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Cubin Proposes to Relax Coal Leasing

nMarch 6, WORC testified at ahearing be-
orethe House of Representatives' Energy
and Minera s Subcommittee, expressing con-
cern about the impacts of H.R. 794. The bill was
introduced by Representative Barbara Cubin
(R-WY) and would eliminate many of the
protections of the Federal Coal Leasing
Amendments Act. The Federal Coal Leas-
ing Amendments Act was created to require
diligent devel opment of federal coal leasesand afair
return to federal and state taxpayers for the use of
publicminerds.
Specificaly, H.R. 794 would:
» Givethe Secretary of the Department of Interior
the authority to reduce, suspend or forgive advance
royatiesduring such periodsof non-production. This
authority would either be used asaspecial favor for
specific companies, or to reduce advanceroyatiesto
al lessees.
»  Eliminatetherequirement of asurety bondto guar-

anteethat bonus paymentswill be made. Requiring
suchfinanciad assuranceisawell-established business
practice.

* Eliminatethe 160-acrelimit onland that can be
added to leases without having to bid against other
companies and make bonus payments. Theacreage
limit helpsensurethat the lease modification process
isused asit wasintended, for adjustmentsto borders,
and that thelease by application processisused when
thelessee needsmore coal.

Since bonus paymentsand royalties are shared
equally with the statesin which the coal islocated,
sateaswell asfedera revenueswould beimpacted if
H.R. 794 reducesthose payments. H.R. 794 isex-
pected to be included in the House Resources
Committee' senergy hill. Committeeactiononthishill
isexpected beforetheend of March. WORC'stes-
timony can be viewed at www.worc.org.

—SaraKendall

GM Wheat Won’t Make Dough, Warns Economist

U.S. Export Markets at Risk

The price of spring wheat could drop by about
one-thirdif ageneticaly modified (GM) vari-
ety isintroduced commercialy into Montana
or North Dakotainthe next twoto six years, accord-
ing to an agricultural economist’sreport prepared for
WORC.

Dr. Robert Wisner, University Professor of Eco-
nomicsat lowaState University, testified beforethe
Montanaand North Dakotalegid atures. According
to Dr. Wisner, many European and Asangrain buyers
will likely refuseto buy any spring or durum wheat

More on genetically modified wheat p. 9
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THE ViIEw FrRoM WORC

Revisiting Our Rights As a Republic

Shane Kolb

ilel washelping my fifth grade son, Jus-
tin, prepare for a social studies test on
how the United States government was

formed, these questionsarose. How was our govern-
ment constructed? | sour government operating like
itsfoundersintended?

| thought it was agood timeto refresh my knowl-
edge of themechanicsof our government, the Consti-
tution, and how it relatesto WORC issues.

After adopting the Declaration of Independence
in 1776, the Continental Congress developedtheAr-
ticlesof Confederation to avoid creating agovern-
ment with too much power over the people. Under
theArticles, statesremained independent whilebeing
joined inafirm league of friendship. Congress, the
main governing body, madelawsfor the new nation.

Problems arose when stateswere unableto en-
forceor interpret theselaws. Asaresult, the national
government wasweak at homeand powerlessinfor-
eignaffairs. In 1787, each state sent del egatesto Phila:
delphiatorevisetheArticlesof Confederation.

The new Constitution divided the national gov-
ernment into three branchesin an effort to prevent any
one branch from becoming to powerful. Thelegida
tivebranchincludesthe House and Senate, which are
charged with making laws. Enforcement of lawsfals
to theexecutive branch, headed by the President. The
judicia branch, the Supreme Court, interpretslaws
according tothe Constitution.

Finaly, they added amendmentsto the Congtitu-
tion guaranteeing freedomsto citizensby placinglim-
itsongovernment.‘ TheBill of Rights' arethefirst ten
amendments.

Attheend of the Congtitutional Convention, Ben-
jamin Franklin was asked what type of government
the country had, hereplied, “A republic, if you can
keepit.” Our founding fathersunderstood we needed
agovernment that protected therightsand freedoms

of the peopleasdefinedin
the Declaration of Indepen-
dence “Therighttolife, lib-
erty and the pursuit of hap-
piness”

Asl reflected onthisl
began to wonder if our re-
publicisbeingdestroyed by
threatsto our freedoms. For example, when the atti-
tude of big businessisto acquire, not compete, huge
trustsmultiply likewildfire. We' ve seen how big cor-
porationsmonopolizeand influencedomesticand in-
ternational markets.

L ast year, Congresspassed Trade Promotion Au-
thority allowing the President to negotiatetrade agree-
ments. The Constitution states, with adviceand con-
sent of two-thirds of the Senate, the President can
maketreetieswithforeign nations. Congresswasgiven
the power to makelaws concerning trade with other
countries. But Trade Promotion Authority takesaway
thiscongressond right. How many of our ditizens rights
and existing tradelawswill be bargained away during
these negotiations?Will we be powerlessindealing
withforeign countrieslikewewereunder theArticles
of Confederation?

TheFrg Amendment datesthat peoplehavetheright
toask government to correct problems. Ascitizens, it's
our duty to hold government accountable. GeorgeWash
ington summed it up best whenhesaid, “ The power of
theCondtitutionwill dwaysbeinthepeople” Asdtizens,
we must not become complacent. Complacency has
never beennor will itever beasubgtitutefor vigilance. By
making thecommitment to exerciseour rightsunder the
Congtitution, wewill kegp our republic.

