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Let's give credit where it's due. Hats off to the small, influential Environmental Working Group (EWG). Their Website Dec 09 cBo

(www.ewg.org) and farming subsidy database is, in many ways, excellent: simple to use, easy to understand, chock full of v g

federal fund data about your farming neighbors, relatives and acquaintances. mMalt 10

Congressmen engaged in debate over the 2002 farm bill refer to the Website as do taxpayers across the nation. EWG

claims over 21 million subsidy database hits. $ - SOYBEANS -~ CBOT
Nov 09

Those hits are easy to understand. Who doesn't want to know what portion of the $71 billion in federal agriculture funds Jan 10

Farmer Bill down the road has pulled in over the last five years? Who doesn't want to know how many ag subsidy dollars Mar 10

NBA star Scottie Pippen, media mogul Ted Turner or reporter Sam Donaldson are raking in? Who doesn't want to

speculate on just how Farmer John paid for that new SUV? With their Website, EWG lets us scratch a somewhat prurient W - WHEAT - CBOT
interest while rationalizing it away as “just getting the complete facts.” -~ an

Except the complete facts don't even enter into EWG's claims. It's been said before: half the truth is still a lie. And the
bottom line here is that the millions of dollars EWG would have us believe are going to individual farmers really aren't. Not
even close.

So if we give credit where it's due, we must also give blame. And there is a lot to heap on EWG.

Fred Wyatt doesn't care if the folks at EWG have pure motives. All he knows is they didn't bother to break their numbers
down enough. He, like many others, suspect the environmental group stopped short with their data to better position their
Congressional lobbying efforts. So far, those efforts have worked. But Wyatt, who farms in southwest Oklahoma, is having
none of it.

“l was reading the EWG Website and pulled the numbers for our county, for neighboring counties, for the state. It just didn't
sit right. | knew that there was no way for one person to be able to qualify for all that money. But that's what EWG was
essentially saying,” says Wyatt.

“l wanted to look at the numbers because | was interested in how much the top producers around me were getting. { know CG unt Gn DI_
what the payment limitations are ~ $40,000 in fixed payment plus $150,000 in LDP — and ! said, ‘these numbers just F )
don't add up. There's no way io get around it.' We've got strict rules about these payments. And if those numbers are right, H ﬁr fewer W!

what am | not doing to get these additional funds?” in 0 ur Wﬂrl
As regulations prohibit one individual from receiving the amount of money listed on the EWG website, Wyatt surmised that y
the top 10 had to be corporations or partnerships. Wyatt figured that the EWG numbers were true, but the organization
hadn't bothered to take the final data-crunching step.

Here's why: a father and three sons may each have their own farming operations. But in response to bottom line | = imse=eis
economics, they decide to partner up. After all, it's cheaper to share three tractors instead of having to buy two or three
each. Thus, the four men can make more money by forming a partnership or entity.

“l was madder than thunder when | saw the EWG site. In New Mexico, one entity was listed as having received $7.8
million. Well, 1 later found out it's a whole Indian tribe that got that money. The rest of the story isn't being told!”

Feigning ignorance, Wyatt called a USDA economist he knows and told him about the $7.6 million government payout.
Wyatt told the economist he couldn't figure it out. How, Wyatt asked, can someone get around the federal payment limits
and the three-entity rule?

“The economist said, ‘I don't know.’ I then informed him it was an Indian tribe. He remembered then and said the Indian Enter city or U.S.zip

http://southeastfarmpress.com/mag/farming_ewg_database_comes/ 10/14/2009
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tribe signed an agreement with USDA that no individual Indian would get more than $40,000 — which is the payment limit.
But all the money is sent to the tribe where it is then dispersed. EWG doesn't tell us that.”

To put it mildly, Richard Bell, president of Riceland Foods in Stuttgart, Ark., isn't happy with EWG either.

“The EWG puts out misleading data. We at Riceland Foods are consistently listed as the biggest receiver of subsidies
under the farm programs. This past year, they listed us at $98.5 million. Frankly, that number is right. The only thing they
don't point out, though, is that we have 9,000 (co-op) members and that money is distributed to them. We don't get this
money and keep it," Bell said at the Mid-South Farm and Gin Show in Memphis on Mar. 1.

Bell elicited massive applause from that audience with his next statement: “I am encouraged. [n the last couple of days,

{the Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise) has filed a complaint with the IRS contending the EWG has violated its tax-

free status and has many things to answer for.”

As of press time, it's not known if the IRS or EWG have responded to the complaint. However, national media — including
The Washington Times — have run scathing columns questioning EWG's lobbying tactics, money raising efforts and
overall philosophy.

EWG seizes on people's laziness when it comes to research. No one and no profession are immune, says Wyatt.

