AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

S. HrG. 110-184

2007 FARM BILL: EXPANDING MONTANA'’S
AGRICULTURAL OPPORTUNITIES

FIELD HEARING

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY

UNITED STATES SENATE

ONE HUNDRED TENTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

JULY 2, 2007

Printed for the use of the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

&R

Available via the World Wide Web: http:/www.agriculture.senate.gov

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
38-704 PDF WASHINGTON : 2007

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office
Internet: bookstore.gpo.gov Phone: toll free (866) 512—-1800; DC area (202) 512—-1800
Fax: (202) 512-2104 Mail: Stop IDCC, Washington, DC 20402-0001



COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY
TOM HARKIN, Iowa, Chairman

PATRICK J. LEAHY, Vermont

KENT CONRAD, North Dakota

MAX BAUCUS, Montana

BLANCHE L. LINCOLN, Arkansas
DEBBIE A. STABENOW, Michigan

E. BENJAMIN NELSON, Nebraska
KEN SALAZAR, Colorado

SHERROD BROWN, Ohio

ROBERT P. CASEY, Jr., Pennsylvania
AMY KLOBUCHAR, Minnesota

SAXBY CHAMBLISS, Georgia
RICHARD G. LUGAR, Indiana
THAD COCHRAN, Mississippi
MITCH McCONNELL, Kentucky
PAT ROBERTS, Kansas

LINDSEY GRAHAM, South Carolina
NORM COLEMAN, Minnesota
MICHEAL D. CRAPO, Idaho

JOHN THUNE, South Dakota
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, Iowa

MARK HALVERSON, Majority Staff Director
JESSICA L. WILLIAMS, Chief Clerk
MARTHA ScOTT POINDEXTER, Minority Staff Director
VERNIE HUBERT, Minority General Counsel

(1)



CONTENTS

Page
FIELD HEARING(S):
2007 Farm Bill: Expanding Montana’s Agricultural Opportunities .................... 1
Monday, July 2, 2007
STATEMENTS PRESENTED BY SENATORS
Baucus, Hon. Max, a U.S. Senator from Montana ............cccceeevuvveeeeeeeeiiveeneeeeeenns 2
Tester, Hon. Jon, a U.S. Senator from Montana .........c..cccccveeeeviveeecieeeeceeeeeneeenn, 5
Panel I

Arganbright, Darin, President, Montana Grain Growers Association, Carter,

MONEANA ettt ettt ettt s b e et ettt et et e es 10
Gray, Colette, Great Falls Opportunities, Inc., Great Falls, Montana .... . 12
Merrill, Alan, President, Montana Farmers Union, Great Falls, Montana ........ 9
Quinn, Robert, Montana Organic Association, Polson, Montana ..........cccccueene. 6

Panel 11

DeBruycker, Brett, President, Montana Cattlemen’s Association, Dutton,

MONEANA ..utiiiiiiiieee ettt ettt et e bt bt e et e et s be e ateenaeas 23
Hinnaland, Dave, Montana Wool Growers Association, Circle, Montana ........... 21
Roth, Steve, President, Montana Stockgrowers Association, Big Sandy, Mon-

BATIA oottt e st esate e e e e eeareee e 22
Taber, Jim, Chairman, Young Farmers and Ranchers, Montana Farm Bureau,

Shawmut, MONTANA .........ccooeiriiiiiieeeeiiiieee e eeerre e e e eeerareaeeeeeeetararaeeeeens 19

APPENDIX

DOCUMENT(S) SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:
Alternative Energy Resources Organization, prepared statement ...................... 48
Chester Irrigation Project, prepared statement . 49
Ducks Unlimited National Priorities for the 2007 Farm Bill ............cccccoeeieeiins 51
Dutton State Bank, prepared statement ..........cccccceeeviiieiiiiiiniiiiinniieeeeeeeiee e 52
Montana Association of Conservation Districts, prepared statements . . 54
Montana Bankers Association, prepared statement .............cccceeeveenenns . 55
Montana Grain Growers Association, prepared statement . 56
Montana Pork Producers Council, prepared statement ....... . 58
Montana Salinity Control Association, prepared statement ............... . 61
Montana Women Involved in Farm Economics, prepared statement ... 65
National Center for Appropriate Technology, prepared statement .... . 69
National Congress of American Indians, prepared statement ............ . 70
Sage Creek Watershed Alliance, prepared statement .......... . 92
Two Rivers Economic Growth, prepared statement ....... . 95
USA Dry Pea & Lentil Council, prepared statement ...........cccceeeueenes . 98
Various farmers and citizens from Montana, prepared statements .................... 104

(I1D)






2007 FARM BILL: EXPANDING MONTANA’S
AGRICULTURAL OPPORTUNITIES

Monday, July 2, 2007

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,
Great Falls, MT

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11:00 a.m., in the
Great Falls Civic Center, Hon. Max Baucus, presiding.

Present or submitting a statement: Senators Baucus and Tester.

Senator BAuCUS. The Senate Agriculture Committee hearing will
come to order.

We are very honored to have the second of the Committee’s two
field hearings, the second hearing here in Montana, the only other
State that has two.

Before I begin, I am just very honored to introduce just a won-
derful man. He is a farmer in his own right. He is very popular.
I do not know another governor in our country who is more popular
than ours. So let us give a big round of applause to our governor,
Governor Schweitzer.

[Applause.]

Governor SCHWEITZER. I want to welcome two great United
States Senators back to Montana. Montana is well served having
Max—I do not know how these things work in Washington, DC,
but apparently the Finance Committee is the Committee that actu-
ally writes the checks. Max is Chair of the Finance Committee. So
Montana is well-served.

Having Max on the Finance Committee and the Agriculture
Committee is very important and it shows. Because having this
hearing in Montana, giving you producers an opportunity to talk
about what we need in the next farm bill.

And having Jon Tester and Max Baucus, both of them from an
agricultural background here in Montana, both knowing farming
and ranching, we have never been better served in the United
States Senate.

That being said, we have got some great challenges, as you know.
In the livestock industry we have concerns about trade issues,
breaking down some of those walls, making sure that we are pro-
tecting the health of our livestock in Montana. Obviously we have
concerns because in Montana we have led the Nation in finding
new ways of growing crops. Leading in pulse crops, for example.
And finding ways of producing organic crops so that we can add
more value to the crops that we are producing.
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Montana, we were just with a group of buyers from Taiwan. We
were just in Kalispell with the Wheat Associates. And we are rec-
ognized, not just in this country but around the world, as the high-
est quality wheat anywhere.

Now that does not come just by standing still. That comes be-
cause we have had a great breeding program that has concentrated
on high quality, high gluten wheat. So that we can export to these
markets all over the world.

Now here is the challenge. The Administration says that we are
going to produce 35 billion gallons of biofuels. That is the goal. And
I have done a little math and I know that if we converted all of
the acres of wheat, all of the acres of corn, and all of the acres of
soybeans that we export currently, we may get to 35 billion gallons.

So the only way you get to that level would be the so-called cel-
lulosic ethanol. I do not know how many years we are from that,
10, 12, 15. But when we get there, then it allows for opportunities
in native grass, CRP, wheat straw, barley straw, wood chips. All
of those are great opportunities.

And I understand that this farm bill is going to have a provision
to invest a great deal of money in developing cellulosic ethanol.

So once again, it is great to see—as I look around the room, we
were talking before, seeing so many good friends from every corner
of Montana. And not just every corner geographically, but seeing
the livestock industry, the wool growers, the grain growers, the
pulse growers, the organic growers, and having every sector of
Montana’s agricultural community here helping these two United
St?tes Senators develop farm policy that will be Montana’s farm
policy.

As you know, there is competing interests. Soybean farmers want
one thing, the corn farmers want something else. And cotton al-
ways needs more than they have coming.

[Laughter.]

Governor SCHWEITZER. We do not have any cotton farmers. We
are okay with that, aren’t we?

[Laughter.]

Governor SCHWEITZER. So having two powerful United States
Senators going to bat for the interests of wheat and barley and
grain growers, pulse growers, livestock industry, Montana has
never been better served.

And thank you for bringing this hearing to Montana. I suppose
I should welcome Senator Harkin’s staff here who is the—I guess
he is the Chair of the Agricultural Committee.

Senator BAucus. He is.

Governor SCHWEITZER. He is a good friend and he will be watch-
ing out for Montana’s interests, because Max is good friends with

im.

Thank you very much, and welcome everybody.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Governor, very, very much. Appre-
ciate it.

STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
MONTANA

Senator BAucuUs. Good morning everybody. I want to welcome all
of you to today’s Agriculture Committee hearing on the farm bill.



3

Today’s hearing is likely to be the final hearing before the next
farm bill is written. There were a lot of hearings in Washington,
DC and several around the country. This is probably going to be
the final Committee hearing.

I am pleased to announce that Montana, as I mentioned earlier,
was one of only two States to host two farm bill hearings.

It is also great to have with us Jon Tester. Senator Tester—and
I do not think anybody in the Senate has more firsthand knowledge
of agriculture than does Jon Tester, and I very much appreciate
him joining us.

I want to give special thanks to the witnesses that are here
today. You represent Montana’s farmers, ranchers, and nutrition
experts. I look forward to your testimony very much. Your testi-
mony will be very important to members of this Committee and we
thank you for taking the time and the effort to give it.

I also want to thank everybody who has taken time to come here
today. You have very busy schedules. You have a lot to do. We
thank you very much for your participation.

Before we get started here, I wanted to take a moment to reflect
on the passing of a great Montanan. Everyone here today knew
Nancy Peterson. She was raised just north of here, on the edge of
our State’s golden triangle. For more than 30 years Nancy dedi-
cated herself to agriculture in Montana, working 2,500 acres North
of Havre, serving as an advocate to so many Ag organizations, in-
cluding the Grain Growers and the Farmers Union, serving as
chair of the FSA State Committee with Brian Schweitzer and
Brluce Nelson, and heading up the Montana Department of Agri-
culture.

Nancy brought her love for the land and the people who work it
into everything she did. We will miss Nancy very, very much. Let
us give a moment of silence for Nancy Peterson.

Senator BAucus. Thank you very much.

President Eisenhower once remarked that 'Farming looks mighty
easy when your plow is a pencil and you are 1,000 miles away from
the cornfield.” That is a direct quote from President Eisenhower. He
was responding to critics of his program to provide price supports
for struggling farmers during the post-war period. Growing up in
a farm community in Kansas, Eisenhower appreciated the vital and
difficult work farmers do to keep food on America’s table.

Today we hear similar criticism on the front pages of Eastern
newspapers. Negative articles frequently refer to protectionist poli-
cies intended to shield farmers and ranchers from competition and
to raise consumer prices. The articles waiver between portraying
farmers and ranchers in completely opposite ways, either the cor-
porate businessman leaching off the Government dole, or the hay-
seed farmer unable to compete without a handout.

These portrayals are disappointing to me and disheartening to
rural America. I know that in this high-tech age it is tempting to
downplay the importance of those who put food on our table and
clothes on our back, but the better part of history should teach us
to avoid that temptation.

One common attack on U.S. farm policy is it is no longer for the
family farm and ranch but rather has become corporate welfare.
But even the most basic research quickly uncovers that nearly all
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producers in America are family farms and ranches, not corpora-
tions and conglomerates. And it is often overlooked that American
consumers today spend a lower percentage of their disposable in-
come on food than do consumers elsewhere around the world.

In fact, American families are the only families in the world who
spend less than 10 percent of their disposal income on food. The
only families in the world.

Clearly, many of these critics would benefit from some time in
a wheat field outside of Carter or a ranch in the Bitterroot.

As everyone knows, agriculture is vital to Montana’s economy
and heritage. It is the financial engine that drives our State’s econ-
omy. One in five Montanans works in agriculture or a related field.
Each year Montana ranchers and farmers produce $2 billion of the
finest and highest quality agriculture goods produced anywhere in
the world. Our State ranks first nationally in the production of cer-
tified organic wheat, third in wheat and barley, in the top six in
beef, lamb, and honey.

Because agriculture is so important to Montana, it is important
for the Senate Agriculture Committee to hear directly from Mon-
tana’s farmers and ranchers, not just the echo chamber in Wash-
ington, DC and one-sided news reports.

Things have changed dramatically since we wrote the last farm
bill. This farm bill will be unlike any in the recent past. There are
more competing interests and the budget is tighter than ever. Dif-
ficult choices will be inevitable. The upcoming farm bill must be
well thought out and tailored to fit the changing needs of America’s
and Montana’s farmers and ranchers.

Today we have a distinguished panel of witnesses to help us an-
swer the tough agriculture policy questions. Those answers will
help guide this Committee as it looks to reauthorize the farm bill.

The first panel will discuss the commodity, conservation and nu-
trition titles. As we write the upcoming farm bill, the commodity
title could be the most difficult. I look forward to hearing from
Montana producers on the best way to provide a safety net for agri-
culture.

Often overlooked, the nutrition title contains over half of the
farm bill spending. It is important that these programs work well
for Montana’s families.

The second panel will discuss livestock issues and I am especially
interested in hearing the panel’s views on country of origin label-
ing, interstate shipment of meat, and animal ID.

Once again, I am glad we have the wide range of our agriculture
community represented here today. I look forward to hearing your
testimony. I very much value your input to provide guidance as we
work with the Agriculture Committee on the next farm bill.

I would now like to introduce a person we are very proud of both
here in Montana, especially those of us close to Chester, and also
in Washington, DC who are getting to know Jon very well. We are
very honored to have as a part of this hearing somebody who really
knows agriculture very, very well and who is cutting a wide swath
in Washington, DC That is Jon Tester.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JON TESTER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
MONTANA

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Max.

First of all, I want to thank you for all the work that you have
done in setting this hearing up and all of the leadership you pro-
vide in Washington, DC on a myriad of issues, including agri-
culture policy.

I also want to welcome the folks from Senator Harkin’s office and
Senator Chambliss’ office. I appreciate your bosses sending you to
Montana to hear from the good folks in the agriculture community
here in Montana.

I also want to thank the folks who have come here to testify and
those of you who have come to listen. It is important that the poli-
cies that we develop in Washington, DC really work for Montanans
and for this country. And it is through hearings like this one that
we get the feedback that we need to get a farm bill that works.

And it is important to know that those of you folks that are not
on the panel, we have staff members here and we are here. So you
should have the opportunity, at least to a certain extent, to visit
with us about certain issues that you care deeply about, even if it
is not covered on the panel. And if not, then you can drop us a line
or give us a call.

Most of you folks know, as Max alluded to, that I am a farmer.
We have been coming back every weekend to do policy work in the
State of Montana, but also to help my son-in-law and daughter
take over the family farm. It is indeed a challenge, as you all know.
My grandparents, as I suspect many of yours, came to this country
when the grass was tall and created communities. I am very, very
thankful that my kids are able to come back to the farm. It is
something that I know my grandfather and grandmother would be
very, very proud of.

But I have also seen firsthand how difficult it is for the next gen-
eration to move onto the land. If my wife and I would not have had
the support from our parents and grandparents, we would not have
been able to start. And I think that is even more true today.

The folks in this room know how difficult an occupation that ag-
riculture is. We are dependent on many forces that we cannot con-
trol: weather, insects, fuel prices, markets. There was a report that
recently came out of the Washington Post back in April and it had
some disturbing facts in it. It said that three times as much of the
USDA rural development money went to metropolitan areas over
50,000 people than went to poor and shrinking communities like,
I might add, the majority of those in Eastern Montana. And that
is really not how the program was designed to work.

Disaster has hit Montana hard in recent years due to drought
and storms like the one that recently hit Valley County in Eastern
Montana. And our disaster assistance program has been incon-
sistent and unpredictable.

Fuel costs have created incredible hardship, not only on the price
of gas and diesel, but also on the prices of chemicals and fertilizers.
Not to mention that Montanans get doubly hard when hit with the
fact that we have to pay freight both ways. Which could lead me
to a discussion on freight rates, but that is probably for another
hearing and another time.
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Even with all of these potential negatives, I am actually very,
very positive about the future of production agriculture and about
the potential of the effectiveness of this farm bill. I think we have
some incredible opportunities in helping America become more en-
ergy independent, by growing our energy through the production of
oilseeds, biofuels, biolubricants, for plants for cellulosic ethanol.
And who would have ever thought that wind would have been an
asset, wind for electrical production?

I think big markets can open up to put more money in producers’
pockets. Conservation programs can be revamped to focus on work-
ing lands. And our safety nets can be improved to bring more con-
sistency and reliability to the farm economy.

We need to facilitate more open market competition, both within
this country and globally. We need to work on programs that actu-
ally facilitate adding value to our agricultural products right here
in Montana, as well as rural areas throughout the United States.

We can head in the right direction for better profitability in pro-
duction agriculture with this farm bill if it is constructed properly,
with your help. That is why I am very grateful that you have
showed up today. With your input, we can have a farm bill that
creates opportunities for folks involved in family farm agricultural
production, and move it forward, can maintain this country’s food
security well into the future and promote energy independence
through home-grown fuels.

I really look forward to the panelists and I look forward to hav-
ing a few questions when the panels are done, too.

Thank you very much, Senator Baucus. And thank you all for at-
tending.

Senator BAUCUS. Thank you, Jon. I very much appreciate your
participation in this hearing. You have got a lot to add.

I would like to welcome our first knowledgeable and dedicated
panel of witnesses. Our first witness is Robert Quinn representing
the Montana Organic Association.

He will be followed by Alan Merrill who is President, Montana
Farmers Union.

Third is Darin Arganbright, President, Grain Growers.

And also, the fourth witness on the panel is Ms. Colette Gray.
She is the community advocate for the Great Falls Opportunities,
Inc.

Thank you all very much. Your statements will all be automati-
cally included in the record. However long they are, they will be
included. I would encourage you to limit your remarks to about five
minutes. Let’s go down the line there and start with you, Bob, and
then we will take it from there. Then I will have some questions,
Jon will have some questions.

Basically just tell it like it is, do not pull any punches. Let us
know what you think. This day is gone after tomorrow. So all the
very best.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT QUINN, MONTANA ORGANIC
ASSOCIATION, POLSON, MONTANA

Mr. QUINN. Thank you very much, Senator.
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My name is Bob Quinn. I live and work on a 2,800 acre fourth
generation organic family farm southeast of Big Sandy in North
Central Montana.

Today I am representing the Montana Organic Association,
which has a membership of over 200 farmers, consisting of the vast
majority of organic farmers in the State. I thank the Committee
very much for the opportunity to be here, the first time that the
organic segment really has been invited to participate and testify,
and we very much appreciate that.

Senator BAUCUS. Jon might have something to do with that.

Mr. QUINN. Thank you, Jon.

As you know, for the past several years, organic agriculture has
been the fastest growing and the most profitable segment of agri-
culture in the Nation. Our farm has been 100 percent organic for
over 20 years now. Besides grains, we grow oil seeds to fuel our
farm. In fact, it is my goal to be 100 percent fuel self-sufficient in
two more years, not only for diesel but also for lubricants. We are
heading down that road.

We also grow dry land potatoes and dry land squash for local
markets. This year we are experimenting with tomatoes and onions
on a saline seep to see if we can turn that liability into an asset.

One of our goals is to reduce our dependence on Government
support programs by growing high value crops with specific health
benefits. As you probably know, Montana—and we have already
heard this—leads the Nation in the number of acres of organic
wheat production. Organic is no longer a niche but is now being
studied or introduced by most of the largest food handlers and
processors in the Nation.

With that said, you should also know that the demand for or-
ganic crops now exceeds the supply, to the point that this increas-
ing demand is drawing supply from outside of our country. This is
sending money out of the country that could be going into the farm-
ers’ pockets right here in our own Nation.

What is really fueling this demand? And why are our farmers not
meeting it? There are both negative and positive forces driving de-
mand for organic products, I believe. On the negative side, there
is the concerns of pesticide residues in our food and the growing
concerns about allergies and other health problems related to GMO
foods.

On the positive side is the noticeably better flavor of organic
foods. And now research is clearly documenting the presence of sig-
nificantly higher levels of anti-oxidants in these foods, which con-
tribute to better health.

As far as production goes, I can tell you from my own experience
that organic production is more profitable than conventional agri-
cultural production. I believe this new possibility could revitalize
rural Montana and rural America and bring back youths to the
farms and the country who now leave because they see no hope and
no opportunity in rural America and in rural Montana.

If organic agriculture holds so much promise, then why is there
not more conversion to it in Montana and surrounding States? I
think the major problem is lack of information and technical sup-
port.
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This brings me to the first and biggest need I see for organic pro-
ducers that could be addressed in this farm bill, and that is a need
for research where the new focus is on sustainable organic cropping
systems, locally produced biofuels, and study of functional foods
which could replace expensive drugs.

Some States, such as Minnesota, have established an organic re-
search farm to study some of these questions. Why can’t we do that
throughout the country with a national initiative? Farmers, both
organic and conventional, could be taught how to substitute green
manures best suited for their region for commercial fertilizer.

If food were considered our medicine and medicine were our food,
then some of the health care dollars could be diverted to food, the
return to the farmer could be increased to the point where there
would be less dependence on Government support programs and
they could eventually be eliminated.

Countless millions have been spent to develop GMO crops which
most of our customers in Asia and Europe do not want because of
their health concerns. And recent research has started to substan-
tiate that concern. Why not put at least as much research dollars
into the study of functional foods, organic and locally grown, which
have a growing demand, not only here but throughout the country.

My second concern is crop insurance. Currently, organic pro-
ducers pay a 5 percent penalty just because they are organic. I feel
it is time that that penalty be dropped.

There is also a crying need for data collection to produce actuary
tables. And since organic crops are sold at higher prices than con-
ventional crops, why can’s we have insurance systems similar to
that that are put together for malt barley?

The third concern is the cost of transition from conventional to
organic production, which takes three to five years. The EQIP pro-
gram could help with that.

And last is the concern for the cost of certification itself. This
particularly is problematic for small vegetables growers. The cost
of certification in Montana has gone from $90 to over $600 now
that the Federal rules are in place. For those who are doing small
vegetables who have to be certified if their gross sales are over
$5,000, that is problematic.

In conclusion, in two days we will be celebrating, once again, our
Independence Day. I think it is time for farmers to declare inde-
pendence, too, independence from high cost of foreign and domestic
fuel, independence from high-priced fertilizer, independence from
foreign food imports. And finally, independence from large Govern-
ment support programs.

These days we hear a lot of talk about homeland security. I am
here to tell you that locally produced fuel, fertilizer and fuel is
homeland security and we just ask the Committee for their help in
accomplishing those goals for agriculture today.

Thank you, very much.

Senator BAucUS. Thank you very much, Robert.

Alan, you are up.
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STATEMENT OF ALAN MERRILL, PRESIDENT, MONTANA
FARMERS UNION, GREAT FALLS, MONTANA

Mr. MERRILL. Thank you, Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, for
being here. I am the Montana Farmers Union President, Alan Mer-
rill, from Big Sandy. I am, too, following in right behind Bob here
and Senator Tester, I am an organic farmer and I have been at it
for about nine years.

One of the best things that has happened in the last couple of
months is that my son, Nathan, has decided to come back and
farm, which is a good thing. That is a young person coming back
to farm.

I farm with wife, Laurie. And my daughter is in Iraq right now.
She is serving as military intelligence just south of Baghdad, so
that is where she is. It is kind of interesting.

In a nutshell, Montana Farmers Union believes that if the next
farm bill includes the following provisions that farmers, ranchers
and rural communities will be a part of an economic climate that
will permit family-based agriculture to flourish: a farm income
safety net that includes counter-cyclical payments indexed to the
cost of production to support family farmers during periods of low
commodity prices. Full funding for the Conservation Security Pro-
gram and increases in the funding for the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service. A strong nutrition title to help provide basic food
and nutrition needs for all citizens in need. A renewable energy
title that makes energy independence a national priority. One that
puts farmer, rancher and community ownership of renewable en-
ergy first, one that encourages value-added projects including eth-
anol, biodiesel, and farmer and commodity-owned wind energy.

And finally, in that area, we need a permanent disaster program,
funded from the general treasury, not taking off from something
else that is already in the farm bill. That is what really hurts.

I talked to a couple of FSA offices. They all have records. Since
1999 they have kept records for all farmers and ranchers. And so
they have the records and they say it would be very simple to do
a permanent disaster, built right in. Well, not simple, but kind of
simple.

Senator BAUCUS. Simple enough.

Mr. MERRILL. Fuels from farm, renewable energy from farm-gen-
erated operations is one of the most exciting opportunities to hap-
pen in farm country lately. Here in Montana, we are enthusiastic
about renewable energy opportunities, particularly wind and
biofuels, as Bob just mentioned.

In fact, right now, at this point, we are having a tour, Montana
Farmers Union is having a tour out at one of our members, going
through camelina. He has got a crusher going. He has got every-
thing going. So it is a very positive, uplifting thing.

Other things that the Farmers Union would like to support is
going back to the permanent disaster like National Farmers
Union—and I know you both know Tom Bias. Montana Farmers
Union thinks permanent disaster assistance is a critical part of an
adequate safety net and should not be conducted in its current ad
hoc fashion.

The counter-cyclical proposal, combined with the permanent dis-
aster component better addresses producer needs and still leaves fi-
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nancial resources available for such priorities as renewable energy,
conservation, specialty crop, producers, rural development, and re-
search.

Here is the neat thing: Montana Farmers Union, along with Na-
tional Farmers Union, I would like to take a moment to discuss
carbon credits and the Carbon Credit Trading Program, on the
CCX, there is a growing public concern about global climate
change. In response to that, the program is a voluntary private sec-
tor approach to conservation that allows producers to earn income
in the carbon credit market for storing carbon in their soil through
no till production, forestry, and pasture. National Farmers Union
acts as the aggregator of the credits for our members and the cred-
its are then traded on the Chicago Climate Exchange.

One thing I know that Steve Roth will get into it, but Montana
Farmers Union emphatically wants to get COOL going. We have to
get it going. I am an organic farmer. Senator Tester and Bob Quinn
right here will tell you how many records we have to keep. We
have to keep them to be organic. Ranchers could do the same thing.

So with that said, one thing that I really would like to stress,
and I have talked to you both, Senator Baucus and Senator Tester,
is that we have to get together as farm organizations. If we do not,
if we are separated in everything else, you quoted that to me in
your office on a fly-in March. You said that. We have to be to-
gether, on the same page.

So with that said, thanks a lot.

Senator BAucus. Thanks, Alan, very much.

Darin.

STATEMENT OF DARIN ARGANBRIGHT, PRESIDENT, MONTANA
GRAIN GROWERS ASSOCIATION, CARTER, MONTANA

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. Thank you, Senator Baucus and Senator Test-
er.
For the record, my name is Darin Arganbright. I am a third gen-
eration wheat and barley grower from Carter, Montana. And I cur-
rently serve as President of the Montana Grain Growers Associa-
tion.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today to talk about the
challenges facing Montana’s wheat and barley producers.

I would like to outline some of the major issues facing Montana’s
wheat and barley industry and what Federal farm policy can do to
better help Montana producers withstand the challenges to their
industry.

In particular, I would like to talk about the 2007 farm bill and
outline some of the areas where Title I Federal farm bill spending
would best benefit Montana producers.

The Montana Grain Growers Association realizes that Montana’s
wheat and barley industry is suffering from both lower net returns
and lower levels of support than other program crops. Federal farm
policy that provides an equitable safety net for wheat growers will
be key to the future of Montana’s wheat and barley industry.

Over the term of the 2002 Farm Bill, our membership has seen
some price increases for their world-class products, particularly in
the last 12 months. While this has been very good news for grow-
ers, this increase has not kept pace with the extraordinary increase
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in the cost of inputs we have seen over the past four years. These
input costs and the inability to pass them along are a tremendous
threat to the future of Montana’s grain industry.

Since 2002, the last time Congress examined comprehensive Fed-
eral farm policy, a Food Ag Policy Research Institute published in
April of 2006 estimated that fuel prices have increased 113 percent
and fertilizer prices are up 70 percent. As of last week, those fig-
ures have probably been outdated, as they have gone much higher
since then.

A 2007 farm bill safety net that takes into consideration these
increasing costs of production will be very important to Montana
producers.

The direction we have been given from our membership is
straightforward and unmistakable. The highest priority for pro-
ducers continues to be the direct payment. The direct payment has
long been looked at as the primary safety net for Montana wheat
and barley producers. The direct payment has also been instru-
mental in giving producers a bankable source of income from which
their lending institutions have been able to provide operating fund-
ing during years of drought or distress.

For many Montana producers, the direct payment has literally
been what has put food on their family’s table when their crops
have been small. I can speak for that.

The direct payment also provides Montana producers the sta-
bility and flexibility to expand that with alternative crops and take
the risks necessary to unleash the potential that our State’s pro-
ducers could realize in renewable energy production. Montana pro-
ducers have steadily increased the number of acres dedicated to
crops that can be used for renewable energy, such as ethanol and
biodiesel. This trend will only continue with the support of the di-
rect payment.

A healthy crop production economy also encourages value-added
businesses to establish in Montana. The three Great Falls mills,
Pasta Montana, as well as the ADM malt plant all increase the
local economy in a big way and exist because of commercial crop
production.

MGG also believes it is possible to provide an equitable safety
net for growers while at the same time avoiding potential chal-
lenges created by our Nation’s WTO obligations. The direct pay-
ment also accomplishes these goals.

Montana Grain Growers have received little or no benefit from
two key commodity program components of the 2002 Farm Bill, the
Counter-cyclical Program and Loan Deficiency Payment Program.
Severe weather conditions, most notably the drought in Eastern
Montana the past two years, have led to significantly lower yields
and even total failure. The LDP program is useless when you have
no crop.

In 2002 the target price for the Counter-cyclical program for
wheat was also set considerably lower than was justified by indi-
cated market conditions. This low target price has led to little or
no support for wheat and barley in the form of counter-cyclical pay-
ments.

While MGG understands the needs of producers of other crops,
it is critically important for wheat and barley growers to be in an
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equitable position relative to other programs crops. Basing the tar-
get price off the relative costs of production will be critical to
achieving equity and balance within the various program crops.

MGG members also oppose payment limitations. While we under-
stand this is and has been a very heated issue, we cannot support
any type of means testing in farm policy, especially since payment
limit proposals in the past have always targeted the direct pay-
ment more than the counter-cyclical or loan payments. This is un-
fair to wheat producers who rely on the direct payment.

If we have learned anything from our dependence on foreign oil,
it is that we should never be reliant on a foreign country for our
Nation’s food supply. The recent alarming food scare involving Chi-
nese flour should serve as a wake-up call to us all that preserving
and protecting our Nation’s food supply should never be in ques-
tion.