Shane Kolb isthe new Chair of WORC. Shane
rancheswith hiswife, Kathy, and their two sonsin
Meadow, South Dakota. Shane the Vice-Chair of
Dakota Rural Action.
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AROUND THE REGION

Bits and Pieces

Kolb as the Chair of WORC for 2003. A

rancher from Meadow, South Dakota, Shane
istheVicechair of DakotaRurad Action (DRA). Reed
KelyisWORC'sVice-chair. Reed ranchesin Meeker,
Colorado, and servesasa Senator inthe Western Colo-
rado Congress(WCC). Richard ParksisSWORC's Sec-
retary/Treasurer. Richard isamember of theNorthern
PansResource Council. Heisafly-fishing guideand
ownsasporting goodsstorein Gardiner, Montana.

Other Board membersare Shirley Effling from
DRA, Donald Néelson and Wayne Fisher from Dakota
Resource Council, Jack Thornborrow and Connie
Clapier from Idaho Rural Council, DenaHoff from
Northern Plains, Pat Dirr and Chuck Koch from Or-
egon Rura Action, Skip Watersand Shane Crossfrom
Powder River Basin Resource Council, and Curtis
ImriefromWCC.

Severa membersof DakotaRural Action (DRA)
observed the February 10 hearing onAmendment E by
the Eight Circuit Court of Appealsin &. Paul, Minne-
sota Amendment Eisagtate condtitutiona amendment
promotingfamily farmsandlimiting non-family farm, cor-
porateownership of livestock.

DRA isseekingto overturnacourt decisondeclar-
ing theamendment uncondtitutiond. “We reoptimigtic
that the appellate court will return adecision that up-
holdsthe peopl€'schoiceto limit corporatefarmingin
thisstate,” said Don Hoogestraat, DRA member. South
Dakotaapproved Amendment Ein November 1998.
Immediately after the el ection, the South DakotaFarm
Bureau challenged the constitutionaity of the amend-
ment. U.S. District Judge Charles B. Kornmann de-
clared theamendment uncongtitutional in May 2002.

A few weeks later, South Dakota voters rein-
forced their support of family farmsand Amendment
E by defeating aball ot measure that would havere-
peal ed the amendment. A decisionisexpected inthe
next 12-18 months.

T he WORC Board of Directorselected Shane

Dakota Resour ce Council (DRC) gained acom-
mitment from thegovernor to protect human hedthand
ar qudity. Inaletter to DRC, North DakotaGovernor
John Hoeven pledged “to work to seethat air quality
continuestoimproveand doesnot deteriorate.”

Membershad met earlier with state officia sabout
ar quality impactsfrom potentia new energy facilities.
North Dakotaisspending millionsof dollarsto sitea
new coal-fired power plant in the state. A study re-
leased in Sgptember 2001 found that € ementary school
childrenliving near coa-fired power plantsin North
Dakotahad higher ratesof breathing problems, from
asthmato hay fever anddlergies.

On January 25, 2003, members of the Idaho
Rural Council (IRC) celebrated 17 years of
grassroots community action in rural 1daho. John
Monks, ahydro-geologist, presented apreliminary
report on hiswater sudy intheMarsing area. Monks
istegting for nitrates, ammonia, and bacteriaand sudy-
ing themovement of thewater between the shallow
and deeper aquifersthat supply local wells.

Membersof thelocal chapter, the Concerned Citi-
zensof Owyhee County (COCOA), hopethisanaly-
sswill hepsolvether water problemsand assist other
IRC membersfacing smilar problems. COCOA mem-
bersliving within amile of the banks of the Snake
River in Owyhee County have seentheir water qual-
ity drop drastically since 20,000 dairy cowsin three
dairiesmovedintothearea. Sincetheannual meeting,
IRC hasfocused onlegidative proposalsthat would
remove toolsfor homeownersandlandownersto dedl
withundesirableland use.

TheNorthern PlainsResour ce Council isop-
posing abill that would overturn aban on cyanide
heap leach gold mining in Montana. If passed, Mon-
tananswould haveto vote once again on whether to
allow cyanide heap leach gold mining in the state.
Voterspassed aninitiative banning thismining method
in 1998 by a52%-48% margin. A legid ative attempt
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Bits and Pieces Continued

to repeal theban wasscuttledin 1999. Clean up of
defunct cyanide heap leach minesisexpected to cost
Montanans $56-$61 million.

Oregon Rural Action (ORA) iscampaigning
tolimitthesizeof retail stores. TheLaGrandecity
council will discuss
a potential ordi-
nanceinlateMarch,

[ Order your Way Out West Rural )
Action Group Cookbook today!
Send $10and 4.95S & Hto:

Way Out West Rural Action and the Blue

Group Mountain Chapter

957 Manns Creek Road isconsidering alo-
Weiser, ID 83672 ..

rockingz@winnemucca.net cal initiative effort

for neighboring Is-
land City. In addi-
tion, ORA iswork-
ing with a core
group of members
inCorvallis, called
theWillamette Val-
ley Action Council.
Thesemembersare
responding to po-
tential threatsfrom theintroduction of genetically
modified organismsinto thefood supply.
TheWyoming Environmental Quality Council
(EQC) sdedwiththeEagleButtemineindecidinga
2,500-foot setback for blasting operations. The Pow-
der River Basin Resour ce Council had pushed
for asafer setback of 5,000 feet. “ The Council isnot
adequately protectingthepeople,” Powder River mem-
ber Phil Hoy said. Hisproperty isadjacent tothemine.
Blasting rel eases toxic nitrogen dioxide and
nitrogen oxide gases, and clouds of thesetoxic
gases have passed through nearby residential ar-
eas. The EQC did limit blaststo 50,000 pounds,
mandate |ow nitrogen oxide blasting techniques,
prohibit blasting when the wind blows directly
towardsthe 100 residentsliving near the mine,
and requirethe mineto notify the Department of

Environmental Quality and residentsif and when
blasting isnecessary.

