
With reauthorization of the highway
bill in full swing, rural interests are
working to protect and strengthen the
exemption.

“In agriculture, we deal with perish-
able products that need to be planted
at certain times and harvested at cer-
tain times. Factors we can’t control,
like weather, often come into play,”
said Dave Salmonsen, American Farm
Bureau Federation transportation spe-
cialist. “By its very nature, agriculture
shouldn’t be bound by federal motor
carrier rules.”

Under highway legislation enacted
in 1995, farmers and retail farm suppli-
ers are exempt from Transportation
Department restrictions on driving
time in transporting agricultural com-
modities or farm supplies within a
100-mile intrastate radius of a farm or
final distribution point. The exemp-
tion is valid only during planting and
harvesting seasons, which are defined
by individual states.

But, in recent years, the Transporta-
tion Department worked to weaken
the agricultural exemption. To protect
and clarify the exemption, Rep. Doug
Bereuter (R-Neb.) in February intro-
duced a Farm Bureau-supported bill

(H.R. 871) to amend the section in the
1995 highway bill that governs hours-
of-service requirements for drivers who
operate commercial motor vehicles for
transporting agricultural commodities
and farm supplies.

The bill would reinforce the original
1995 exemption and provide a com-
prehensive definition of agricultural
commodities, which includes poultry,
poultry feed, livestock and livestock
feed.

Salmonsen said that a clearer defini-
tion for agricultural commodities
would help in keeping the Transporta-
tion Department from “chipping

away” at the exemption. He said the
agency has moved to narrow the
exemption to exclude transportation
of feed and certain livestock, which “is
contrary to the intent of Congress.”

The bill has been referred to the
House Subcommittee on Highways,
Transit and Pipelines.

Agriculture is not alone in being
exempt from the hours-of-service regu-
lations. Other industries that rely on
the exemptions include vehicles used
in oil field operations, groundwater
well drilling, utility service, and trans-
porting construction materials and
equipment.

Regulations governing truck weights
and lengths also affect transportation
of farm commodities, since agricultural
shippers in rural areas often find truck-
ing to be the only option for long-dis-
tance transport of bulk agricultural
goods.

The Transportation Department esti-
mates that truck traffic will double
within the next 25 years. Highway
capacity is not expected to keep up
with the increase. The combination of
higher trucking demand and stagnant
capacity will likely result in more acci-
dents, worse congestion, greater fuel
use and maintenance costs, as well as a
less efficient freight transportation
system.

Allowing bigger trucks to take bigger
loads could help ease the capacity
problem. “Changes in federal policy to
permit larger trucks to haul heavier
loads in rural areas could help make
truck transportation more competitive
with rail service, or better complement
limited rail service in some areas,
improving freight transportation over-
all,” Salmonsen said.

Legislation has been introduced in
both the House and the Senate that
would extend federal truck size and
weight limits beyond the 46,000-mile
Interstate Highway System to also
apply to the 160,000-mile National
Highway System, a move Farm Bureau
opposes.

Farm Bureau instead supports state
efforts to regulate weight and length
limits for trucks that are both safe and
cost-effective.

Funding bills contain renewable fuels provisions
Federal highway law is set to be reau-
thorized by Oct. 1, and the Bush ad-
ministration recently released its $247
billion plan to fund surface transporta-
tion programs. The bill, titled “The
Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Effi-
cient Transportation Equity Act of
2003” or SAFETEA, authorizes approxi-
mately $195 billion to be spent on
highways.

The administration’s proposal has a
Farm Bureau-supported provision to
direct into the Highway Trust Fund the
2.5 cents-per-gallon of the ethanol tax
that is currently deposited into the
general fund. The tax on ethanol-
blended gasoline totals 13.1 cents-per-
gallon.

The ethanol tax credit is a conten-
tious issue among legislators. While it
promotes growth of the ethanol indus-
try, the credit reduces Highway Trust
Fund revenues to finance highway
projects. The primary purpose of the

Highway Trust Fund is to ensure a
dependable source of federal funding
for the nation’s highways. Prior to the
fund’s establishment, fuel and vehicle
tax receipts were directed to the gen-
eral fund.

Ethanol-blended gasoline, or gaso-
hol, is partially exempt from the stan-
dard excise tax on gasoline—gasohol is
taxed at 13.1 cents-per-gallon, an ex-
emption of 5.3 cents-per-gallon com-
pared to regular gasoline. Additionally,
the 2.5 cents transferred to the general
fund takes away from Highway Trust
Fund revenues.

The General Accounting Office has
estimated that from fiscal years 1998

through 2001, the Highway Trust Fund
account lost $6.01 billion because of
the ethanol tax exemption and the
general fund transfer.

But legislators are working to stop
that loss. The Senate Finance Commit-
tee in April passed legislation that pro-
motes the production and use of re-
newable fuels, such as ethanol and
biodiesel, but preserves Highway Trust
Fund revenues. The $15.5 billion En-
ergy Tax Incentives Act of 2003 (S.
597) contains several Farm Bureau-sup-
ported provisions.

The bill would transfer the 2.5 cents-
per-gallon tax on gasohol that currently
goes to the general fund to the High-

way Trust Fund so the money could
go toward highway projects. The Sen-
ate bill also contains a provision to
eliminate the 5.3 cents-per-gallon
excise tax exemption for gasohol at the
pump. The bill would instead allow
ethanol producers to apply for an in-
come tax credit of 5.3 cents-per-gallon,
which would result in gasohol mak-
ing the same contribution to the High-
way Trust Fund as regular gasoline.
The compromise preserves the tax
credit boost to the ethanol industry
without reducing Highway Trust Fund
revenues.