“Our senators — even here in Oklahoma — are reading the EWG site and don't know the particulars. They're jumping to
uninformed conclusions. Of course, it makes it look even worse because EWG used a five-year period to calculate
payments. When three of those five years, farmers have extra MLA (marketing loan assistance) payments that Congress
added onto the PFC (production flexibility contract) payments. Then there are crop disaster payments and maybe even
some CRP payments in there.”

So Wyatt, who has served on Oklahoma's state FSA board during both the Clinton and Bush years, decided to do some of
his own digging.

“What we did was take the top 10 entities listed on the EWG Website and, through FSA, find how many individuals were
involved in the partnerships. Each of the entities might have five, six, seven partners — a dad, three sons, a mother-in-law,
a grandpa, whatever.”

In Oklahoma, the top 10 entities listed by EWG includes 48 individuals. Wyatt broke down each of their payments — PFC
contracts, MLA (marketing loan), and the rest, and then averaged them.

Over five years:
e The top 10 eamed a combined $12.6 million. That averages out to $252,000 per entity per year.
e The 48 individuals averaged $52,500 per year.

e Of that $52,500, only $24,875 per year was paid out in PFC payments (the standard AMTA payment farmers received
for participating in the government program based on acreage and yield, etc.).

“Most of the American farmers right now are barely getting by. If it weren't for government payments, I'd say 60 percent of
them wouid be broke. Farmers assume major amounts of risk — we're buying $100,000 to $150,000 tractors if we farm
substantial acreage — and prices for our crops have dipped lower than they were decades ago. Much lower! What
American wants to work for a wage today that's less than 20 years ago? Would EWG?”

Whyatt thinks we'll get a farm bill with — “as much as | hate to see it" — a payment limitation adjustment. That will affect
many cotton and rice producers in the South tremendously, he says.

“I was at a meeting with a young producer from Jackson County, Okla., who farms about 900 acres of irrigated cotton. He

was very worried about the Senate bill. He told me that if that bill goes through as is and his yield is equal to what he's had
the last two or three years — which have been very good at 2.5 to 3 bales per acre — and cotton prices remain the same,

he'll lose about $200,000 in LDP payments.”

As of last week, Wyatt says the young farmer's banker wouldn't give him an operating loan.

“If he has to sell the excess cotton once the LDP limit is reached, it won't work. You just can't raise cotton for 30 cents, |
don't care how efficient or great a farmer you are.”

Further, Wyatt says his wife is very upset about the Grassley Amendment because, “she's worth $50,000 and I'm worth
$225,000. She thinks that's very discriminatory because women are worth less than men. She works hard on the farm just
like I do.”

Right now, Wyalt prefers the House version of the farm bill. It needs modification, he says, “but it would fit most farmers in
the South better than the alternative.”

Want to use this article? Click here for options! g,
© 2009 Penton Media, Inc.

http://southeastfarmpress.com/mag/farming_ewg_database_comes/
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The Environmental Working Group is pushing again for farm policy reform. This week the

government watchdog group released an updated Farm Subsidy Database,
www.ewg.org/farm, outlining where the nation's farm payments land.

Read t
The update incorporates $12.5 billion in payments made in calendar year 2004 to more
than 1.4 million subsidy recipients, each of whom is listed on the Web site. The EWG Pork and Beef Expori
database has been searched over 36 million times since the last update in November, Lagging Compared t«

2004.

A new inclusion this year is a look at the top payment levels per congressional districts.
Surprising to some, it wasn't southern counties that received the highest percent of
payments, although several were included in the top bracket. Instead, North Dakotan Rep.
Earl Pomeroy's at-large district covering vast plains came in at 4.3% of the total U.S. farm
payments with $6,228,265,686 paid out over the past 10 years. Click here for a map and
list of subsidies by congressional district.

Read 1

The Illinois Corn Growers Association says it won't come as any surprise tha
Congressmen Tim Johnson, Ray LaHood and John Shimkus found their districts ranking
high nationally. "This is a reflection of not only the size of the district, but the large rural

Senate Finance Comi
Passes Health Care E

constituency that depends on corn production,” the corn growers say. Bauct

bill de
EWG says just 22 of the nation's 435 congressional districts (5% ) collected more than bipart
half of all subsidies over the past decade-some $69 billion. Another 25 congressional & suppc

districts absorbed an additional 20% of total USDA subsidy dollars, meaning that just 47 %
districts, about 10% of the House of Representatives, accounted for more than 70% of the
subsidy dollars over the past 10 years-in excess of $96 billion.

Read t

http://farmfutures.com/story.aspx?s=27167&c=17 10/14/2009
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' POLICY ANALYSIS DATABASE

What's new in this database?