Membersof the Uncompahgre Valley Associa-
tion, alocal community chapter of theWestern Colo-
rado Congress (WCC), told the Colorado Depart-
ment of Agricultureto ban bio-pharm cropsuntil the
riskscan bediminated and thecomplexitiesof thetech-
nology areunderstood by thepublic. “ Bio-pharm” re-
fersto cropssuch ascorn, soybeansandricethat are
geneticaly engineered to producepharmaceuticd drugs
and chemicasthey do not producenaturaly —includ-
inginsulin, contraceptives, industria enzymesandvac-
cines. Cultivatedin open-air fields, pollenfrom bio-
pharm crops could contaminate other crops.

Thedepartment held aninformationa meetingin
Montrose, Colorado, on February 27. A panel gave
presentationson bio-pharming, including health and
safety issues, regulations, and economical feasibility.
“Food safety isparamount, but alsoloca economics
enterintothis,” said Marv Bdlantyne, oneof about 50
membersparticipating. “We vegot quitean agindus-
try that growsfood crops... If we get areputation
over whether it ssafeor not, our market could go away
andwe d beback to growing thingsthat don’t pay as
wdl.”

Western Colorado Action Network (WeCAN),
the student and young adult group of WCC, scored a
victory for renewableenergy at MesaState Collegein
Grand Junction, Colorado.

Thestudentsvoted overwhelmingly infavor of an
increasein student feesto pay for clean, renewable
wind energy. Inthereferendum that took placeduring
thelast three daysof February, over 90% of the stu-
dentswho voted approved of ameasureto raise tu-
dent fees $1 per student per semester. Money col-
lected from thisfeeincreasewill support the devel op-
ment of wind power through X cdl Energy’sWindsource
program. Thecontract with Xcd to providethiswind-
powered eectricity will last for threeyears.

—Kevin Dowling
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CLEAN WATER

EPA Attempts to Pollute Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act was enacted over 30
yearsagotoensurethat America'swatersare
safeand clean. Today, over 44 percent of our
nationswatersarestill too dirty for swimming, fish-
ing, supplying drinkingwater and supportingagquaticlife
Yet, the Environmental ProtectionAgency (EPA)
and Army Corpsof Engineers(Corps) areinitiatinga
processthat may remove Clean Water Act protec-
tionsfrom many streamsand wetlandsacrossthena
tion. Under thesenew rules, factory farms, minesand
other polluters could be free to dump into small
streamsand tributaries, ponds, springs, prairie pot-
holesand many wetlands. For example:
* Thedischarge of water from coalbed methane
operationsinto small, ephemeral streamscould be
exempted from Clean Water Act protections. If these
streams are exempted, the methaneindustry would
be given freereign to dump contaminated water into
nearly every streaminthe Powder River Basin, de-
stroying many of theregion’sbest hayfieldsandits
agricultural base.
* Theldaho Rura Council’s landmark victory
against BosmaDairy established the precedent that
pollution from factory farmsinto groundwater con-
nected to surface watersisaviolation of the Clean
Water Act. Thisimportant decision could bejeopar-
dized by thenew EPA rules.

Supreme Court Decision Opens the
Door

In January 2001, the Supreme Court ruled that
Clean Water Act protectionsdon’t apply to avery
limited group of wetlandsand pondsthat do not cross
statelinesand arenot navigable, such asprairie pot-
holes. Whilethe Court’ sdecision set back protecting
thesewatersfrom pollution, thelegal loopholethis
decision created wasquite narrow.

OnJanuary 10, under theguiseof darifyingwhich
water bodiesare and are not covered by the Clean
Water Act, the EPA and the Corps recently an-

nounced plansto further restrict which watersarepro-
tected from pollution under the Clean Water Act.

The EPA and Corpsreleased an “ Advanced No-
tice of Proposed Rulemaking,” seeking public com-
ment on what waterways should be protected. Inad-
dition to requesting comments on what wetlandsare
“isolated” (and should therefore be exempt fromthe
Clean Water Act), the notice solicits public comment
on whether other types of wetlands, streams, lakes
and ponds should beremoved from protection. Since
thesewater bodies, including most i solated wetlands,
areusually connected to mgjor riversand lakes, all of
the nation’ swaterswould be put at risk of increased
pollution.

Theagendesdsnissued aguidancememorandumdi-
rectingtheir fidld officestoimmediatdy sop applyingthe
CleanWater Acttoall isolated wetlands, not just those
effected by the Supreme Court’sruling. Theterm*“iso-
lated” wasnot defined, opening theway for devel opers,
miningcompanies, and other palluterstoarguethet dl kinds
of sreams, non-navigable ponds, wetlandsand other wa
ters- even somesireamsand creeks- are” isolated.”

Boththerulemaking and theguidancememorandum
couldleadtosgnificantly moreflooding, pollutionand ac-
celeratedlossof wildlifehabitat. The EPA estimatesthat
about 20 million acresof wetlands (20 percent of remain-
ingwetlandsinthelower 48 sates) couldloseprotection
under thenew guidelines. Thesewetlandsarecriticd in
helpingtocontral flooding andinreducingwater pollution.
They dsoprovideimportant wildlifehabitat and support a
widevariety of outdoor recregtiona opportunities

—SaraKendall

4 Action Alert:
Tel the EPA Not to Dilutethe Clean Water Act
To email your comments, or for more
information, visit www.worc.org
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COMMENTARY

Irradiation, It’'s What’s for Dinner?