Currently, there is no tax credit or
excise tax rate for biodiesel, which can
be derived from such products as soy-
bean oil. The energy tax bill provides
an income tax credit and an excise tax
rate reduction for biodiesel made from
vegetable oil, as well as an income tax
credit for biodiesel derived from ani-
mal fats.

Trucks of grain line up for inspection and unloading at an elevator near
Charleston, S.C.
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The Senate Finance Committee passed legislation that pro-
motes renewable fuels but preserves Highway Trust Fund
revenues.
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Farm Bureau wants river locks, dams improved
The United States has an important
advantage in its cost-effective water
transportation system, but it will lose
its competitive edge if the locks and
dams along the Mississippi River are
not updated to accommodate modern
barge traffic.

“One-third of all U.S. agricultural
production is exported, and 60 percent
of those products travel down the Mis-
sissippi River before reaching their
final destination,” said Dave Salmon-
sen, American Farm Bureau Federation
transportation specialist. “An up-to-
date system of locks and dams is cru-
cial in maintaining efficient water
transportation.”

Congress every two years enacts the
Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) to fund U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers projects, which include
locks and dams for inland waterway
navigation, dredging of harbors, flood
control and irrigation.

WRDA was last passed in 2000, and
the Senate Environment and Public
Works Committee did not propose leg-
islation last year. Additionally, the
administration has not submitted a
WRDA proposal.

Farm Bureau supports WRDA reau-
thorization to help ease congestion
along the Mississippi River, as the
delays lower productivity and increase
transportation costs, and ultimately
result in lost income for farmers.

The Inland Waterways Trust Fund
(IWTF) also provides funding to mod-
ernize water transportation. Commer-

cial users of the waterways pay into
the fund, which pays for one-half of
the cost of new construction of locks
and dams. The fund is financed by a
tax of 20 cents-per-gallon that is paid
by the barge and towing industry on
fuel used in moving cargo on specified
waterways.

IWTF funds, which are matched by
general revenues from the federal gov-
ernment, are dedicated by law to
underwrite the cost of construction or
major rehabilitation of inland water-
ways projects that are approved by
Congress. But the Bush administra-
tion’s fiscal 2004 budget request pro-

poses using 25 percent to 50 percent of
funds from the IWTF for operation and
maintenance.

More than $324 million has accumu-
lated in the IWTF rather than being
spent right away on modernizing locks
and dams. The budget proposal would
use the existing balance and future
IWTF revenues to finance operations
and maintenance, a move that Farm
Bureau opposes.

If the administration’s plan were
implemented, the fund would be
drained in just three years and further
delay lock and dam improvements.
“Rerouting funds for operations and

maintenance instead of upgrading the
outdated system would damage the
U.S. agricultural, energy and transpor-
tation sectors by increasing transporta-
tion costs and shifting inland water-
ways traffic to the already congested
highway and rail lines,” Salmonsen
said.

Opponents of the budget proposal
argue that construction and rehabilita-
tion projects that have not been com-
pleted would go unfinished without
the full IWTF revenues, therefore
prompting increases in fuel taxes.

The Corps of Engineers is currently
conducting a study into the feasibility
of navigation improvements on the
Upper Mississippi River and Illinois
Waterway system. According to the
Corps, the study is structured to give
equal consideration of fish and wild-
life resources and navigation improve-
ment planning to ensure the system
continues to be “a nationally signi-
ficant ecosystem and a nationally
significant commercial navigation
system.”

The study area includes 854 miles of
the Upper Mississippi River with 29
locks and dams between the Minne-
apolis/St. Paul area and the mouth of
the Ohio River, and 348 miles of the
Illinois Waterway with eight locks
and dams that connect Chicago and
the Great Lakes with the Mississippi
River.

The Corps issued an interim report
last July and a final feasibility study is
expected in 2004.

Low water supply hinders waterway transportation
While an adequate water supply is of
the utmost importance in growing
crops, it is also critical in transporting
products from the farm.

American Farm Bureau Federation
President Bob Stallman recently testi-
fied before the House Water Resources
and Environment Subcommittee on
water supply concerns in the agricul-
ture industry. “Across the country we
see the intensifying struggles over the
uses and supply of water,” Stallman
said. “Agriculture has been concerned
about water supply in times of a
drought emergency. What we are be-
ginning to realize is that concerns over
an adequate water supply for all pur-
poses is becoming a continuing feature
not only for agricultural production
but for the entire nation.”

Stallman told the panel that Ameri-
can agriculture is dependent upon the
inland navigation system to competi-
tively move one-third of U.S. grain
production for export.

The U.S. Coast Guard earlier this
year had to close off sections of the
Mississippi River due to ongoing
drought conditions. Barges ran
aground because of the river’s low
water level, slowing export traffic
down the waterway. “This potential
for traffic disruption will be economi-
cally harmful to a Midwest grain in-
dustry that relies on a modern, func-
tioning water transportation system to
minimize shipping costs in order to
remain competitive in world markets,”
Stallman said.

In his testimony at the hearing,
titled Water: Is it the Oil of the 21st
Century?, Stallman addressed the
national scope of water issues and the

role of agriculture, current water
rights issues among states and the fed-
eral government’s role in addressing
the country’s growing water supply
problems.

“The challenges and scarcity that the
West has had to seek to overcome are
showing up across the country,” Stall-
man said. “We must proceed from
relief-only responses to drought to also
include preparedness for water scarcity
as a national challenge.”

A recent court ruling affirmed the im-
portance of river management to sup-
port barge traffic. The Eighth Circuit
Court of Appeals in St. Louis on June 4
ruled that flood control and navigation
of the Missouri River take precedence

over recreation and other uses.
South Dakota, North Dakota and

Montana had pushed to have the Mis-
souri River managed to protect fishing
and recreation interests in upstream
reservoirs. Federal district court judges
ordered the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers to maintain water levels on
some reservoirs in the Dakotas, a move
the Eighth Circuit panel ruled was
incorrect.