For a very small slice of the Federal budget, less than one-half
of 1 percent, and only 35 cents per day for every family in America,
U.S. agricultural policy delivers substantial benefits and an unsur-
passed level of food safety to consumers while at the same time
conserving our Nation’s precious agricultural resource base.

Thank you again for the opportunity to be here today. I look for-
ward to working with you as the 2007 Farm Bill is being written,
and I look forward to answering your questions.

Senator BAUCUS. You bet, Darin. All of you have been very, very
helpful over the months, years. I just cannot tell you how much I
appreciate your very direct help, all of you. It just has been terrific.

Colette.

STATEMENT OF COLETTE GRAY, GREAT FALLS
OPPORTUNITIES, INC., GREAT FALLS, MONTANA

Ms. GrAY. Thank you. Senator Baucus and Senator Tester, for
the record, my name is Colette Gray and I am community advocate
here in Great Falls, Montana at Opportunities, Incorporated.

I come before you today to testify on the nutrition title of the
2007 Farm Bill and its impact on Montanans that I come in contact
with through my job. I know that most people are here testifying
on the producing side of agriculture but I would like to address the
food insecurity of the Montana families on the receiving end of this
process.

Many people do not realize that food stamps, commodities, and
WIC, which is Women Infants and Children, are all USDA, United
States Department of Agriculture, programs that help reduce hun-
ger and improve food security. These are not welfare programs.

Families that come to our agency to pick up emergency food bas-
kets from our emergency services department, these are usually
working families that currently receive food stamps and WIC but
still need help making that food stretch until the end of the month
because of rising housing costs, heating costs, and transportation
costs.

The food stamp program is very important to these families but
there are rules in the program that make it hard for families to get
enough food stamps. For example, the current $175 credit for child
care is usually only one-third of the amount that it takes to keep
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a child in a daycare setting while working one full-time or two
part-time jobs.

We also see many senior citizens that come for emergency food
baskets. Usually these folks are also receiving Meals on Wheels,
commodities every other month, and in many cases food stamps.
Our seniors are less likely to apply for food stamps because they
have heard that after the paperwork is done they may only receive
$10 a month, which is indeed the minimum food stamp amount.

Many seniors in Montana are very proud people and they still
equate being on food stamps with being on the dole. Even though
they struggle with low Social Security checks, high heating costs,
and Medicare D programs with doughnut holes, they are reluctant
to apply for food stamps.

My agency is currently involved in a coordinate outreach pro-
gram for food stamps with the Montana Food Bank Network, the
Montana Council on Homelessness, and the Montana Department
of Public Health and Human Services. We recognize the need that
so many in Cascade County have to get food stamps for their fam-
ily. We need your help to make this program more accessible to
those who need it.

I would like to share four suggestions that I would think would
help fight hunger in our communities. They are, number one, im-
prove the adequacy of the benefit. The average food stamp amount
is $1.02 per person per meal and the minimum $10 monthly benefit
is inadequate for dietary needs.

Number two, there are barriers to access which must be reduced.
Unnecessary paperwork or streamlining the eligibility and invest-
ing in outreach efforts would help.

Number three, expand the eligibility by changing resource limits,
including legal immigrants and indigent jobless people seeking em-
ployment.

Number four, stop the erosion of the food stamp benefits which
are shrinking in value each year by indexing the size of the food
stamp benefit to the cost of living.

In closing, most people are only on the food stamp program for
an average of two years, as they work towards self-sufficiency. The
food stamp program pumps $89,953,948 into the Montana economy,
and that is with the current participation rate of 58 percent. This
benefit is going directly to retail grocers and now, with the onset
of the EBT or electronic benefit transfer card, food stamps are
being used at farmer’s markets and support local farmers.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to voice my concerns
and offer suggestions.

Senator BAucUSs. Thank you, Colette.

I would just like to ask, at the top, to the producing organiza-
tions a basic question about priorities.

As you know, when this country passed the last farm bill there
was about $80 billion over the life of the program that was not
’paid’, that is it was added to the budget deficit. That is $80 billion
added on to the farm bill compared with the prior period.

This time around, the amount that the Budget Resolution of the
Congress has provided for is about $20 billion, much less. To make
matters worse, according to the Congressional Budget Resolution,
it has to be ’paid’ for. That is, if we have $20 billion extra on top
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of the current so-called baseline, then we have to figure out how
in the world we are going to find an additional $20 billion over five
years? And part of that question is what are the priorities?

A lot of questions here, as we balance things. One that comes to
mind, there’s a permanent disaster assistance that comes to mind.
There is the time/cost of production to the counter-cyclical provision
that the organizations have mentioned. To say nothing of the nutri-
tion title which also was included in the farm bill.

So I was just curious what you—we need a little guidance here.
I forgot to mention conservation, too, the conservation provisions
that a lot of us want.

We all want a lot and, in a certain sense, need a lot. There are
real legitimate needs here. The question is if we have to make
some choices here what are the most important changes do you
think that we should make?

I know you do not want to say it totally, because you want it all.
I do not disagree with that. But when push comes to shove, when
the final decisions are made not too long from now, we are going
to have to make some choices.

So I would just like some general guidance as to what you think
vifle s?hould do? Anybody who wants to pipe up and try to answer
that?

Mr. QUINN. Senator, I will pipe up.

As I mentioned, I think research is really, really critical. And
that could take a very small percent. If we only had 5 or 10 percent
devoted to the future. I am really interested in long-term visionary
goals that would help us for many years and generations set oppor-
tunities for agriculture. I realize that most of it has got real needs
and needs to be fixed. But if we ignore looking at long-term solu-
tions for health care and using food to solve some of that, if we can.

Senator BAucus. I agree with you. To some degree some of the
members of the Agriculture Committee are a little nervous with all
that, although they very much support research, because when you
authorize research dollars—this is a lot of Inside Baseball stuff
back in Washington, DC—but the Appropriations Committee just
takes that for other purposes.

Mr. QUINN. There has to be some kind of stop on that. We have
seen it in Montana.

Senator BAucus. It has got to be locked-in research dollars.

Mr. QUINN. That would be a big help.

Senator BAucus. Other thoughts?

Mr. MERRILL. I am going to throw a question back to you two
Senators. Point of interest, and everybody has their own opinion
about the Iraq War and everything else. But there is a lot of money
going over there; correct? Everybody knows that.

My question is, is that one of the stumbling blocks on the 2007
Farm Bill? I mean, that is not an ignorant question. I am not being
stupid.

Senator BAucUS. I am just chuckling because this is wonderful.
Ordinarily at these hearings it is kind of a one-way street. Frankly,
I am glad you are asking some questions.

Clearly, that is a huge factor. It is huge. This country is going
to be spending close to $1 trillion over 10 years in Iraq. It is a fac-
tor. It is a factor.
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Mr. MERRILL. That was my question.

Senator BAucus. But given that, what guidance do we have from
you? What are the priorities? What do you think they should be?

While you are thinking about it, I will turn to Darin.

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. Obviously, my testimony is very favorable to
the direct payment for a variety of reasons. It is clear that we do
have this $20 billion deficit because we did come in under budget
with the 2002 Farm Bill. I do not know the exact number, but I
would be willing to bet that wheat shared a big part of that. And
we would like to see that inequity addressed.

However it is done, I think our preference would either be a
higher direct payment or more of a good target price for the
Counter-cyclical Program.

Senator BAucus. Would that be geared to the cost of production?
Do you want that?

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. Yes, absolutely, the target price should be
based off the cost of production of all of the program crops. The
problem with Olympic average price is wheat has historically had
a lower Olympic average price than the other crops and that i1s one
of the problems.

Senator BAUCUS. Give me an idea to the degree to which rice and
cotton are getting a better deal. Just flesh it out a little bit, please.
Just tell me a little more about what is going on there, and evi-
dence that that is the case. That is, that wheat and barley are not
getting a square deal, at least on direct payments there, counter-
cyclical, compared with those two other commodities.

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. That is a fair question.

In regards to direct payments, wheat is actually fairly competi-
tive. Where they have lost ground is in the loan rate and the
counter-cyclical target price.

We would prefer to see the inequity addressed in the counter-cy-
clical payment because with the loan rate, as you well know, if you
do not cut a crop you do not get an LDP payment. So we think the
counter-cyclical would be more beneficial to Montana producers
long-term.

Senator BAUCUS. My time is running out here, but let me ask
you, Colette, you gave four recommendations. It is tragic. It is cur-
rently, as you said, $1.02 per meal is all the benefit that people get.
It is not indexed and the assets are not indexed. That is low, and
the paperwork, et cetera.

But if you were to also give us, in a sense, some direction and
priorities among those four recommendations, which one would you
weight a little more? Just some guidance here.

Ms. GrAY. I think probably the adequacy of the benefit. When
Bob was talking about health care being connected to food, it is a
big part of it. A lot of these are young families just starting out or
elderly folks. That is a time when nutrition is very important. And
that $1.02 per person per meal or the $10 per month just does not
meet dietary needs.

And so I think that is probably the biggest one, is that while
those folks are out there, most of them are working families.

Senator BAucus. Is it true that those low numbers force people
to buy unnutritious foods, that is high in sugar content, starch that
tends toward obesity and so forth? Is that accurate?
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Ms. GRAY. And also non-organic foods because of the fact that the
organic foods are more expensive. So they are trading off the die-
tary needs of nutrition for what they can afford to get some food
on the table.

Senator BAucus. I have a lot more questions to ask but my time
is up.

Senator TESTER. Just real quickly, as long as you are warmed
up, Colette, we will just start with you.

How big is your region?

Ms. GrAY. We do the six counties around Great Falls?

Senator TESTER. How many participants do you have in the pro-
gram?

Ms. GrAY. Actually, the food stamp program is not our program.
It is with the Office of Public Assistance. But right now we are
doing as pilot project helping more people apply, because recently,
about two years ago, it was about 54 percent of the people that are
actually eligible were getting the food. We have increased that to
58 percent now. But it is still not as high as it could be.

Senator TESTER. When was the last time that $1.02 a meal was
adjusted?

Ms. GRrAY. It has not gone up, to the best of my knowledge—and
I would have to look it up and get a good answer to you. But to
the best of my knowledge, it has not been changed since 1996,
when they did the—

Senator TESTER. Since 1996. Is there any group around that you
know of that has done—this kind of dovetails off of Max’s ques-
tion—work on health in regards to those high sugar foods?

Ms. GrAY. We don’t.

Senator TESTER. Because there is not a lot of protein in $1.02 a
meal.

Ms. GRAY. Statewide there is a program with the MSU Extension
Offices that helps people buy better foods, budget better, and cook
more nutritious, a program that helps them do the shopping and
the cooking.

Senator TESTER. Okay, that is fine. Thank you very much.

Darin, very quickly, the target price versus the counter-cyclical
payments and the Olympic average and all of those good things,
what would you use? If you were Tom Harkin and you could put
the figure in, what would you use for the target price? Where
would you go to get that number?

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. I would base it off the ERS, Economic Re-
search Service, cost of production for wheat in the United States.

Senator TESTER. How much bigger would that be? How much
more—what is the target price right now? Can you tell me?

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. The current target is $3.92.

Senator TESTER. What would it be if you use the ERS?

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. The number we have come up with is $5.29
using ERS numbers.

Senator TESTER. How often is that—I do not mean to give you
20 questions, but how often is that adjusted, the ERS figure?

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. I believe it is annually but—

Senator TESTER. It is annually adjusted. Okay. So that could be
plugged into the bill, in fact.

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. Absolutely.
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Senator TESTER. That is good enough. I do not mean to run on
here because we will have to move to the next panel.

But Alan, you talked about a permanent disaster program and
you said that the FSA office that you have talked to said it could
be easily done. How would that be based? Would it be based on if
you got below the average yield in a county and it was declared a—
how would that be done?

Mr. MERRILL. That is correct.

Senator TESTER. That is how it would be done?

Mr. MERRILL. That is correct.

Senator TESTER. If there was a disaster situation in a particular
region?

Mr. MERRILL. Yes.

Senator TESTER. And it did not meet county average

Mr. MERRILL. Yes.

Senator TESTER. There would be a payment bumping up, based
on a target price for that one?

Mr. MERRILL. Yes, that is correct.

Senator TESTER. Good enough. Thank you.

Bob, in regards to importation of food, which is kind of—I think
it bothers all of us as far as not being able to raise it here. In the
organic market, is that due simply to lack of production? Or is it
due to—are there price factors involved? Or do we not have the cor-
rect trade agreements? Or are we not—there are a lot of factors out
there.

In your assessment, is it mainly due to a lack of production at
the farm?

Mr. QUINN. Well, the problem has been that the organic demand
has continued to grow at an extremely high rate and the organic
production has not followed suit. As it starts to accelerate even
more—] mean, Wal-Mart has come in now, and some very big
players that we did not expect this soon, I guess.

That has put a demand on all of the supply that cannot be met
and it is coming in from other countries. There has not been
enough transition fast enough to meet it.

Senator TESTER. As Senator Baucus pointed out, I want to thank
all of you for taking the time to be here and prepare your state-
ments and going out to your membership and coming forth with
ideas that can help improve it. It has been very valuable. Thank
you very much.

Senator BAucus. I just have a very basic question with respect
to the permanent disaster program. I understand the estimates are
it would cost about $1 billion a year, and that would be a five year
or six year farm program, $5 billion or $6 billion.

Going back to my basic question of what is more important, as
you know, we usually have passed an ad hoc disaster assistance
and it just covered one out of three years. In earlier years, several
years ago, when we passed one it just basically said even if you had
two consecutive years of drought or disaster, you still could not
get—you were only covered for one. These usually do not turn out
too well, these disaster programs that Congress eventually passes.

I have to tell you, it is pulling teeth, trying to get members—first
to get the leadership of the House and Senate to bring them up.
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Then they have got to be added on to a pretty strong horse that
is going to pass, otherwise they tend to falter and die.

But that sort of begs another question, and that is just the cost.
I know you do not want it, nor do I want it, taken out of the pro-
gram. So that would be an additional $5 billion or $6 billion.

But again, something in the news, it is something your organiza-
tions and your membership faces and I need a little guidance here,
the Committee needs a little guidance, of the degree to which this
is so important that maybe some other efforts might not get as
much assistance as permanent disaster.

I know you do not want it out of the farm program, so we can
add on.

And as you also know, southern States are not too wild about
this because they do not get—they are a little different. They do
not get the same disasters that we get. They do not have the same
drought conditions basically with cotton, rice and so forth, as we
get in our part of the country.

So just your thoughts, anybody who wants to address that.

Mr. ARGANBRIGHT. I guess I could speak first.

Disaster is not something we are opposed to, disaster program.
The trade-off, of course, is going to be paying for it. It is going to
be problematic to trade off, everybody keeps looking at the direct
payment, to trade off something you can count on—as I have in
previous years when we had droughts—to switch over to something
you may never see income from is a difficult job.

Senator BAucUS. Any other thoughts, anybody? Robert, Alan,
anybody?

Mr. QUINN. I do not know why an insurance program could not
be beefed up, Senator, to help in the interim. If it is a choice, that
would be better than nothing.

Senator BAUcUS. We will just double the crop insurance you are
getting. The 5 percent add-on, we will just double that.

Mr. QUINN. Very good.

Mr. MERRILL. Aside from providing money, you know, if it
brought the troops home several months earlier, you could do the
calculation real quick and have your extra $20 billion just like that.
There is a lot of money going out, that we mentioned. We really
need—we have demands at home that are really important. And I
know that there are demands overseas, but we do not want to be
bleeding—

Senator BAUCUS. Those are very good points. Jon.

Senator TESTER. The problem with drought is that usually you
get in these doggone cycles and it is not just one and two years,
it is three years in a row. And then the crop insurance tanks as
do all those kind of safety nets that are there.

I think, Bob, you brought up a good point. In lieu of something
that cost $1 billion, if we were to be able to bump up that insur-
ance program so that we would not use all of your yield base be-
cause of repeated drought years, that might be something to think
about.

The other thing is the $2 billion a year—and I am talking about
money being available—it is $2 billion a week going out the door
for the war. But it is also an $8.6 trillion deficit that has been run
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up over the last 15 or 20 years that tends to make people who have
to balance books look twice.

Senator BAucCUS. Great. Thanks very much, all of you. Feel free
to contact the Committee to add more testimony if you want to,
and certainly me personally and Senator Tester personally. But
thanks very, very much.

Thank you.

The next panel, the first witness Jim Taber, Chairman of the
Young Farmers and Ranchers, Montana Farm Bureau; Mr. Dave
Hinnaland, on the Board of Directors of the Montana Wool Grow-
ers; Steve Roth, President of the Montana Stockgrowers Associa-
tion; and Brett DeBruycker, President of the Cattlemen’s Associa-
tion.

Okay, Jim, you are on.

STATEMENT OF JIM TABER, CHAIRMAN, YOUNG FARMERS
AND RANCHERS, MONTANA FARM BUREAU, SHAWMUT, MON-
TANA

Mr. TABER. Thank you, Senator Baucus, Senator Tester.

My name is Jim Taber, as you said, Farm Bureau and Young
Farmer and Rancher Chairman. I am a fourth generation cattle
rancher from Shawmut, Montana.

I would just thank you for the opportunity to speak on livestock
issues.

Three of them that I would like to speak on is country of origin
labeling, the Packers and Stockyards Act, and a national identifica-
tion system, and follow that by a discussion on young producers.

As far as country of origin labeling, the Montana Farm Bureau
supports a country of origin labeling program that is market driv-
en, consumer friendly using science-based labeling of agricultural
products, and funded at the Federal level.

COOL legislation should include the following points, which are
further detailed in my written comments: an establish a recogniz-
able national logo and a definition of country of origin labeling,
meaning born, raised and process in the United States.

As far as the Packers and Stockyards Act, American Farm Bu-
reau policy book states that we support legislation on a State and
national basis establishing GIPSA as the overall authority and pro-
vider of oversight to ensure livestock contracts are clearly written,
confidentiality concerns are addressed, investments are protected,
enhanced price transparency exists, and price discovery and con-
tractors honor the terms of the contracts.

Two legislative changes that the Farm Bureau supports are leg-
islation providing mandatory arbitration so that producers are not
prevented from going to courts to speak out against unfair actions
by companies; legislation allowing meat and poultry inspected
under State programs which are equal to Federal inspection and
approved by USDA to move on interstate commerce.

We are aware that Senator Baucus is currently sponsor such leg-
islation and we feel that Montana will greatly be impacted by this.

As far as a national identification system, we support establish-
ment and implementation of a voluntary animal ID, capable of pro-
viding support for animal disease, control, and eradication while
protecting producer privacy and producer ownership of their data.



20

We support the following guidelines for a livestock identification
program: before a voluntary program can be considered, we must
pass confidentiality language to protect producers. The program be
simple and inexpensive.

We urge the USDA to conduct a full cost analysis study of the
NAIS program, as Farm Bureau remains concerned about three
major issues that will affect success. The first is cost. How much
will the program be to each producer? And that the producer
should not have to bear all of the cost.

Confidentiality. Who has access to the data under NAIS? And
can producers be assured protection from unintended use of the
data they submit?

One good thing about that would be that it would be for a non-
profit private company.

Liability. Are producers appropriately protected from the con-
sequences of the actions of others after the animals are no longer
in their control?

Moving on to the beginning farmer and rancher, the Farm Bu-
reau supports the continuation of the conservation cost-shared dif-
ferential for young and beginning farmers that exists in the current
farm bill of 90 percent through the EQIP program.

We are also encouraged and hopeful about Senator Baucus’s pos-
sible provision for the CRP contracts contained in Senator Harkin’s
bill where the producer could get two additional CRP payments if
it was turned over to a beginning farmer and rancher.

Another important area is the definition of what is a beginning
farmer. Is it someone that has been on a family farm and now
started off on their own? Or if he is a rancher? That language
needs to be worked on.

One thing that our committee is trying to come up with is pos-
sibly a tax incentive for an older, retiring producer that would turn
over to a younger producer and have the opportunity to have a tax
break so that he could literally sell his place for less and give the
young producer a chance to be able to start out. Because you know,
as anybody, the urban sprawl and land costs, 1031 exchanges, have
really hampered how a young producer can really get into it.

Most producers now are in their 50s and 60s. I know in my own
area there is about 10 of us left in about a three county area. I be-
lieve that something really needs to be established in this farm bill
to help young producers get started. Without that, American agri-
culture is going to be headed down.

I thank you for the opportunity.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Jim.

Dave.

STATEMENT OF DAVE HINNALAND, MONTANA WOOL
GROWERS ASSOCIATION, CIRCLE, MONTANA

Mr. HINNALAND. Thank you, I am Dave Hinnaland, a fourth gen-
eration producer. And on behalf of fellow sheep producers of Mon-
tana, I appreciate the opportunity to discuss our Nation’s ag policy
with you.

I am currently on the Board of Directors for the Montana Wool
Growers and have recently been appointed to the Predator Com-
mittee of the American Sheep Industry.
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My family and I run a cattle, sheep, and small grain operation
west of Circle. To supplement our ranching habit, we also run a
small trucking company in Circle. Sheep have and will continue to
be a large part of our operation.

Some of the key issues facing the sheep and wool industry, the
LDP on wool, the National Sheep Industry Improvement Center,
predator control, ewe lamb retention program and prescribed graz-
ing for weed control.

I am pleased to comment on the positive impact of the current
farm bill as it included the new Wool Loan Deficiency Program,
which provides the only safety net for wool producers. While nine
loan rates are available, essentially all wool LDP applications are
in one non-graded rate category. The research provided in 2002 by
the Food and Agriculture Policy Research Institute supported $1.20
per pound base loan rate. However, legislation lowered the base to
$1.00 per pound with a budget score of $20 million annually.

In the four years that this program has been in effect, it has
never come close to the $20 million budget mark. I would encour-
age the Committee to reauthorize the wool LDP at a base loan rate
of $1.20 per pound in order to provide the benefits the program
originally intended.

The National Sheep Industry Improvement Center, as estab-
lished in the 1996 Farm Bill, provided loans and grants to business
ventures where normal commercial credit or funds were not avail-
able. The program is not for individual producers or for the pur-
chasing of sheep or land, but rather for projects to strengthen
sheep business such as wool warehouses, lamb slaughter, proc-
essing ventures, et cetera. We would urge the reauthorization of
this program, as it expired in the fall of 2006.

Predator control is a major concern of sheep producers in Mon-
tana. As we fight an ongoing battle with coyotes throughout the
State and as wolves are ever increasing their territory, it is of ut-
most importance to the industry that we continue to receive protec-
tion from these and other predators so our operations may remain
profitable.

I feel the ewe lamb retention program played a major role in sta-
bilizing U.S. sheep numbers. After several years of decline, 2004
marked the first growth in the U.S. sheep inventory. We grew our
industry again in 2005, the first year-on-year increases in numbers
since 1987-1988. Industry growth improves competitiveness for all
segments of the industry, from lamb feeders to lamb meat compa-
nies, wool warehouses, the wool mills, feed suppliers, trucking
firms, and shearing companies. Reinstating the ewe lamb retention
program would help us to continue to grow the U.S. sheep indus-
try.

In regards to the prescribed grazing, sheep have proven to be
very beneficial in the control of noxious weeds. We believe the farm
bill should address programs and direction to support prescriptive
grazing projects with sheep and goats. Scientific studies and on-
the-ground experiences have clearly demonstrated that livestock
are a promising tool in the battle against weeds on pastures, range-
lands, and in our forests.
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I see a win-win situation for all involved to have noxious weeds
going in one end of a sheep and organic fertilizer coming out the
other.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the sheep industry pri-
orities.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Dave for a little levity, too. Appre-
ciate that, very much.

[Laughter.]

Senator BAUCUS. Steve.

STATEMENT OF STEVE ROTH, PRESIDENT, MONTANA
STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION, BIG SANDY, MONTANA

Mr. ROTH. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, thank you for the op-
portunity to speak. On behalf of the Montana Stockgrowers Asso-
%iatié)n, my name is Steve Roth. I am a cattle producer from Big

andy.

Montana Stock Growers’ philosophy has always been one of lim-
ited Government involvement and—

Senator BAucuUs. Pull your microphone up a little closer. That
helps, so everybody can hear. I should have done that earlier, but
at least we will start now.

Mr. RoTH. We believe in limited Government involvement in
market-driven systems. Government programs, such as cost-share
programs, tax incentives, and funding of education and research
are some of our primary concerns. We feel that there are a few
points we would like to bring up that can be addressed by the farm
bill.

First of all, I would hope that the next generation is what ranch-
ing in Montana is all about and what the farm bill is about. Some
of the programs that are out there, such as EQIP, are very well-
intended programs and work for the benefit of the producers. But
in some cases they discriminate against other producers and it
would be nice if EQIP was more predictable.

With regard to mostly grazing and haying of CRP, we would
hope that the Farm Service Agency, the local committees could
make those decisions.

With regard to Yellowstone Park brucellosis, the elk and bison
herds of the Greater Yellowstone area contain the last reservoir of
Brucella abortus in the United States. The control of this disease
as cost the U.S. taxpayers and ranchers millions of dollars. The
stockgrowers fully support the signing of the memorandum of un-
derstanding by the United States Department of Agriculture,
USDA, and the Department of Interior, which directs USDA’s Ani-
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service as the lead agency in de-
veloping and implementation of the brucellosis elimination plan for
the Greater Yellowstone area.

Let me just stop there and say that our priority should be the
eradication of brucellosis in the Yellowstone National Park’s bisons
and the Greater Yellowstone area elk, providing for a clean and
healthy environment that benefits both livestock and wildlife.

We would also like to see that the research and education portion
of the Montana State University’s bioscience complex be funded.

In the endangered species, we would ask that you take caution
when considering programs such as EQIP which have the potential
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to adversely impact participants neighbors since wildlife recognize
no property boundaries.

In the area of noxious weeds, this is a huge economic impact to
ranchers and others. And we would ask that a great deal of empha-
sis be given to the area of biological control of noxious weeds.

Animal identification. Montana Stockgrowers has long recognized
the importance and the need for a national livestock ID system for
better livestock control and diseases surveillance. Montana
Stockgrowers want a system that operates at a minimal cost, and
protects producer confidentiality, while recognizing the hot iron
brand as a method of cattle identification. A Government database
would be cumbersome and likely to grow into a large bureaucracy.

With regard to country of origin labeling, Montana Stockgrowers
has expressed strong support for a practical, cost-effective, country
of origin labeling program. Current mandatory COOL statute and
proposed USDA rules are confusing, discriminatory and potentially
costly for Montana cattle producers. Voluntary COOL has provided
no incentives to foster implementation thus far. Therefore, we must
find a way to make certain this law will be amended so it helps
and does not hinder Montana’s cattle producers.

With regard to renewable energy, we must hope that in this rush
for alternative energy sources that one hand does not bite the other
and that we take into consideration what is done for one group
may adversely affect another. We strongly support our Nation’s
commitment to reduce dependence on foreign energy.

Research and education, we certainly would like to see the con-
tinuation of a regional pilot program with regard to stewardship for
those of us who are trying to steward the land as one of the last
unaltered resources that this country has.

In conclusion, I would like to thank you for this opportunity and
again remind you there is a delicate balance in this whole agricul-
tural community that we live in. What you do to one area may af-
fect another one. We hope that the farm bill process will attain
profitability and economic stability to Montana’s cattle producers.

Senator BAucuUs. Thank you, Steve.

Brett, you are on.

STATEMENT OF BRETT DeBRUYCKER, PRESIDENT, MONTANA
CATTLEMEN’s ASSOCIATION, DUTTON, MONTANA

Mr. DEBRUYCKER. Senators, thank you. I am Brett DeBruycker,
a farmer and rancher from Dutton, Montana. I will not bore you
with the details about what we do up there, but we have a pure-
bred Charolais herd and we—

Senator BAuCUS. Go ahead and give us more details now.

[Laughter.]

Mr. DEBRUYCKER. We feed quite a few cattle north of Choteau
as well as in the Midwest of the State.

I am President of the Montana Cattlemen’s Association, the fast-
est growing cattle organization in the State. I am very appreciative
of this opportunity.

The issues that I was asked to address today, I will try to skim
over fairly quickly rather than read the testimony.

Mandatory COOL, there is really not much more to say than the
time is now. We have got a law in place from the 2002 Farm Bill.
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We have been getting stonewalled for five years now, if not longer.
And we hope that you will take this seriously and find a way to
fund it in this farm bill.

As well as that, we need some Congressional oversight and some
producer input into the rules making process. It is obvious that
USDA has a bit of a track record with COOL and we hope that the
funding will be followed with some oversight.

It is time to be honest with our consumers and give them the op-
portunity to make informed decisions about what beef they want to
buy and serve to their families.

On the issue of linking animal ID with country of origin labeling,
I cannot think of a more ridiculous way of going about things.
There is really no need for that. They are two completely separate
issues. There is no need to link the two together.

Country of origin labeling is a marketing issue, which is used to
create a situation where your consumers are informed. And animal
ID is an animal health issue. They are two completely different
things that do not need to be connected. This idea has really been
brought forth by the opponents of country of origin labeling and
they are using this to weaken the implementation of COOL.

When you have your discussions in D.C., I would hope that you
remember three things: One, that the vast majority of consumers
and producers do support mandatory country of origin labeling. The
vast majority of producers are not in favor of an ID system. And
also one little fact that often gets overlooked is that there are State
and national organizations that stand to profit from an ID system.
So please keep that in the back of your minds.

In regards to competition, Montana Cattlemen’s is always in
favor of finding new ways to create competition for its members
and for Montana producers. We all know there is four major pack-
ers in the country and they control well over 80 percent of the kill
capacity. We do support a competition title in this next farm bill
and hope that it will address certain things such as market trans-
parency and complete price reporting of forward contracts.

A way to enhance competition is through the interstate shipment
of meat. Now how to look at that is you need to step back and real-
ize that in the 1967 and 1968 Meat and Poultry Acts there was—
I am going to run short of time here.

Senator BAucUS. Go ahead.

Mr. DEBRUYCKER. In the 1967 and 1968 acts, the Federal Gov-
ernment decided that the States needed to have a certain level of
inspection for their meats and poultry. That is a good thing. We all
need to be on a level playing field. So they set a minimum level
with which they need to adhere to.

But then also in those acts, they restricted those States from
only in-state commerce. So we cannot ship outside the State, even
though we are still meeting—even though our in-state packers and
processors are meeting these high levels that are set upon us, we
cannot ship out of the State.