By Gilles Stockton

nearly December | heard an advertisement onthe
I local radio tation, sponsored by the M ontanaBeef

Council, promoting theirradiation of beef. Since
then, | have exchanged letters in the Montana
AgriNewswith the Montana Stock Growersand Min-
nesota Beef Council. | am coming to the conclusion
that the people running the Beef Council don’t feel
they need to be accountabl e to the people that pay
the checkoff.

My questionishow did the Beef Council decide
to spend checkoff fundsto promoteirradiation? No
oneever asked meif | feltitwasagoodidea, and |
doubt anyone ever asked any of you reading this.

I”’m concerned that meatpackerswill useirradia
tionto further reduce sanitary standardsin the pack-
ing plants. Thisisnot anidle concern because we
have already experienced more contaminated beef
since USDA moved to anew, packer-driven inspec-
tionsystem. | dsoworry that irradiationwill dlow more
beef importsfrom countriesthat otherwisewould not
be ableto meet even rudimentary sanitary standards.

Proponentsof irradiation compareirradiationto
pasteurization and claim that pasteurization and igno-
rant peopleareobstructingirradiation. Irradiation and
pasteurization arenot really comparabl e. Pasteuriza-
tionisatechnology availableto anyonewith akettle
and afire. Irradiation, on the other hand, will tend to
reinforcethemonopolization of packingandretal food
indugtries.

Pasteurization primarily helpsto stem the spread
of tuberculosisand brucellosisfrom animalsto man.
Irradiationisusedto cover upfeca contaminationfrom
hasty and doppy butchering.

Proponentsof irradiation contend that sciencehas
concluded the processis perfectly safe, but thereare
reputable scientistiswho believethat irradiation hasnot
been adequately tested. These scientistsbring up the
possibility thet irradiation canresultinchemica changes
inthefood that are harmful or carcinogenicinthelong

term. Call meoldfash-
ioned or conservativeif
you wish, but | would
prefer abetter airing of
theissue before experi-
mentingonmy family or
someoned s sfamily.

| aso believe that
there are two issueswe
should consider that are
nota dl rdatedtothebecf
industry or food. First,
wheredoweput thepent
cobalt-60or cesum-1377?

Sixty yearsafter thebeginning of thenuclear agewe
dill haven'tfigured out wheretosorethel eft over radioac-
tivematerids. Why addtotheradioactivedigoosa prob-
lemif moresanitary daughtering procedureswill materidly
lessen our problemwith contaminated beef?

Moreimportantly, cobalt-60 and cesum-137 are
the perfect materialsfor a“dirty bomb.” Osamabin
Ladinwouldloveto get hishandson afew pounds of
thisstuff, and | for onedon’t think that weshould make
itany easier for him.

Whenyou consider al of theargumentsfor and
agang irradiation, thenegativesfar outwe gh the pos-
tives. | resent that the leadership of the Beef Council
hastheaudacity tojust sart promotingirradiation with-
out asking thelivestock producer’sopinion. If indi-
vidua srunning the Beef Councilsare so convinced of
theattributesof irradiation, they can form an organi-
zation and spend their own money to promote what
ever they want - just stop using my checkoff money!

And by theway, | don't think that “ Beef and Irra-
diated Manure- It'sWhat'sfor Dinner” isamarket-
ing dogan that will resonate with the consumer.

Gilles Sockton ranchesin Grass Range, Mon-
tana, and isa member of the Northern Plains Re-
source Council.
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ENERGY

Renewables Are Blowing In the Wind

ithoil and gasarriving at the doorstep of
nearly every county Western Colorado
Congress(WCC) isactivein, it sureisnice
to put our heartsinto renewableenergy. Thisyear the
Colorado Legidatureismulling over abill that will
mandatethe state’ stwo largeinvestor owned utilities,
Xcel Energy and Aquilla, produce 900 M egawatts of
their power from renewabl e resources by 2010.
Asmilar bill nearly passed thelegidaturelast year,
only todieduring thelast minutes of the session be-
foreit landed in conference committee. Thisyear,
WCC has been working within abroad coalition of

Using more renewable energy sources will
help diversify the power supply and shield
consumers from the price volatility that
plagues energy markets

groups, from farmersto businessesto environmental
organizationsto build support for renewables.

As many rural Westeners know, we have eco-
nomic, environmental and common sensearguments
inour tool chest. Usng morerenewabl eenergy sources

will help diver-
sify the power
supply and
shield consum-
ers from the
price volatility
that plaguesen-
ergy markets
(have you seen
natural gas
priceslately?).

Wind power
iscost competi-
tivewith natural
gas. In March
2001, the Colorado Public Utilities Commission or-
dered X cd toinvestinthe 162 megawatt Lamar wind
project saying “the acquisition of the Lamar facility
will likely lower the cost of dectricity for Colorado’s
ratepayers, andisjugtified on purely economic grounds,
without weighing other benefitsof wind generation.”

The Renewabl e Energy Atlas of the West found
sufficient wind resourcesexist in Colorado to provide
over tentimesthee ectricity currently consumed - and
thevast mgority of theseresourcesarefoundinrural
areas. Farmerswith turbines on their property re-
ceive $2-4 thousand per turbine per year. The tate of
Texasestimated that the 2000 MW renewabl e energy
standard supported by then Governor GeorgeW. Bush
would generateover 4 billiondollarsinrural economic
development.