The appeals panel also upheld a rul-
ing by a federal judge in Nebraska that
called for the Corps to follow its Mas-
ter Manual when managing the river.
It ruled the Master Manual is binding,
not just advisory, and determined that
it gives priority to navigation and
water supply uses over recreation and
wildlife uses. The ruling in the Ne-
braska case required the Corps to
maintain adequate flows for barge traf-
fic last year when drought conditions
plagued the water supply of the Mis-
souri River.

“This potential for traffic disruption will be economically harmful to a Mid-
west grain industry that relies on a modern, functioning water transportation
system.” • AFBF President Bob Stallman

Aerial view of Lock and Dam 15 on the Mississippi River in Rock Island, Ill.
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FOR THE RECORD

Name Party Vote 1 2 3
Alabama
Sessions (R) Y
Shelby (R) Y
1 Bonner (R) N Y Y
2 Everett (R) N Y Y
3 Rogers (R) N Y Y
4 Aderholt (R) N Y Y
5 Cramer (D) N Y Y
6 Bachus (R) N Y Y
7 Davis (D) N Y n
Alaska
Murkowski (R) Y
Stevens (R) Y
AL Young (R) N Y Y
Arizona
Kyl (R) Y
McCain (R) n
1 Renzi (R) N Y Y
2 Franks (R) N Y Y
3 Shadegg (R) N Y Y
4 Pastor (D) y n n
5 Hayworth (R) N Y Y
6 Flake (R) N Y Y
7 Grijalva (D) y n n
8 Kolbe (R) N Y Y
Arkansas
Lincoln (D) n
Pryor (D) n
1 Berry (D) N Y n
2 Snyder (D) y n n
3 Boozman (R) N Y Y
4 Ross (D) N Y n
California
Boxer (D) n
Feinstein (D) n
1 Thompson (D) y Y n
2 Herger (R) N Y Y
3 Ose (R) N Y Y
4 Doolittle (R) N Y Y
5 Matsui (D) y n n
6 Woolsey (D) y n n
7 Miller, George (D) y n n
8 Pelosi (D) y n n
9 Lee (D) y n n
10 Tauscher (D) y n n
11 Pombo (R) N Y Y
12 Lantos (D) y n n
13 Stark (D) y n n
14 Eshoo (D) y n n
15 Honda (D) y n n
16 Lofgren (D) y n n
17 Farr (D) y n n
18 Cardoza (D) y Y n
19 Radanovich (R) N Y Y

20 Dooley (D) y Y n
21 Nunes (R) N Y Y
22 Thomas (R) N Y Y
23 Capps (D) y n n
24 Gallegly (R) N Y Y
25 McKeon (R) N Y Y
26 Dreier (R) N Y Y
27 Sherman (D) y n n
28 Berman (D) y n n
29 Schiff (D) y n n
30 Waxman (D) y n n
31 Becerra (D) y n n
32 Solis (D) y n n
33 Watson (D) y n n
34 Roybal-Allard (D) y n n
35 Waters (D) y n n
36 Harman (D) y n n
37 Millender-

McDonald (R) y n n
38 Napolitano (D) y n n
39 Sánchez, Linda (D) y n n
40 Royce (R) N Y Y
41 Lewis (R) N Y Y
42 Miller, Gary (R) ? ? Y
43 Baca (D) y Y n
44 Calvert (R) N Y Y
45 Bono (R) N Y Y
46 Rohrabacher (R) N Y Y
47 Sanchez, Loretta (D)y n n
48 Cox (R) N Y Y
49 Issa (R) N Y Y
50 Cunningham (R) N Y Y
51 Filner (D) y n n
52 Hunter (R) N Y Y
53 Davis (D) y n n
Colorado
Allard (R) Y
Campbell (R) Y
1 Degette (D) y n n
2 Udall (D) y n n
3 McInnis (R) N Y Y
4 Musgrave (R) N Y Y
5 Hefley (R) N Y Y
6 Tancredo (R) N Y Y
7 Beauprez (R) N Y Y
Connecticut
Dodd (D) n
Lieberman (D) n
1 Larson (D) ? n n
2 Simmons (R) y n Y
3 Delauro (D) y n n
4 Shays (R) y n Y
5 Johnson (R) N Y Y
Delaware
Biden (D) n
Carper (D) n

AL Castle (R) N n Y
Florida
Graham (D) n
Nelson (D) n
1 Miller (R) N Y Y
2 Boyd (D) N Y n
3 Brown (D) y n n
4 Crenshaw (R) N Y Y
5 Brown-Waite (R) N Y Y
6 Stearns (R) N Y Y
7 Mica (R) N Y Y
8 Keller (R) N Y Y
9 Bilirakis (R) N ? Y
10 Young (R) N Y Y
11 Davis (D) y n n
12 Putnam (R) N Y Y
13 Harris (R) N Y Y
14 Goss (R) N Y Y
15 Weldon (R) N Y Y
16 Foley (R) N Y Y
17 Meek (D) y n n
18 Ros-Lehtinen (R) N Y Y
19 Wexler (D) y n n
20 Deutsch (D) y n n
21 Diaz-Balart (R) N Y Y
22 Shaw (R) N Y Y
23 Hastings (D) y n n
24 Feeney (R) N Y Y
25 Diaz-Balart (R) N Y Y
Georgia
Chambliss (R) Y
Miller (D) Y
1 Kingston (R) N Y Y
2 Bishop (D) N Y n
3 Marshall (D) N Y Y
4 Majette (D) y n n
5 Lewis (D) y n n
6 Isakson (R) N Y Y
7 Linder (R) N Y Y
8 Collins (R) N Y Y
9 Norwood (R) N Y Y
10 Deal (R) N Y Y
11 Gingrey (R) N Y Y
12 Burns (R) N Y Y
13 Scott (D) N Y Y
Hawaii
Akaka (D) n
Inouye (D) n
1 Abercrombie (D) y n n
2 Case (D) ? n n
Idaho
Craig (R) Y
Crapo (R) Y
1 Otter (R) N Y Y
2 Simpson (R) N Y Y