So it is important that you take a serious look at that, because
Montana has some of the most top quality genetics in the United
States, as well as the world. And so it is time to allow these pro-
ducers a chance to capture some of the market share that is out
there to get.
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One of the things that MCA did in the last legislative session
here in Montana is we helped pass the Montana Certified Natural
Beef Program. And that is why we feel this interstate shipment of
beef is so important, because we think this is a way that through
this bill and State certification we can use interstate shipment of
meat to enhance our market share.

When you really break it down, it is really just an issue of fair-
ness. Are we going to continue let big business rule this shipment
of beef and meat? Or are we going to allow entrepreneurs and
small businesses and small packers to begin to take part in this
process and realize some gains?

So again, thank you.

Senator BAuUCUS. You bet, Brett. Thank you.

I will start with you, Jim. What is it basically going to take to
make sure that beginning farmers, young farmers here in our
State, see a future in agriculture? What does it really come down
to? Bottom line, a couple three things, so we are not just going on
the edges but just hey, this is what it takes to get young folks in-
terested.

Mr. TABER. When a young producer goes to the bank to get
money, the first thing they want is collateral. And how can you
have collateral if you do not have anything? So that is why I think
the tax incentive for an older producer, where a mediator between
an older and a younger producer can get together over a period of
three to five years and work together on turning that place over
where the older producer can have that tax credit and make it
more feasible for the younger guy to get started.

Because with land prices and machinery costs, all of that stuff
together, a young producer without—like in my situation, being in
a family situation, you cannot make it work.

Senator BAUCUS. So it is a little bit similar to the CRP idea that
you discussed and the legislation we are all talking about here?

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Senator BAucus. Namely, two years payment to someone who
gives up his contract earlier for a younger farmer, so long as it goes
into production.

Mr. TABER. Sure. Myself, I am personally against CRP because
there is land out there that is holding where a young producer can-
not get hold of it. And 1031 exchanges kind of do that, too. Them
items are good in certain circumstances, but for young producers,
they hold them back.

Senator BAucus. It is amazing. I think our State has what,
somebody knows much better than I, about 5 million acres in pro-
duction, agricultural production. Grain anyway, wheat. I guess it
is wheat. Is that correct? I see Darin back there.

But about 3 million in CRP. What is the acreage in CRP? We
have 3.5 million in CRP, the second largest State in the Nation. It
is a blessing and it is a curse, in some ways.

But you basically think that giving younger farmers, beginning
farmers, some kind of transition from older—it does not have to be
older, just existing operator, to help him or her transition to a be-
ginning or younger farmer.
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Mr. TABER. I think there is some opportunity there because of
the biodiesel coming on. If that ground was available to get them
back to producing something.

Senator BAaucus. Let me ask others the same question. This
comes up so often in our State, it is hard for younger folks to get
going here.

Brett, you do not have quite as much gray hair as some others
there. Your thoughts.

Mr. DEBRUYCKER. You know, I think that Jim is on to something
there, as far as with the banks. They need to do something—there
needs to be something a little more on FMHA office to where it is
a little bit easier for young farmers to go in and get some beginning
farmer loans.

Today disaster loans are not that difficult to come by but the
young farmers, there is certain criteria that you need to meet and
it is pretty easy to get tossed out of that and miss your chance.

Senator BAUCUS. Steve or Dave, thoughts on how to get the
things really interested for younger folks, beginning farmers?

Mr. ROTH. I think there are some good ideas here. And also, you
could possibly do something like a conservation easement for those
people, for someone selling out, like Jim mentioned, a tax credit.
But then that would have to stay, obviously, in that particular
business.

And also, the paperwork that is burdensome for people that are
going to FSA office and try to get a loan on cows and everything,
it is unfathomable how much paperwork there is to fill out. If you
could do something there, that would help.

Senator BAucus. Dave, your thoughts?

Mr. HINNALAND. I guess I do not have—there has been some
good response. Like in our country, a young producer with no eq-
uity virtually has no chance to get their foot in the door at the
price that the ranches are bringing down there, be it outside inter-
ests for the hunting or someone that wants to put it back into pro-
duction agriculture, boy they have a tough road ahead of them.

Senator BAUCUS. You have given us some thoughts. There are
some ideas there we can work with.

While we are talking about COOL, your thoughts on what we do
about it. As you know, if we do nothing it automatically goes into
effect in 2008. So some suggest maybe we should wait until 2008
and it goes into law. Others suggest no, let us get this going ear-
lier. Let us work with it and let us get it passed.

You addressed this, Brett, some want to tie it to some kind of
a national ID program. But we all want COOL, especially given all
of the reports in the news with all of the products coming in from
overseas, various countries coming into America from lots of coun-
tries which will go nameless at this point.

But it is a huge issue because the world has become so
globalized. And to make it even more complicated I think a lot of
importers that are bringing food products to the United States
push other countries to cut corners. They may not directly, but in-
directly have that effect as the importers are trying to import prod-
ucts as cheaply as they possibly can. So even more than ever, we
must have COOL passed into law.
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But again, your advice. Do we wait to 20087 Do we tempt fate
a little bit and try to change it, make it work better? You might
have some ideas, Brett. I assume nobody there disagrees with Brett
when he says do not tie it to any national ID system. But a little
guidance gain on COOL and what we do about COOL at this point.

Mr. DEBRUYCKER. I would address that. We have got the law and
it is in place.

Senator BAUCUS. You are talking about mandatory COOL.

Mr. DEBRUYCKER. Mandatory COOL. That is right.

We have got the law. What we need are the rules. The Montana
Cattlemen’s Association is okay with the idea of waiting until Sep-
tember of 2008 when it is due to become law. But let’s make sure
we have rules in place beforehand and let’s make sure we have got
the funding in place beforehand so that we are not stonewalled
again for another five years.

That would be the biggest thing is to make sure that USDA does
it right and there is some Congressional oversight.

Senator BAUcUS. That is a very good point. When you mentioned
that point, Brett, I thought boy, that guy is right. Because left to
its own devices—I am not being critical to the USDA, but left to
its own devices, it is probably getting pretty bureaucrat, a lot of un-
necessary complications.

Anybody else, thoughts on COOL?

Mr. TABER. I would just have to echo Brett’s opinion.

Senator BAUCUS. Your thoughts on brucellosis? What is the best
way to eradicate brucellosis, so we are just not spending all of our
time working about this. What do we do?

Mr. RoTH. Well, we test and slaughter.

Senator BAucus. What is that?

Mr. RoTH. I think we need to test and slaughter. Ted Turner has
done it. It is biologically possible and it is not going to be some-
thing that happens overnight. But it is certainly in the best inter-
est of everyone, I believe, the wildlife community and everyone, to
eradicate that reservoir of Brucella in the bison herd and then we
can argue some things about it.

But I think hopefully risk management does not become the
modus operandi and we forget about eradication. I believe eradi-
cation is ultimately the solution.

Senator BAucUS. Dave.

Mr. HINNALAND. I guess I would like to see maybe the Park
Service handle their bison a little bit more like we have to handle
our livestock on our ranches. If they have got a problem, it needs
to be addressed. It is a very serious issue, the brucellosis. I do not
know, I guess it comes down to, I guess in my own opinion, I think
they got too darn many buffalo up there to sustain what they have
now. It is a very tough, complex issue.

Senator BAUCUS. So you want more wolves?

[Laughter.]

Mr. HINNALAND. No.

Senator BAucUs. Sorry, I could not resist.

[Laughter.]

Mr. ROTH. Senator Baucus, we would just hope that the Federal
Government would recognize their responsibility for their wildlife,
their diseased wildlife.
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Senator BAUCUS. Good point. I am sorry.

Jon.

Senator TESTER. I do not know if I can follow that.

First of all, Jim, I appreciate the work with—well, all of your
work. But the young farmers issue is a big issue. We are getting
fewer and fewer of us and soon there may be not enough to sustain
our food security. So I appreciate it.

I guess the question that rattled around in my head 25 years ago
is the same question that rattles around in it today. And that is
what the definition of a beginning farmer is. It is really difficult
to know.

The other question becomes, and this is not new, is if you give
tax relief, what happens if it is a rigged deal? You know what I
mean, they get tax relief and they dump it off to somebody else and
never had the intention of farming.

I think, Senator Baucus, your traditional payments after the
CRP is a terrific idea.

Are there any groups around that are working on a definition
that you heard of that really can work?

Mr. TABER. This idea kind of stemmed from a pilot program that
is taking place in Iowa with small family-owned dairy herds. They
did some studies and that kind of stuff.

The main thing is you have to have a mediator between the two
parties and make sure that they are locked together and that the
older producer is secure, just like you are saying, so that the
younger guy cannot get it for a couple of years and then turn
around and dump it. So there has to be some set guidelines.

As far as the definition of a young producer, that is pretty tricky.
At this time, I could not give you an exact definition what it should
be.

Senator TESTER. I did not expect that.

Mr. TABER. As far as the policy now, I think it needs to be
worked on just because young producers that are in a family busi-
ness, if they decide to go off and start on their own, they are not
eligible for any help.

Senator TESTER. I certainly applaud your efforts and keep work-
ing. If you come up with some stuff, be sure and make sure that
folks know about it because it is important.

Dave, aside from the wolves eating the coyotes, which we went
from there to bison, I would just ask you, the point about eating
noxious weeds and creating good fertilizers is a good point.

Is there any way to expand prescribed grazing to make that even
more available? This is also an issue, I think Steve kind of talked
about it, with the biological weed control.

Mr. HINNALAND. To expand it? I guess I would like to see some
monetary benefits where it would make it practical to bring some
sheep and goats in to a project. If they could be included in your
farm bill, be it trucking expense to move them in, herder expense.

Senator TESTER. Is the Forest Service or the BLM working with
sheep producers?

Mr. HINNALAND. Yes, there is sheep on public lands doing weed
projects. Yes, in some instances.

Senator TESTER. How broad is that? Is it just a pilot project? Is
it pretty extensive?
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Mr. HINNALAND. It is not very extensive. I guess to quote a
project off the top of my head, I am drawing a blank. But there has
been some talk back and forth.

Senator TESTER. Maybe we ought to expand on that.

Steve, Max and I were in the restaurant in the Capitol, it was
pretty well reported on, actually. Max had a hamburger and it had
Kobe beef on it. I said no, Max, it is—

Senator BAaucus. It did not say that, the menu called it Kobe
beef.

Senator TESTER. I said it just must be the process. It has got to
be American grown in our Nation’s capitol, for goodness sakes.
Well, Max did a little investigation and presto-chango it was, in-
deed, out of Japan.

There are instances of that on the East Coast all over. I have
stopped in a restaurant and they asked me if I wanted chicken or
beef on my taco. I said where did the beef come from? And they
said Australia, and were proud of it. It was a little bit dis-
concerting.

But the question is with COOL. If I heard your testimony, you
said that there was some discrimination that could happen with
COOL and it would actually—and I do not want to put words in
your mouth—and it could actually be detrimental to producers.
And that is not what Max or I are up here for. When it comes to
production agriculture, we want to give them every advantage in
the marketplace possible.

Specifically, is that something you see out there for country of or-
igin labeling, as a detriment? I would actually see it as a market
advantage for producers, if consumers knew where their meat came
from. I know I would. I would buy it out of the shelf if it said—
more than just a USDA stamp, if it said American produced beef.

Mr. ROTH. Senator Tester, I could not disagree with you in any
way there. I think the disadvantage that our producers are con-
cerned about is that we are not margin operators. We are—in the
production chain we are price takers and not price setters. Any cost
that is incurred at every level of production has a tendency to fall
to the bottom, and that is kind of where we are now would be one
of the concerns we have as far as—Dean Folkvord who runs Wheat
Montana did a survey one time before he started this. He went out
and surveyed people, would you buy Montana-produced bread that
was produced by Montana wheat? And they said oh yes, we will.

But when he put it on the shelf and Sweetheart bread was three
cents less, they brought the Sweetheart bread.

But that is not to say, we are in favor of country of origin label-
ing. We just hope it is implemented in a way that does not ad-
versely affect our producers.

Senator TESTER. It is creative marketing, I think. Folkvord has
done pretty well.

Mr. RoTH. I think it is Starbucks that is doing it.

Senator TESTER. That is true.

Brett, when you talk about the meat inspection, not being able
to ship meat out of State—between States—I was under the as-
sumption, correct me if I am wrong, that the State inspection
standards were equivalent with the Federal standards. Are they
not?
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Mr. DEBRUYCKER. The minimum is set by the Feds and the
States have to meet that minimum. But the majority of States have
a higher level of inspection standards.

Senator TESTER. Than the Federal. So there is really no reason
not to allow the cross-state border shipment?

Mr. DEeEBRUYCKER. The only reason is to limit
entrepreneursialship.

Senator TESTER. Sounds like a good idea for a bill. We need to
get that fixed. That is big.

As T said to the previous panel, I appreciate you folks coming up
here and preparing and really giving us your perspective on the ag
bill. It is tremendously helpful and I appreciate all the work you
are doing for the State. Thank you very much.

Mr. ROTH. Senator Tester, this happens not only with what Brett
is talking about with meat inspectors, but also with State veteri-
narians and with weights. You can haul 62,000 pounds out of Mon-
tana but you cannot haul it into Minnesota.

Senator TESTER. Gotcha.

Senator BAucus. Thank you.

Dave, just a couple of examples of how the Rueben Center funds
really work and have results would make a difference. I am asking
because when we go to the Committee we want to have some good
examples why this is a good deal here and we ought to have it. So
you have to rattle off maybe one or two points.

Mr. HINNALAND. I do not, to my knowledge, I do not think there
has been any money come back directly to Montana producers.
There has been surrounding States with Montana producers in-
volved. I believe there is a Wyoming lamb coop that took advantage
of that with some Montana producers involved.

I believe the last monies that were available was going towards
the LRP lamb program to start that up. I guess I do not know
where that sits right now. But something like that would be very
beneficial to the producers. As the lamb market has peaks and val-
leys, they do all right during the times of the peaks but it is a little
rough in the valleys. One of them programs really would be bene-
ficial in taking some of the volatility out of the market.

Senator BAUCUS. Did it not also provide some funds to develop
some underwear and some—

Mr. HINNALAND. The military, sure. The military is a big user of
U.S. wool.

Senator BAucus. That was developed with this program?

Mr. HINNALAND. Yes, it was and it was very well received. There
were some military people at the Helley Ranch in Dillon a few
years ago. We talked with them and they were very pleased with
the product. It was very well received.

Senator BAucus. Thank you. Jon.

Senator TESTER. Just one more question that came to my mind.
A few months ago I spoke with some people who were not affiliated
with any particular farm group, they were just producers, they
were ranchers.

Senator Harkin is very is very intrigued with the Conservation
Securities Program and about taking it from pilot level and fully
funding it. These ranchers, and I could not get any specifics out of
them, said that the CSP program has worked pretty well for farm-
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ers but it has not worked real well for ranchers. I do not exactly
know, I assume it was because they were not eligible.

Can you guys shed any light on that? I am not in an area person-
ally that is in one of those pilot projects. There is one north and
around, but not in my area. I was just wondering if you guys had
any awareness of the CSP pilot programs and how they do or do
not work for ranchers.

Mr. DEBRUYCKER. I am not in one of the watersheds but go
ahead.

Mr. TABER. I am not in the watershed either, but I do know
something.

Senator TESTER. Go ahead.

Mr. DEBRUYCKER. Forgive me, but what I understand is some of
the rules are—for ranchers, the ideal thing that CSP wants is for
you to alternate grass pastures each year. This is just one example.
But there are different varieties of grass. And some varieties need
to be grazed at certain times of the year. So if you have to alter-
nate no matter what, to stay in compliance with the program, it
seems a little bit out of whack.

Another thing, and I do not know the exact specifics, but it has
to do with if you have a couple of horses and you keep them in this
pasture by your house all year long, that can throw you out of com-
pliance. It is just little compliance issues like that is the way I un-
derstand it.

Senator TESTER. Good.

Senator BAucUS. Thank you very much. This is very helpful. It
makes a big difference.

Your statements, again, will be in the record and we will look at
it. Clearly, you are going to give us more thoughts as we get closer
to make some provisions in the farm program. So keep in touch.
Thank you very much.

The next portion of our hearing today, this is for all of you to
participate.

Before we get there, though, I want to thank Jon Urban and Ann
Haslett from the Agriculture Committee for helping us. Where is
Jon? Stand up. Give them a round of applause. They are working
hard for you.

[Applause.]

Senator BAUCUS. Give them a good Big Sky welcome for coming
to our State.

We want as many people to speak as we can possibly accommo-
date here but we only have about 30 minutes. So I want
everybody’s statement to be restricted to two minutes.

Now do not be too surprised if somebody comes up with a gentle
little nudge and tells you that your two minutes is up. There is the
gentle nudger right there. He is a very good guy. Russ Sullivan is
his name.

So all of you interested in speaking, just come on up to the
microphone. Russ will give you the microphone for you to speak
two minutes. Give your name and so forth, so we can have idea
who you are.

If there is not time for everybody—before I get to that, when you
finish, if you have any written statement, give it to Christina
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Davis. Where is Christina? There is Christina. Give your written
statements to Christina.

And then after that, if there is not time left, do not worry. The
record is going to be open until Friday. So you have got time to get
your written testimony in.

It is first come, first served. We have a line here. Anybody who
does not want to testify?

Mr. ZERBE. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, my name is Grant
Zerbe. I produce cereal grains and pulse crops in Northeast Mon-
tana, near Lester. Today I am testifying on behalf of the U.S. Dry
Pea and Lentil Council. Montana ranks second in production of dry
peas and lentils in the United States with over 300,000 acres plant-
ed this year.

Our organization would like to thank Senator Baucus and the
Senate Agriculture Committee for creating the marketing loan LDP
program in 2002. The program has provided needed safety net for
producers of dry pea, lentils, and chick peas.

In the 2007 Farm Bill, we support continuing the current pulse
marketing loan LDP program. We ask for an increase in the small
chick pea loan rate to reflect market prices. We also ask Congress
to establish a marketing loan program for large chick peas.

Pulse crops are grown in rotation with wheat, barley, and minor
oil seeks. Each crop in the rotation has a direct payment except for
pulse crops. We support the creation of a direct payment for dry
peas, lentils and chick peas equal to the direct payment received
for wheat.

The counter-cyclical program provides an additional safety net to
producers facing low market prices. We support the creation of a
counter-cyclical program for dry pea, lentils, and chick peas. We
ask that the pulse crops be treated equally to those program crops
with an effective counter-cyclical program.

Producers need planting flexibility to respond to market signals.
Currently, chick peas are classified as a vegetable crop and are not
eligible to be planted on farm program base acres. We ask Con-
gress to include chick peas as an eligible crop in the new farm bill.

In summary, the U.S. dry pea, lentil, and chick pea farmers be-
lieve the 2007 Farm Bill should continue the current pulse mar-
keting loan program with the addition of large chick peas. We ask
that this safety net for pulse crops be expanded to include direct
and counter-cyclical program and the inclusion of chick peas as an
eligible crop to be planted on farm program base acres.

I would like to thank the Committee for the opportunity to
present this testimony. A copy of my testimony was provided to the
Committee.

Senator BAucUS. Super. The lady to give it to is Christina. Ev-
erybody give your testimony, please, to Christina. Wave your hand,
Christina. Wave big. There is Christina.

Okay, Ron.

Mr. DE YONG. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester. My name is Ron
deYoung. I have a farm near Kalispell, Montana.

Senator Baucus, I would like to address your first question that
you put out on choices. Like everyone, I would like a stronger con-
servation title. I would like a stronger energy title. I would like to
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put more research dollars into organic. I would like more dollars
into nutrition, but there are choices.

In the process of doing all that, I urge you not to diminish the
safety net in the commodity title. Now everybody gets a little bit
comfortable when these prices come up. But their input costs come
up with them, as Darin pointed out. And as soon as the industry
gets comfortable with the supply of corn and wheat and soybeans,
those prices are going to back off. And they do not have to come
down very far and they hit those higher input costs. And as soon
as they do, hundreds of farmers are going to be put out of business.

So number one choice is do not diminish the safety net in the
commodity title.

Now a more specific answer would be that I was pleased the
House Subcommittee passed an extension of the current farm bill
with minor changes. I believe with the current budgetary and polit-
ical environment, that might be the best option we are going to
have in the short term. The minor changes, of course, would have
to include strengthening the safety net for wheat. Because as Darin
pointed out, we definitely got the short end of the straw in the safe-
ty net for wheat. That might be the best we can do in the short
term.

And then we need to start thinking right away about the long-
term. In the long-term I think the correct direction to head is to
take those three income payments and turn them into one income
payment based upon cost of production. Because basically what
they are trying to do anyway with those three payments is cover
enough cost of production so that when you hit your cycle lows you
do not lose hundreds of thousands of farmers.

So if we can combine them into one and do some creative think-
ing and combine a disaster program in with it, I think in the long-
term that is what we need to do. But we probably cannot do that
in the short term.

Senator BAucus. That is interesting. I appreciate it. Thanks,
Ron. I appreciate it. Thanks, Ron. There is Christina, do not forget.

Mr. STONER. John Stoner, I am a farmer from Havre, Montana,
past president of the Montana Grain Growers.

I do not want to go over what Ron just said, but I do want to
reiterate the need for the direct payment. Right now we have great
rainfall in Montana and the crops look pretty good in most parts
of the State. But we all know—and we have record high prices
right now. But those are probably not here to stay, the record high
prices. And right now, with the high cost that we have, you need
both high production and high prices to make ends meet.

Put the payments in perspective, average farmer in Montana
probably receives a direct payment of about $9 to $15 an acre
versus $200 an acre costs. It is only about 4 to 7 percent covering
the costs. It is not very much at all. But sometimes it is just
enough to get us over the edge.

So we have to maintain that direct payment and we have to have
a target price based on costs of production.

One other thing I wanted, thank you for the thank you that you
had in the paper. That was excellent, talking about agriculture and
the success story that we really are, that we really supply the high-
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est quality, the safest food at the lowest price of any industrialized
country. And we have done that through conventional ways.

We have done that with also protecting our environment. We go
through practice like no till operations. We have reduced our soil
and water erosion, increased our soil production, and also increased
organic matter.

Do not divert money from Title I to go to renewable fuels. We
are excited about renewable fuels and we want to see it happen but
we cannot divert money from it.

No base and yield updates.

And producers must be given credit for conservation practices
that we have instituted before. CSP has got to be made eligible for
all producers, rather than just a select few. It is a great program.
Make it work.

Senator BAucuUS. Thanks, John. You are welcome for the thank
you. I just think the rest of the country just does not understand
and recognize just how much agriculture has contributed, and espe-
cially how the cost of production has gone up, and up, and up, and
up, and up, and up. Basically prices have been pretty flat, it has
been okay in the last year. But as you said, it is not going to stay
there forever. The whole country owes all of you in agriculture a
big thank you.

I made that point recently, a few days ago, and I wrote a little
article about it. I have got copies in the back of the room. I just
think it is important. The more people understand how important
what you all have done for so many people in this country.

Mr. SMITH. Senators, my name is Gerald M. Smith. I am a farm-
er and rancher. I am also the Chairman of the North Central Mon-
tana RC&D and the Vice President of the Montana Association of
RC&Ds.

I agree with everything that I have heard here today. I just
wanted to call your attention. The RC&D Councils in America, and
in Montana, are funded through the NRCS and through that con-
servation part of your farm bill.

Two years ago we were receiving $15,000 in our little RC&D
from the Federal Government to maintain our office and pay for
staff travel. We do 10 counties. Last year it was $11,250. This com-
ing year it is $10,000.

Everything else is going up and we are going to continue to do
the best job we can to service those people in those 10 counties. I
just wanted to call that to your attention.

There is 435 RC&Ds in the United States. I do not know what
all of their funding are but in Montana they have reduced down to
$10,000 per year. So with a big State and nine RC&Ds to cover all
those counties, I just wanted to call that to your attention and hope
that you can keep us in mind.

Senator BAUCUS. Good, Gerald, appreciate that. Thanks, Gerald,
very much.

Mr. BARNGROVER. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, my name is
Jim Barngrover. I am the Program Manager for Agriculture and
Food Systems with AERO, the Alternative Energy Resources Orga-
nization.

My first comment, and probably most important, is we need a vi-
sion of where we are going with agriculture in the United States.
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I think Bob Quinn is right, that we really need to put some money
into research for sustainable and organic agriculture. It has been
very limited in terms of what the Federal Government has sup-
ported.

Along with that, we also need to reauthorize ATTRA which is af-
filiated NCAT in Butte. Their appropriations have been substan-
tially curtailed, they have laid off people, reduced hours.

They provide technological and informational services to sustain-
able producers throughout the United States. It is not a big budget
item but it is one that I think is really critical and one that affects
us here in Montana.

Along with that, other policies that we would really support as
AERO are ones that promote locally grown food, and also looking
at getting food to farmer’s markets, increasing food stamp benefits
to recipients, farm to college programs or farm to school programs.
And lastly, we also support reciprocity between Federal and State
meat inspection. I think that should be a doable one.

Thank you, very much.

Senator BAucUS. Thanks, Jim, very much. Thank you.

Mr. HEADSTROM. Thank you. My name is Steve Headstrom. I am
Vice President of the Montana Association of Conservation Dis-
tricts, a local rancher from Raynesford, Montana.

I would like to thank you for this opportunity to share the views
of Montana’s local conservation districts regarding the 2007 Farm
Bill.

There are 58 conservation districts in Montana, at least one in
every county. Similar entities are set up across the country. In the
U.S. there are nearly 3,000 conservation districts that are helping
local people conserve land, water, forest, wildlife, and natural re-
sources.

We share a single mission to coordinate assistance from all avail-
able resources, public, private, local, State, and Federal, in an ef-
fort to develop locally driven solutions to the natural resource con-
cerns.

We support voluntary incentive-based programs that represent a
range of options providing both financial and technical assistance
to guide landowners in the adoption of conservation practices, in-
cluding soil, water, and air quality, providing habitat and enhanced
land management.

There are several issues we would like to discuss quickly here.
Number one, working lands focus. MACD supports the highest pri-
ority for the conservation title of the farm bill, to focus programs
and funding on working lands conservation.

Number two, decline in county EQIP allocations because of spe-
cial EQIP projects. There has been a reduction in county EQIP allo-
cations because EQIP is spending on special initiatives in Montana.
While these special projects are laudable goals, CDs are concerned
that it is coming at the expense of local priorities around the State.
We would like to see as much EQIP funding as possible distributed
among the counties to be focused on local priorities.

The importance of technical assistance as the basis for all con-
servation efforts. There is a critical need for the adequate funding
of conservation technical assistance. In order to maximize the effec-
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tiveness of financial assistance received by producers, they need
quality technical assistance.

In addition, many producers who do not participate in financial
assistance programs rely on technical help still to ensure that they
are putting quality practices on the land. It is a combination of the
two that make America’s conservation and delivery system effective
and efficient.

Also, we are concerned with the CSP. We believe that there has
to be some improvements in that and producers out there need to
know what the program is calling for before we can even begin to
sign up.

We are also interested in the CRP issues because the money does
not seem to be going into the proper lands. There needs to be some
redirecting there.

So thank you very much.

Senator BAucUs. Thank you, Steve.

Mr. HARWOOD. Good afternoon, Senators. My name is Richard T.
Harwood. I am a farmer in North Central Toole County, which is
not part of the rain belt in Montana this year.

I am rising as kind of a heretic right now. I am a member of the
Grain Growers but they are literally my fallback position, not my
first choice.

I would like to see the United States economy, as a whole, im-
prove to the point where farming can get its entire income from
sales of our products. I think the easiest way to do that is to
change our tax policy, namely throw out the income tax and go to
the national sales tax such as currently being proposed by
fairtax.org.

It would have a great deal of benefit to agriculture because that
pflrticular one throws out the estate tax as well, and puts it as part
of it.

The Government will always be behind the curve on tax policy
because the economy simply moves too fast.

If you took all of the Internal Revenue Service agents and put
them on the border as Border Patrol, you would probably be able
to monitor all of the foreign agriculture products coming in under
COOL and take care of that problem.

Thank you.

Senator BAUCUS. Appreciate your thinking out of the box. Thank
you very much..

[Laughter.]

Mr. LIEBERT. I would like to thank Congress for coming to listen
to the people and the producers, especially you guys because I
know you get your hands dirty.

My name is Richard Liebert, third generation rancher and U.S.
Army Retired. I know you have been around sheep, Max, and I
know what you do, Jon. So it is important that you are here. In
fact, I should be on a hot bucking horse swather right now, but I
think it is good to be in this cool environment, talking to you guys.

I would like to stress something you have always said, Max. If
you want to get action, be a member of a producer organization. I
am a member of Farmers Union, though some of the opinions I
may express are my own. I am a member of AERO, I have also
been in the wool growers but I got out of that business.
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I have never been in the FFA but I would like to be in the FFE
club, which is the food, fiber and energy club. That farmers and
ranchers in the rural electric coops can be members of providing
energy back into the grid. I think we need a new REA, rural energy
act. Not a rural electrification act. Because 70 years ago FDR, in
the midst of the Great Depression, took a bold step and established
the Rural Electrification Act. It brought a profound change to
farms and ranches. I think it is that time now. The RUS, the
USDA and Congress needs to get behind that, and follow along in
your footsteps with the EQIP program for energy, that you pro-
posed, Senator Baucus. I do not know where that is.

But I think we need to make a bold step like they did in the
Great Depression. If they could do it then, we should do it now.

I understand also about unintended consequences because I also
ranch. The corn prices are going up, so we create certain con-
sequences. But I think wind, solar, biomass, crushing camelina,
those things are great. And I think Bob Quinn for all his efforts.

Finally, we need to get behind this, a rural energy act that all
of Congress can embrace. I know other staffers are here so they can
take it back to the other States.

Finally, I would ask Congress to heed the OMB White House and
put the money into renewables. Let private investors take the fi-
nancial risk of investing in coal-fired plants. Let’s put the money
into renewables and other things we have talked about today.

So I thank you and I am going to go back to my swather.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Richard. Actually, I am kind of en-
vious of you, going back to your swather. I appreciate it.

Ms. HUCKE. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, my name is Angela
Hucke and I, too, like your daughter, Senator Tester, am working
on taking over our family farm with my husband, just outside of
Geraldine.

Mr. Baucus, when you were talking about what young people
need to see an opportunity to expand or an opportunity to come
back to the farm, we need to be able to expand. And part of the
problem of being able to expand is the CRP program.

When Jim said he is not a fan of the CRP program, a lot of the
people in the room went oh jeez, we have to have CRP. But I am
not a fan of it either.