Evenwith businessandloca government support
and the Speaker of the House as our sponsor, weare
facing atough battle. The bill passed the Housewith
flying colors, butisreceiving alot of oppositioninthe
Senate. Despite being exempt fromour bill, rurd eec-
tricassod ationsarel obbying hard againg us. Stay tuned.

—DeAnna Wbolston
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GM Wheat, from page 1

“Every avallableindicator of foreign consumer demand
pointsto ahighrisk of GM wheat rejection in export
markets,” Dr. Wisner said.

Monsanto, amultinationd biotechnology company,
plansto introduce genetically modified wheat into

“Consumer attitudes are the driving force
in markets, regardless of whether or not
they are scientifically valid.”

Dr. Robert Wisner

Montana, North Dakotaand other statesasearly as
2005. Monsanto's“ Roundup Ready” whest isgeneti-
caly engineered to resist the herbicide Roundup.

“Concerns of foreign consumers center around
food and environmental safety questions, and per-
celved inadequacy of U.S. GM testing and approval
processes,” Dr. Wisner said. “ Consumer attitudesare
thedriving forcein markets, regardless of whether or
not they arescientificaly valid.” Wisner saidthat for-
eign government approval doesnot assure consumer
acceptance of GM wheat.

“In the past four yearsthe U.S. haslost over a
billiondollarsof corn and soybean meal exportsbe-
cause of foreign GMO concerns,” said Wisner. Ac-
cording to Wisner, therisk of lossishigher withwhest
since more of it isexported, and more of it will be
labeled. Wisner a so noted that other wheat-export-
ing countrieshavenon-GM wheet suppliestosdll buyers
who don’t want U.S. GM whedt.

Wisner testified in support of legidationinMon-
tanaand North Dakotawhich would haverequired
Monsanto and other companiesto show that geneti-
cally modified wheat can be marketed overseas, and
that GM wheat and conventiona wheat can be segre-
gated beforethey can sell GM wheat in Montana. Dr.
Wisner’sreport isavailableat www.worc.org.

—John D. Smillie

4 )

Key Findingsof Dr. Wisner'sReport

»  European Union surveysof consumers, a
2002 U.S. Wheat Associates, Inc. survey of
Asian buyersand European Union GM poli-
cies, and problemswith U.S. GM cornall are
potential indicatorsof aprobable very poor
consumer response to GM wheat in export
markets.

* The Canadian Wheat Board indicates
morethan 80% of itscustomerswill refuseto
buy genetically modified whest.

» Japanesewheat buyerssurveyed by U.S.
Whesat A ssociateswere unanimousin saying
that they would not buy or use Roundup Reedy
wheat, regardlessof U.S. and Japanese gov-
ernment regulations.

e U.S. wheat producers would lose be-
tween one-third to one-half of annua hard red
spring wheat exports, or between 12.6%to
20.7% of total demand for U.S. wheat.

*  Theywouldasolose71%to 87% of du-
rum wheat exports (23-28% of demand for
U.S. durum).

» Slashed exportswould reducethe U.S.
priceof hard red spring wheat and durum to
the price of whest feed - alossof one-third of
thevalue of each crop.
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ENERGY

Energy Policy Suffers Rolling Blackouts

Lights in Congress Going Dim

he House of Representativesislikely tovote
onacomprehengveenergy bill beforetheU.S.

Senate, asearly asMarch or April. Rep. Joe
Barton (R-Texas) iscirculating adraft bill that would
provide continued subsidiesfor so-called* clean coal”
technology, discouragefedera oversight of the prac-
ticeof hydraulicfracturing, limit thenuclear industry’s
liability in the case of an accident, and include mod-
est renewabl e energy production incentives.

Other politica insidersexpect theHouseto move
an energy bill that looksvery much likethe oneit
passed in August 2001, otherwiseknown asHR 4.
According to the New York Times, HR 4 wasaarm-
ingly one-sided and was*“ neither asensible energy
policy nor theright strategy for reducing our reliance
onimportedail.”

Onthe Senate side, Sen. Pete Domenici (R-New
Mexico), chair of the Senate Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee, recently held aseriesof six hear-
ingson energy policy, including onefocused on en-
ergy production onfedera lands. Sen. Domenici plans
to build an energy policy from scratch, and he has
indicated that this task will not be done easily or
quickly. Political observersdon’t expect the Senate
to moveacomprehensive energy bill until late sum-
mer or early fall, if at al.

Narrowly focused, issuepecificlegidationisaso
being introduced in both the House and Senate. For
example, Rep. Barbara Cubin (R-Wyoming) hasin-
troduced abill to weaken federa coa leasing and rec-
lamation requirements (seerelated cover story), Sena
tor Jeff Bingaman (D-New Mexico) hasintroduced
an Indian energy hill, and Senators Tom Daschle (D-
South Dakota) and Richard Lugar (R-Indiana) have
introduced abill to promotethebio-fuelsindustry.

There appearsto be bipartisan support for ex-
tending thefederal wind production tax credit,al.7

cent per kilowatt hour tax credit for wind producers
that expireson December 31, 2003. SenatorsByron
Dorgan (D-North Dakota) and Gordon Smith (R-
Oregon) haveintroduced separate billsthat would
extend thetax credit for five and ten years, respec-
tively.