Illinois
Durbin (D) n
Fitzgerald (R) Y
1 Rush (D) y n n
2 Jackson (D) y n n
3 Lipinski (D) y n n
4 Gutierrez (D) y n n
5 Emanuel (D) y n n
6 Hyde (R) N Y Y
7 Davis (D) y n n
8 Crane (R) N Y Y
9 Schakowsky (D) y n n
10 Kirk (R) y n Y
11 Weller (R) N Y Y
12 Costello (D) y n n
13 Biggert (R) N Y Y
14 Hastert (R) S S Y
15 Johnson (R) y n Y
16 Manzullo (R) ? Y Y
17 Evans (D) y n n
18 Lahood (R) N Y Y
19 Shimkus (R) N Y Y
Indiana
Bayh (D) n
Lugar (R) Y
1 Visclosky (D) y n n
2 Chocola (R) N Y Y
3 Souder (R) N Y Y
4 Buyer (R) N Y Y
5 Burton (R) N Y Y
6 Pence (R) N Y Y
7 Carson (D) y n n
8 Hostettler (R) N Y Y
9 Hill (D) y n n
Iowa
Grassley (R) Y
Harkin (D) n
1 Nussle (R) N Y Y
2 Leach (R) y n n
3 Boswell (D) ? ? n
4 Latham (R) N Y Y
5 King (R) N Y Y
Kansas
Brownback (R) Y
Roberts (R) Y
1 Moran (R) N Y Y
2 Ryun (R) N Y Y
3 Moore (D) y n n
4 Tiahrt (R) N Y Y
Kentucky
Bunning (R) Y
McConnell (R) Y
1 Whitfield (R) N Y Y
2 Lewis (R) N Y Y
3 Northup (R) N Y Y
4 Lucas (D) N Y Y
5 Rogers (R) N Y Y
6 Fletcher (R) N Y Y
Louisiana
Breaux (D) n
Landrieu (D) n
1 Vitter (R) N Y Y
2 Jefferson (D) y n n
3 Tauzin (R) N Y Y
4 McCrery (R) N Y Y
5 Alexander (D) N Y Y
6 Baker (R) N Y Y
7 John (D) N Y n
Maine
Collins (R) Y
Snowe (D) n
1 Allen (D) y n n
2 Michaud (D) y Y n
Maryland
Mikulski (D) n
Sarbanes (D) n
1 Gilchrest (R) N Y Y
2 Ruppersberger (D) y n n
3 Cardin (D) y n n
4 Wynn (D) y n n
5 Hoyer (D) y n n
6 Bartlett (R) N Y Y
7 Cummings (D) y n n
8 Van Hollen (D) y n n
Massachusetts
Kennedy (D) n
Kerry (D) n
1 Olver (D) y n n
2 Neal (D) y n n
3 McGovern (D) y n n
4 Frank (D) y n n
5 Meehan (D) y n n
6 Tierney (D) y n n
7 Markey (D) y n n
8 Capuano (D) y n n
9 Lynch (D) y n n
10 Delahunt (D) y ? n
Michigan
Levin (D) n
Stabenow (D) n
1 Stupak (D) ? ? n
2 Hoekstra (R) N Y Y
3 Ehlers (R) N Y Y
4 Camp (R) N Y Y
5 Kildee (D) y n n

6 Upton (R) N Y Y
7 Smith (R) N Y Y
8 Rogers (R) N Y Y
9 Knollenberg (R) N Y Y
10 Miller (R) N Y Y
11 McCotter (R) N Y Y
12 Levin (D) y n n
13 Kilpatrick (D) y n n
14 Conyers (D) ? ? n
15 Dingell (D) y n n
Minnesota
Coleman (R) Y
Dayton (D) n
1 Gutknecht (R) N Y Y
2 Kline (R) N Y Y
3 Ramstad (R) y Y Y
4 McCollum (D) y n n
5 Sabo (D) y n n
6 Kennedy (R) N Y Y
7 Peterson (D) N Y n
8 Oberstar (D) N Y n
Mississippi
Cochran (R) Y
Lott (R) Y
1 Wicker (R) N Y Y
2 Thompson (D) N Y n
3 Pickering (R) N Y Y
4 Taylor (D) N Y n
Missouri
Bond (R) Y
Talent (R) Y
1 Clay (D) y n n
2 Akin (R) N Y Y
3 Gephardt (D) ? ? n
4 Skelton (D) N Y n
5 McCarthy (D) y n n
6 Graves (R) N Y Y
7 Blunt (R) N Y Y
8 Emerson (R) N Y ?
9 Hulshof (R) N Y Y
Montana
Baucus (D) n
Burns (R) Y
AL Rehberg (R) N Y Y
Nebraska
Hagel (R) Y
Nelson (D) Y
1 Bereuter (R) N Y Y
2 Terry (R) N Y Y
3 Osborne (R) N Y Y
Nevada
Ensign (R) Y
Reid (D) n
1 Berkley (D) y n n
2 Gibbons (R) N Y Y
3 Porter (R) N Y Y
New Hampshire
Gregg (R) Y
Sununu (R) Y
1 Bradley (R) N Y Y
2 Bass (R) N Y Y
New Jersey
Corzine (D) n
Lautenberg (D) n
1 Andrews (D) y n n
2 Lobiondo (R) y n Y
3 Saxton (R) y n Y
4 Smith (R) y n Y
5 Garrett (R) N Y Y
6 Pallone (D) y n n
7 Ferguson (R) y n Y
8 Pascrell (D) y n n
9 Rothman (D) y n n
10 Payne (D) y n n
11 Frelinghuysen (R) N Y Y
12 Holt (D) y n n
13 Menendez (D) y n n
New Mexico
Bingaman (D) n
Domenici (R) Y
1 Wilson (R) N Y Y
2 Pearce (R) N Y Y
3 Udall (D) y n n
New York
Clinton (D) n
Schumer (D) n
1 Bishop (D) y n n
2 Israel (D) y n n
3 King (R) N Y Y
4 McCarthy (D) y n n
5 Ackerman (D) y n n
6 Meeks (D) y n n
7 Crowley (D) y n n
8 Nadler (D) y n n
9 Weiner (D) y n n
10 Towns (D) y n n
11 Owens (D) y n n
12 Velázquez (D) y n n
13 Fossella (R) N Y Y
14 Maloney (D) y n n
15 Rangel (D) y n n
16 Serrano (D) y n n
17 Engel (D) y n n
18 Lowey (D) y n n
19 Kelly (R) y n Y