Part of the problem with CRP is it has become a retirement pro-
gram for older farmers rather than a conservation program. So that
is one of the problems that I see with young farmers, as well as
being able to get the funds and what not to be able to expand.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Angela.

Mr. MOLINARIO. Good afternoon, Senators. My name is Martin
Molinario. And together with my wife Tony and son Damon, we
have a grain farm in Choteau County, Montana raising primarily
winter wheat and spring wheat.

I have been a full-time grain producer for over 42 years and I
can truthfully say I would not be in business today without the
USDA payments received throughout those years. I know most of
my neighbors have experienced the same scenario.

Several situations which have caused these payments to be so
critical include the Government grain embargoes, poor grain yield
and low grain prices, a good crop and low grain prices, low grain
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yield and good grain prices, and other weather related problems
such as hail and freeze damage.

I want to be on record stating too much moisture has never been
a problem in this farming career.

I have been waiting to feed the world since the Russian grain
deals of 1974, hoping for a consistently decent grain price year
after year. And I am still waiting for that.

One thing that has been increasing is my operating expenses.
Fuel and fertilizer prices have more than doubled in recent years,
and the price of equipment—even used equipment—is outrageous.
The projections for these major expenses is to increase further. Can
I plan on the present high grain prices to be here later this month
and next when I harvest? Or for next year’s crop? The answer is
no.
The only time I recall two years in a row of good grain prices was
1974 and 1975. This present scenario occurs once every 10 to 11
years and is usually weather-related.

The recent problems with imported food items, whether it be for
human or animal consumption, should raise a red flag to the Amer-
ican consumer about food safety and a safe, reliable supply. The
budgeted amount of funds set aside for U.S. producers is a very,
very minor sum compared to the whole. And not all of these funds
are distributed every year. They are cheap insurance to maintain
our abundant food supply.

The U.S. consumer does not want to have the same scenario as
our energy supplies.

As for the amount of payments I receive, if I have a profit, part
of those funds go back to the Federal treasury as taxes. What a
deal for the American public.

I am not in favor of taking funds from direct payments and place
them in more conservation programs. These do not work for all pro-
ducers. For example, I inquired about the EQIP program for con-
servation tillage or no till farming, which most producers have
been practicing for years. Since I was already doing this, I did not
qualify.

I inquired about the CSP program. About half the farm is in the
Teton drainage, which may qualify some year, while the other farm
half is in the Missouri River drainage, which I was told will prob-
ably never quality for CSP because of its drainage size. Producers
with all of their land in the Missouri drainage may never partici-
pate in this program.

In summary, I hope I have explained how important the USDA
program has been through the years, both in keeping the U.S. pro-
ducer in business through disastrous times, whatever their cause,
and supplying the American consumer with a safe and reliable sup-
ply of food and fiber.

This support should be continued and even increased to give
some relief to increasing expenses which are beyond our control.

Thank you for this opportunity.

Senator BAucus. Thanks Mark, very much. Appreciate it. Thank
you, Martin.

Ms. DAUGHERTY. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, my name is
Linda Daugherty. I have been a Ducks Unlimited volunteer for
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over 25 years and am currently serving as the Ducks Unlimited
Montana State Chairman.

Ducks Unlimited membership is over 700,000 with over 6,500
members in Montana alone. DU members come from all walks of
life and many of our most avid members are farmers and ranchers.

I am here today to talk about the importance of continuing WRP
and CRP in the 2007 Farm Bill. Since 1990, WRP has restored
more than 2 million acres of wetlands on marginal farmland, pro-
viding critical habitat for waterfowl and many other wildlife spe-
cies. WRP is integral in helping to offset the 80,000 acres of wet-
lands that continue to be lost in the U.S. each year.

WRP has been one of the most successful Federal wetlands con-
servation programs, providing a voluntary, non-regulatory incen-
tive-based program for private landowners, farmers and ranchers,
and values of wetlands on their property.

WRP provides societal benefits such as improved water quality
and quantity, reduced flood damage, groundwater recharge, and
enhanced fish and wildlife habitat.

Producer demand for this program outstrips available funding by
at least three-to-one. If funding is not provided, Congress is telling
landowners that being a good steward of the land is less important
than plowing crops on marginal lands.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services estimates that 7.8 million
acres of CRP in the prairie pothole region adds a minimum of 2
million ducks to the fall flight each year. Most of these acres con-
sist of large contiguous blocks of grassland cover interspersed with
an abundance of prairie wetlands. Contracts on nearly 6.4 million
of the 7.8 million acres are set to expire between 2007 and 2010.

Though it is apparent that CRP is a critical component of the
landscape, it is currently under threat. As work continues on the
2007 Farm Bill, it is critical that we promote waterfowl conserva-
tion programs that contribute to the economic viability of America’s
farmers and ranchers and a healthy environment.

We must also ensure conservation programs provide private
landowners with viable financial incentives to restore and protect
large tracts of grasslands and wetlands that benefit North Amer-
ican waterfowl and our landscape.

I encourage all folks here today, if you feel as I do, to contact
your Senators and Representatives to let them know your thoughts
on these important issues.

In conclusion, I would leave you with this one thought: farm the
best, conserve the rest. Thank you.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Linda.

I remind everybody to please keep your comments two minutes
out of respect for everybody else who wants to speak. Thank you.

Mr. LANE. Senators, I am Tom Lane from Livingston, Montana,
a rancher.

When this immigration bill did not pass the other day, all of our
crew except one are all Mexicans. If we lose our Mexican crew, we
are out of business because we cannot hire any help. We have had
a terrible time trying to keep everybody going with one thing and
another until these folks come on the scene.

I was wondering why a rancher could not bond these fellows, put
up the $5,000 apiece or whatever bond would be required that we
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will keep these people in our employ and that they will be law-
abiding citizens or something to that effect so we are not worried
about losing these fellows.

There has got to be something done. I am sorry that the immi-
gration bill went down. I hope it can be resurrected because we
need them.

Another thing I was concerned about was the horse slaughter
bill. We cannot kill horses anymore now. I know what is going to
happen. You are going to see a lot of those horses out there being
starved to death. People cannot pay $150, $175, $200 to get them
slaughtered again—to get them slaughtered once, I meant to say.

But anyway, it is—something has got to—I do not know what is
happening in the judges. I see they tore down the bill there with
the BLM and they went to a lot of trouble with the committees and
one thing and another. And a judge in Idaho, Windmill or some-
thing like that, decided that there is an injunction, he filed an in-
junction against the BLM enforcing these regulations because some
environmental group did not think they met the EPA and NEPA
and all them things.

The judges are having a lot of sway in what we are having to
say anymore. And I hope to gosh somebody can rein them in and
let us get back to business.

Thank you.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Tom.

Mr. SANDERS. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, my name is Bob
Sanders. I am the Manager of Conservation Programs with Ducks
Unlimited and I live in Elliston, Montana.

I just wanted to wunderscore our State Chairman, Linda
Daugherty’s comments regarding the loss of wetlands in the United
States. Currently, we are losing about 80,000 acres of wetlands an-
{magly. We are also losing our native grasslands and possibly CRP
ands.

Montana is the third largest duck producer in the Nation. CRP,
actually one in five ducks in the Nation is produced on CRP lands.
Very critical habitats for waterfowl as well as a wide variety of up-
land birds and other wildlife.

And we all benefit from having wildlife on the landscape, open
spaces, good water quality, all the benefits that wetlands provide.
Farm bill programs such as CRP and wetland reserve programs
provide those for us.

One of our strongest and our strongest allies in conservation are
the folks sitting right here, are the ag producers. I think we share
a common goal of keeping grass on the landscape, especially with
the ranching community, keeping those landscapes intact and pro-
ductive. I just encourage you to strongly consider the conservation
portion of the upcoming farm bill when you pass that legislation.

Thank you.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Bob, very much.

Mr. HUBBARD. My name is Paul Hubbard. I am with the Commu-
nity Food and Agriculture Coalition in Missoula County.

If the goals basically here are for people to have healthy foods
and for farms and ranches to be viable businesses, then I would
hope this farm bill would approach them not as separate goals but
as the same goal. And that is if we can build more of a regional
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and local food economy, then we all win. Farms and ranches retain
more of the food dollar. As you know, more and more of the food
dollar goes towards marketing and transportation. And consumers
get a much healthier product.

So an example of that specifically is Farm—-To—School. Missoula
County has piloted this project. Kids are getting local food in their
school meals and they are eating more fruits and vegetables. And
it is coming straight from Montana farms and ranches. So it is a
win-win situation.

Another example is, as you guys are sitting in D.C., seeing Japa-
nese beef on the menu, most of the time when I go to a restaurant
in Montana, people look at me cross-eyed when I ask where the
beef is from. It is very difficult to get a Montana burger here. That
is because we lack infrastructure.

In bringing the consumer and the producer close together, as
close as we can—obviously, we will have to export plenty—but the
closer we can bring them the better. And looking at the infrastruc-
ture specifically is a place where we lack.

Yet it is also an opportunity because we do not have to go to
these Smithfield-esque just enormous operations that, unfortu-
nately, plague many communities in the Midwest, North Carolina,
where fertilizer basically becomes a pollutant. We can look more at
community-based systems, what type of infrastructure will help our
communities in bringing the consumer and producer closer to-
gether.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Paul.

Mr. NoLAN. Good afternoon, Senator Baucus, Senator Tester. My
name is Jim Nolan from the State Department of Public Health
and Human Services.

I just wanted to call to your attention a draft proposal that
USDA is floating that they would like to have included in the farm
bill that would drastically alter the way they fund one of our major
nutrition programs, the food distribution program on Indian res-
ervations.

Our initial analysis of the proposal would indicate a cut of about
40 percent for Montana. Although I am not too concerned that that
language will not get in the farm bill, I am concerned that even if
it does not they will try to do this administratively, a course they
have already undertaken.

This program serves about 3,000 families a month and we would
ask for help in making sure it does not happen.

Thank you.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Jim.

Ms. HoLLINGSWORTH. Hi, I am Marcia Hollingsworth. I live on
a farm/ranch operation. I also sit on a national committee called
CARET, Council for Agriculture Research Extension and Teaching.

We are about to celebrate the 4th of July. Years ago I was talk-
ing with different people and they mentioned to me how democracy
is directly connected with ag, this makes me a wreck.

But anyway, I do feel that our national security depends upon a
strong agricultural system. Agriculture is our food security and I
think in years to come will soon be our energy security.

I would like you to play close attention to the research and edu-
cation title in the farm bill. I think it is extremely important to
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keep our land grants strong to address the needs here in Montana.
We support the formula funding and I do ask that there be in-
creases there to keep up with the pace of inflation.

The land grant to Montana, I think, is an essential partner in
keeping this industry a strong and viable industry.

Thank you.

Senator BAucus. Thanks, Marcia, very much.

Mr. MEYERS. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, thank you for
holding the field hearing here in Great Falls and the opportunity
to talk to you. I am Larry Myers. I am from Glasgow, Montana.
I am with Two Rivers Economic Growth. I currently serve as the
Executive Director for St. Mary Rehabilitation Working Group.

Three months ago, the Bush Administration proposed its new
farm bill for 2007. And in it had a $1.75 billion 10-year cooperative
conservation program called the Regional Water Enhance Program,
RWEP. It is aimed at improving water quality and water conserva-
tion on working agricultural lands on a regional scale.

This program is included in the redesigned EQIP program or
EQIP, as we know it today.

I would like to encourage you to take good strong considerations
of this, as it appears to have some benefits to all of us in Montana
dealing with water. We either have too much or we do not have
enough or whatever.

Senator BAucus. It is usually not enough.

Mr. MEYERS. Unless it comes in a rather large quantity like it
did in Valley County on June 16th, which is another issue.

Anyway, dealing with and working with the Family Farm Alli-
ance, which is a grass roots organizations for family farmers,
ranchers, irrigation districts over the 16 Western States, this
project or program seems to have some benefits but there are some
cautions that we have identified that need to be considered.

One of them is administrative costs associated with any work
performed by the NRCS should be capped at a reasonable level.

The second one is the role of the Bureau of Reclamation and how
that agency coordinates with NRCS and the implementation of this
program in Western States must be thought out thoroughly and
should be complemented and coordinated philosophy.

And then number three, limitations should be established to en-
sure that these monies truly benefit agriculture and not urban mu-
nicipalities with relative token amounts of agricultural lands or
hobby farms within their boundaries.

The fourth thing for consideration, the program should provide
assurances that the intent is not to reallocate water away from ag-
riculture. It must also recognize the traditional differences of Fed-
eral agencies to State water allocation systems.

Lastly, the thing that I would like you to encourage considering
in the farm bill, and it has been mentioned here by the panel, is
some kind of a permanent disaster fund. And I think that is echoed
timely with what happened in Glasgow and Valley County.

Thank you very much.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Larry, very much. Thank you.

Mr. OMLAND. Senator Baucus, Senator Tester, my name is Rich
Omland. I serve as the Bishop of the Montana Synod of the Evan-
gelical Lutheran Church of America, the largest Protestant denomi-
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nation in Montana. Along with our brothers and sisters in the
Montana Association of Churches, the Roman Catholic commu-
nities, and other Protestant groups, thank you for being here today.

Many of our members and our congregations are in rural commu-
nities and small towns all across the State and all across the Na-
tion. So we have a heart in what is going on in this bill.

A couple of things I want to just say. First of all, to all the pro-
ducers, the women and men in this community who are a part of
the caretaking of the soil and the land of this good earth. That is
part of what God is up to and we thank you for your participation
in that. Hopefully you see that bigger picture that goes on.

Secondly, we want to just continue to remind our Government
and remind our producers to have a heart for the poor and the
folks that we produce food for. We think that is terribly important
and we want to encourage you to think about how those resources
are allocated, that we not forget the least among us.

We thank you folks who work in agriculture on all of our behalfs.

And gentlemen, thank you for being here, as well.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Richard, very much.

That is a good finish, a good summary.

Thank everybody for coming.

Before we adjourn here I just want to again thank those from the
Agriculture Committee who are here. Also, everybody here at the
Civic Center who has helped make this room possible. A lot of peo-
ple behind the scenes make a lot of things happen.

Again, thank all the folks that came, the witnesses, everybody
who stood up to speak. It is all very, very important. It is part of
the larger mosaic and it will help, I know, Senator Tester and cer-
tainly help me and other members of the Ag Committee as to what
to do next as we put together this farm bill.

Thank everybody, very much. I might add, too, that if you have
written statements you want to add, or additional statements, ad-
ditional testimony, additional points that you may have, you can
mail them to Brandon Willis. Brandon, can you please stand?

This is Brandon Willis. He is my ace top hand in agriculture. He
does a great job. His e-mail address is brandon—
willis@baucus.senate.gov.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, the Committee was adjourned.]






APPENDIX

JULY 2, 2007

(45)






DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

JULy 2, 2007

(47)



48

Alternative Energy Resources chwmt!m
432 M. Last Chance Guich
Helena, MT spdon

Phone: (408) 4437272
Faw:  (aod) 4420100
E-mall: aeragacromt.org

I .
Dwrar Senator Bowcus, Juna 2, 2007

AERD & 0 Montana based memberhip onganiotion ecogniad for bulding community by
liriing pecpie, iurioinabls ogricuiune, and renewoblo ensgy.

Sencher Boucus we ask you consider fhe following when cralfing the nenw Form BIL L

i tha Rural Development fifie, ABRO supports recuthordzafion of ATIRA, the notional sustainables
agriculiung infermotion sevice for 1.8 millon dolors. ATIRA pravides technical assistonce to
lermiens, ranchen. and orgonizaSons ocross the US. Hhiough it stalfed ioll free phonis Enes.
websile. ond workshops, This progrom feceived very high mans in o recenl fhrd-pory
evakeation of ATTRA services. and most 'clanty e formerns who need on elficient woy o get
irdormafion an sustoinablo agriculiure mmmmanm maraling, and
odding value bo form products.”

"

AERO suipperts polizies o increcss e ovalabilty of heatiny and afferdoble tood hat is grown
locally and in woys that prolec! e emdronment, This would incluge support of famens markel
and form-fe-school prograrms, Bulcing local economies and securs local foed sysiems can bast
. mewﬂngummwuﬁmﬂnnmmﬁu”mﬂﬂwaﬂﬂdﬂﬁ
. regianal markets. =

hmmnﬁﬂmwrﬁmﬂmhmmﬂummﬂ
Incroasing spending on corservalion programs, rumal developmaent, m1mh‘ihh‘ﬂkﬂﬂd
SRGONC PrOgRarTs.

Thaank You for this onpc:lurih' fo commenl,

Jim Boengrover :

Agrcultune & Food Systems Progrom Manager
Jeomgrovenosrcmt.ong

Merber group of .{a&nuna shares P
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“DChester Iirigation Project

0L Dooi ALY K Dagais Chicras

Cheares, WT 1L oo 408-T35-5140
Leontrd Siywil- Co-{Inirsm
July £, 2007
Senator Max Bancus Senator Jon Tester
113 3™ Street North 321 1 Avenue North
Cireat Falls, Montana 59401 Cireat Falls, Montana 5940

RE: 2008 Farm Bill

Dear Senntor Bawcus and Senntor Tester:

Om behalf of the Chester [rrigation Project Stwering Committee, thank you for holding the
hearing on the 2008 Farm Bill in Grewt Falls end providing us with the opportusity to submit
wrillen comments.

While | wm not furniliar with the specifics of the 2008 Farm Bill, | would like o soggest
that the United States Congress, in some fashion, consider the inclusion of providing federal
financial assisance for the development of new and the rehabilitation of existing irrigation
projects in Montana,

As you ane well swee, 8 substuntial portics of the Montana economy is based on
agriculture. While this portion of the Mootans econony is holding-its-own at the present time, it
eould do betier because there is a portion of our renewable natural resource base that s being
under utifized. That renewable resource is water, Althe present time, Montars has identified
several sounces of water thal could be svailable for irigation development. These waters are in
the form of Water Resarvations on the Yellowstons and Missouri Rivers and unallocated water
that is stored in federal facilities such as Tiber, Yellowtail and Hungry Horse dams.

As o Headwater State, Montana presently bas a lergs water resource that is not being
utilized to its full eapacity. This is because of the cost of the development of new brrigazion and
the rehabilitation of existing irrigation projects.

The recent eost study that was conducted for the Chester Irrigation Project indicated that
mmﬂwﬂdmﬂ approocimately 52,800.00 to $3,200.00 per acre to complete. Admittedly,
lh.uunsumﬂtmufm: hewever, tho cost of these types of projeots Is only going
10 get morne expensive in the fotare. Putting Montana's svailable water resonrces to beneficial
use would have an immediste positive impact on the State’s economy as well &s into the fiture,

Another issue that is closely associsted with the development of bmigaton in Montana is
the gvailability of a economic power source. This power source Is Pick ~ Sloan Project Pumping
Power, As was envisioned by the Flood Control Act of 1944, Pick = Sloan Power was to be made
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available 10 the Upper Missouri River Basin States for the development of imrigation projects.
This potential and opportanity has never been fully realized.

While the Z008 Farm Bill might not be the appropriste legislation in which to address
these issues, the Chester Irrigation Project would be happy 10 work with you and your staff to
accomplish the goals outlived above in otber legislation.

We will keep in contact with your offices on these and other related issues.

Again, thenk you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincercly,

A, agmrn
Ken ﬂm-f

Box 313

Chester, Montana 59522

Chester Irripation Project Stecring Committee
Gary Amestoy
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Laywe Kmmuime_ 10E Mol han Lers

Monkona, Diaces Uniisren Lewistown, mr Shels o
Retiomar. Dibecroe. xfaa.-fﬂﬁr ‘e #1
ftr—umb-v eks. *"j
L} INLIMITEDS NATION THE 2007
ARM BIL

Maintain at least 7.8 Million acres in the Conservation Reserve Program
{CRP) in the Prairie Pothole Area (Montana, N.D., 5.D).

Enroll 250,000 acres annually in the Wetlands Reserve Program and
ensare the national acreage cap does not become a limiting factor

(3,525,000 acres).

Ensure inclasion of Sodsaver, which will remove incentives for conversion
of native prairie to cropland.

Maintain current protection measures for preventing conversion of
wetlands to other oses.

Ensure that alternative energy does not harm our investment in
agricultural conservation programs that have proven important to
waterfowl] and other wildlife,

Please cnsure that the 2007 Farm Bill conservation programs are saved.
Please work with Leadership and other Members of Congress to find this
needed fonding.

Farm Bill conservation programs provide a voluntary, incentive-based framewaork for landscape-
level comservatisn that sddresses the needs of working farmers, ranchers, private lindowners, and
wildlife. However, mubliple factors can alter the acocsaibility nd cconomic viability of
conservation programs to lsadewners, 2s well as the ability to creste habitat for waterfowl and
other wildlife. In developing the 2007 Farm Bill, we must ensure conservation programs provide
private landewners with viable fnancial incentives tv restore snd protect large tracts of
grusalunds and wetlands that beacfit North American waterfow] and wildiife.

Barien Tarus 3 \pms Ui i TE &
S Swhevlanl J askeaben S S

e Mo

I v
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STATEMENT IN QPPOSITION TO FCS EXPANSION INTD BUSINESS
LENDING — uly 2, 2007 Flaid Hearing. Senme Agriculiure Cormminiee, (rest Falls

Presidant, Monmna Indspendent Bankers Assoolation
[Deatton State Bank
Drations, Montzna

My name |y Shawm Dumins, and I'm the President of the Daanes Seste Bask in Dutioa,
Montana | am also (e President of the Maomana Independent Baakers Association. |
tise to speak briefly about an issue included in the current marioup of the furm bill tkat
could cavse real toohle for commamity bankens in Montans, and for the copimunites that

E serve

The Farm bill i importaest legiststion for naml America so I'm all for action on the bill.
Howeves, I'm quiie concersed sbout what the subtommitiee did In the credis ndle,

The sub iciee maskup inciodes the Farm Crodh System’s entlree logiilative
framenwark exoept for two miner adjustments, ont supposedly ergeting renswakle energy
nd one sening te howring lEmin sz 6,000,

That legislative framawork [ncludes expanded suthotity for the Farm Credit System to
'make seoall business loans to any non-fermer owned firm that b involved I o varlety of
activities, llke marketiog, handiing, el. These activities apply to firms that provide
business services, prodiadts, squpment of capital goods. In naml America, this would
mean virtually any business.

This would mean that $23 billlon In small business loans weuld ba eligible for FCS o
immedistely cherry-pick from the private sector, miing Bysir bax advantage (3.5% tax raie
ut [edeéqul-state-local level) and funding advantsges &3 » Government Spotsored
Enterprise, The playing field woald bo farther Wied, sway from Montana's commeanity
banks, and towards the FCS.

Theese small busimess loans are the heart and sol of sommunity banking. There bno
benefit in driving rural basks out of the marketplace Tiss wiuld diminish the source of
competithon,

There are faz 100 many questions about this proposed expansion 1o go ferwand a2 this
point, Feret off, we ape ¢l hard pressed 1o find the evidence of need for the FCS to do
thia, either in ihe agribusiness of commential lending sector or the housing secvar.

Wi ar also concormed about how FCA, the regulator, would monitor this. s there
auzhority In the language 1o allow the FCS 10 regalate the business borrowers and thelr
farmer custoioers io determine complience? What provisioss s a the languags o




53

‘enyure that congress ond the pablic will know wha FCS & financing?

It Is mot possibile o see how any new Joans would be msde, o would hive 1o be made,
unader this new sathority, beyond thoss already belng made by the private secioe. The
proposal also dees B0t ajrpear o et underserved mirkets,

Altawing FCS to do commércial or agri-business Josns will devastate community banks
in o neal towns and harm many rurel commanities by decreasing tax revenies.

To susnmarize, W vtrongly eppose FC5 expansion 280 business koding.
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501 North Sanders, Suite #2
Helena, Montana 59601
N e — T T e 3 T

Phon: 406-443-5711 Fax: 406-443-0174
Email: maik@macdnet.org Website: www.macdnet.arg

Monisna Association of
L =" Conservation Districls

Testimony of Steve Hodstrom, MACD Viee President
Baforg the U5, mmwﬂmm

Heflo, my name s Steve Hedstrom, Vice President of the Montana Association of Conservation Districts (MACT) and a
ranchar from Reynasford, Mortana,

| v ke 1o fhank you ko s opporiunity 1o share the visws of Montana's local Conservation Districis regasding the 2007
Farm BIL There are 55 COs hore in Montena, at least one in every county. Similar endtes are sed up o8 across the country, in e U S,
naarty 3,000 conservaion districts ans hedping local people to conserve land, waler, forosts, wikikie and relsted natural resources.

‘W al shane a single mission. 1o coondinsle asslsterce from all svaliable sources-publiz and peivate, local, state and ledersi-
I an effort b0 develop ocaly-driven solutions o natural resourse concems We Supnor oluntary, inconthee-hesed programs thal
present & renge ol opbions, providing both financial énd technical sssestance io guide landowners in e adoplion of consarvation
practices, Improving soil, oo and wober s prowiding habitat and enhanced land management.

Whia thern ara numenous isgues of imporanoes in te 2007 Farm Bl that will help Mostans’s Cs achisve our goals. | would
52 i take this coporunity b highlight e iSsues for your coridermfion:

1) Warking Lands Focus
MACD supports the highast pricrity for the Consenvation Tile of the Fam 21l lo focus programs and funding on Working Lands
Corsarvaton.

2) Decling In counfty EGIP allocations because of special EQIP projects

There his been a meduclion In county EQHP alocatiors because of EQIP spanding on special iniatives in Mortana, While Dese
specal prowcts have laudabis goaly, COs are concemed that il ks coming a2 e evpense of iocal priorites smund te stste. We would
I iy 800 88 muzh EQIF funding as possblo disifbuted among the counties i be focused on local priorfes.

Importance of Technical Assistance
As the Basts for 81 consanvation efforss, tham s a criticaf reed for he adequate funding of conservation technical assstanca. In andos
I maximire the efectiversss of fnancial assistance reooted by producers, Shéy need quality techrical assistance. In addftion, mam
producers wha do not paricioaie in T firancisl ascistance programa rely on technical helo 1o arsure that they an putting quality
peactioes on fhe lend, B s She combiration of e wo that makes Americs’s conservaton defivery sysiem efSciend snd elisce.

#) CSP Changes

The exiting CSP program should be modiied inso @ fop-level consenation program for the “best of the best’ n natral mscurce
profaction on their cparasion. This upper-evel program should have clarly defined crileris 50 producers. can plan ahead, and know
what the requiremants ans io participate. We recomeend making C5P @ two-tier progrem ! is availibie natiorwide. Under tha
curment administration of the program, producers have nol been abla o plan lor perficipation bacause they don't know ¥ thir watarshed
will b aeincted for pacicipation.

5 CRP

MACD strongly supports: the high pricety enmiiment of land in the Consarvation Reserve Program o address snvionmentally sessitive
‘sail and warker qually issues, in ihe pas! in Montana, the higher rental rates associated with good producing land has ancouraged the
CHP anvolmant of batier lond over soma of the poonest land, Whils wildifo habitat mprovemant is commendable, i can ba achisved
on lower class 508 and cer ot & lower prico - which would be @ benoff! o e ical isndowner and B publc paying e cost. This aiso
ktaps 1 bettar kand In prodiaction which sipports the el esonomy &nd pegulation.
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Public Comments on Behalf of the Montana Bankers Association
Before the
United States Senate Committes on Agriculture
July 2, 2007

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | am pleased to be here today
representing the Monlana Bankers Assoclation (MBA) to discuss the 2007 Farm
Bill. Thank you to Senators Baucus and Tester for organizing this event and for
your strong leadership on behalf of agriculture and banking in Montana.

Mr. Chairman, Montana's community bankers are strongly opposed to Farm
Credit Council proposals to rewrite the Farm Credit Act, which have become
known as the "Horzons Projecl.” The Councll's expansion agenda includes
financing for large corporations, home mortgage lending in wealthy areas and
almost without limit in Mentana, and dilution of farmer ownership of cooperatives
through a dismantling of stock ownership rules. This dramatic overhaul of the
Farm Credit Act should nol be part of the Farm Bill,

The Farm Credit System (FCS) is a tax advantaged, direct lending Government
Sponsored Enterprise (GSE) that was charlered by Congress to provide credif to
farmers, ranchers, farmer owned businesses, and rural home owners. As a
GSE, the FCS was granied special powers and privileges, including tax
advantages that have reduced their tax bill to almost zero, preferential long term
borrowing authority in the government debt market, and the backing of the
American taxpayer. Tha FCS should leverage these GSE privileges in the
service of its mission to farmers and ranchers, nol In the service of its own
ambitions. Imporiantly, the Farm Credit Council proposals contain no provisions
to further FCS' requirement to serve young, beginning, small, and minority
farmers.

The broad news powers being sought by the FCS are not about agricultural
loans; they are about a GSE that wants to move away from agriculture Into
corporate and mortgage lending. These new powers would undoubtedly harm
this GSE's public mission to lend to farmers and ranchers. They would also
harm community banks and other private sector financial services providers and
ultimately lead to fewer choices for customers. The Farm Credit Council
proposals would not result in any new products or services for Montanans. They
would merely displace the privale seclor, transfer these products and services to
the books of a government sponscred enterprise, and undermine our efforts to
invest in rural economies,

Mr. Chairman, Montana's communlty bankers urge you to oppose efforls to
expand the Farm Credit System,
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June 26, 2007

Duane Klindworth
§235 Klindworth Rd
PO Box 133
Hogeland, Mt 59529
406-379-2542

dokfarms{@agristar.net

To the Full Senate Ag Committee
Civic Center
Great Falls, Montana

Deear Sirs:

| would appreciate if you would consider placing this letter, and attached pdf file,
into your written record of this field hearing.

The attached pdf file, which compares the historical trading power of one bushel
of Montana wheat in exchange for US Postage stamps, tells it all.

| serve as both a Director on the board of the Montana Grain Growers Assoc, and
the board of Big Flat Electric Cooperative from Malta, Montana.

It has been disheartening to watch eastern Montana lose its population due to a
lack of respect and appreciation for agriculture, as | have watched small towns with class
C schools wonder the uncertainty of their schools® (let alone the whole communities')
future.

Rural Electric Coop's have also watched their consumer numbers dwindle over
time, and with it, the removing of electrical distribution lines.

The best and the brightest of our youth in agriculture should not have to leave
agriculture because the rewards of it are minuscule with way too much risk compared 1o
non-ag interests, but that is what has been happening here for a long time.

Please take the time to study the attached “Postage to Wheat” pdf file. [ have been
updating this file now for nearly 8 years. It needs your most careful perusal for
discernment.