Hydrogen Initiative Sparks Criticism

TheBush administration continuesto talk agood
linewhen it comesto renewable energy and energy
efficiency measures, whilethrowing itsweight be-
hindfossi| fuel and nuclear power production. Inhis
State of the Union Address, President Bush pro-
posed a$1.5 billion government research and de-
vel opment program to replacetheinternal combus-
tion engine with hydrogen-powered fuel cell cars.
While this program sounds good, what Mr. Bush
didn’t mention isthat hydrogen hasto be extracted
from either fossil fuelsor water. Today hydrogenis
mostly extracted from natural gas, and it can also be
extracted from coal, oil and even nuclear power.

According to Jeremy Rifkin, author of The Hy-
drogen Economy, “the White House's enthusiasm
for hydrogen suddenly becomesunderstandable. 1f
foss| fuelsand even nuclear power can be harnessed
to produce hydrogen, the Bush Administration can
haveitscakeand eat it too.”

Funds for Renewable Energy May Short Circuit
The Bush administration isproposing to slash
funding for Section 9006 of the Clean Energy Title
to the 2002 Farm Bill. Section 9006, whichwasto
receive $23 million ayear in mandatory funds, isa
loan and grant program designed to assist farmers
and rura residentsin purchasing renewable energy
systemsand making energy efficiency improvements.

Pace 10
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The Bush administration proposed spending only
$18 million (instead of the $23 million approved by
Congress) on Section 9006 infiscal year 2003, and
nofunding at all for fiscal year 2004. On February
15, Congress passed an omnibus appropriationsbill
for fiscal year 2003 that includesthefull $23 million
infunding for Section 9006. Fiscal year 2004 fund-
ing for Section 9006 isstill inlimbo, and the House
Subcommittee on Agriculture Appropriationswill
take up the 2004 budget sometime soon.

“Section 9006 isawin-win-winfor farmers, eco-
nomic development, and the environment becauseit
helpsfarmersdiversify their incomewith clean en-
ergy ‘cashcrops and promotesrural economic de-
velopment, whilemaking the environment cleaner for
everyone,” said Howard L earner, executivedirector
of the Environmenta Law and Policy Center. “These
new programsare very popular, and they offer new
incentives not available anywhere else. Reducing
funding for them would seriously undercut the
President’senergy independence and environmental
quality objectives.”

Production Overloads Inspection and Enforcement

It appearsthat the Bureau of Land Management's
(BLM) budget request for 2004 is geared more to
encouraging oil and gasdrilling aspart of President
Bush'sNational Energy Policy than to strengthening
theagency’ singpection and enforcement activities.

For example, the BLM isseeking $48 million
from Congressto complete 18|and management plans
and to amend 47 existing plansto accommodatein-
creased industry interestinleasing mineral rich public
land. Some $10 millionin additional money isear-
markedfor oil and gasproductionon BLM lands, and
the budget containsapledge by BLM to process 90
percent moredrilling permitsand an additiona 400 ail
and gasleases.

“Thecurrent gpproach to energy development
intheUnited Satesharmsour nationd security. U.S,
energy palicy isunnecessarily wadteful, unfairly sub-
sdizesoil, cod and gascompanies, and increases
Americasreianceonforeignoil and gassupplies,”
sad Montanarancher Mark Fix, Chair of theNorth-
ern Plains Coa Bed Methane Task Force.

In his2004 budget request, President Bush
requested $1 million to speed up the permit appli-
cation processfor coa bed methane devel opment.
Of that, about $600,000 is earmarked for the
Powder River Basin. Inaddition, thejust approved
2003 budget for the Department of Interior in-
cludes$1 millionto process coal bed methane ap-
plicationsin the Powder River Basin.

I nspection and enforcement isacritical com-
ponent of thefederd oil and gasprogram. Yet,in
the past, the BLM has suffered from achronic
lack of adequate fundsfor these activities. For
example, theBLM’sFarmingtonfiddofficeinNew
Mexico conducted atechnical and procedura re-
view of itsInspection and Enforcement program
in July 2000 and found numerous problems, in-
cluding too few personnd and lack of reclamation
after oil and gasdrillingwascomplete.

New inspectorsfor the Farmington field of -
ficewerefindly authorizedinlate 2002 (morethan
two yearsafter the problemwasidentified). With
the Bush administration pushing for expanded ail
and gasdrilling on publiclandsacrosstheWest, it
isessentia that this problem not be perpetuated.

“The United States needs an energy system
that will not run out, cannot be cut off, supportsa
vibrant economy, and safeguards our health and
environment,” said Fix. “A cleanand renewable
energy futureiswithin our grasp, but thevision,
leadership and commitment arelacking.”

—Kevin Williams
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Trading Our Future Markets

Concerns about impacts on U.S. producers

heU.S. Trade Representative (USTR), Rob-
ert Zoellick, has announced that the U.S. is

pursuing abilaterd trade agreement withAus-
tralia Many agriculturd organizationshavevoiced con-
cernsabout the potentially negativeimpactsof such
an agreement on American producers becausethey
won't be able to produce beef at as low a cost as
Augrdia

A bilateral trade agreement isan agreement in-
volving commerce between two countries. Histori-
cally, such agreements have been made asaway for
onecountry to gain accesstolagging marketsfor goods
the other country needs. However, thisisnot the case
intheAustraliaFree Trade agreement.