20 Sweeney (R) N Y Y
21 McNulty (D) y n n
22 Hinchey (D) y n n
23 McHugh (R) N Y Y
24 Boehlert (R) N Y Y
25 Walsh (R) N Y Y
26 Reynolds (R) N Y Y
27 Quinn (R) N Y Y
28 Slaughter (R) y n n
29 Houghton (R) N Y Y
North Carolina
Dole (R) Y
Edwards (D) n
1 Ballance (D) y Y n
2 Etheridge (D) y Y n
3 Jones (R) N Y Y
4 Price (D) y n n
5 Burr (R) N Y Y
6 Coble (R) N Y Y
7 McIntyre (D) y Y n
8 Hayes (R) N Y Y
9 Myrick (R) N Y Y
10 Ballenger (R) N Y Y
11 Taylor (R) N Y Y
12 Watt (D) y n n
13 Miller (D) y n n
North Dakota
Conrad (D) n
Dorgan (D) n
AL Pomeroy (D) y Y n
Ohio
Dewine (R) Y
Voinovich (R) Y
1 Chabot (R) N Y Y
2 Portman (R) N Y Y
3 Turner (R) N Y Y
4 Oxley (R) N Y Y
5 Gillmor (R) N Y Y
6 Strickland (D) y Y n
7 Hobson (R) N Y Y
8 Boehner (R) N Y ?
9 Kaptur (D) y n n
10 Kucinich (D) y n n
11 Jones (D) y n n
12 Tiberi (R) N Y Y
13 Brown (D) y n n
14 Latourette (R) N Y Y
15 Pryce (R) N Y Y
16 Regula (R) N Y Y
17 Ryan (D) y n n
18 Ney (R) N Y Y
Oklahoma
Inhofe (R) Y
Nickles (R) Y
1 Sullivan (R) N Y Y
2 Carson (D) y Y n
3 Lucas (R) N Y Y
4 Cole (R) N Y Y
5 Istook (R) N Y Y
Oregon
Smith (R) Y
Wyden (D) n
1 Wu (D) y n n
2 Walden (R) N Y Y
3 Blumenauer (D) y n n
4 Defazio (D) y n n
5 Hooley (D) y n n
Pennsylvania
Santorum (R) Y
Specter (R) Y
1 Brady (D) ? ? n
2 Fattah (D) y n n
3 English (R) N Y Y
4 Hart (R) N Y Y
5 Peterson (R) N Y Y
6 Gerlach (R) N Y Y
7 Weldon (R) N Y Y
8 Greenwood (R) N Y Y
9 Shuster (R) N Y Y
10 Sherwood (R) N Y Y
11 Kanjorski (D) y n n
12 Murtha (D) y Y n
13 Hoeffel (D) y n n
14 Doyle (D) y n n
15 Toomey (R) N Y Y
16 Pitts (R) N Y Y
17 Holden (D) y Y n
18 Murphy (R) N Y Y
19 Platts (R) N Y Y
Rhode Island
Chafee (R) n
Reed (D) n
1 Kennedy (D) y n n
2 Langevin (D) y n n
South Carolina
Graham (R) Y
Hollings (D) n
1 Brown (R) N Y Y
2 Wilson (R) N Y Y
3 Barrett (R) N Y Y
4 Demint (R) N Y Y
5 Spratt (D) y Y n
6 Clyburn (D) y n n
South Dakota
Daschle (D) n
Johnson (D) n