Sincerely,

Duane Klindworth

Director, MGGA

Director, Big Flat Electric Cooperative
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TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF
MONTANA PORK PRODUCERS COUNCIL
BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION &
FORESTRY
ON THE 2007 FARM BILL

July 6, 2007

e, Chairman and members of the Committes, we thank you for the opportunity to represent the needs ol
our producer membership in regards to the 2007 Farm Bill

The Montana Pork Producers Councll has served pork producer interests since its inceplion in 1958, at thal
time: under the name of the Mantana Swine Growers Association. Since then, many changes have occurred
within the Industry as a result of changing agricultural policies and trade. We are a highly viable industry,
contribuling o the local economies throughout the state.

Currently, our Montang industry consists of 500 hog operations, marketing $32.5 million dollars in gross
receipts for 2006, Of these dollars, 90% were recenved through the Montana Hog Marketing Association,

Several factors set our Council apart from cther livestock industry groups within Montana, Over B5%
percent of hogs marketed oniginate from the Hutterite Colonies. This is the highest such production ratio ol
any stala in the nation. Our producer majority also heavily utilizes Asian and natural food niche markets,
which primarily rely on the transpart of live hogs to surrounding states.

We ask that you consider the needs of our membership fo provide a competitive infrastructure, supporiing
agriculture for generations o come. The following statements highlight our major concems for the 2007
Famm Bill

Animal Weifare:
Montana pork production relies on the positive welfare of the animals under our care. We leel that lowa
producer Barbara Determan summed it up cleardy when she told the Committes in May:
“Ameadica’s pork producers recognize their maral obligation to provide for the well-being of their
animais, and they raisz their pigs in a humane, compassionate and socially responsible manner.
Any production practice that falis short of this high-performance standard is unacceptable and will
not be tolerated by our indusiry. In addition to that moral obdigation, perk producers’ livelihoods
depend on the well-being and perormance of their pigs™.
Given that reliance and placing a lack of tolerance on those not acting 1o provide fully for their animals, it is
disturbing for us to consider legislation thal would dictate care withou! a scientific basks. Producers within
the state represent a wide variety of production practices; some utiize gestation stalls while others have
chosen group housing for pregnant sows. We fieel strongly il should not be our position, neither that of
gevernment, to dictate these choices without solid proof of improvement. Montana producers participate in
a wide array of voluntary animal weifare programs, including Nabional Pork Board's Pork Chuality Assurance
Plus (PQA Plus) and Trucker Quality Assurance (TQA) to ensure their well-being track record.
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il in ling:

Pork producers believe that the 2007 Farm B# should provide an opportunity %o discuss and debate tha
issues sumounding COOL. The provision set fo fake effect Sept 30, 2008 lacks proof that US consumers
are willing to pay higher paces at the meat counler to financially bear the burden of such a program. In
Mantana, during debate over the Mandatory Country Of Origin Placarding Act (MCOOF), a member of tha
Govemor's committee voiced repeated concems over the rise in food costs in relation o the income ol
Montanans af or below poverdy level. Il is our position that you cannod successfully mandate the producer
ar consurmer io outlay additional costs until they are ready to do so. Therafore we strongly believe that the
prowision needs to be repealed and replaced with a voluntary program. The price of ignoring this upcoming
implementation date is to hamm both the mouth and the hand that feeds i,

Nalional Animal kdenffication:
We support the implementation of @ mandalory national animal identification system 1o provide coherand
and cohesive information to emergency persannel in the event of an animal disease outhreak. This is just
ag necessary 1o provide business conlinuity to operations nol affected by the siluation as it is o pinpoin
and assist the affected operations. Currently, Montana producers are required fo oblain a premise
identification to paricipate in the voluntary Pork Quality Assurance Plus program administered by fhe
National Pork Board. This program receives widespread support from the industry and is viewed by our
packers as a dramalic advantage in industry structure. Producer and consumer confidence in the security
of the agriculture indusiry relies direclly on its abilily 1o respond to oulside impacts in a timely and well-
organized manner. We believe that it is possible to implement such a system without sacrificing the privacy
of today's producer. Characteristics of this program would have to include:
1) A practical and reliable system for tracing hogs from farm 1o market with animal identifications that
are well-defined, legal and readily availabie,
2) The educalion tools necessary to alliow a producer to make informed production decisions based
on the requirements of the identification system,
3} Mostimportantly, the program is proven to be economically viabke and refies on producer oversight
from allied animal industries.
As mentioned in introduction, the majority of all hogs produced in the stale are shipped out of state for
processing, Therefore, to preven! impacting commerce negatively, producers must be fully informed on
requirements as they become law,

Industry Struchine:;

We believe thal the thriving industry in Montana and the US is direclly tied to the diversity of production and
markefing options available to ils producers. Limiting these choices through bans in packer ownership,
requirements on spol marke! Wransaclions or restricting formula-price contracts will cause significant
industry contraction. According o GIPSA/RTI research, competiion problems are not widespread in the
industry. GIPSA goes on to say that proposals resiicting compelition would make producers and
consumers worse off and would leave packers no better ofi. Mistaken efforts \o protect our family-farm
producers would actually bury them in paperwork. For example, 5. 1017 - Captive Supply Reform Act,
would limit the number of animals covered by any one contract to only 30 pigs, or one-sixth of a modem
sami-trailer truckioad. Many full-time pork producers sedl at least 3,000 pigs per year, so the smallast full-
time producer would have 1o complete 100 such bidding processes each year, This harms those kacking the
labor for such processes, especially those refying on just a handful of family mambers to do the work,
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We thank you for the Commitiee’s willingness fo receive input from Montana's pork producers and plan ic
continee our relaicnship with those representing us.

Questions may be direcled fo:

Anne Miller

Executive Director

Meontana Pork Producers Council
{406) 557-28682 Phone

(406) 557-29681 Fax
miporki@midrivers com Emed

Don Herzog

President

Montana Pork Producers Council
{406) 663-2112 Phone

(406) B63-2134 Fax
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Montana

PO, Box 909
Conrad, Montana 59425
Phone and Fax (406)278-3071
Email msca@3rivers.net

FARM BILL - CONSERVATION PROGRAM COMMENTS
JULY 2, 2007 GREAT FALLS, MT

LISDA I155LES IN GENERAL

Decusions on FSA office closures and co-location need to take Mo account bocal inpul and
implications to the ability 1o provide technical and finoncial assistance from NRCS and
conservalion districis. Long distasees {100-200 miles) and winter driving conditions in Montana
are mjer factors that need to be considered before closing an olfice,

All USDA programs showld place the highest emphass on Working Laods Conservation. Programs
that institute rescrved (rested) and casement restrictions are still important but should have less
crphasis for the limited stafT and lunding resources available,

Encourage the Conservation Innovation Grants and implementation of pilot programs.

Promote an energy tax credit for production agriculure, The high-encrgy prices have increased
cests well bevond what can be recouped from the current market place.

Provide incentives for bio-fucls production through alternative crops and mnovative processes,
along with other energy related programs Iike wind frming,

Technieal Service Providers (T5P) - process to wilize is slowly being adopted in MT but it has
been laboricus. TSP planners cover a broad rmnpe of skills from Precision Agricullure to
engincenng design for AFOVCAFO,

CONSERVATION SECURITY PROGRAM - The rewnard concept is n prime method to promote and
benefit producers using sound conservation practices.

Increased funding is needed to sdequately address both the innovative conservation practices in
place and the high level of interest by producers to participate in CSP contracts. CSP should reach
mare producers amd land base than is possible with curremt funding. Innovative practices are oflen
more expensive andor require more management skills.

At the current rale of funding, in a state as karge as Montana, the entire stale would not be cligible
for an estimated 8-10 years. In 2006, only two small watersheds wene eligible which farther
extends the time period,

If more funding were available, the CSP application process could be less ardwous for producers
and NRCS staff. The current funding level requires 2 screening process 1o nasrow the applicams,
thus many good applications aren’t funded now,

Individuals must be allowed o enhance their existing contracts to move from Tier | to Tier 2 to
Tigr 3, and add management that will relain contracts.

Many more producers in the previously eligible watersheds are now prepared with adequate records
and practices in place for CSP; however, they will necd fo wail until all other watersheds have been
sclected 10 be eligibde again. This could take longer than o decade for producers 1o participate.
CEP would fit well within Commodity Program restrictions,
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MACD FARM BILL COMMENTS - CSP Continued

The cuhancement and managenwent paymsent rates for livestock enterprises and grazing practices are
significantly lower than for cropland - these should be increased to represent the true management.
costs of time, equipment, fencing, water development, fertilizer, ete.

Producers (hat provide the land, water, grozing rotelions and other livestock management aspects of
livestock production should not be precleded from CSP just because they rentlease out the grazng,
land and do oot own the livestock, These producers make the sctual management decisions that
protect amd restone the natural resources.

Promote practices that will retain expiring CRP contract acreage in permanent cover through water
development, forage and grazing management with incentives.

Allow for more education for producers and NRCS s1ail prior 10 CSP application process so-
everyone understands what 15 expected 10 qualify. Especially in the first few years, producers were
not adequately prepared with reconds 10 document their top managerment, but that did not mean that
the conservation efforts had not been implemented,

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVE PROGRAM ~

Maintain andior increase the current funding level. EQIP has enabled many producers to
implement conservations methods that allow small, mid- and large sized operations to reduce
erosion ond other non-point sovrce pollution (NPS), protect wildlife habitat and still remain
ecopomically viable,

The current EQIP funding level has expanded the realm of producers being served, both in numbers.
and generating new interest in those that have not traditionally panticipated. Yet many producers.
are atill going un-served, For example in MT in FY 2006, 840 BQIP contracts were funded, but 759
applications remain as a backlog and many new applications have been gencrated for FY 2007.
Along with financial assistance needed, funding for adequate technical assistance is noeded for
MWRCS end Technical Service Providers, which can include conservation districts employees. Right
now NRCS must screen the BQIP applications in erder to sclect the mumber that they can provide:
adequate planning and design specifications.

Montana stresses the need to conlinue to allow the major portion of EQIP funds to be distributed on
a county level, but also allow NRCS to have special initiatives. DO NOT retumn 1o funding only
Priority Watersheds — that would set hack conservation implementition statewide.

Continue (o allow Local Working Groups and State Technical Committees o guide how USDA
Conservation Title funds are distributed 1o land-uses. AL one time, Montana could allocate the
funds by contract size. Countics can no longer do this with the NRCS ranking criteria. However,
many counties would like to have the opportunity again, especially to target small projects af
S10,000 or less, or make sure that an entire county anrual allecation would pot go to just one or twee
coniracls,

Place an emphasis on pew funding to assist in the transitioning of “rested land” (AKA expiring CRP
land, ete.) 1o “working land’. USDA should provide both technical and financial assistance 1o
instinute grazing management and rofations through water development, fencing, re-sceding o mone
appropriste plant species, monitoring, ete. Mot all land and water resources are best served by lying
ile.

USDA should alse provide technical and financial assistance in bringing less marginal *rested land’
from expired CRP contracts back into annusl crop and forage production.  Sound management
proctives will profong the environmental benefits derived form CRP.

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM -

Place the highest emphasis on environmentally sensitive land and on practices that will improve
sodl and waler quality,

Retain the ability for cach county o set aside a small percentage of their 25% cap allocation for
special practices within the Continvous CRP (CCRP).
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MACD FARM BILL.  CRP Comments contineed

*  Re-visit the acreage limits for individuals to discourage whele farm enroliments, Prime agriculiural
land should not be allowed ints the program when there is marginal land that would bencfit more
from being rotated to andfor retained in pereaninl fomge.

¢  Periodic management or maintenonce should be a requirement of sach contract 1o promote stand
lomgevity, weed control amd fire prevention. Management can be accomplished without damaging
wildlife habirat and actuolly enhance the habilat when completed within acceped restrictions,

*  Momana hos developed a consensus format with federal and state wildlife agencies ond private
groups to set management dates to avoid prime nesting periods and retain sufficient habits to
support wildlife populations. This consensus strikes a balance for wildlife needs and forage quality
for the livestock producers that needs the forage in drought pedods. The mansged area also
produces better wildlife habitst i subsequent years,

*  Cropland status or base acres should be reinstated in o consistent manner for Commodity Program
considerations. Some contracts reguired the loss of base acres and others aliowed the transler of
base acres.  IF erop program payments are in place, then some of the base pcres should he re-
instafed 5o less marginal land can be econemically brought back in production. This would be
anotlier way of transitioning some *rested kand into working land”,

WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PROGRAM -
* There has always been more imerest in this program than funding would allow projects in
Montana, The program should be retained and more funded allocated, but ¥OT at the expense of
“working lands’ programs.

GRASSLAND RESERVE PROGRAM -

*  There was $200 million in applications in Momtann alone, approximately equal to the national
allocation.  There is o huge mterest in this progmm and it has merit for more than just the
ruraliurban interface. GRP would enable producers to retain native grasslands rather than convert
1o anninls coops or introduced species.

WETLAND RESERVE PROGRAM —

*  Montana hed strong interest in 2006, but enly a few projects were funded with the FY2006
allocation ($2.5 million). The projects include perpetual easements and 30-yenr casements,
Ducks Unlimited have served as the Technical Service Providers, which has proven to be an
efficient and effective planning entity. More projects are going forth with appraisals to be ready
for future funding; however, there are multiple applizations backlogped,

WATERSHED REHABILITATION PROGRAM —
*  The concept of this program has merit but the funding was so limited that Montana did not
receive an allocation in 2006,

SMALL WATERSHED PROGRAM - PL-566
®  There have been more Congressionn] earmaris than there has been total fonding recently, The
Lower Birch Creek Watershed has a 33 million need to complete the on-going retrofit of aging
infrastrecture (o improve irmigation water delivery and conservation.

Cecssscats'M AT Farm Bstl Commenis (806
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MONTANA SALINITY CONTROL ASSOCIATION
COMMENTS
APRIL 2006

Conservation Secority Program (CSF) Enhancements for Salinity Control

Ltilize shallow ground water investigation to plot ground water flow direction and
identify recharge arca controlled by the CSP producer.

Muonitor the static ground water level in shallow wells on annual or semi-annual basis to
measure reclamation suceess with perennial fornge and intensive cropping rotations.
Monitor static water level annually for information on ground water trends and use
knowledge to make rotation decisions when perennial forage is needed initially, when it
can be removed and when it should be rotated back onto the recharge area before the
saline conditions become eritical.

Implement perennial forage rotation over a significant portion of the identified recharge
arcas and rotate back to annual cropping based on measurahle improvement to ground
water level and electrical conductivity of soil andfor water resources.

Retain perennial forage in a rotation longer than a USDA/EQIP contract requires (six
years) to ensure that saline reclamation is complete.

Oifset the high expense of rotating perennial fornge on recharge areas without an EQIP
and/or CRP contract.

Apply fertilizer rates and weed control measures on perennial forage to promote
economical yields and high soil moisture use.

Implement a flexible but intensive annual cropping system on all recharge areas not in
perennial forage. Cropping decisions should be based on available soil moisture and
ability to produce an economical crop vield.

Establish a healthy stand of salt-tolerant forage specics in the saline-affected acreage tha
will reduce surface evaporation and salt crusting, and that will out-compete saline
indicator weed specics. In some cases, this means a permanent perennial forage stand,
Use historical and current acrial photos to show progression and regression of saline-
affected soil and surface water/riparian arcas. This would be beneficial for both
individual and watershed-wide saline reclumation projects.

Periadically map the saline-afTected acreage using GPS tools and soil EC measurements.
Use yield monitoring maps to document hidden salinity, i.e. the arcas with reduced erop
production related to salinity on areas without visible salt crust,

The NRCS State Office solicited comments from the State Technical Committee members for
ideas to enhance new CSP contracts and/or modify existing CST* contracts, These are relevant
only to salinity control 15sues.

Submitied by Jane Holzer/Program Director
Montana Salinity Control Association

April 14, 2006
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Testimony of Montana
Women Involved in Farm Economics
Senate Agriculture Committee
Field Hearing on
2007 Farm Bill
July 2, 2007
Great Falls, Montana

Senator Baucus:

| am Nancy Skinner of Winnett, Montana. My husband David and | are wheat farmers
and we have a farming partnership with our son. Our farm supports two families and we
have a hired man. | am also the President of Montana WIFE.

Thank you for the opportunity for Montana Agriculiure producers to present testimony on
the 2007 Farm Bill.

Montana Women Involved in Farm Economics (WIFE) would like to share our
suggestions with you and the Senate Agriculture Committee. WIFE is a general farm
organization whose policy is directed by many different commodities.

The Farm Bill should
+  Clarify the legal standards in our competition laws to prevent misinterpretation by the
courts and ensure that government agencies entrusted with enforcement, including
GIPSA, are structured to do their jobs as effectively as possible
+ Strengthen the law to prohibit packer ownership and end captive supply. In addition,
the law should require processers to bargain in good faith and prohibit other unfair
contract practices
+  Promote transparency in the market by extending and strengthen Livestock
Mandatory Price Reporting as recommended by the GAO
+ Introducing greater competition in the beef industry at the state and local levels by
allowing interstate shipment of beef
= Supporting conservation programs that sustain wildlife and habitat as well as the
rancher
+  Getting to vole on the Beef check-off periodically in order to make sure it is being
used to adequately promote their product and represent their needs
* Ensure that USDA make health and safety a top priority as it works to restore global
export markels for U.S. beef by:
. Closing loopholes in the U.S. feed ban
2. Adopting the most stringent BSE risk mitigation measures recommended for
both imports and exports by the OIE pending an intemational agreement on
BSE standards
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3. Employing more FSIS meat inspectors for large processing plants rather than
using HACCP inspection to prevent prohibited cow parts from entering the
food system

Allowing voluntary BSE testing by U.S. packers

Directing USDA 1o take the lead in bringing countries together to upwardly
harmonize BSE standards that would allow trade of safe cattle and beel
products to resume and prevent any further global spread of the disease

ol

What size farm should this Farm Bill focus on?

15% of the farms and ranches have gross safes of $1000 or less
51% of the farms and ranches have gross sales of 10,000 or less
74% of the farms and ranches have gross sales of 549,994 or less

F i ices 2500 es as the size operation they feel it takes
support on family. They allow 65% for expenses excluding interest and depreciation. 10-
12% for interest and 5-6% for depreciation. FCS hopes to see bottom line on the schedule
F of 20%, but with increased costs of inputs such as fuel, in all probability it will be
closer 1o 15%. At 15% that would give an income of 337,500 for the family. These
operations are in the top 8% in the nation according to USDA Economic Research
Service. These operations are ones that their sole income is from the farm.

Many of the smaller operations are of the hobby farm types. They have their main
income derived off farm including many times their health insurance as well as other
benefits.

Land purchased with 1031 exchange 1ax exemptions would not be eligible for
participation in any programs with the new proposal,

1031 tax treatment should be allowed, with Agriculture land traded for agriculture land
and all land in such exchanges shall be allowed full participation in all Farm Programs.

WIFE endorses imitati ing i ent to the individual,

Farm payment eligibility is determined by adjusted gross income and it has been
proposed to reduce this level 1o $200,000. The adjusted gross income should be large
enough to include land payments and other capital investments as they are not deducted
when determining your adjusted gross income.

disadvantaged and young farmers have proven to be
ineffective and detrimental. Direct loans have been burdensome and ofien inan
insufficient amount to give a beginning farmer an adequate start. And the emphasis
should be placed on guaranteed loans with the guidelines changes to include: allowing
the producer 1o have income to exceed their farm income as that is the only way for the
young producer o get started. With the tremendous amount of investment it takes to get &
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start in agricullure, a young producer needs to be able to have their main job off the farm
and have guaranteed loans available for these producers. With this type of program, they
can slowly work into the field as money and opportunity presents itself,

The Conservation Programs must be well thought out as different practices are dictated as
to conditions even as often as week to week. There can be chemical fallow practices
being implemented and due to paths, trails, washes, compactions, whatever, the need 1o
put a plow in the ground can exist. Compaction sometimes will occur in soil that makes
it impossible for the drills to take to the ground. [n these cases, you must break that soil
to penetrate the ground. Years vary and good farmers are always vigilante as to the
practices being dictated by conditions at the time.

Conservation easements must be even more cautiously thought out as those of us here
today cannot envision the needs of the land in thirty, forty, or even fifty years with the
knowledge we have today, Look at the changes that we have seen in the last fifty years
and we could be limiting those lands by placing an easement on them and stifling their
potential for a viable operation,

A safety net, or floor, must be established by raising the loan rate, on wheat, o $4.50,
which is still only about a third of parity. Input expenses have risen and are at least twice
as high without a chance of decreasing. A higher loan rate doesn’t put a ceiling on crop
price but establishes a Noor,

COOL is well written and can be implemented easily with little burden to the industry.
Despite the groups that oppose passing COOL, infermation to consumer's claims, M-
COOL as written in the 2002 Farm Bill can be implemented without segments of the
livestock and beef industries requiring producers’ verification. Only USDA has the
authority to require any documentation of origin.

COOL is NOT too costly to implement. The 2003 USDA audit estimated a total cost of
£1.9 billion in the first year to implement COOL. Five nationally known and respected
agricultural economists working with the International Agricultural Trade and Policy
Center at the University of Florida conducted their own independent study of COOL's
implementation costs and found that USDA’s estimates were bloated, The economists
argues that the cost would be “90 to 95 percent less” than that the USDA’s figures, The
Government Accountability Office (GAO) conducted its own study and referred 1o
USDA's figures as “questionable and not well supported.”™ Surveys show consumers
overwhelmingly support labeling and will pay a premium for it.

Spring and Winter Wheat should be considered two different crops. As a commaodity,

they are sold separately on the Board of Trades. In Montana, most counties are dual
growing counties. When FCIC changes prices in the spring, { Winter/Spring) wheat
growers are not eligible for price protection increase. Federal Crop Insurance is
extremely important for farmers and coverage needs to remain strong.
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Forage Production in Montana is now a Fall Crop. We must report by October 15" and
on the report we must have the alfalfa plant count, even though at that time of the vear
the alfalfa plants are dormant. Forage used to be insured in the spring with a May 20
report date. As a grower, we would know what fields were going 1o make a crop or we
could destroy and replant to a different crop.

MNancy Skinner, President

Montana Women Involved in Farm Economics
PO Box 150

Winnett, Montana 59087

406-429-T691

rimrocki@midrivers.com
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Written statemnent of Kathleen Hadley, Executive Director
National Center for Appropriate Technology

Testimony regarding the 2007 Farm Bill

Senate Agniculture Committee Meeting

Greail Falls, Montana

July 2, 1007

Thank vou, Senator Baucus, for hosting the hearing on the 2007 Farm Bill. Thanks, too, to the
members of the Senate Agriculture Committee for coming to Montana to learmn how imporiant
that the Farm Bill is to Montana's agriculture community.

As you draft this new Farm Bill we hope that you will consider including ATTRA, the National
Suslainable Agriculture Information Service in the Rural Development Title, ATTRA isa
unique technical assistant project provided through o public/private partnership and a cooperative
agreement between USDA Rural Business-Cooperative Service and the National Center for
Appropriate Technology (NCAT), a national nenprofit organization. ATTRA has been
providing farmers, ranchers and agriculture groups with free one-on-one technical service for
more than 20 vears, It is the premier source for information on sustainable agriculture topics
including organics, pest management, farm energy issues, marketing and value added strategies.
ATTRA's highly trained specialists answer thousands of calls and email requests for technical
information, In 2006, ATTRA provided more than 37,000 responses 1o requests for technical
assistance and distributed more than 670,000 publications electronically o a nationwide
audience. The ATTRA website is dynamic and casily accessed for information 24 hours a day,
seven days a week. Last year more than 2.6 million unique visitors accessed this site and its
information. ATTRA specialists provided in-person training and presentations in 39 states.

Montana ranchiers and farmers are particularly high users of the ATTRA service and share a
respect for the project with other farmers, ranchers, and farm organizations from all fifty states.
ATTRA receives rave reviews from farm organizations, state agencies and individual clients.
ATTHRA has been evaluated twice by an independent third party organization and received very
high satisfaction ratings for all of ils services.

America’s agriculture community has embraced ATTRA services and we hope that this
commitiee recognizes the value of continuing 10 provide high quality research and technical
information to family farmers, ranchers and farm groups. We urge that you include language in
the Farm Bill authorizing the ATTRA project. Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Please feel free 1o visit our website or direct your constituents to it. The address is:
woww atieg neat, org. the toll free phone number is 800-346-9140, Please feel free to call me with
any questions you may have about the project — | can be reached at 406-494-4572 or
kathyhi@ncat.org.
NCAT Rl O

+ PO BonBSST = Fayettevlle, ARTIFOZ 53000 Hrichoock Ave — Lewn, LA SE844

® PO Poan 27 = [, CA 95517 w48 Chusch Ragd — Shovertows, A 1H70H ® PO Box 1435 = Hammond, LA TOL0S
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MNaTIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS
Thur 1t o working desowent 2.24-07

Farm BILL 2002 QUTLINE
& TrIBAL COMMENTS FOR THE 2007 REAUTHORIZATION

INTRODUCTION

The Farm Bill of 2002 (Farm Secvrsty and Raral Investment Act of 2002) 13 up for reavthonzation
in 2007. The bill deals with a number of areas of great impontance to Tobes, including
agriculture, nutrition, conservation, forestry, energy and rural development. It is essental
that Tribes evaluate the effectiveness of the current provisions of the bill and provide a
uniform and early voice in the process.

In addition, the reauthorization of the bill may provide an opportunity to include a number
of telated areas of importance 1o Tribes such as telecommunications and Tnbal Colleges that
might not seen as an immediate fit. The Nanonal Congress of Amencan Indians (NCAT)
looks forward to working together with the many Tobes, Regional Inter-Trbal
organizations, Native organizations, and Mauve companies that have expertise and interest
in Farm Bill. This document has been created only 1o serve as a starting point to begin our
community's discussions on what we would like 10 recommend be included i the
resuthorization of the Farm Bill.

BACKGROUND

The 2002 Farm Bill replaced the 1996 “Freedom 1o Farm” law which was intended 1o reduce
federal subsidies and payment programs. However, due to falling prices, ballout programs
were enacted from 19982001 ro the order of $29.8B to keep farmers afloar. This bill
abandoned this approach, and reintroduced counter-cyclical payments, which also came with
significant concerns including limits on payments. Conservation cfforts were among the
stronger aspects of the bill, led by Chairman Tom Harkin (ID-1A).

Overall the farm bill sull served those who were receiving the most support, thowgh
considerable efforr was made to include small farming interests. The top ten percent of the
largest farms received two-thirds of the crop subsidies and more than 60 percent of U5,
farms do not produce any of the subsidized crops and would not benefit from the re-write.
Conservation programs that could benefit those who operate medium- and small-sized farms
face reduced funding and potentially increased competiion for remaining funds, including a
backlog of applications for conservation assistance amounting to $2.5 billion, Other analyses
expressed mived, although generally entical, views and agree that this bill is good for large
agn-business and does linle to address price, overproduction, and the needs of family
farmers.

Mote:  This deaft document is a compilation of several sources, most notably the “Wee™ and
Losses™ in the 2002 Farm Bill; Owrview of the Farm Security and Boeral Investoeent At of
2002, put our by First Nanons Develapment Institute and Interteibal Agriculture
Council. The tribal comments were taken from USDA Farm Bill public comment

EARM BILL SUMMARY DERAFT FEBRUARY 24, 2007
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summaries, accessed on the USDA website. This should be considered a working
document where opinions/suggestions are added as we move forward. Appreciating
the complexity and the breadth of the bill, we encourage all tmbes and organizatons
to lend a voice to this document as we work to gain a berter understanding of how
Indian Country can fit into this reauthonzation.

2007 REAUTHORIZATION

The beginning of the 110" Congressional Session has seen a flurry of Farm Bill related
activity in the Senate and the House. Senate Committee Chairman Harkin has held five (5)
heanings to date, and both the House and Senate have convened hearings with Agnculmare
Secretary Mike Johanns regarding the USDA Farm Ball Proposals that USDA released on
January 31.

The House budget resolution is expected to come out by the Easter recess, which would
allow the writing of the bill during late April. It is hoped to have the bill introduced in
May/June, and off the foor in July and passed by the 2002 bill's Seprember 30, 2007
expiration date. However, the budget resolunon could hamper this timeline if it ties the
committes's hands too much. House Agrculture leaders testified to the needed increase in
funding for the bill over the amount provided in the recently released CBO baseline.
Another obstacle 15 working with the recently passed pay-as-you-go rules the Democrats
instated.

Owerall, both the House and Senate are aiming 1o have the bill delivered on time. It has been
ashed that input into the bill be eardy and if possible, 1o be ereanve to work under anticipated
budget restraints.

TrrLe I: COMMODITY PROGRAMS

Title | programs deliver commodity payments ro producers of “program crops™ Wheat,
Chats, Tobacco, Com, Extra-long staple & upland cotton, Peanuts, Barley, Rice (not
mcluding wild nce), Sugar, Grain, sorghum, and Oilsceds.

There are a varery of support payments for the farms that produce these crops, including
direct payments (Sec 1103) based on historical producton base, counter-cyclical income
suppott payments (Sec 1104) when marker prices fall below the target price, and loan
deficiency payments (Sec 1205).

However, exceptions to planong fexibility in made for frusts, vegetables, and wild rice,
making them unable to receive these payments, and the Secretary might impose penalties for

; wiwp il
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planting “base acres” to fruits and vegerables, creating a disincentive to grow crops for local
COMmMunities.

Discussion Ideas:

“This utle could be amended to include crops that are of valee ro Natve
communities, such as wild nce and fruits and vegetables to obtain payments and
encourage local production and consumpuon of erops.

-In order for crops that are of value to Manve commumities, such as wild rice, to be
eligible for any service we first have to have USDA recognize “wild harvest” as
agriculture. Currently for all recognized programs that USDA has, a faem has o
produce $1000 in annual income from crops that are grown in a controlled
envitonment. This language totally ecliminates any food producton thar is
wraditionally gathered. Also of grear concern is the use of traditonal planting
practices and Heirloom seed. USDA programs have very specific language abour the
number of seed per acee, operating inputs and what is considered acceptable crop
workmanship, In addition to commedity payments that are not available. Also of
great coneern is that none of these crops will be covered under ag programs when a
disaster occurs. (NTDA)

TiTLE [1: CONSERVATION

The conservation ntle included a lot of provisions to promote conservation, toraling §17.1 B
The most important, monetarily, are the Environmental Qualiry Incentives Program - 398
(EQIP), and the Conservation Security Program - $2B (CSP). The CSP is intended to help all
farmers, not just those producing program crops and livestock. The program offers
incentives for conservaticn efforts on actively working farms and ranches rather than
payments to retire lands,

EQIP is the flagship of the Natural Resources Conservation Service, and is seen as the most
important program in conservation efforts, hosting a large price tag. “Three-year contracts
are now allowed, which are a berter “fit” with limited lease terms required by the BLA, and
thus enrollment eligbility 15 potentally inereased for Native-owned lands, Finally, non-
industrial privare forestland has been added to the definition of eligible land” There are
same majot ssues in how EQIP and CSP allocates money, and seems to reward those who
are already doing stewardship and leave those behind who want 1o get into the program,
vsually small farmers,
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USDA Mectings Comments:

A commenter opposes the use of the word “tribe” and designations of “tnbal
conservaton distnces.”