Incommentsto Zodllick, R-CALF-USA, ana
tional, non-profit cattle associ ation representing cattle
producersintheareasof trade and marketing, antici-
pates no major benefitsfor U.S. cattle producersin
anFTAwithAustraia. “GivenAudtralia srelatively
smdll population, itslarge cattle herd, anditsposition
astheworld slargest beef exporter, the potential of
Australiabecoming asignificantimporter of U.S. beef
issmdl,” R-CALF wrote.

Over one-third of all beef imported into the
United States originatesin Australia, and thoseim-
ports continueto grow. For thelast two years, Aus-
traliamet the Tariff Rate Quota(TRQ), the maxi-
mum amount of beef it isallowed toimport under the
lower tariff rate. In 2001 Australia exceeded its
guota. This year, those numbers are expected to
exceed previous import numbers, even without a
trade agreement.

According tothe U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture, the U.S. tariff rate quota on beef permitsim-
portation of 378,214 metric tons (416,035.4 U.S.
ton) of Australian beef into the United States at a
tariff of 2.2 U.S. cents per pound. Any additional

beef imported to the U.S. ischarged atariff of 26
U.S. cents per pound. The United States has no
tariff onimportsof purebred breeding cattleand im-
poses atariff of 1¢/ per kilogram (2.2 pounds) on
importsof al other beef cattle.

R-CALF isconcerned about the expanded im-
portsof livecattletotheU.S. “At the present time,
Austraiaisonly aminor exporter of livecattletothe
United States.” R-CALF said initscomments. “ The
possibility exists, however, that Australiacould be-
comeasignificant supplier totheU.S. market. Ships
designed especially for livestock can carry up to
25,000 head of cattleat any onetime.”

Accordingto DennisMcDonndll, R-CALFUSA
Trade Committee Chairman, the cost of beef pro-
ductioninAustraliaisapproximately 50% of the cost
of productionintheU.S. McDonnell reportsthat
thislower cost isaresult of highly subsidized feed
grain marketed by the Australian government, allow-
ing feedersto get lower cost feed.

Currently, Australiaisaminor exporter of live
cattleto the United States. However, McDonnell
estimates transportation costsfor a 700-750 pound
calf at about 27 cents per pound. That figurein-
cludesquarantineand veterinary costs. “Obvioudy,
theAustralian calf could beplacedinaU.S. feedlot
at substantially lessthan our average cost of produc-
tionfor thesameweight calf,” said McDonnell.

R-CALFisnot aloneinitsconcernsabout the
impact of theAustraliaFreetrade agreement could
haveon U.S. livestock markets. In January, the Na-
tional Cattlemen’'sBeef Association (NCBA) passed
two resolutions opposing afreetrade agreement with
Australia. According tothoseresolutions, NCBA
will “use all meansat there disposal to defeat any
change of trade policy withAustraliathat adversely
impactsU.S. cattle producers.”
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TheNationa FarmersUnion (NFU) isalso con-
cerned with the market impactsof FTA withAustra-
lia “NFU fedsthesenegotiationswill createanega
tivetradearenafor U.S. agriculture producers,” NFU
President Dave Frederickson said. “U.S. producers
aredready facing low returnsbecause of oversupply
and subgtantia imports. These negotiationswouldfur-
ther increaseimportsand further drivedown U.S. com-
modity prices.”

Theissue of market concentration may aso play
arole. Austrdia sbeef processngindustry isincreas-
ingly concentrated. 1n 2002 Australia’ssecond and
fourth largest meat processorsmerged. Australia’s
largest meat processor isAustralian Meat Holdings,
whichisowned by theAmerican company Swift and
Co., the United States’ second largest meat packer.

AnFTAwithAusraiawould affect morethanjust
beef. Australiahasbeen akey import competitorin
lamb, dairy, beer/wineand raw sugar. Accordingto
the Farm Bureau Federation, thelion’sshare of Aus-
tralian agricultural importsinto the U.S. isred meat
(lamb).

In 2001, importsof dairy productswere $62 mil-
lionfromAudtrdia, whileexportsfromthe UStoAus-
traliatotaled $6.8 million, according to the National
Milk Producers Federation. Sugar imports may be
affected too: asAustraliais one of the lowest cost
sugar beet growersintheworld.

According to aletter to President Bush last fall
from the American Farm Bureau Federation and 18
other groups, Australia’s strict sanitary and
phytosanitary (SPS) regulations, which areused to
restrict food imports, need to be addressed beforea
final agreement isacceptable. “ Australiafrequently
claimsto have one of the most transparent SPSrisk
assessment processesintheworld, yet it constantly
deviatesfromitsofficia procedures, andinventsnew

‘reviews that endlesdy delay import decisions,” the
letter read.

Agriculturd organizationsarealso calling for any
FTA negotiationsto protect the ability of U.S. pro-
ducersto use strong and effectivetrade remedy laws.
Theanti-dumping and countervailing duty lawsarea
necessity to protecting agricultural commoditiesfrom
unfair trade. Thesetwo provisionsare designed to
prevent other countriesfrom importing commodities
that competewith U.S. productsat bel ow the cost of
production, whichiscaled*dumping.” Countervailing
duties provide amechanism for placing quotasand
dutieson‘dumped’ commodities. Preserving these
safeguardsisvita to anagreement withAustralia.

—Jeri Lynn Bakken
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WORC'’s Congressional Score Card

Thefdllowing votesillugtrate howthe 107th Congressional delegationsfrom\WORC satesvoted onWORC's priori-
ties A“+” isavotein support of WORC'spagtion, “ -” isavotein oppogtion, and“ P” indicates” present.”