10,740,657

Tip: We recommend you open a separate window for the Policy Analysis
Database so you can follow this section while consulting database pages
Farm Bill 2007 Database Home

The lists of top subsidy beneficiaries have changed dramatically. Just about

Farm Subsidies: Top 20 Individual every ranking of subsidy payments has changed in this new database because,
Beneficiaries 2003-2005 for the first time, USDA has tracked subsidy benefits as they pass through tens
of thousands of farm business entities——agribusiness cooperatives, partnerships,
Your Farm Subsidy Dollars At Work joint ventures and corporations—and has assigned virtually all farm subsidy
'benefits' to individuals. The Farm Bill 2007 Policy Analysis Database bases all of
Site Slow? Here's Why its rankings and analyses on this new benefits tracking data.
What's new in this database? Specifically, some 358,057 individuals now have a dollar value for subsidy
benefits associated with their names for the first time in our system—and they
Full Disclosure: Who really benefits received $9.8 billion in crop subsidy benefits alone between 2003 and 2005. In
from federal farm subsidies the database, those individuals have a double asterisk after their name,

indicating that all of their subsidy benefits were in the form of pass-through(s)
from a farm business(es) in which they had an ownership interest. A single
asterisk means both payments made directly and pass-through subsidies are
attributed to the individual by USDA. Listings with no asterisk are for individuals
or entities that received all of their subsidy directly from USDA.

Additional Analyses

Commodity Crop Payment Distribution

Farm Businesses by Number of Pass-
Through Beneficiaries

The most important distinction we make in our analysis is between subsidies
paid to farm businesses and subsidy benefits passed through those businesses
to individuals (and, very occasionally, to other types of entities). You can see
the distinction on pages like these.

Beneficiaries Receiving Pass-Through
Subsidies From Multiple Farm

The link "Top Farm Businesses, PY 2003-2005" displays the first 20
Crop Subsidies by Congressional businesses, ranked by amount of subsidy payments they received from USDA in
District program years 2003 and 2005. Click on any farm business and you will see a

list of people to whom USDA attributed subsidy benefits that were passed

Farm subsidies to the Districts through to them by the respective farm business. Once you're on any farm

Represented by the House Agriculture business page you can also link back to the original Farm Subsidy Database to

Committee any relevant payment information we may have for the operation for calendar
. o years and other programs. A separate link presents the ownership structure of

Concentration. of Crop Subsidies the farm business that was provided to us by USDA in May, 2006 (in the so-

called "permitted entity file"). However, the Section 1614 Benefits Tracking
Data, the basis for our new site, does not list the intermediary businesses you
see in the old database—partnerships, joint ventures, corporations and the
like—or their shares of subsidy payments. It simply provides the parent farm
business and any individual(s) to whom USDA attributed benefits that passed
through that businesses.

Stay Informed

Sign up tp get farm policy updates, the
latest farm news, and email updates
from EWG.

The link "Top Farm Businesses, PY 2003-2005" displays the first 20 businesses
nationwide, ranked by amount of subsidy payments they received from USDA in
program years 2003 and 2005. Click on any farm business and you will see a
list of people to whom USDA attributed subsidy benefits that were passed
through to them by the respective farm business. Once you're on any farm
business page you can also link back to the original Farm Subsidy Database to
any relevant payment information we may have for the operation for calendar

enter email here zipcode

http://farm.ewg.org/sites/farmbill2007/whatsnew.php 10/8/2009
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years and other programs. A separate link takes you to a feature in our original
Farm Subsidy Database (2006 update) that presents the ownership structure of
the farm business that USDA made public in May, 2006 through the
department's "permitted entity file."

To see the difference the new Section 1614 data make, compare the foilowing
lists of "top recipients” from our original Farm Subsidy Database to the "top
beneficiaries" in the Farm Bill 2007 Policy Analysis Database (and note that the
latter permits quick links to the Farm Subsidy Database for farm businesses and
individual beneficiaries):

Other Information

Top crop subsidy recipients, United States, 2005

News Release
Original Farm Subsidy Database

Related News Coverage

Top crop subsidy beneficiaries, United States, 2005
New Farm Bill 2007 Policy Analysis Database

Data Used in This Website (USDA

---------------------------------------------------------- Top rice subsidy recipients, Arkansas, 2005
Qriginal Farm Subsidy Database

EWG's Farm Subsidy Database

Top rice subsidy beneficiaries in Arkansas, 2005
New Farm Bill 2007 Policy Analysis Database

Top crop subsidy recipients, Georgia, 2005

the original EWG Farm Subsidy Database, are not found in USDA's Section 1614
Benefits Tracking Database, and therefore are not listed in EWG's Farm Bill
2007 Policy Analysis Database. USDA's Section 1614 database provides data on
payments made to cooperatives and passed through them to individuals and
farm businesses, but does not indicate which companies or individuals are
cooperative members.