Establish 100 tnbal district coordinator positons with tribal conservation
districts.

Twelve Alaskan regions under the Alaska MNatve Cliim Settlement Act should be
recognized by the farm bill

The defintion of “limited-resource producer” should be amended 1o state “shall
also be any tnbal member operating on trust land,” allowing all tribal trust land
ter qualify for 90 percent cost share.

A Navajo Naton and a Chippewa-Cree Tribe commenter stated NRCS provides
five scholarships under a pilot program, but more are needed.

AFN supports the ereation of Tribal Conservation Districts throughout rural
Alaska 1o work with USDA, the State of Alaska, local communities, and
resource project developers, in the creation of cooperative conservation
wildlife habitats, Private Land Wildlife Management projects and renewable
subsistence resources to maximize the benefits for local communities.

Discussion Ideas:

-The language for lmited resource is crtical. In 2 meeting last week with the SD
reservations it came up that maybe it should be the tribe should acrually be handling
all contracts rather than individual producers. There was a mixed reaction o this,
With that said though if we want this program to work in Indian country we arc
going to have to deal with the fact that it is a reimbursement program and for that
reason prohibitive 1o many small LR producers. If we could use at a minimum a 1/3,
1/3 and final (as work is completed this way) it will open up for more participation
due o less outlay of capital that does not exist, (NTDA)

-Support the creation of Tribal Conservation Districts in Alaska (Alaska
Village Initiatives)

-Increase Conservation Technical Assistance funding to Alaska

The task of performing conservation planning in such an immense state, and
providing technical assistance to 229 tribes, over 180 Alaska Native Corporations,
and over 5000 Native Allotment owners, is daunting in any situation,
Additionally, catching up on decades without active conservation makes the
problem even more difficult. (AVD

- Designate Tribes and Alaska Native Corporations as beginning and limited
resource producers for the purpose of cost share programs, Rural Alaska is
generally characterized by a mixed economy which combines a traditional
subsistence economy with elements of a modern cash economy. Unemployment
is very high in most areas due 1o a lack of jobs, and underemployment is also very
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high. Tribes usually only have restricted money for programs from grants, and
most of the corporations have nonperforming lands and very little discretionary
cash, There are a few exceptions, but most of the communities are unable 10 meet
the cost share requirements which should qualify them for “limited resource™
producer designation. As discussed in the background section, our rural people
are also leaming new methods of active management, which should also qualify
them for “beginning farmer” designation. Either way, most applicants in rural
Alaska should qualify for 90% cost share, and the standard for the more
successful corporations should be at the 75% cost share rate. (AVT)

=Increase WHIF program funding in Alaska, targeting local subsistence
resources and local species of concern

Increases in program funding have been beneficial in revitalizing agency efforts
in Alaska, but much of the funding has been segregated into programs that have
little relevance or application in rural Alaska, WHIP has by far the widest range
of practical application and the greatest need in Alaska. In order 1o meet this
need, funding for the WHIP program needs 1o continue to increase. (AVI])

- Increase funding for the WHIP program in AK and broaden the program
emphasis to include all species of local concemn 'or value.

- Weed control funding attached to every conservation practice needs to be
included and the ceiling for weed control removed. Right now 1 think the ceiling
is $2,000 for every participating farmer/rancher. (LAC)

- USDA should not be issuing a 1099 for conservation practice cost-share. A
farmer/rancher submits his application for a practice, it is approved, and he puts
the practice in place. He/she brings in all of the receipts for labor hired,
machinery hired, products purchased and receipts for their cwn labor. The
farmer/rancher is then réimbursed a percentage of that total cost (usually 50 -
T0%) by USDA. A 1099 is issued 1o the farmer and he has to declare that income
on his taxes. OF course the prudent farmer can provide all of the receipts he
provided USDA and the 1099 becomes a wash. However, most Indian farmers do
not declare income derived from trust property thus participating in USDA
programs and the issuance of a 1099 all of a sudden forces the Indian to declare or
file on activities most do not want UUSDXA or IRS aware of. (1AC)

-Fully fund conservation initiatives consistent with 2002 farm bill.

- The 2002 Farm Bill utilizes "Socially Disadvantaged Farmer;" "Limited
Resource Farmer" and "Beginning Farmer” with each having distinet definition
and each having distinct eligibility 1o programs, The 2006 Farm Bill should make
esch of these classifications of farmers all eligible for the same cost share rate
(70-90%). All Indian/Alaska Native owned land would be eligible. (IAC)
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- The EQIP program applications are presently ranked/rated on their
impact/benefit on the 3 priorities = water quality, water quantity & soil erosion.
A 4th priority should be added which is mitigation of natural disasters. Thus
those implemented practices that enable producers to better withstand disasters
would be awarded. (IAC)

- Presently there are several conservation programs that require legally attached
easements to participate. Such casements impact title thus eliminating "trust
land" participation. Effort should be made to make Tribes & individual Indian
owners eligible through the use of long term agreements. Should this be put in
place, income derived could be dedicated 10 land purchase thes enhancing land
purchase programs of the land owner/purchaser. (IAC)

-Mot all USDA conservation programs are well known to all eligible entities so a
comprehensive bst of programs with descriptions of program purpose(s) in simple
matrix form would be immensely helpful.

Consistent language for Indians, twribes, mibal povernments, Alaska Native
Comporations and all other such references must be emploved throughout the
legislation, Department regulacions and Department poliey statements. The existing
inconsistency has been a source of confusion.

Alaska Mative Corporations are considered tribes and should be treated as such in
program eligibility determinations in USDA programs. The 11/15/2006 Federal
Register published clarified the Defimtion of Indian Tribe for Payment Elgibality
and Payment Limitavon in 7 CFR part 1400, subpan G.

Qudiﬂcﬂ'ﬁnn as a non industrial forest land owner for Indian Trbes and Alaska
Matve Corporations must be maintained

Limited resource producer amendment to add trust land is good but needs to be
done to NOT impose a restriction that a tribal member must be on trust land {Le.
not all Indian land is in tuse status)

The administration is advocating in the 2007 Farm Bill combination of conservation
programs into the Natural Resource Conservation Service (WRCS) Environmental
Cuality Incentive Program (EQIP) program.  NRCS and Farm Service Agency
(FSA) have ar best a checkered track record of working with Alaska Native
Corporations, whereas the State Division of Forestry through the Forest Land
Enhancement Program (FLEP) have proven to be much more efficient.
Concentration of this important conservation service into a single program to be
acdministered by an agency with an unnecessarily bureaueratic, confusing and
inefficient contract process 15 of concem.
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It is imperative that tdbes be afforded the opportunity to form wibal conservation
disericts, and mqun}l].l impcﬂﬁvc that NRCS be directed to provide technical
assistance to trbes in forming these distmices. Included in this charge should be the
alternatve for Trbal Conservation Districts to integrate with the appropnate State
Assoctation of Conservation Districts, (Sealaska)

TrTLE 11 AGRICULTURAL TRADE AND AID

The Trade Title authonzes $1.1 B for wade programs to expand, creare, and maintain
foreign teade for LS. agnculiumal products.

Tribal Relevant Provisions:

The Market Access Program was expanded. For funding in execess of the Fiscal
Year {FY) 2001 level, equal consideration was given to eligible trade arganizations
that had not previcusly pamicipated in the program and (o actvities in emerging
markets or other markets.

Discussion Ideas:

To be arded

TITLE IV: NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Mutriion houses some of the most important areas for twibes. The 2002 farm bill
reauthonzed the Food Distribution Programs on Indian Reservadons (FDPIR), Food Stamp
Program, Emergency Food Assistance Program and Commodity Supplemental Food
Program. The bill increases funding to Seniors’ and WIC Farmers' Marker Nutrition
progeams to obtain fruits and vegetables from farmers” mackets,

There is a lot of talk in Indian Country about the FDPIR, and the need to getter better food
packages delivered. The FDPIR program provides commodity foods to low income
houscholds on or near reservations. There are approximately 257 tribes receiving benefirs
under the program, which is administered by local Indian Tribal Organizations or an agency
af the state government. Apparently there are a host of nutrition issues and even concerns
over expiration dates on the preduets.

USDA Meetings Comments:
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Many suggested the need for improvements in the quality of the food package to
ensure that it meets dietary guidelines and for improvements in delivery 1o ensure
that food products are distrbuted before their expiration dates.

Indian rribal leaders suggested the importance of following appropriate MNation-to-
Mation protocols and respecting existing treaty agreements when making changes to
FDPIR.

Many provided comments on current efforts to establish a more equitable
methodology for allocanng FDPIR administranive funds among the Independent
Trbal Organizations (IT0), with many voicing concerns about potential funding
cuts and some proposing provisions to protect against funding cuts.

Many requested a separate allocation, as well as increased funding, for nutriton
education to address obesity and diabetes and maintain food preparation skills.

Many Nanve Americans expressed the view that tnbes should set their own eligibility
guidelines.

Some discussed their preference for a natonal mult-food ordering and delivery
system  (similar to the Pame Vendor Pilots) with improved customer scrvice,
Internet-based ordenng from actual inventory, reduced ome berween orders and
delivery, and pre-set delivery schedules.

Many proposed coverage of Matve Americans who live nearby in wrban areas
because of the shortage of housing on the reservations and who would rather have
commodity foods than food stamp benefits.

Variows participants requested addiional tadiional foods such as Indian com and
bison (accounting for differences among tnbes) as permanent items in the food

package.

USDA Meetings Comments: Program Specific Comments:

There have been beneficial improvements in FDPIR that should contnue: additon
of froren items, fresh fruits and vegetables, migate deliveries, and nuttition
education.

Inform tribes that they are eligible to receive both FDPIR commodities and TEFAP
commaodities.

Provide more guidance to tnbes about the tadeoffs berween the Food Stamp
Program and FDPIR.

Provide technical assistance to tribes that want to develop a community garden.
Provide more food with commuercial labels,

Teachers on reservations should be eligible for food packages in summer months.
Vary size of food package by income. Offfer a complete package (not supplemental)
for those without income.

Reform certification requirements that are a participation barmer for many tribal
members,

More Matve Amencans are applying for food stamp program (FSP} benefits so tha
they can buy ready-to-eat foods; nutrition education is needed to teach them how o
prepace foods,
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Develop culturlly sensitive nutntion education.
Funds are needed for tnibal members 1o attend meenngs and conferences.
Better ways are needed to verfy income of applicants (particularly reports of zero
income) to comply with program requirements.
* Speafic considerations proposed for the revision of the FDPIR administrative fund
allocation formula are:
(a) Funding reductions and reallocations can force some programs to change to
tailgare services, increasing distances for participants to receive packages,
(k) Allow more representanon of other tnibes in the group working on this issue.
(e} MNeed to take into consideration the unigue needs of vanous trbes such as
grography, need for tailgating, and services needed.
{d) Provide for waivers in using the new methedalogy.
{e) Include cost-of- iving adjustments in the formuala;

Discussion Ideas:

-Add language abour community gardens. We really do need to add this language
and it should include home production, Tribal sponsored community gardens; CSA's
working on reservations and teaching greenhouses as well as restonng waditonal

gathering areas. (NTIDDA)

- Regarding food packages under FDPIR, we strongly agree with the comment that
participants should be provided opportunity to obtain traditional foods as permanent
items in these food packages. Tradibomal and subsistence foods are critical to the
physical, spintual, and overall health of Native Americans and an integral part of
their cultural identity. (Aleutian Pribilof Islands Association)

- Incorporate salmon into programs. (Bristol Bay)

TiTLE Y; Farm CREDIT

The Farm Credit title generally reauthorizes USDA farm lending programs and provides
greater access to LUISDA farm eredit programs for beginning farmers and ranchers. This bill
mncreased the percentage that USDA may lend for down payment loans and extended the
duranion of these loans; and established a pilot program to encourage beginning farmers to
be able to purchase farms on a land contract basis. The rules for borrower eligibility are
somewhat relaxed, as are lending rules for beginning farmers and ranchers,
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Tribal Relevant Provisions:

Sec, 5003 Addresses the amount of guarantee of loans for farm operations on
tribal lands and establishes eligibility rules for Native Amedcans whose operations
are within the junsdiction of a reservation. These may be exempre altogether from
limits on direct eligibility loans, in additon to up o 95 percent guarantees on
operating loans {up from 90 percent).

Discussion Ideas:

Traditional Farming Obstacles: (NTDIA)
Current USDA Definttions for farms and ranches:

Procedure defines a farm as a tract or tracts of land, impcrrwmeul:s and other
appurtenances considered to be a farm property which is used or will be used in the
production of crops or livestock, including the production of fish under controlled
conditions, for sale in sufficient quantities 1o that the property is recognized as a
farm rather than a rural residence.

In order to be cligible for Farm Programs, a farmer must meet the above definition,
have a three year yield history and the crop must be produced in a workman like
manner utilizing standards generally accepted for agriculture as provided by
the local COC. (We often are not able to get organic growers eligible for disaster
programs based on this definition.)

In addition to the above FSA fssues we now have to deal with the new BIA lease
procedures. BIA is calculanng leases on 12 months with a 6 month carrying capacity,
the new appraisals that they are using is at the same time increasing lease payments
by about 40-43% which further diminishes the cash fow ability of producers to
access these programs. In addition 1o the above, FSA when using disaster payments
15 further reducing the amount of payment to the producer as they are reduced since
this is 2 12 month lease. As an example a producer may need 40 acres per animal unit
for 12 months but if the pasture is used only 6 months he will utilize a 20 acre factor
per animal. (I am not sure how we should address since BIA is involved but [ expect
that this issue will come as it is really an 1ssue that affects our agricultural Tribes.

In addition we need to determine how the Tribes wane to handle working horses.
Currently a few states have a imit of 1 horse per 23 cows, others set a limit of the
number that can be on the ranch and stll others do not recognize horses at all. We
nieed to determine when we want (o targe: working horses and how we want disaster
programs to work with these producers. T am finding in Indian country that there ace
ranches that macket these horses and do not have canle.
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Obstacles for Indian Prod ; FSA Credit P

i,

We continue to see offices where barriers to FSA services still exist, Often these
barriers are attinude. In addition in many offices it is evident that there is a lack of
knowledge on the part of FLM and FLO in dealing with tribal land issues as well as a
lack of knowledge in working with tribal sovereignry.

We are consistently finding that local F3A offices do not work within tribal UCC
programs and prefer not 1o make loans or offer services rather than work with
Tobes to the benefit of farmers/ranchers.

Reservanons that cover more than one state as in the case of the Navajo in the
Southwest or Standing Rock in the Dakotas, farmers and ranchers are treated
differently in the manner that programs are administered. We have seen programs
administered differently in each state while some members of these reservations have
to wonder why programs are not beneficial o them.

Documentation for loan applications contnues 1o be a problem and 15 different
from area vo ares. This is especially true for beginning farmers and ranchers needing
documentation for experience if they do not have an Ag degree. If a beginning
farmer or rancher 15 working for someone else they do not have a 1040F on file and
this ix more often than not the document that FSA requires.

F5A does not recognize that if income is received on mibal lands the potential
applicant if a rribal member may not have to file taxes for the farm/ranch income.
Also documentanion for non-farm income from a business located on tribal lands is
likewise almost impossible to document to FSA satsfaction for the same reason,
Borrowers Training continues to inadequately address the needs of minority farmers
and ranchers. Minonty farmers and ranchers more often than not have special needs
that may be unique to their operation. This is especially true for small farms
operating less than 25 acees. Many of these farmers grow specialty vegetables with
specialty markets. Leamning how to handle 300 acres of com is of no benefit to them.
In other areas we are finding that classes are not being scheduled routinely and hence
boreowers are not timely meeting their obligatons, There is no standard curriculum
thar meets the area needs including covering from a 2 day session to 6 years. In our
expericnce with these programs they do not adequately provide the knowledge
needed for borrowers to efficiently meet FSA requirements including knowledge of
terms, security agreements and borrower agreements. One of the problems causing
this is that FSA contracts with programs that are geared toward filing taxes and
continuing ag education rather than beginning farmer needs.

FSA does not recognize new operations that are traditionally grown in the Midwest
or Pueblos as examples if they do not meet “conventional practices™. Ofiten if or
when they are accepted, yields are so reduced that the farmer will not cash flow. In
Indian country where crops are produced waditonally, this production does not
meet organic standards as that is not the intent of the farmer/rancher nor do these
crops mect LISDDA/FSA requirements for accepted practices. The end result is that
farmers and ranchers are denied access to FSA eredir, program and disaster

programs.
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8. While FSA has looked at the definition for corporations, the regulations still do
not recognize the fact that a tribe has the same right to incorporate as does
the state. As a result, farms and ranches incorporated under tribal law are not
recognized by FSA credit programs including the much needed guaranteed loan

program.

9. Tribal farms/mnches are not eligible for the emergeney loan progeam. [f the
regulations are taken lirerally, elipbility for these farms would include having the
"majority of their tmbal members eligible for an FSA loan. Mot only does the burden
of the paperwork prohibic this but the age of many members will not be "of
majonty”, In other words this is a criterion that is impossible 1o mect. In addition
keep in mind that FSA does not recopnize these entities as the do not meet the
defiration that the regulations set forth for recognizing a corporation.

10, F5A requires a signed lease to have a completed applicaton. This requirement is
expected withour the farmer/rancher knowing if he/she will have the start-up capital
to begin his operation. In addiion as often umes leases are given to mnchers with
catle, FSA needs to work with the Tribes and BIA to establish a procedure that will
allow applicants to access USDA programs while permitting FSA the knowledge 1o
make sound loan making decisions.

11. Minonty farmers and ranchers do not have the capital outlay to participate in
USDA/NRCS programs as ]
arggecpived. While there appears to be some allowance for draws in a few of the
programs, we do not see this being exercised in EQIP or CRP when resceding as an
example or irrigaton projects in EQIP. -

12. Disasters continue to affect planning since FSA uses historical data. FSA needs o
address this with regulatory language that will allow producers to use county averages
for all disaster years that aze in affect during the histonical data period. In the event
that a majority of the history is affected, FSA should implement a policy that yields
Tevert o COuNtY averages.

13. When caleulating histoncal performance, FSA does not allow for changes in an
operaton. In fact ag credit penalizes a farmer/rancher who reacts to market changes.
Some examples to use is the produce grower who now uses irrigation that was
installed under EQIP, his new plan is still required to meet his/her histodeal data
based the non-umgared data, Some offices will work with the farmer while others will
not.

14, When determining creditworthiness regs should allow for instances where the past
history is affected by disaster. If the detrimental credit is a direct result of the
disaster, allowances and,/ or exceptions to patterns and practices should be included.
F5A regulations allow instances beyond the applicant/borrowers control but we are
finding that F5A docs not relate directly to the credit report. This is critical for
farmers who have faced successive years of drought and it is also important to
remember thar while we agree with disaster programs payments do not often occur
simultanecusly with the disaster year! (2003 payments were received in 2003)

15. In Indian Country debts that are to be paid or are delinquent to THS should not be
used in credit determinations as most if not all of these are not the responsibilities of
the farmer/rancher and will eventually be paid by HIS. While we find many offices
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will work with us, many farmers/ ranchers who are not represented, are deemed
ineligible,

16. Allow farmers/ranchers to have more than one 1951-T (Disaster Sct Aside) as has
oeeurred in the past and incorporate into the GL regs.

17. It is only 1 month to January when farmers,/ranchers who used the “new” disaster
progeams will be forced to make 2 payments even though they may soll be in a
drought condition or have recowvered from the hurncanes.

18. F5A is not adhening ro appeal implementation and far worse we are all beginning to
work with farmers/ ranchers again with only a verbal decision from FSA, thus
denying farmers/ranchers access to the appeal process. In Indian Country we are
working with farmers,/mnchers have a preconceived notion that they will not be
approved because of the FLM/FLO actions in the past and it is imperatve thar all
decisions be in writing,

19. In order for the guaranteed loan program to truly work for minority
farmers/ranchers FSA needs 1o work with Congress to obtain addinonal
approprations for the interest assist program. Current funding levels allow only a
small percentage of borrowers 1o participate in this valuable program. There is also a
need for beginning farmers/ranchers to have interest assist available for farm
ownership loans.

20. Work with FSA i key arcas which cover more that one state and or muluple
counties to insure that Tribal members within the reservaton have programs
delivered equitability and nmely.

TITLE VI: RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Thus title encompasses provisions to promote moral business and infrastructure development.
Included are tbal specifics, outlined below. Rural development includes water and waste
water infrastracture, telemedicine, broadband access, local television, renewable cncegy
development, rural electrificadon and telephones, and more. Provides funding for rural
areas to undertake strategic planning, feasibility assessments, and coordination activitics with
other local, Stare, and Federml officials.

The “flagship” of the Rural Development ttle appears to be the provisions for value-added
agriculure, which encompasses methods to increase the value obtained from agricultural
production, such as manufacruring processed foods that sell at a higher price than mw
commadites. Rules were relaxed to allow value-added cooperatives greater opportunity 1o
partcipate in the Rural Business and Industry Progeam by larger loan guarantees, loans 1o
buy stock in value-added cooperatives, loans for renewable energy systems, and Rural
Business Enterpnse Grants. Addmionally, the Value-Added Agncultural Product Masketing
Development Grant pilot program is reauthonized at $40 million per year. All of these
programs are expected to increase employment and income share in rural aseas, but as there
is little research or evidence to date that they are really working,
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Tribal Relevant Provisions:

Secton 6009 — estabhshes a community facilities grant for Tribal College and
University Essential Community Facilities, bur provides no funding.

Section 6010 — Authornzes $30 million per year in grants, $30 million per year i
loans, and $20 million per year in grants to benefit Indian trbes and for Water and
Waste Facility Grants for Native American Tribes.

Section 6011 - extends Grants for Water Systems for Rural Native Villages in
Alaska.

Section 6013 - Loans and Loan Guarantees for Renewable Energy
Systems. Makes rencwable energy systems, ineluding wind energy and anaerobic
digestors for the purpose of encrgy generation, eligible for under the Business
and Industry Program (see Secnon 6017).

Section 6014 — Rural Business Enterprisc Grants cligibility is extended to certain
small and emerging povate businesses, including those with a principal office in an
area that is located on land of an existing or former Maove Ametican reservation,
Authorizanon is doubled, from §7.5 million to $15 million per year.

Section 6015 — The nonfederal financial match requirement in the Rural
Cooperative Development Grant program for 1994 insttutions {ie., tribal
colleges) is decreased to five percent (remaing at 25 percent for all other eligible

Section 6401 — Authonzes 340 million per year through FY 2007 and establishes a
program to fund projects that inerease agncultural producers’ share of the food and
agricultural system, including renewable energy, wineries, high value products from
major crops, agri-marketing ventures, and community supported agricultural
projects. Value-added agricultural product marker development grants for FY
2002 rotaled in excess of $37 million and included salmon, bison, and “Indian
ricegrass.” Unformnately, only two grants appear to have been awarded to Natve
producers,

Section 9006 — (found at Title IX: Energy but relevant to farm and small business
operations) Authorizes $23 mullion per year from FY 2003 through FY 2007 and
establishes a grant, loan, and loan guarantee program to assist eligible farmers,
ranchers, and rural small businesses in purchasing Rencwable Energy Systems and
Energy Efficiency Improvements.

Discussion Ideas:

“We ar NTDASAICO! have been working with the FSA Youth loan program
extensively abour 30% of our youth loans are non-ag related. FSA is in the process

) I z F 7
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of changing this program to all ag type loans, FSA's program is a loan program for
chatrel and operating so that a youth can establish a modest size business. The age
for the youth 1s 10-20 years. Loan size is up to $5000, We are finding that our youth
are making payments on ome and we are beginning to have our first participants
“graduate” to beginning operations. We now need to look to RID to establish a
program for non-ag youth. (NTDA)

- The Rural Udlity Service (RUS) has §1.1B funding for telecom infrastructure, with
abour $660M in an independent phone service fund, This can be a key source for
telecom services to help bodge the "analog divide™. (Native Telecom)

-A program should be put in place that focuses on the socially disadvantaged, an
earmark established, and enables approval at the state level, and climinates
competition for these applications at the national level, (TAC)

TrrLE VII: RESEARCH AND RELATED MATTERS

The ntle authonzed $1.3B over 10 years for new and reauthorzed agncultural research and
extension programs. Reauthorized and established new agricultural research and cxtension
programs. Exrended previous funding provisions 1o fiscal year (FY) 2007 and replaced dollar
amaounts with "such sums as are necessary to carry out” the research. Increases funding for
the Inibative for Future Agriculture and Food Systems and increases program level from
$120 million a year o $200 million annually in FY 2006,

Tribal Relevant Provisions:

Section 7206 — Establishes “1994 Institution” (Le., tribal colleges and universities)
eligibility for the integrated grants program,

Section T208 — Adds 20 new high-priority rescarch and extension initiatives for
competitive grants. A sampling of these areas includes land use management, water
and air qualicy, harvesung productuvity for fruits and vegetables, agriculoural
marketing, and programs to combat childhood obesity.

Section 7405 — The Beginning Farmer and Rancher Development Program
establishes training, education, outreach, and technical assistance competitive grants.
Collaborative State, tribal, local, or regionally based networks are cligible and funds
will be specifically earmarked for limited-resource and socially disadvantaged farms.

USDA Meetings Comments:

* Suppaort the Tribal Farm Bill Rounduable recommendation that funding and staff
be allocated to improve outreach to tribes about all USDA programs.

*  Only two of the 22 tmbes in New Mexico have Extension Indian Reservation
Programs (EIRP), and USDA should ensure that all 22 tribes and three tribal
colleges can participate.

FARM PILL SUMMARY DRAFT FEBRUARY 24, 2007




85

NamionaL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS
Thir ir a working docureent 2-2407

*  USDA should ensure a permanent CES program is in each of these communitics
to provide 4-H, nutntion, health, and specialized natural resource/agriculiural
extension.

*  Form a national task force berween CSREES and the National Association of
Stare Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (MASULGC) to focus on EIRP.

* At least five extension agents should cover the 30,0M-squarc-mile Mavajo
Nation,

Ensure the next USDA national liaison is from the tnbal community,
Commenters representing Native American interests generally supported Ffully
funding the Extension Indian Reservation Program (EIRP), and requested more
extension agents on Indian reservations.

*  Discussed moving the EIRP program within CSREES to gain greater flexibility
and visibility and possibly moving the progeam out into the western region where
it is closer to the work being done.

*  LUSDA should provide addinonal funding to the two 1890 LGUs in Alabama
{Tuskegee and Alcom) so they can conunue to expand the successful “Small-
Seale and Limited-Resource Farmers Initiative™ that was onginally supported by
MRCS.

*  The 1890 LGU Insomtons Rural Entreprencurship Program has been hampered
by inconsistent funding and recent budget cuts. The program should be included
as a line item alongside the Secdon 2500 program and it should be funded at
$300,000 per institution per year with a minimum 3-year funding commitment.

* We need to fund a culturally based etucation and outreach program o rural
Alaskan landowners to educate them about farm bill programs and provide
tallored techmcal assistance.

*  The Navajo Nation wants 1o be involved with crafiing the partmership agreement
an enbling Navajo members to have equal access to USDA programs, funds,
technical assistance, and education,

Discussion Ideas:

-Make the Extension Indian Reservation Programs more widespread, and ensure that
tribal outreach is increased throughout all USDA programs.

-Develop and implement a substantial education and outreach cffort targeted
to underserved populations in Alaska, primarily Tribes and ANC's. The vast
majonity of rural Alaska is unzware of USDA-NRCS or its programs. Much progress
has been made on this front by the state office and through the cfforts of AVL In
order to move foreard with this effort, substantial planning and funding will have to
be dedicated ro accomplishing this task. It is crucial for this to happen before
equitable access to NRCS programs will be accomplished. (Alaska Village Initiatives)

- Fund suitable technical assistance programs milored to rural Alaska landowner's

EaRnf BILL SUMMARY DRAFT FEBRUARY 24, 2007
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needs for subsistence agriculture.

-USDA needs to provide Tribal Lisisons to ensure support and technical assistance
to Tmbal Conservation Districts,

TrrLe VILL: FORESTRY

As with the conservation provisions of the 2002 Farm Bill, the Forestry Title (Title VIII)
appeared to be a boon for environmental stewardship efforts. There are signaficant advances
over the 1996 Farm Bill, which did not have a Forestry Title at all, and a portion of forestry
funding in the 2002 bill is mandatory, another new precedent in federal forestry policy.
There is a great deal of forest management flexibility in this bill, in addition to an apparently
strong commitment to public input. Finally, this ttle inclades the first cost-share forestry
program ever (o receive mandatory funding in a farm bill.

Trbal Relevant Provisions:

Section B002 — The Forest Land Enhancement Program (FLEF} is designed to
provide assistance to State (oresters, and to encourage the long-term sustainability of
nonindustrial private forestlands, by “investing in practces to establish, restore,
protect, manage, maintain, and enhance the health and productivity of the
nomndustnal povate forest lands in the United States for timber, habitar for flora
and fauna, soil, water and aie quality, wetlands, and riparian buffers.”

Section 8101 — Funds under the Sustainable Forestry Outreach Initiative, an
amendment to the Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978, are available cnl].l o
Land Grant Instirute Extension Services. The purpose of this program is to “educate
landowners about the value and benefits of practicing sustainable forestry™ and “the
variety of public and private sector resources available to assist landowners in
planning for.and practicing sustainable forestry.”