AL Janklow (R) N Y Y
Tennessee
Alexander (R) Y
Frist (R) Y
1 Jenkins (R) N Y Y
2 Duncan (R) N Y Y
3 Wamp (R) N Y Y
4 Davis (D) ? Y n
5 Cooper (D) y n n
6 Gordon (D) y Y n
7 Blackburn (R) N Y Y
8 Tanner (D) N Y n
9 Ford (D) y n n
Texas
Cornyn (R) Y
Hutchison (R) Y
1 Sandlin (D) N Y n
2 Turner (D) N Y n
3 Johnson, S. (R) N Y Y
4 Hall (D) N Y Y
5 Hensarling (R) N Y Y
6 Barton (R) N Y Y
7 Culberson (R) N Y Y
8 Brady (R) N Y Y
9 Lampson (D) y n n
10 Doggett (D) y n n
11 Edwards (D) N Y n
12 Granger (R) N Y Y
13 Thornberry (R) N Y Y
14 Paul (R) N n Y
15 Hinojosa (D) y n n
16 Reyes (D) y n n
17 Stenholm (D) N Y n
18 Jackson-Lee (D) y n n
19 Combest (R) N Y ?
20 Gonzalez (D) y n n
21 Smith (R) N Y Y
22 Delay (R) N Y Y
23 Bonilla (R) N Y ?
24 Frost (D) y Y n
25 Bell (D) y n n
26 Burgess (R) N Y Y
27 Ortiz (D) y Y n
28 Rodriguez (D) y n n
29 Green (D) y n n
30 Johnson, E. (D) y n n
31 Carter (R) N Y Y
32 Sessions (R) N Y Y
Utah
Bennett (R) Y
Hatch (R) Y
1 Bishop (R) N Y Y
2 Matheson (D) N Y Y
3 Cannon (R) N Y Y
Vermont
Jeffords (I) n
Leahy (D) n
AL Sanders (I) y n n
Virginia
Allen (R) Y
Warner (R) Y
1 Davis, J. (R) N Y Y
2 Schrock (R) N Y Y
3 Scott (D) y n n
4 Forbes (R) N Y Y
5 Goode (R) N Y Y
6 Goodlatte (R) N Y Y
7 Cantor (R) N Y Y
8 Moran (D) y n n
9 Boucher (D) y n n
10 Wolf (R) N Y Y
11 Davis, T. (R) ? Y Y
Washington
Cantwell (D) n
Murray (D) n
1 Inslee (D) y n n
2 Larsen (D) y n n
3 Baird (D) N n n
4 Hastings (R) N Y Y
5 Nethercutt (R) N Y Y
6 Dicks (D) y n n
7 McDermott (D) y n n
8 Dunn (R) N Y Y
9 Smith (D) y n n
West Virginia
Byrd (D) n
Rockefeller (D) n
1 Mollohan (D) N Y n
2 Capito (R) N Y Y
3 Rahall (D) y n n
Wisconsin
Feingold (D) n
Kohl (D) n
1 Ryan (R) N Y Y
2 Baldwin (D) y n n
3 Kind (D) y n n
4 Kleczka (D) y n n
5 Sensenbrenner (R) N Y Y
6 Petri (R) N Y Y
7 Obey (D) y n n
8 Green (R) N Y Y
Wyoming
Enzi (R) Y
Thomas (R) Y
AL Cubin (R) N Y Y

Name Party Vote 1 2 3 Name Party Vote 1 2 3
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LEGEND: Y,y — yea N,n — nay ? — not voting S — Speaker

Congress votes on forests, taxes
Vote 1

The House on May 20, 2003, defeated, 184-239, an amendment
offered by Reps. George Miller (D-Calif.) and Peter DeFazio (D-
Ore.) that would have restricted the scope of the Healthy Forests
Restoration Act (H.R. 1904) to forests that are more heavily popu-
lated, or areas that are commonly called the “wildland-urban inter-
face.” The amendment would have eliminated the bill’s language
that is meant to reduce insect and disease infestations and invasive
species in forests.

Farm Bureau favored a “nay” (N) vote.

Vote 2
The House on May 20, 2003, approved, 256-170, the Healthy

Forests Restoration Act (H.R. 1904) to lower the occurrence of cata-
strophic forest fires, improve range and grazing conditions, help
protect private forest acres from fire and improve water quality and
quantity originating from federal forests.

Farm Bureau favored a “yea” (Y) vote.

Vote 3
The House on May 22, 2003, approved, 231-200, the Jobs and

Growth Reconciliation Tax Act (H.R. 2) conference report. The bill
reduces capital gains taxes, increases the amount of business
expenses a small business can deduct on its taxes, defers capital
gains taxes on any profit from selling cattle due to natural disasters
and increases the child tax credit and the standard deduction for
married couples filing jointly.

The Senate on May 23 approved the conference report 50-50
with the vice president casting the tie-breaking “yea” vote.

Farm Bureau favored a “yea” (Y) vote.
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FB member exposes women to ranch life
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

By Rebecca Colnar

Within two minutes of arriving at
Pachy Burns’ sheep ranch, I was soaking
wet, covered with paint and smelled
distinctly of sheep. It just so happened
that the moment I pulled into the farm-
yard, a storm broke, pelting rain and
hail, and the newborn lambs in the out-
door pens needed to be brought into
the barn for shelter. Since they had just
been branded, the red and blue paint
rubbed off onto my wet clothes.

I made my way into the farmhouse
kitchen to be greeted cheerily by two
guests wanting to know if I wanted to
eat lunch. There was delicious lasagna,
they informed me. It was just another
day at the “Jam to Lamb,” an annual
event that brings women from locales
near and far to Burns’ ranch to learn
about ranch life and enjoy each other’s
company. The Jam to Lamb All-
Women’s Lambing Party takes place
over six weeks, during lambing season,
in April and May.

Burns, who is chairman of the Amer-
ican Farm Bureau Federation’s sheep
committee, developed the concept
when she decided that more urban
people needed to experience agricul-
ture firsthand.

“I wanted to help people get through
their world with a greater appreciation
of what they have,” Burns said of her
inspiration to create the event seven
years ago. “We’ve covered the country
corner to corner, from California,
Oregon, Texas, Georgia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, Colorado, Iowa, Michigan
and New York—and even Germany.
More than 150 women have come to
the ranch for the experience.”

The women spend several days at
the ranch learning about branding
lambs, docking tails, nursing bums
(orphaned lambs), tossing hay and
building fences.