H1-Energy: Voteonfina passageof H.R. 4, the energy bill. Thebill passed the House, but never
passed the House-Senate conference committee. WORC opposed H.R. 4.

H2-COOL: Amendment to require country-of-origin labeling on perishableagricultural commodities.
Theamendment passed. WORC supported the amendment.

H3-Fast Track: Voteonfina passageof H.R. 3009, whichincluded arenewal of the President’s Fast
Track trade negotiating authority. Thebill passed . WORC opposed thehill.

S1-Arbitration: Amendment to prohibit mandatory arbitration clausesin contracts between farmersand
agribusinesses. WORC supported theamendment. The amendment passed.

S2-Packer Ban: Amendment to ban the ownership of livestock by meatpackers. Theamendment passed.
WORC supported theamendment.

S3-EQIP: Amendment tolimit subsidiesgiventolargefactory farmsto clean up pollution. Theamend-
ment failed. WORC supported the amendment.

SA-Packer Ban: Motion to table an amendment preserving the previoudy adopted livestock ownership
ban. WORC opposed themotionto table, whichfailed.

S5-Fracturing: Amendment to requirethefederal government to study, rather than regulate, toxic oil and
gasreleasesinto drinking water supplies. Theamendment passed. WORC opposed the amendment.

S6-RPS:. Amendment to rai sethe amount of energy required to comefrom renewable sourcesfrom 10%
to 20%. Theamendment failed. WORC supported the amendment.

S7-RPS; Amendment to exempt statesfrom federal renewabl e energy requirements. Theamendment
failed. WORC opposed the amendment.

S8-Chapter 11: Voteto table an amendment to ensure that trade dispute proceedings are open to the
public. Themotionfailed. WORC opposed the motion.

O-TradelL aws: Voteto tablean amendment to exempt changesto U.S. traderemedy laws (antidumping
and countervailing duty) from Fast Track procedures. Themotionfailed. WORC opposed the motion.

S10-Chapter 11: Voteto table an amendment to prevent the extension of NAFTA’sspecial rightsfor
foreign corporationsto future trade agreements. The motion passed. WORC opposed the motion.

S11-Fast Track: Voteto close debate on H.R. 3009, whichincluded arenewal of the President’sFast
Track trade negotiating authority. Themotion passed. WORC opposed themotion.

H1 H? H4
House Faneeyy | GO0 Woed
Trak 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 S10 S11
LT DAl | SENATE Arbi- |Packer| EQIP |Packer| Fract- | RPS RPS |Chapter| Trade |Chapter| Fast
Ll Ll | tration | Ban Ban uring 11 Laws 11 Track
Lidbdrd Melnnix - 1 - CO Campbell + + - + - - + + - +
Lol Soelealle- - - - CO Allard - - - - + - - -
LE Hdluy - | - |ID_Craig - + - - + + -
L anrl e - - - D Crapo B + B B + + B
12107 [l - - - MT Baucus + + + + + + - -
1312 Himmgwan - - - MT Burns + + + N _ + + +
MT-Al. Rahlary - | - ND Conrad + + + T N T + + + I
MI-Al: Foomrey | ND Dorgan + + + + N + . -+ -+ .
13 | - -
TN Te— : OR Smith ° - - - - hi * h -
LKA 1 obomin | SD Daschle hi b b h b * b * *
URAZ Honly | 3D Johnson + b b * - * + ha ha *
S10-A L Ul | WY Tho_rnas * + z * d ha -
WY.AL. Uulin | Wy Enzi + + + - +
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New Rules Let Factory Farms Foul Water

n December 15, theU.S. Environmental Pro-
Oecti on Agency (EPA) issued new rules

governing water quality permitsfor factory
farms. Theruleshavebeenwidely criticized asallow-
ing agribusi nessesto continueto foul thenation’swa:
terwayswith animal waste.

Large-scaleanimd factories whichraisethousands
of animalsand produce 220 billion gallonsof manure
annually, now dominate animal production acrossthe
country. Theselarge-scale operationsroutingy over-
apply liquid waste onland.

Thewasterunsoff into surfacewater, killing fish,
Soreeding disease, and contaminating drinking water sup-
plies. Thefactory farmsemit toxic fumesintotheair.

Thirty yearsago, Congressidentified concentrated
animal feeding operations (CAFOs) as point sources
of water pollution to be regulated under the Clean
Water Act’swater pollution permitting program. The
scaeof anima production at individual operationshas
dramatically increased sincethen. Asaresult, theregu-

| She’s paid her subscription - have you?

| Get yours today! Mail to Western Organizing Review, WORC, 2401 Montana Avenue, #301, Billings,
MT 59101. Annual subscription is $20 or save $5 by purchasing a 2-year subscription for $35.

Name

lations EPA devel oped inthe 1970s are outdated and
inadequate. The Clinton administration’ sEPA proposed
new rulesfeaturing severd initiativesthat would have
protected the environment, but the Bush administra-
tion stripped them from the final rules after
agribusinessescomplained. Thefind rules:

- Legdizedischargesof runoff contaminated with

nitrogen, phosphorus, bacteriaand metalsinto

already polluted riversand streams.

- Shield corporationsthat own livestock onfac-
tory farmsfrom liability for theenvironmental
damagethey cause,

- Create new loopholesin thelaw, shielding fac-
tory farmsfrom liability for animal wastesrun-
ning off theland into waterways.

For adetail ed description of the new rules, goto

the Clean Water Network’ swebsite, www.cwn.or g -
and click on* Factory Farms.”

-SaraKendall
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