The 2007 Forestry title may include not only forestry, but also ecosystems services. This
would essentially provide market based approaches for clean water and air, and set up
infrastructure. A key concern in foresiry, as well as many other programs in Indian Country,
15 gaining authority to work directly with the US Forest Service rather than with the stares,

Discussion [deas:
-The farm bill might also be a good place to ook at obtaining reautherization of the
Trbal Watershed Forestry Assistance (Title 111, Healthy Forests Bestoration Act of

2003), which has received no appropriations though authorzed for $2.3 m/yr
through 2008,

EaRM BILL SUMMARY DRAFT ~~ FEBRUARY 24, 2007
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-The Intertribal Timber Coalition proposes two sections in the Forestry title of the
Farm Bill, as follow:

1} To authorize Forest Serviee financial, technical, educational and related assistance
to tribes for —
A) Tribal consultation and coordination with the Forest Service on
- access and use of Forest Service land for traditional
PUrposes,
- coordinated or cooperative management of shared
FESOUTCES,
- provision of tribal traditional or cultural expertise or
knowledge;
B) tribal conservation education and awareness projects and activitics;
C) 1echnical assistance for tribal forest resources planning, management
and conservation,
D} conservation easements on land subject to tribal jurisdiction.

2} To authorize -
A) Reburial of Mative American remaing and cultural items on Forest
Service land,
B) Tribal utilization of forest products from Forest Service land for
cultural and traditional purposes,
C) Temporary closure of Foresi Service land for tribal cultural or
traditional purposes,
D} Protection of confidential tribal information disclosed to the Forest
Service for research of to help guide Forest Service decisions.

The first section seeks to provide direct assistance authority to tribal governments
for programs like those now provided state and private forestland holders in the
Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act. The second section is based on
recommendations of the Forest Service Tribal Relations Implementation Team
that the Forest Service submitted to the 109" Congress as draft legislation.

- We strongly support the provision (Section 3002) which will “encourage the
long-term sustainability of non-industrial private forestlands by investing in
practices to establish, restore, protect, manage, maintain, and enhance the health
and productivity of the non-industrial private forest lands in the United States for
timber, habitat for flora and fauna, soil, water and air quality, wetlands, and
riparian buffers.” We also agree with provisions of Section 8101 to “educate
landowners about the value and benefits of practicing sustainable forestry... and
the variety of public and private sector resources available to assist landowners in
planning for and practicing sustainable forestry.” (Aleutian Pribilof Islands
Association)

Eara BILL SUMMARY DRAFT ~  FEBRUMRY 24, 2007
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- Broadening the Forestry otle to include ccosystem services is a pood
forward thinking eoncept to meet the environmental and stewardship needs of non-
industrial forest land owners today and to prepare for the future. Southeast Alaska is
expeniencing economic collapse as the Tongass Natonal Forest proves o be
incapable of managing its forest to sustain Alaska’s forest industry, Intensive forest
management must be practiced today on non-federal forest lands, which includes
Alaska Mative Corporations, in order to create a sustainable forest industry for
Southeast Alaska, This must be integrated with ecosystem service management to
manage all the resources and benefits that come from the forest. It is 2 win-win
benchit from:

1. the economic development from actaally performing the land management
tasks that will create an ecological uplift

2. land owners ability to market the ecological uplift from such management;

3. ability to purchase ccological service eredits by those in need of such credits
for the development projects they need to do,

4. ncreased ecological service benefits to the publie, and

5 Creaton of well managed forests (o meet future imber supply needs in a
sustainable manner.

Cuahification as & non industrial forest Tand cwmer for Indian Tribes and Alaska
Mative Corporations must be mantiined for FLEP and other Department of
Agriculiure purposecs.

Alaska Nanve Corporations have received significant benefit from FLEP and the
Forest Stewardship Program. These programs should be continued and funded at a
significantly increased level to meet the existing need.

The administration is advocating in the 2007 Farm Bill combination of conservation
programs into the Mamral Resource Conservation Service (WNRCS) Environmental
Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) program.  NRCS and Farm Service Agency
(FSA) have at best a checkered track record of working with Alaska Native
Corporations, whereas the State Division of Forestry through the Forest Land
Enhancement Progeam (FLEP) have proven to be much more efficient
Concentration of this important conservation service into a single program to be
administered by an agency with an unneccessarily bureaucrade, confusing and
inefficient eontract process is of concemn. (Sealaska)

TiTLE IX: ENERGY

The title authorized $405M over 10 years in incentives to develop renewable energy and
biomass encrgy supplics and to increase energy efficiency. Established new programs and
grants for procurement of bio-based products to support development of bio-refineries; to
educate the public about benefits of bio-diesel fuel use; and to assist cligible farmers,
ranchers, and rural small businesses in purchasing rencwable energy systems. Reauthorizes
and broadens the bio-energy program.
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Tribal Relevant Provisions:

Section 9006 —Authonzes 323 milion per year from FY 2003 through FY 2007 and
establishes a grant, loan, and loan guarantee program to assist eligible farmers,
ranchers, and rural small businesses in purchasing Renewable Energy Systems and
Energy Efficiency Improvements.

Discussion Ideas:

This title is poing to receive a lot of artention, as bio-based renewable energy
production is sure to receive more attenton this session and has already been the
subject of Congressional hearings in the 110" Congress. It seems essential to ensure
that tnibes are included in this effore.

- We strongly support reauthorization of this section, particularly Tribal-relevant
Section 9006 which authorizes funding a grant, loan, and loan guaraniees program
1o assist eligible farmers, ranchers, and rural small businesses in purchasing
renewable energy systems and encrgy efficiency improvements. {Aleutian Pribilof
Islands Association)

TITLE X: MISCELLANEQUS

Section 10605 ~ Establishes the Farmers' Market Promotion Program to make grants for
projects to establish, expand, and promote Farmers' Markets, community-supported
agriculture programs, and other direct produces-to-consumer market opportunities.

Section 10607 — Provision included for the first tme for rescarch on and technical
assistance for organic agriculture. Organic producers who produce and market only organic
products will be allowed an exemption from paying conventional marketing assessments
under any commaddity promotion law, Through the USDA Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service, funds will be used 1o identify marketing and policy
constraints  on  the expansion of organic agrculture, production, marketing, and
socioeconomic research among other subject areas. (See also Title VI and the Value-Added
Agricultural Product Marketing Development Grant pilot program.)

Secrion 10707 - Requires the Secretary to carry out Qutreach and Assistance for Socially
Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers in owning and operating farms and ranches and n
participating equitably in the full range of agriculiural programs offered by the Department.
Such a program i8 required to “include information on commedity, conservation, credit,

EspuBrlsuspary  DRAFT FEBRUARY 24, 2007
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rueal and business development programs, application and bidding procedures, farm and risk
management, marketing, and other actvites essential o participation in agoculmral and
other programs of the Department.”

USDA Meetings Comments:

Soctally Disadvantased Farmers and Rancbers:

* The 2301 program has been successful despite limited funding. It should be
funded at the full authorzed level of §23 million.

*  The 2501 program should be expanded to addinional communines such as Naove
Amencans, Hispanics, and new immigrants. These funds should be administered
through the USDA Office of Crvil Rights and allocated 1o institutions that have a
proven history of serving the target communities.

* In ocur expericnce working with these (above) programs, they are more unbiased
through CSREES. With that said if the full authonzation was appropoated,
many arcas of concern would be addressed so we believe that to work on
approps for full funding is more beneficial than proven history as is stated above.
Also we believe that to state mstitutions only is erroneous a8 the language should
include CHBO's, non-profits and even tobal projects. (NTDA)

Statistics and Economics:
* The MNadonal Agricultural Statistics Service (MASS) should ensure its statisties
covering Indian reservations are accurate.

Disaiter Recavery
* Remove limits on the number of horses eligible for disaster assistance, especially
on Indian trust land,
*  Asstated at the beginning of Ag Credit issues we think thar it will work better to
have USDA recognize the working horse ranch as an agncultural enterprise as in
doing so these producers will be covered on all issues, (NTDA)

Pestr and Dhiveases
* Esmablish a farm bill program to control weeds on Indian reservations.

Corsernation Plawming and Tech Amistance
*  The Navajo Nation wants to be involved with crafting the parmership agreement
(with MRCS, Technical Service Providers) on enabling Navajo members to have
equal access 1o USDA programs, funds, technical assistance, and education.
Oier:

*  One additional piece that we want o add language to s the GMO seed and

crops, Any preparation that is done in the farm bill needs to addeess tribal concemns
in this area. (NTDA}

EaRy BILL SUMMARY DRAFT FEBRUARY 24, 2007
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* Provide for advances on contracts instead of requiring lengthy
reimbursement procedures. As described above, eash is not plentiful i rural
communities. Requiring the applicant 1o expend substantal funds and wait for
lengthy reimbursement puts a severe burden on the applicant. Allowing for
advances would have no fiscal implicadons for the agency but would have very
positive impact on applicants and projects. (AVI)

o  The 2007 Farm Bill should include an equitable funding formula that msures
Alaska's prvate landowners, and in particular Allaska Native landowners receive an
equirable share of USDA program funds and that the 44 million acres of ANCSA
lands are considered eligible for USDA programs,

* Designaton of real Alaska as geographically disadvantaged for targeted
programs and services

®  The definitions of “subsistence” and “eligibility” for Farm Bill Programs need to
include private Mative corporation lands.

*  USDA should fully recognize the unique needs of rural Alska and the fact that
current farm programs are structured for lower 48 agnculture and need adaptation o
rural Alaska, especially for Farm Service Agency and Nawral Resource Conservation
Service programs, i

® We strongly support Section 10605 to establish a Farmer's Market Promotion
Program 1o make grants for projects o establish, expand, and promote Farmers®
Markets, community-supported agriculture programs, and other direct producer-to-
consumer market opporrunites,  We alo swongly suppont Sections 10607 and
10707, to provide for research on and technical assistance for organic agnculoure and
provide outrcach and assistance for socilly disadvantaged farmers and ranchers,
respectively. (Aleutian Pribilof Islands Association)

+ Place a moratorium on foreclosures of land until Keepseagle case is settled,

* Ensure American Indians are considered “socially disadvamaged” farmers.

Fars BILL SUMMARY DRAFT FEBRUARY 24, 2007
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Sage Creek Watershed Allinnce
PO Box 669
Chester, MT 39528

FARM BILL - CSP SPECIFIC COMMENTS
SENATE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE HEARING
JULY 2, 2007 GREAT FALLS, MT

Sage Creck Watershed was one of the first to be eligible for the Montana CSP program. The
SCW Alliance is the local producer organization working with conservation districts. The
Alliance offers the following suggestions to improve the CSP in the 2007 Farm Bill based on our
experience with the process, The following are improvements the Alliance believes would

enhance a good program.

Simplify the eligibility process. The current program cligibility booklet is lengthy and
confusing. Supplying three years of history of practices needs 1o remain a criteria, but
consolidate the categories w two instead of four or five,

Change from three “fiers” o two, minimum and advanced, for example. Advanced
would be addressing all of the resources concerns relative to that operation. Minimum
would be basic with deficiencies and a plan to address the deficiencies in two vears,
Producers with just one deficiency, such as lack of regular soil testing, should not be
totally eliminated from eligibility, especially when the natural resources are being
protected and fertilizer and pesticides are not being over applied. In the MT semi-arid
conditions, a soil test older than three years is often still adequate. Reduced fertilizer use
because of drought and/or economical considerations should not be an elimination factor
for C5P. Producers meeting requirements should be able to enroll in CSP at a minimum
level and then have the apporiunity to correct the deficiency in two or reasonable number
of yvears, and then move up in levels.

Modification (tier movement) needs to be simplified. The local/area NRCS offices do
nol have the administrative time or staff, on & continual basis, that it ook 1o modify the
existing contracts in 2006, It takes away from valuable technical assistance that would be
@ better use of time. Agriculture is dynamic and changing. the CSP contract needs to have
the flexibility 1o be easily modified to reflect the constant changes.

The crop rotation associated with a contract needs to have some fexibility to respond 1o
weather and prices for inputs and commodities. A producer should be able to change his
tetation without being in danger of contract violation as long as he is protecting the
resource 1o the best of his ability. Consolidate the SCI rating to two categories instead of
four 1o allow for a rotation change without affecting the SCT index category.
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& There needs to be flexibility in the rotation schedule for a pasture that is used at the same
time every year. For example, most ranchers have a pasture used in early spring for
calving and post-calving every year. The reason being the pasture provides shelier for
spring slorms, access to waler thal does not freeze, location near a power source and
veterinary equipment, corrals, sheds, and headquanters for frequent calving checks and 1o
provide protection from predators. Expecting producers to have two or three pastures
equipped to handle these special situations to fit a “rotation schedule™ is unreasonable.

s Enhancements for saline seep reclamation and management need 10 be included in CSP.
Because these management practices are an infensive, expensive, long-term commitment,
the Alliance believes they should be included as CSP contract enhancements. Specific
recommendations are enclosed with this letter.

s All producers need to have the ability to compete for CSP contracts. It is extremely
unfair and discriminatory that only producers in a certain watershed are eligible,
Meighbors just a few miles away are not eligible and by the current pace of
implementation, not all watersheds are going to have access to CSP within the next ten
years. The current qualification and modification process needs to be simplified where

appropriate.

o  The curment CSP rules state that producers must share in the economic risk of livestock
prooduction 1o have their land eligible for CSP. At this point that is being interpreted as
the producer must have ownership in the livestock, which eliminates producers that do
not own some or all the livestock that wtilize their pasture and forage resources,
However, producers actually do share in the risk if they maintain the fences, provide
adeguate waler sources, determine pasture rotation systems, move the livestock, provide
and‘or make available animal health needs (supplements, medications and veterinary
care), provide facilities to pen, load and unload livestock. Producers do take a risk in
managing livestock for others because if the owners are not satisfied with the weight gain
and animal health, then the producer may receive less payment or have leases canceled.
These producers should be eligible for CSP.

Sage Creek Watershed producers look forward to an enhanced CSP component of the next Farm
Bill legislation. The Environmental Quality Incentive Program and the Conservation Reserve
Program have also both provided significant technical and financial assistance in addressing our
major resource problems (erosion and salinity). Please consider these suggestions as you work
on the conservation aspects of that legislation.



94

Proposed CSP enhancements supported by Sage Creek Watershed Alliance.
March 2007

Utilize a shallow ground water investigation to plot ground water flow direction and
identify recharge area controlled by the CSP producer. Maonitor the ground water level
in shallow wells on annual or semi-annual basis (0 measure reclamation success and
trends, This can be done with the assistance of an experienced consultant such as Montana
Salinity Control.

Establishing perennial vegetation on identified recharge area. Rotation from current
cropping system is expensive, including this as an enhancement would offset some of these
expenses. Perennial forage retained longer than an EQIP contract (six vears) requires ensures
that reclamation of the saline area is complete.

Rotation from perennial forage back to intensive annual cropping based on measured
improvement on ground water levels and electrical conductivity of soil.

Establishment of salt tolerant forage stands in the defined seep area to compete with
weeds and aid in reclaiming the affected saline seep area,

Mapping the saline affected area wsing current and historieal aerial photos, GPS, or soil
EC measurements every two years to measure success of treatments,

Saline affected areas are expensive to reclaim. These areas require significant long-term:
management and investment. SCWA believes these enhancement options for CSP contracts
are essential in Montana and are also applicable on a national level,

Sage Creck Watershed became eligible for CSP in Montana in 2005, Contract holders have
also gone through the contract modification process,
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Senate Agriculture Committee
Field Hearing July 2, 2007
{ireat Falls, Montana

Senator Bancus and Members of the Committee;
Thank you for convening a field hearing in Montana on the upeoming 2007 Farm Bill.

1 am Larry Mires from Glasgow, Montana. I am with Two Rivers Economic Growth, &
local economic development organization for Glasgow/Valley County and serving as the
Exccutive Director of the St Mary Rehabilitation Working Group.

The Bush Administration’s new farm bill proposal — presented three months ago - creates
anew $1.75 billion ten-year cooperative conservation program, called the Regional
Water Enhancement Program (RWEP), and aimed al improving water quality and
water conservation on working agricultural lands on a regional scale, This program is
included in the redesigned Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). Notably,
the U.S. Department of Agriculture would deliver RWEP on a larger-scale basis
{covering an entire watershed or jrrigation basin) basis. The program would target
concerted cooperative efforts on working agriculural landscapes and other high priority
areas identified by the partnership, Recipients, including water districts, non-profits, or
farming groups, would administer funds to achieve clear water quality and conservation
goals.

The proposed RWEP would focus on cooperative approaches to enhancing water quantity
and/or quality on a regional scale. This new program - in tandem with multiple
conservation tools (including farmland management practices, easement purchases, and
ecosyslem restoration assistance) - is intended (o provide flexibility to cooperative
conservetion partners to achieve improved water quantity and guality goals.
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While previous water conservation measures undertaken undoubtedly contributed to
improved water use efficiency on individual farms, the EQIP program was intended
solely for on-farm purposes. Irrigation districts and other, larger entities were not eligible
to compete for these funds in the last Farm Bill.

RWEP, in part, is intended to address these types of challenges, There is a need to fund
projects that provide water quality or water quantity benefits at a scale that beaefits more
than just one or two producers. RWEP would provide substantial grant money 10
irrigation districts or other water agencies, which would be placed in a lead position to
work with multiple producers to achieve locally-gencrated water quality and quantity
objectives. If consensus at a regional level can be reached on a common approach, there
will be a betier chance of positive community participation and ultimately, a better bang
for the federal buck.

While the RWEP initial proposal appears solid from a conceptual standpoint, we all know
the devil will be in the details. As this concept is further advanced, the Family Farm
Alliance, a grassroots organization of family farmers, ranchers, irripation districts end
allied industries in 16 Western states, is advocating for at Jeast four key recommendations
to further improve upon & great initial concept:

1. Administrative costs associated with any work performed by the Matural
Resources Conservation Service (WRCS) should be capped af a reasonable level;

2. The role of the Burean of Reclamation and how that agency coordinates with
NRCS in the implementation of this program in Western states must be well
thought out, and should compliment the collaborative philosophy (between the
Departments of Agriculture and Interior) embedded in the “Bridging the
Headgates™ initiative endorsed by the Administration;
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3. Limitations should be established to ensure that these monies truly benefit
agriculture, and not urban municipalities with relatively “token” amounts of
agricuttural lands or “hobby farms" within their boundaries; and

4. The program should provide assurances that the intent is not to reallocate water
away from egriculture. [t must also recognize the traditional deference of federal
agencies to state water allocation systems.

As you consider the 2007 Farm Bill, [ would encourage you to serously consider the
RWEP program as & tool for assisting Montana’s many rural water issoes.

In addition to the RWEP, alternative disaster assistance needs to be addressed in drafting
the Farm Bill. ‘The recent severs weather event along the Montana Hi-Line brought to
light the need for assistance following these types of events. They are financially short of
qualifying for federal emergency assistance — but still leave producers and irrigation
districts in the storms path with nomanageable expenses. [ would encourage the
Committee to establish a permanent disaster fund for producers and irrigation districts
that lose crops or infrastructure to drought, floods or other severe acts of nature,

Thank you for this opportunity to provide input on the 2007 Farm Bill, which is very
important to our family farmers and ranchers and the economy of Valley County,
Montana,

Rﬂpmtfull}r,

74 4“' Street North ;

Glasgow, Montana 59230
(406) 263-8402
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QUSA Dry Pea
1& Lentil Council

STATEMENT BY
USA DRY PEA & LENTIL COUNCIL
TO THE
U5, SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION AND
FORESTRY
HEARING CHAIRMAN MAX BAUCUS

“2007 FARM BILL COMMODITY TITLE"
July 2, 2007

Introduction.

Senator Baucus and Senator Tester my name is Grant Zerbe, [ produce cereal grains and pulse crops in
the northeast comer of Montana near Lustre, Today, [ am testifving on behalfl of the USA Dry Pea and
Lentil Council, The USA Dry Pea and Lentil Council is a national organization representing producers,
processors and exporters of dry peas, lentils and chickpeas across the northemn tier of the United Stages.
Montana ranks second in the production of dry peas and lentils in the United States with over 300,000
acres planted this vear. Dry peas, lentils and chickpeas do not require nitrogen fertilizer; they are good
for soil health and break weed and disease cycles in crop rotation with cereal grains,

The biggest challenge facing LS. commodity producers is securing an adequate safety net 1o protect
farmers dering periods of low prices and natural disaster. Right now commadity prices are up. But
some day prices will drop and when they do our farm policy must protect our producers from continued
subsidized competition, high tariffs, phyto-sanitary bamers and exchange rate manipulation.

The crafting of a new farm bill provides an opportunity to maintain an adequate safety net for U5,
producers, [t also provides an opportunity to reward producers for being good environmental stewards
of our natural resources. As Congress writes a new farm bill we ask that it inchude the following
PTOErams:

2002 Farm Bill- Pulse crops entered the farm program family in 2002, Our erganization would like 1o
thark the Senate Ag Committee for creating the Pulse Marketing Loan/LDP program. The program hie
provided o needed safety net for producers of dry peas, lentils and chickpess across the northern tier, In
the 2007 Farm Bill we seck to be included and treated equally with other farm program commodities.

ITANW Pallinsin B Mawgowe 113 § 158 14024 1754
1% JON-BH W T e JOR-RED-£400%
Lal: pubsc®ipea bntiloom » Weh: wa w.na lennLoem
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USA Dry Pea & Lemtil Council Testimony

Senate Commitiee on Agriculture, Mutrition and Forestry
July 2, 2007

Page 2 of 6

15 Do et
2002 Farm Bill Biitha
Pulse Loan Program
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Title | = Commodity Programs

Marketing Loan Program/@.DP- The marketing loan/LDFP program provides the best safety net for U5,
pulse farmers facing dips in market prices, The table below shows the pulse loan rates set by law in the
2002 farm program and our request to continue this program at the same level for dry peas and lentils
with adjustments to the chickpea marketing loan program,

Pulse Marketing Loan History and 2007 Farm Bill Request

Pulse Crop Loan Rate Basks 2002-2003 2004-2007 2007 Farm Bill
by law) Request
Dry Peas Feed Peas/Scwi. $6.33 $6.22 $6.22
Lentils Mo, 3 prade/Sewt. §11.94 __S1L.72 SiL.72
Small Mo. 2, Grade Scwt, £7.56 $7.43 $10.41
Chickpeas (below 20/64™
round hole screen)
Large No. 2 Grade/Sewt. S18.44
Chickpeas {above 20/641hs
{Mew Program) | round hole screen)

Large Chickpeas- The 2002 farm bill created a marketing loan program for small chickpeas. The loan
rute for small chickpeas should increase to $10.41fewt. based on a o, 2 grade chickpen that falls below
a 20/64ths round hole sieve. Mo, 2 smnl] chickpea prices over the past five vears have averaged
$11.800wt. (95% of §11.80 equals $10.41). Our organization supports the creation of o marketing
assistance loan program for lerge chickpeas in the 2007 farm bill.  'We ask that the loan rate be set at
518.44/cwt. for large chickpeas. The loan rate should be based on o Mo, 2 grade large chickpea that
stays above o 20V64ths round hele sieve.
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2. Pulse Energy Conservation Incentive Payment (PECIF).

To reduce our dependence on foreign o, we support a strong energy compoenent in the 2007 Farm Bill,
The most effective way to reduce our dependence on foreign oil is to encourage ULS, farmers to
implement a sound encrgy conservation stralegy. To encourage encrgy conservation, we propose the
creation of a Pulse Encrgy Conservation Incentive Payment (PECIP),

Dry peas, lentils and chickpeas are legumes that do not require the use of nitrogen fertilizer in the
production cyele, In fact, university rescarch shows that the production of dry peas, lentils and chickpeas
provides a 40 pound per acre nitrogen credit for the next crop in the rotation. In addition to conserving
energy, pulse crops also fix nitrogen in the soil which provides a significant offset to “Green House
Cras" emissions. The program would be delivered as a direct payment to those producers who plan
energy conserving crops like dry peas, lentils and chickpeas. The payment would be based on
multiplying the nitrogen credit saved by planting a pulse crop (40 Ibsac.) times the current cost of
nitrogen fertilizer (30.38/1b.). The payment would be roughly $15.00 per acre for pulse crops with
current nitrogen fertilizer prices.

Pulse Energy Conservation Incentive Payment (PECIP)

| Pulse Crop Cost of Nitrogen PECIP
| Nitrogen Credit (5 per Ib.} %/Acre
| Lbs./Acre
| Dry Peas, Lennls, | 40 Ibs 30381k 515,00 Acre
Chickpeas

As Congress works on providing new incentives fior the creation of biofuels, we ask that equal weight be
given to providing incentives to produce pulse crops that conserve our energy resources.

3 Pulse Direci Paymeni Program

Pulse crops are grown in rotation with wheat, barley and minor cilseeds across the northern tier of the
United States. Each crop in the roation has a direct payment except for pulse crops. We support the
creation of o direct payment for dry peas, lentils and chickpeas equal to the direct payment received for
wheat, The current direct payment for whent is 30.52 cents per bushel. The table below establishes a
pulse direct payment based on the current wheat direct payment program.

Pulse Direct Payment Program

Crop Pulse Direct Avg. Yield Per Acre | Drect Payment Per |
Payment (10 wr) (bu./1bs) Acre

Wheat (8/bu.) $0.52/bu. 40 b, $20.00
{50.86/cw1.) (2400/bs)

Dry Peas (Sewt) | $1.05/cwt. 1900/Tbs $20.00

Lentils ($/owt.) 51.67/cwt. 12040 Ths $£20.00

Chickpeas (Small | $2.00/cwL. 1000/Tbs $20.00

and Large) ($/cwt.) it

Pulse Base Acres- Our organization supports the ereation of a USDASFSA base for dry peas, lentils and
chickpeas in the 2007 Farm Bill in order to receive a direct and counter cyclical payment, Producers
should be allowed 1o sign up their current “free acres™ for the pulse direct and counter cyclical payment
programs.
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4. Pulse Counter-Cyclical Program

The counter-cyclical program provides an additional safety net to producers facing a downturn in the
market. We support the ereation of o pulse counter ¢yelical program for dry peas, lentils and chickpeas
equal to 130% of the pulse loan raes established in the 2002 farm bill. The following table shows the
Pulse Counter Cyelical Target Price based on 130% of the pulse marketing assistance loan rates,

Pulse Counter Cyclical Program
2007 Farm Bill Request

Pulse Crop I Counter Cyclical Loan Rate 2007 Pulse Counter

Based On 2004-2007 Cyclical Target Price

= | {(130% Loan Rates) |

Dry Peas Feed Peas/Scwt. $6.22 $B.09 cwt.
Lentils | Mo. 3 pradeSewt. $11.72 515.24/cwt.
Small | Mo, 2. Grade [Sowt. | $7.43 (No. 3} £14.25/cwi. (No. 2)
Chickpeas (below 20/64 "

round hole screen) 31041 (No2)
Large No. 2 GradeScwi. 518.44% £25.2%/cwt.
Chickpeas {above 20/641hs .

| round hole sereen)

* Large Chickpeas were not included in the 2002 Form Bill. The $18.44/cwt. on large chickpeas isa
suggested loan rate level for Large Chickpeas for the 2007 Farm Bill.

5. Remove Chickpens from Fruit & Vegetable List,

Producers need planting flexibility to respond to market signals. Owver 20% of the chickpeas produced in

the United States are grown in WA, 1D, MT, NI3, and 50, Currently chickpeas are classified as a

vegetable crop and are not eligible to be planted on farm program base acres. The growers producing

chickpeas in the northern tier primarily produce program crops that are eligible 1o be planted on farm
base acres. The USADPLC supports the inclusion of chickpeas (Small and Large) as an

eligible crop to be planted on farm program base acres in the 2007 Farm Bill,

In summary, the LIS, dry pea, lentil and chickpea farmers believe the 2007 farm bill should continue
the gurrent pulse marketing loan program with the addition of large chickpeas, W believe the safety net
for pulses should be expanded 1o include a pulse direct payment and counter cyclical program. We ask
Congress 1o implement our Pulse Energy Conservation Incentive Payment program to encourage
producers 1o conserve encrgy.

We also have several suggestions on how to improve conservation, market development, food aid, and
crop insurance for the pulse industry. These suggestions are provided in my complete testimony.

1 would like to thank the commitiee for the opportunity to speak 10 vou today, and [ would be happy to
BRSWET ANy questions,

CDocuments and Settingsjud 203 filocal SemingsiTemporary imernet PilesdHLKLR0T0M2 Senate Ag Cente Aanscus.dog



102

USA Dry Pea & Lentil Council Testimony

Senate Committee on Agriculture, Mutrition and Forestry

July 2, 2007

Page 5 of 6

Title 11 - Conservation Programs
The USADPLC supponts farm policy that rewards producers for managing their soils based on long
term environmental sustainability on working lands. We offer the following suggestions on how to
improve existing conservation programe in the 2007 farm bill:

Conservation Security Program (C5F). The USA Dry Pea & Lentil Council (USADPLC) supports
equal access and full funding of the CSP program to provide incentives o farmers 1o achieve
improvements in soil, air and water quality, USADPLC supports continuing the CSI* with the following
IMPIOvEments:
u. Fully fund the Program, CSP should provide equal oppertunity to all producers without
artificial restrictions 1o access based on funding limitations. Restricting the program to a limited
number of watersheds every eight to len years gives significant economic advantage to those
producers in the walersheds selected.
b. Realistic Nitrogen Credit. The current credits for planting an N fixing crop like legumes ane not
realistic in an annual cropping system. The base requirement exceeds the value of any crop planted
fior Mitrogen replenishment. There should be a credit 1o the producer for any reduction of N use due
to the rotation.
¢. Develop a wildlife eredit for annual cropping. Annual cropping provides year around cover fos
many animals. Producers should be encouraged to utilize measures that provide increased wildlife
hixbitat.
d. Increase technieal staffing for CSP, USDA is implementing this new program while cutting
staff. The data collection reguirements and the sell evaluation process required by the program are
daunting for most producers. In addition, NRCS is tasked 1o provide technical support and distribute
funds. USADPLC supports the use of FSA to distribute funds and administer finances and to at least
maintain current staff levels at both NRCS and FSA offices to facilitate full implementation of the

CSP program.

Title 111 - Trade

Market Development

MAF & FMD- The Market Access Program (MAP) and Foreign Market Development (FMD) Program
have allowed our industry (o penetrate new markets around the world, We support an increase in MAP
program funding 1o 5325 million and an increase in the FMD program 1o 550 million in the 2007 Farm
Bill.