“I love it here because you have to
be a master at jerry-rigging,” said Jenn
Nelson, who, standing in the corrals,
grabbed the hammer and electric saw
and proceeded to reconstruct a chute
built out of old wood panels for the
sheep. Nelson, who hails from White-
fish, Mont., has been helping with the
Jam to Lamb since 1995. This year, she
brought her team of Belgian horses to
pull the hay wagon for a hayride, an
added treat for the guests.

Guests take special pride in caring
for the bum lambs. Several times a day,
Cynthia Johnson and Leslie Vinson,
both from Gainesville, Ga., dashed
into the house to warm up the formula
for a bottle-feeding. Neither of the
women had any farming experience,
but when Johnson saw an article about
Jam to Lamb in Country Woman
magazine, she wanted to see if she
could be a farmer.

“One of my favorite things about
being here is seeing the lambs in the

pasture playing—suddenly they’ll
jump straight up,” Johnson said,
laughing. “My visit here has been such
an amazing experience. I’ve read the
journals of my great-grandfather who
was a farmer. I wanted to see if I had
any of my great-grandfather in me.”

With that, she picked up a bum
lamb and smiled. “After being here, I
know I could be a farmer. I’ve done
my great-grandfather proud,” she said.

In fact, listening to the voices in the
barn, everyone sounded like an experi-
enced lamber. Shouts of, “Put these
twins in that jug,” “This one gets
branded with number 321,” and
“Don’t forget to dock this one’s tail,”

rang through the barns and pens. The
women adapted quickly, whether it
was feeding and watering, checking the
drop and bringing in newborn lambs
and their ewes, or cornering a nervous
ewe so her lamb could easily nurse.

Before lambing season begins on
Burns’ farm, she sends a whimsical
invitation to a list of women—past
visitors, their friends and others who
have inquired about Jam to Lamb. A
few weeks before the women arrive,
Burns and her daughter, Piney, are
joined by several friends in a mad
cooking spree so there’s plenty of deli-
cious food in the freezer.

During one of the meals at this
year’s event, everyone pitched in cook-
ing and cleaning, and there were
plenty of laughs while the shepherd’s
pie baked in the oven, the veggies
were chopped for the salad and the
table was set. This year, 23 women
experienced raising livestock firsthand.

“I love the realities of life and death
you experience here,” noted Tanya
Tsukamoto of Bozeman, Mont. “This
makes you explore your physical and
mental parameters. We live in such a
consuming culture, but an experience
like this actually makes you think
about where our food comes from and
how we work with the land.”

That, exactly, is Burns’ mission.
“I want to expose people to this, to

keep agriculture alive in America,” she
said.

Having women visitors “is like the
world walking in our door,” said Burns.
“I now have so many friends because
of this experience of Jam to Lamb.”

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○

Rebecca Colnar is director of communi-
cations for the Montana Farm Bureau
Federation.

2010. However, the tax cut sunsets
in 2011. As a result, some business
owners would enjoy only one year
of relief from the tax, which can
be as high as 50 percent of the
estate’s value. The death tax will
be fully resurrected in 2011 unless
Congress votes before then to re-
peal it permanently.

“It’s pretty silly, actually,” said
Wolff, “to say that if you are ‘for-
tunate enough’ to die in 2010,
your heirs can inherit your estate
without having the federal govern-
ment take a big chunk of it, but if
you live to 2011 and beyond, your
heirs are just out of luck. Congress
did what they had to do in 2001,
with this sunset provision, to get
some amount of tax relief passed.
But now it’s time to fix the glitch
and make repeal permanent. If
Congress meant it in 2001 when it
voted to repeal death taxes, then it
should get rid of the tax for good.”

Farm Bureau said the tax dupli-
cates income taxes, hits family
farms and small businesses most
heavily and at an already difficult
time due to the loss of a loved one,
and doesn’t even raise much rev-
enue for the federal government
because of compliance costs that
roughly equal the tax yield.

Opponents of repealing the tax
said that it would be an unneces-
sary tax break for the wealthiest
Americans. But the coalition said
that, unlike corporate executives,
owners of small, family-owned
businesses and farms have most of
their assets tied up in the business
or land, and the richest Americans
can find more ways to get around
paying the tax. Opponents of re-
peal also said that it would do
nothing to help the economy,
while supporters said that it would
lead to 200,000 new jobs per year
and increase capital investment in
family businesses.

Last year, the House passed a
death tax elimination bill (H.R. 8)
by a vote of 274-154, with support
from both Republicans and Demo-
crats. Wolff said Farm Bureau will
work, once again, to line up bipar-
tisan support.

“We will target Republicans who
co-sponsored the bill last year but,
for whatever reason, haven’t yet
done so this year, Democrats who
supported it last year and new
members,” explained Wolff. “We
need a strong vote. We would like
to secure more ‘yeas’ on this
year’s bill than last year, because
that will send a really good mes-
sage that support for repeal is
growing.”

Congress to vote
on death tax repeal
continued from page 1

One of 23 women who participated
in this year’s lambing party on Mon-
tana Farm Bureau member Pachy
Burns’ sheep ranch nurses a bum
(orphaned) lamb.

Jenn Nelson (right), a participant in the Jam to Lamb event, and a helper con-
struct a chute for sheep out of old wood panels. The six-week event exposes
women from around the world to farm and ranch life as they enjoy each
other’s company.
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Conference surfaces green issues, programs
The American Farm Bureau Federation
hosted an environmental issues con-
ference May 28-30 in Jacksonville, Fla.,
for state Farm Bureau staff members
who handle environmental issues.

An unofficial theme of the confer-
ence seemed to be “recognition:” rec-
ognizing emerging environmental
issues, recognizing the success of state
Farm Bureau environmental programs
and the need to help farmers get recog-
nition for their stewardship efforts.

The conference was “an opportunity
to learn about new challenges and
some new ideas, new solutions to the
things that we’re working on,” said
Mark Maslyn, AFBF deputy executive
director of public policy, as he kicked
off the opening session.

Emerging issues
The first part of the conference dealt

with issues that AFBF sees as “maybe
ones that aren’t on your plate yet, but
they’re going to be there very soon,”
according to Don Parrish, AFBF senior
director of regulatory relations.

Jonathan Pawlow, counsel for the
Water Resources and Environment
Subcommittee of the House Transpor-
tation Committee, presented a com-
prehensive look at water availability.
The subcommittee has started a series
of hearings on the issue. AFBF Presi-
dent Bob Stallman testified at one of
the hearings on May 22.

Pawlow noted that several issues on
the conference agenda tie into the
issue of water quantity.

“More and more we’re starting to see
a blending together of issues in the
regulatory arena,” he said. “Tradition-
ally, regulation has tended to be in
little compartments. You know, we
deal with air quality issues here, we

deal with water quality issues here, we
deal with say solid or hazardous waste
issues over here, and we might deal
with water quantity issues over here.
Increasingly, all of this stuff is blend-
ing together.”

He said those who are involved or
affected by the issues “increasingly
need to think very broadly in terms of
what’s going on out there and ulti-
mately how to address a lot of these
kinds of issues.”

Due to changes in agricultural prac-
tices, the future demand for irrigation
water is going to be “generally steady,”
Pawlow said. However, due to continu-
ing population growth, the problem in
the future will be meeting the demand
for water for domestic uses, and of
course that will put pressure on other
uses as well.

Other speakers discussed the grow-
ing role of litigation in federal rule-
making, and how proposed air quality
regulations will affect agriculture.

Templates for success
Several state Farm Bureau staff mem-

bers highlighted successful environ-
mental initiatives in their states.

Ron Harrell of the Louisiana Farm
Bureau Federation (LFBF) described the
Louisiana Master Farmer Program. LFBF
started the program because of a com-
plaint filed with the state’s Department
of Environmental Quality (DEQ) about
high coliform levels in a southeast
Louisiana river, which led to calls for
farmers to change their practices.

“The first thing we did, back in 1989
after this became an issue and we saw
that we were going to have to do
something proactive, otherwise we

were going to have a regulatory pro-
gram put on us by the state, we devel-
oped a manual, if you will,” Harrell
said. “For every crop we produce in
Louisiana, we developed a best man-
agement practices manual for that par-
ticular commodity.”

The farmers participating in the pro-
gram develop, with the help of the
Agriculture Department’s Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
and the local soil and water conserva-
tion district, a farm-specific plan for
“what this individual needs to do to
stay out of trouble and get into com-
pliance,” Harrell said.

The program includes eight hours of
classroom instruction on environmen-
tal issues and best management prac-
tices (BMPs), on-farm assessments of
BMP implementation and the chance
for farmers who meet all the require-
ments of the program to earn certifica-
tion as master farmers.

Next year, LFBF will start recognizing
six master farmers each year who have
done an exceptional job of implement-
ing the program and showing leader-
ship to other farmers. They will receive
awards at the LFBF annual convention
and “get all kinds of press,” Harrell
said.

He predicted that other state Farm
Bureaus that want to implement a sim-
ilar program would find that agencies
involved in regulating agriculture
“would probably welcome this with
open arms, because it really takes a
burden off of them. It shifts the bur-
den over to us, but I think we would
much rather have a program initiated
by us than initiated by a bureaucracy,”
he said.

The state also plans to put its stamp
of approval on the program. The Loui-
siana legislature has passed a law that
presumes a master farmer to be in
compliance with state water quality
standards. Gov. Mike Foster, who is a
past board member of LFBF, is ex-
pected to sign the bill. Harrell said the
state’s environmental organizations
also support the program.

Other state initiatives discussed at
the conference included farmland pro-
tection, wetland mitigation, environ-
mental services, and recognition pro-
grams started by the Ohio, Michigan,
Texas, Iowa, Indiana and Florida Farm
Bureaus.

In the field
On the second day of the conference,

participants visited one of Florida’s
many springs, toured a few farms and
talked about Florida Farm Bureau’s suc-
cessful CARES program. The title stands
for County Alliance for Responsible En-
vironmental Stewardship. A joint effort
by Florida Farm Bureau, the Suwannee
River Water Management District, regu-
latory agencies and others, the program
recognizes farmers who control runoff
by giving them a “This Farm CARES”
sign to place at the farm entrance.

The non-regulatory CARES program
started two years ago to help farmers do
their part in cleaning up the streams
and other water bodies in the Suwan-
nee River and Sante Fe River water-
sheds. NRCS is a key partner in the
effort by providing cost-share funding
to help farmers implement BMPs.

Let’s do that again
The conference could become an

annual opportunity for state Farm
Bureau staffers to get together.

“We think you will enjoy the pro-
gram and learn a lot from it,” Maslyn
said at the start of the conference.
“And, if you do like it, when you go
back home pass it on, because we’d
like to do this on a regular basis.”

Joe Hall (right), owner of Suwannee Farms, is considered by many to be a
model farmer when it comes to doing what is best for the environment. He
hosted conference attendees on his northeastern Florida vegetable farm to
talk about his environmental practices. Darrell Smith (left) is coordinator of
the Suwannee River Partnership, which works with farmers to control nutri-
ent runoff.

Suwannee County, Fla., poultry
farmers Chuck and Cindy Edwards
were among the first farmers in the
Suwannee River basin to receive rec-
ognition through the Florida Farm
Bureau’s CARES program for their
environmental stewardship.
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