Food Aid

Ower organization fully supports the continuation of the U.S, P.L. 480 Title 1, P.L. 480 Title 11,
MeGovern-Dole Food for Education, and Food for Progress food aid programs. These programs serve as
a bridge between the United Siates and developing countries and help feed starving people with
nutritious food from American farmers and food processors,

We believe that U5, food aid funds, provided by the American taxpayer, should purchase oply 1.5 .-
produced commaodities for the nation's food aid programs. Therefore, we do not support the use of P,
480 Title 11 funds for local commodity purchuses overseas,

In light of the importance of these humanitarian 1.5, food aid programs to their recipients oversens and
to the U5, agricultural community, we request Congress lo:
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1. Reauthorize F.L. 480 Title L. This government-to-government program provides US, agricabral
commoditics to developing countries an credit or grant terms, Concessional credil sales are available to
those eligible countries 1hat choose (o participate in them for food aid purposes, In addition, Titke | funds
are a mapor funding source for Food for Progress, which is discussed more below.

l. Reauthorize P.L. 480 Title I). This program provides for the donation of U5, agriculiural commoddities
to meet emergency and nen-emergency food needs in other countries, including support for food security
goals, We support a program that is predictable and sufficient 10 address growing global needs for both
emergencies and nof-emergencies.

2. Reauthorize Food for Progress' (FFP) Commaodity Credit Corporation (CCC) Funding, The FFP
program provides for the donation or credit sale of U5, commaodities to developing countries and
emerging democracies to suppon democracy and to assist with the expansion of private enterprise. In
addithon 1o its COC funding, FFF also has received as much as 40% of its funds from P.L. 480 Title 1. In
the President’s FY 2008 budget propesal total FFP fands have been decreased by the amount received
from Titke 1, leaving only COC as the programs funding source.

3. Reauihorize and Give Permanent Authority for Adminksiration of the MeGovern-Dole Food for
Education (FFE) Program 1o the U5, Department of Agriculture, The FFE program helps suppon
education, child development, and food security for some of the world's poorest children, I provides for
donations of ULS, agriculiural products, as well as financial and technical assistance, for school feeding
and maternal and child nutrition projects in low-income, food-deficit countries that are committed 1o
universal education. In the 2002 Farm Bill, the President has the authority 1o designate the administering
federal agency. We believe this authority should be given to the US. Department of Agriculture

permanently.

Title VII - Research
To compete successfally in the global economy we need to increase our investment in agricultural reseanch,
The USDA Agriculture Research Service and our Land Grant Universities have faced fla or decreasing
budgets for venrs. We support increasing agricubtural research budgets in the next farm bill.

Title X = Crop Insurnpce

Cur organization supports establishing Federn] Crop Insurance programs for all dry peas, lemtils, and chickpens
that manage risk ai an affordable price. 'We recommend the following issues be sddreszed to improve crop
insurance for pulse producers:

1. Pulse Long Term Revenuve (LTR) Coverage-
Thee 2002 Farm Bill required RMA to develop mew “revenue” policies for non-program crops. Revenue coverage
is mot presently an option for producers of dry peas, lentils or chickpeas. Our organization has been working with
RMA to create a “revenoe” program for pulses since 2001, Our commodity was chosen to participate in an RMA
initiative to develop a new revenue based insurance program for pulses. Unforanately, we still do not have a
revenue insurance program for dry peas or lentils. The 2007 Farm Bill needs to put additional pressure on RMA
1o creale new programs for mimor crops with firm deadlines,

1. APH Crop History- Pulse producers are required by RMA to have 4 vears of production data to establish an
Actual Production History (APH). Pulse crops are grown in a 3, 4 and sometimes 5 year crop rotation. 1t could
take 12 00 20 years to establish an APH for a new grower, Last vear RMA created a pilot program in North
Dakota that would allow producers to generate an AFH history in a shorter amount of time. Under the “Personal
T Yiekd™ pilot progrmm a producer can gereraie production history each year for all units across his farm even iff
the unit did not produce palses, This pilet program needs to be expanded to all growing regions raising pulses in
the 2007 Farm Bill,

| would like 1o thank the committee for the opponunity 1o provide this testimony 10 you today.
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To Senalor Max Bauous;
Dwear Sanator:

With reference to July 2, 2007 Agriculiural Hearing - Great Falls, MT

Hawve earver this year witlen my feeings b you in regard to the new farm bill now being considered but wish 1o
reiterate some of those points

It appears theve is @ push again o chop-off all farms of farm subsidies with the indication thal the farmer should
compabe aganst each other or get out of the way. This mind-sat has been around 8 long time and when | read
such dia-iribe | am Grst stearmed of course, but on second thought | know this persons or group o be merely badh
infarmed. The drect payments from the 2002-07 Farm B of cowrse were of help but a very small percentage of
the cost of oparation

My personal feeling is that the grain farmer has been subsidizing the consurmner for many many years. The
consumérs have had safe, cheap food. When you consider an investment of a million dollars, which & small in
1his indusiry now, you are lucky o net 3% on that investmant with zero retum for your labor., With the 100%
increase in fuel ferilizer along with any service that consurmes fuel, wi ane expected to just suck it up, unike
most businesses that inform the public "We are somy but we are lorced 1o increase the phice of our product or
service due 1o increased cost of fuel, &lc.” This is what the opponents of a strong farm program need to know.
The fammer has nowhere 10 recoupe those costs except his own pockiel. | feel sure you are wilkng 1o help gel thes
word oul o the uninformed and it would ba most appreciated. A recend poll by the Gooat Falls Tnbune showed a
resull with approxirnatesy 67% against any farm subsidies. This in Montana, Getting oul the information on the
phight of the farmer, | deam to be imporiant to the passage of @ beneficial bill with the urban climate of

thi present Congrass.

Would strongly urge you to resist any attemnpt to dump the commodity loan program which has served as a surviall
tool for the semall farmer & gince the demise of the high cost of government siorage of large amounts of grain, this
program has cost the federal government very ile. The program coupled with the once called Federal Crop
Insurance Corporation has served to ease my mind each sphng for B0 years, that | would be able to plant ona
Mare crog

Raspaclively submitled,
Henry L. Armsirong,
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Comments for 2007 Farm Bill

My name is Robert Bold of Winifred, MT,and 1 thank you, Max, for hearings you are sponsoring
around the great state of Montana. It is appreciated and noticed. Thank you.

Concerning the major items and points in the next Farm Bill, T will be brief, but they are as
follows.

Direct Payments to Montana's wheat & berley producers are a must. They need not be reduced.
They need not be traded away for conservation or other national expenditures. Direct payments
are n mechanism for economic stability in rural communities at the same time as a production
catalyst for crops such as those needed for the productions of food, fiber and domestic energy.

The safety net of Crop Insurance needs to be increased—by coverage and coverage amounts,
The coverage of crops needs to be increased to include more crops, The amount of

needs to reflect production costs and crop values. Currently, there is too large of a lag time for
crop values 1o be set. The tools and mechanisms are all there and already in place. Just at little

fine tuning is required,

The Counter-Cyclical Program is great program for price protection and rural community
preservation. Currently the target price for Montana wheat & barley need to be increased to
make the program equitable and to reflect production costs and crop values, This program is used
only in years of low commodity prices—not in years like this year, However, this safety net
nesds to be updated for prices and crop values, made equal and equitable for all crops and adjust
the target prices to reflect the current production costs.

World trade needs 10 be increased and protected. However, ihe United States can not afford 1o
give in at the WTO table just to get &n agreement. A bad agreement (and we have had them) is
worse than no agreement, Direct Payments ere WTO compliant and need to be mainiained. The
U'S needs to make sure that the WTO does not grow into an ugly giant like the UN.

World trade agreements like most of those we have had in the past (NAFTA) have over all been
good for the US and its neighbors and trading partners. If the US keeps making individual
trading agreements with individual countries, that appears to be the best and more effective than
& large WTO agreement. Fast Track needs to be extended. The Senate still have the
responsibility to vote an agreement in or out. Without Fast Track negotiating authority, no
negotiations take place at all. That is not good for US agriculture which relies on trade.

Stay away from bad treatics like the KATO treaty. It ignores countries like China and India and
penalizes those countries in the treaty. It also penalizes US agriculture.

Conservation needs to be adequately funded. Tt has not been adequately funded in the past.
Conservation needs to have it own funding—not displacing or taking funds from Direct
Payments. ;

Carbon credits need to be implemented. Agriculture’s role need not be limited to only 15% as

introduced legisiation so stipulates. Agriculure and forestry is a live and viable solution that
needs not be limited in the free market place

&mmmrmm;wmmmmw 1 hope is helpful and useful 1o you and the
te.
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MY NAME IS LINDA DAUGHERTY, I HAVE BEEN A
DUCKS UNLIMITED VOLUNTEER FOR OVER 25
YEARS AND AM CURRENTLY SERVING AS THE
DUCKS UNLIMITED MONTANA STATE CHAIRMAN.
DUCKS UNLIMITED MEMBERSHIP IS OVER 700,000
WITH OVER 6,500 MEMBERS IN MONTANA ALONE.
DU MEMBERS COME FROM ALL WALKS OF LIFE
AND MANY OF OUR MOST AVID MEMBERS ARE
FARMERS AND RANCHERS.

I AM HERE TODAY TO TALK ABOUT THE
IMPORTANCE OF CONTINUING WRP AND CRP IN
THE 2007 FARM BILL.

SINCE 1990, WRP HAS RESTORED MORE THAN 2
MILLION ACRES OF WETLANDS ON MARGINAL
FARMLAND, PROVIDING CRITICAL HABITAT FOR
WATERFOWL AND MANY OTHER WILDLIFE
SPECIES. WRP IS INTEGRAL IN HELPING TO
OFFSET THE 80,000 ACRES OF WETLANDS THAT
CONTINUE TO BE LOST IN THE U.S. EACH YEAR.
WRP HAS BEEN ONE OF THE MOST SUCCESSFUL
FEDERAL WETLANDS CONSERVATION
PROGRAMS, PROVIDING A VOLUNTARY, NON-
REGULATORY, INCENTIVE-BASED PROGRAM FOR
PRIVATE LAND OWNERS, FARMERS AND
RANCHERS TO PROTECT AND RESTORE THE
FUNCTIONS AND VALUES OF WETLANDS ON
THEIR PROPERTY. WRP PROVIDES SOCIETAL
BENEFITS SUCH AS IMPROVED WATER QUALITY
AND QUANTITY, REDUCED FLOOD DAMAGE,
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GROUNDWATER RECHARGE AND ENHANCED
FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT. PRODUCER
DEMAND FOR THIS PROGRAM OUTSTRIPS
AVAILABLE FUNDING BY AT LEAST 3 TO 1.

IF FUNDING IS NOT PROVIDED, CONGRESS IS
TELLING LANDOWNERS THAT BEING A GOOD
STEWARD OF THE LAND IS LESS IMPORTANT
THAN PLOWING CROPS ON MARGINAL LANDS.

THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICES
ESTIMATES THAT 7.8 MILLION ACRES OF CRP IN
THE PRARIE POTHOLE REGION ADDS A MINIMUM
OF 2 MILLIONS DUCKS TO THE FALL FLIGHT EACH
YEAR. MOST OF THESE ACRES CONSIST OF
LARGE, CONTIGUOUS BLOCKS OF GRASSLAND
COVER INTERSPERSED WITH AN ABUNDANCE OF
PRARIE WETLANDS. CONTRACTS ON NEARLY 6.4
MILLION OF THE 7.8 MILLION ACRES ARE SET TO
EXPIRE BETWEEN 2007 AND 2010. THOUGH IT IS
APPARENT THAT CRP IS A CRITICAL COMPONENT
OF THE LANDSCAPE, IT IS CURRENTLY UNDER
THREAT.

AS WORK CONTINUES ON THE 2007 FARM BILL IT
IS CRITICAL THAT WE PROMOTE WATERFOWL
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS THAT CONTRIBUTE
TO THE ECONOMIC VIABILITY OF AMERICA’S
FARMERS AND RANCHERS AND A HEALTHY
ENVIRONMENT. WE MUST ALSO ENSURE
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CONSERVATION PROGRAMS PROVIDE PRIVATE
LANDOWNERS WITH VIABLE FINANCIAL
INCENTIVES TO RESTORE AND PROTECT LARGE
TRACTS OF GRASSLANDS AND WETLANDS THAT
BENEFIT NORTH AMERICAN WATERFOWL AND
OUR LANDSCAPE.

I ENCOURAGE ALL FOLKS HERE TODAY, IF YOU
FEEL AS I DO, TO CONTACT OUR SENATORS AND
RESPRESENTATIVE TO LET THEM KNOW YOUR
THOUGHTS ON THESE IMPORTANT ISSUES.

IN CONCLUSION, I WOULD LEAVE YOU WITH THIS
ONE THOUGHT: FARM THE BEST, CONSERVE THE
REST.
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by
Ron de Yong

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,

My name is Ron de Yong, | have a family farm in northwestern Montana, just south of
Glacier Mational Park near the city of Kalispell. The last seven vears | have been
teaching economics and agricultural policy ¢lasses at California Polytechnic State
University. Last vear we rented our farm to a local dairy farmer and | worked as an
economist for National Farmers Union in Washington D.C. for the summer. My duties
included conducting listening sessions and receiving input for the next farm bill from
farmers and ranchers from Texas to Wisconsin.

1 believe that the next farm bill needs a strong conservation title and a strong energy title,
but I do not want the safety net provided by the commodity title weakened in the process
of strengthening other titles. Today prices are higher than normal partly because of
increased use of comn for ethanol. Some individuals think that there will be no need for a
safety need in the future because corn must meet both food and energy needs. Those
individuals are wrong just as they were in 1973 when prices were higher due to grain
purchases by the Soviet Union. Input prices have followed grain commodity prices
upward and when adequate supply of those commodities is assured commodity prices
will decline, but input prices will not, leaving farmers in the all too familiar cost-price
squeeze.

| am pleased that the House subcommittee passed a five year extension of the current
program with minor changes for LDPs and direct paymenis, but no overall funding
changes for the commodity title. Wheat producers did not fare as well as cotton and rice
producers with the current program so minor adjustments need 1o be made o increase
their safety net. Given the current budget and political environment, [ believe that an
extension of the 2002 farm program is the best option that can be achieved in the limited
time available. However, the 2002 farm program has some serious problems that will
have to be solved in future legislation.

As you know direct payments are not countercyclical, which, as Senator Harkin as said,
makes them difficult to justify when prices are high and they are inadequate when prices
are low. Since direct payments are calculated on an historical base they become
capitalized into land rents. Farmers on average rent half of the land they farm so the
landlords end up with half of the payment, which results in a very inefficient program
since the targeted producers end up with only 30% of the benefits. The WTO however,
likes direct payments because they do not encourage production and distort trade
gualifying them for the green box,
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LI3Ps are countercyclical and the benefits go to the producer rather than the landlord, but
the WTO does not like them because they encourage production and distort trade, which
puts them in the amber box. Also, all three income support payments in the current
program are determined by arbitrary support levels that were determined in 2002 that do
not take into account the recent dramatic increases in cost of production,

We are going to have to lay the ground work for a more creative solution 1o solve these
problems in the future. The three income supports in the current program are all
attempting 1o cover the farmer’s cost of production when we experience the low part of
the price cycle so that we do not lose hundreds of thousands of farmers like we did in the
1980s. It is better and costs much less to provide a safety net than face the destruction of
rural infrastructure and precipitate a national recession during those cyele lows, Since
cost of production is what the program is really attempting to cover, | propose that the
most efficient program would address it directly, 1 would combine the current three
income support payments inte one income support payment based on cost of production.
This is also what National Farmers Union is proposing but | would do it in a slightly
difTerent manner,

Today I would like to briefly give vou the solution that [ have arrived at from my farming
and teaching experience, which 1 fine tuned after the listening sessions with farmers last
Summer.

We need to provide an adequate safety net for family farmers only on production
consumed domestically with no subsidies on production that is exported. The U.S. does
not have a right to destroy prices for farmers in other countries with subsidized
praduction that is exported, but we do have the sovereign right to protect our farmers
with income support on production consumed domestically since they experience higher
labor and environmental costs. This fits within the philosophy of the WTO but rules
defining the green, amber and blue boxes will have to be modified 1o accommodate the
change. 1T USDA’s estimated cost of production is greater than the average markel price
for a given commeodity then the difference should be paid as income support on
production consumed domestically,

Another problem that could be mitigated at the same time is the loss of farmers in the
middle. Small farmers can sell their entire volume through niche markets and very large
producers often receive higher prices with retail connections, but farmers in the middle
are too large to niche market and not large enough to have retail connections and thus are
price takers, That is why USDA’s statistics show a loss of farmers in the middle, the
very farmers who provide the greatest amount of support for rural infrastructure,
Therefore, 1 propose that the maximum payment for a given commodity be no larger than
what the average size farmer in that commodity is eligible for. Very large producers
wolld reccive the same payment as the average size producer in that commodity. The
American public does not believe that very large producers should have a very large
safety net and we are in danger of losing all safety nets if we do not address this issue.
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My proposal adjusts for increasing input costs with a cost of production mechanism and
targets payments toward farmers in the middle where losses are the greatest. The
following example for wheat demonstrates how easy the mechanism could work.

1. Divide the previows vear's production by the number of true wheal farmers o
determine average wheat production. Very small producers would not be included in the
calculation of the average size producer to give a more accurate number, but they would
be eligible for payments,

2. Multiple this average production per producer by the percent consumed domestically.
This is the maximum amount that a producer may receive payments on. The payment per
bushel is USDA’s estimated cost of production minus the average market price for the
previous year. Cost of production would include management costs and return on
investment as is normal {or all businesses,

3. If a farmer's production is less than the average production per producer consumed
domestically, then he is eligible for a payment on his entire production. If the farmer’s
production is greater than the average he will receive a payment no larger than what the
average farmer would receive,

We could also build a disaster program into the income suppont calculated above. A
farmer who has production greater than his pavment eligibility could store enough to
meet next year's eligibility requirements to cover a potential future disaster and receive
storage payments from the USDA. This stored grain would be eligible for 100 percent of
the payment, whereas a supplemental permanent disaster program not based on stored
grain would allow only a 65% payment. Any coverage beyond this supplemental disaster
program would have to be done with unsubsidized private insurance.

This cost of production income support program with a built-in payment limitation and
built-in disaster aid program would provide an adequate safety net for family farmers in
the United States and would not harm family farmers in other countries. It would provide
fairness between commeoedities by using cost of production rather than arbitrary numbers
for target prices and marketing loan levels. It would actually enhance negotiations at the
WTO, because countries could reduce barriers to market access to a greater degree il they
knew that they could maintain the livelihood of their family farmers with a safety net that
covered their cost of production on production consumed domestically.

Thank you,

Ron de Yong

132 Moo Ave,

Shell Beach, CA 93449
B05-756-5016 oflice

rendeyong@hotmail.com



112

WRITTEN comments for oral testimony, 2 Jul 07 Farm Bill Hearing, Great Falls
Richard D). Liebert, rancher and retired Lt. Colonel, US Army Reserve, Chair of
Citizens for Clean Energy, Inc., a grassroots citizens organization focused on promoting
clean, green energy solutions for the Great Falls community, not obsolete and toxic
fossil-fuel energy peneration.

“How can Congress allow the USDA to squander funds on an obsolete and toxic coal
plant that will harm local farming communities, pollute our air and water and
degrade the Lewis and Clark portage route, a national landmark? Congress has the
power to invest in better and cleaner energy technology, not stay tied to fossil-fuel
lobhyists and19™ century thinking,"

“As a retired Army officer, 1 value the courage and persistence of Captains Lewis and
Clark to portage around the Great Falls, and it"s shameful our federal government would
even consider placing an industrial site on a national landmark of this significance. The
National Park Service itself had determined the Highwood Generating Station should
Be moved as its adverse impacts cannot be mitigated.”

“The plant developers say the landmark isn't Valley Forge, and they're right — the
portage is unique in its prominence in the growth and character of our nation's
development and values, What if we put the coal plant in the shadow of Pompey's
Fillar next the the Yellowstone River? Would citizens down there be outraged 7
Should we measure each historical site on its age, how many died, gallons of blood
compared to commercial investment values? A casino next to Gettysburg is just as
shameful as a coal plant on our Lewis and Clark Trail.”

“Congress, and the Departments of Agriculture and Energy should be working together
1o establish a new REA - this time a Rural Energy Act incorporating renewable energy
and coal gasification technology with sequestration. 70 vears ago, Congress and FDR had
the courage in the midst of the Great Depression to take a bold move and bring
electricityto farms, ranches and rural communities. A new REA - Rural Energy Act -
could fulfill the recent USDA/DOE rhetoric of promoiting a new *Rural American
Renaissance” agreed upon last Oct 2006 in St. Louis.

Senator Max Baucus proposed USDA cost-sharing for renewable energy technology for
Ag producers, but a bold new REA could invest major funding for farms, ranches and
rural electric ca-ops 1o exploit renewable energy systems, establish net-metering, practice
greater conservation (Gov. Schweitzer of MT says that's #1 on his energy focus), reduce
rural electric load demands so urban/suburban consumers would be actually getting not
only food and fiber from American’s heartland, but also ENERGY.

“No idea can be defeated whose time has come™ said Victor Hugo, and that idea is
responsible clean and green energy. As an Eagle Scout myself, [ would find any act that
would defile our land, air, water and national heritage as against the scouting philosophy
of citizenship in the nation, community and conservation of natural resources,
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Honorable Senator Max Bawcus:
Thank you fior this opportunity to testify regandig the new larm bil

| raise whaat and barkey small grains fourteen {14) mies norh of Greal Falls ML on the Booliegger Trad in
southern Chouteau County Montana. My spring barley crops have been affected by drought conditions andior hai
the pasi eight years..

# | bebeve requiring Multiple Peril Federal Crop Insurance (MPCI) in subsequent years as a condition af
prewious disasier aid ks justified.

# | think disaster aid should be past of the program fully funded and not funded by offsetting other benafits

# The assumpbon of previous disaster legisiation is a single crop filure not succesve ones.  Previous
digastar bills covening 102 or 10f3 years is Nawed because of thal. Crop insurance pays 75% of an average
yiedd history. Somathing Senator Testor referred to is that with successive droughts the average yield drops.
reducing ihe salely net .

This makes. achieving the guaranteed "T~ yiedd (75%) more probable with no compensation just premium
payment.. The profit in faming i in above average yieids. Operating marging raredy can handle successive 25%
losses Most other industies would scream if their losses were reduced 25%.
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# Loan Deficiency Paymenis (L D P ) - This is paid on bushels produced. In a drowght or had loss there is nc
product, 5o those not affected recaive a bonus that those with poor crops ane preciuded from. Widening the:
disparity batween those affected by disasler and those with normal or betber yields. Perhaps the © FSA crop
bases™ could become a minimwem payment level regardiess of production,

# The proposed "Savings Accounts ” for low years !OUMIM o implement provided you are coming off of
good crop years, nol sucessie drought and the resulling accreed debl. Give us back the IRS income averaging.
| thank you again for providing the field hearing in Great Falls Mt and the opportunity for dialogue
Sinceraly

Gardon A McKermow
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July 2, 2007
Sennte Agricultural Commirtee:

My name is Martin Molinario, and together with my wife,Toni, and son, Damon, we have
a grain farm in Choutean County, MT. raising primarily winter wheat and spring wheat.

I have been o full time grain producer for over 42 years, and 1 can trathfully say I would
not be in business today without the USDA payments received throughout those years.
And 1 know most of my neighbors have experienced the same scenario. Several
situations which have caused these payments to be so critical include gov't. grain
embargoes, poor crop yield and low grain prices, good crop and low grain prices, low
grain yield and good grain prices, and other weather related problems such as hail and
freeze demage. 1 want to be on record stating 100 much moisture has never been a
problem. 1 have been waiting 1o feed the world since the Russian grain deals of 1974,
hoping for a consistently decent grain price year after year, and I am still waiting,

One thing that has been increasing is my operating expenses. Fuel and fertilizer prices
have more than doubled in recent years, and the price of equipment, even used, is
putrageous. The projections for these major expenses is to increase further. Can 1 plan
on the present high grain prices to be here later this month and next when I harvest, or for
next years crop? The answer is no! The only time [ recall two years in a row of good
grain prices was 1974 and 1975. This present scenario oceurs once every ten to eleven
years, and is usually weather related.

The recent problems with imported food items, whether it be for human or animal
consumption, should raise a red flag 10 the American consumer about food safety, and a
safe, reliable supply. The budgeted amount of funds set aside for U.S. producers is a
very, very minor sum compared to the whaole, and not all these funds are distributed every
year. They are cheap insurance to maintain our abundant food supply. The U.S.
consumner does not want to have the same scenario as our energy supplies. As for the
amount of payments | receive; if | have a profit, part of those funds go back to the federal
treasury as taxes. What a deal for the American public.

I am not in favor of taking funds from direct payments and place them in more
conservation programs. These do not work for all producers. For example T inguired
about the EQUIP program for conservation tillage or no-til farming, which most
producers have been practicing for years. Since | was already doing this, I did oot
qualify. Iinquired about the CSP program. About half the farm is in the Teton River
drainage, which may qualify some year, while the other farm half is in the Missouri River
drainage, which I was told will probably never qualify for CSP because of its drainage
size. Producers with all their land in the Missouri drainage may never participate in this
program.

In summary, I hope I have explained how important the USDA farm programs have been
through the years, both in keeping the U.5. producer in business through disastrous times,
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whatever their cause, and supplying the American consumer with a safe and reliable
supply of food and fiber. This support should be continued, and even increased to give
some relief from increasing expenses which are beyond our control.

Thank-you for this opportunity to express my thoughts.
i, Nodowerio

Martin Molinario

Box 909

Ft. Benton, MT. 59442
[406] 622-5346



117

To: US Senate Ag Committes, Committee membérs
At ﬁ?}-‘f .
For the Record, My name is ROBERT MOOG and I farm in nonhern Liberty and Hill

countes, in the Joplin, Montana area, which is north of Great Falls ebout 100 miles.

As you are working hard on the new Farm Bill Reauthorization, 1 implore that
you consider increasing the Direct Payments to wheat and barley producers. 'We are
still experiencing the effects of this contimial ten year drought and the hardship that
places on individual farms and our business communities, 1 feel that my farm needs the
FSA Direct Farm Payments to survive. 1 think, o, 1 know my banker would also agree.

1 don’t need to tell you, but for the record, over the last 3 years, we have seen
10074 increases in many of our major production costs-fuel, fertilizer and chemicals. 1
am not looking forward to any program cuts that are on the table during this Farm Bill
Reauthorization. I feel that the Federal Government's “CHEAP FOOD PROGRAM™
places too much weight on the backs of the American farmer.

It is hard for me to understand how our Government can justify spending, 1've
heard estimates of 1 Billion dollars per day to fight a civil war in the sand, on one hand.
On the other hand, there seems to be a faction that would squeeze a few million dollars
per year from the Farm Direct Payment program that benefits an industry that provides
the CHEAPEST, SAFEST, HIGHEST QUALITY, FOOD SUPPLY in the world!

America's farmers provide 2 renewal resource thar adds NEW money to our
Gross National Product EACH YEAR. Ag producers provide exported ag products that
help offset the balance of payments with other countries.

As you deliberate the new Farm Bill, pleese remember in the mid 1980°s when
the Conservation Reserve Program was introduced. It looked good on the surface because
it put 1,000's of acres of highly erodsble soil imo permenent perennial vegetation. The
unintended results in our area were, afler the grass was established, farmers left the ares
with their money. Slowly there after, down town businesses closed along with the farmi
implement dealers, local schools closed and a good source of farm laborers left the area,
Can our nation's wheat and barley producers stand more belt tightening? What
repercussions will this cause down the road?

Finally, to quote John Stoessel, TV Commentator, “Give us a break!”

$nmd}',

L e

¢-272- 3302
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Thank you Max for the Farm Bill hearing and all the support vou have given to
Agriculture, You are the best.

1. Twould like to see country of origin labeling as soon as possible, Americans need a
choice in the purchase of their food. Labeling would be advantageous to American
producers.

2. 1would like to see CRP left alone. It has been so successful and it has benefited the
wildlife immensely. Payment reductions have been made in the past while property taxes
and other expenses have increased substantially. The payment reductions are making a
financial hardships on the farmers.

3. Young farmers need to have the desire and work ethic to prove to their bankers that
they have what it takes to be successful. There is land available but the youngsters must
be willing to put in the hard work like their predecessors.

4. The job services have plenty of applicants that are willing to do the work s0 it is not
necessary 1o hire illegals. The employers want the low wages and refuse to purchase the
machinery that would ordinarily to the work.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Irma J. Tweedy
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Mr., Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to
present to you my thoughts on the 2007 farm bill.

My name is Bing Von Bergen and [ am a wheat and barley farmer from Moccasin,
Montana and currently | am the Treasurer of the Montana Grain Growers
Association.

The Central Montana area where | farm is considered a high plains desert as our
rainfall falls in the 10 to 15 inch per year range and most of the farm land is around
4,000 feet in elevation. It is an important grain area in the state that raises very
high quality grain but it is an area that can suffer through prolonged droughts and
severe hail storms. 11 did not have the Direct Payment that | do now to help
maintain my budget it would put a tremendous burden on my operation and in the
drought years [ may not have survived. The Direct Payment is the only safety net
that | can rely on. The Counter Cyclical Payment would be another payment that
would help in years that the price of grain is low but our Target Price is positioned
too low for this payment to be a viable safety net. If the Target Price was raised
high enough on wheat and barley then the Counter Cyelical Payment would be a
good safety net and one that | could rely on. The Direct and Counter Cyclical
Payments benefit All farmers, whether you are a small farmer, an organic farmer,
or a big farmer. These payments benefit even energy crop producers as it gives
them the stability of the payment on base acres with the flexibility of sceding
energy crops on those base acres while still being WTO compliant,

The payments that we receive are turmned over many times in my local community
and if these payments were cut or ended, the rural communities of Montana would
suffer immeasurably. 1 also own a Seed Plant where 1 condition and sell seed to
my local farmers and [ know my business would suffer greatly were these
payments lost,

All of our farms are getting bigger out of necessity to be able to compete. There is
a real effort to penalize the bigger operations by trying to limit payments but how
fair is that really. The bigger operations in my area are still family farms and they
have a lot more potential for a big year but also a lot more potential for a big loss.
The safety net is just as integral to their operation as it is for a small operation.

There has been much talk of “gap coverage” or permanent disaster being part of
the Farm Bill. My concern is that this would be funded with cuts in the Direct
Payments or other cuts in our safety net. Ifit is funded as such I would be very
much against it as the Direct Payment is something we can rely on every year
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whereas the gap policy is not. A permanent disasier program where the producer
has a stake in it by putting money into a savings account with the government
providing a match that can only be taken out in times of disaster seems a workable

program to me.

The CSP program is a program that appears to have great merit but it has to be
available to all producers and not just specific watersheds. It also can not be
funded by cuts in our Direct Payments.

Thank you again for letting me express my views 1o you.

O
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