USDA backgrounders. In the left column of this site is a link, Data Used in This

document in particular.

Time period and subsidies covered. The original Farm Subsidy Database now
covers calendar years 1995-2005 (eleven years) of subsidy payments. The
Farm Bill 2007 Policy Analysis Database you're looking at now covers program
years (a USDA term of art) 2003 through 2005. USDA provided incomplete data
for program years 2002 and 2006 in the underlying Section 1614 database; we
have not included it. When we have complete data for program year 2006, we'll
add it to the database.

The original database also covered subsidies for more programs, notably ad hoc
disaster subsidies. The new database, following the congressional mandate of
the 2002 Farm Bill, covers only Title I (commodity) and Title II (conservation)
subsidies.

What's the difference between a recipient and a beneficiary? In EWG's farm
subsidy analysis system, a recipient is a person or a farm business whose name
is on a USDA subsidy check or electronic fund transfer payment. They were paid
subsidies, in their own name, directly by USDA.

A beneficiary is a person or (very occasionally) a farm business that has been
attributed a subsidy benefit, with a dollar value, by USDA (not by EWG) through

http://farm.ewg.org/sites/farmbill2007/whatsnew.php 10/8/2009
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the department's Section 1614 Benefits Tracking Database. Subsidy benefits
pass through to these individuals from a farm business that has directly
received the subsidy payments. The dollar value of a subsidy benefit is directly
proportional to a beneficiary's share of ownership in the farm business that
received a subsidy (and the business may or may not own the farm's land or
other resources). Beneficiaries may or may not receive the value of their
benefits as cash payments (see next topic).

Our original Farm Subsidy Database and all of its rankings and analyses was
based on payments to recipients, which included individuals and all manner of
farm businesses--coops, partnerships, corporations, joint ventures, trusts,
estates and so forth. The new Farm Bill 2007 Policy Analysis database is based
on the new Section 1614 benefits data, which we obtained from USDA in
December, 2006 after a series of Freedom of Information Act requests we filed
as early as 2003.

Do subsidy beneficiaries receive the benefits USDA attributes to them as cash
payments? Not necessarily.

USDA has no information on how an individual or a farm business uses any of
the subsidy payments they receive, any more than the Social Security
Administration has information on how social security or SSI benefits are
expended by recipients. As long as an individual or business meets eligibility
requirements for USDA subsidy programs, they can utilize subsidy payments as
they see fit—including for purposes entirely unrelated to farming. That is, the
government has no rules or requirements as to how farm subsidies must be
spent by an individual or business recipient. Nor do any rules require or govern
cash payments, if any, from subsidized farm businesses to individuals who have
been attributed benefits by USDA.

might divide subsidies received among those owners and make cash payments
in direct proportion to their ownership share—that is, in amounts equal to the
benefits USDA has attributed to those owners through the Section 1614
process. Or payments might be made to those owners on some other basis,
which could be unrelated either to subsidy payments to the business or
ownership shares. Alternatively, the subsidized farm business might make no
payments at all to owners; might provide salaries to some or all of them; or
might invest all or part of the subsidy in the operation. Or the subsidy money
could be devoted to purposes altogether unrelated to farming.

Why is it sometimes said that with farm subsidies, Christmas comes in July?
This excellent question evidently refers to the common timing of important
congressional action in farm bill cycles (July) and the fabled "Mississippi
Christmas Tree" ownership structure of large farm businesses, mostly growing
cotton and rice and found primarily, though not exclusively, across the South.

Historically, these very large operations included multiple owners who divided
their farms into multiple businesses in order to have enough individuals to
maximize per person federal farm subsidy payments, which are much higher

limitations. Principal and major owners of these farm businesses (at the top of
the Christmas tree) received the most payments or benefits, while owners or
partners with smaller shares received lesser amounts.

In the Section 1614 Benefits Tracking Database, USDA attributes subsidy
benefits to individuals that passed through any and all subsidized farm
businesses that the individual has an ownership interest in. These are the
businesses that received a USDA payment and are referred to as "parent
entities" by USDA. USDA's Section 1614 database does not provide benefit
attributions for any intermediary businesses. It simply present benefits to

http://farm.ewg.org/sites/farmbill2007/whatsnew.php 10/8/2009
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individuals that pass through however many farm businesses ("parent entities")
the individual may have an ownership interest in.

The best way to see ownership structures (including "Mississippi Christmas
Trees") is to click on the link at the top of each farm business or beneficiary
page that says "Ownership structure info, 2006". That will take you to the
appropriate page in EWG's original Farm Subsidy Database that displays
ownership interests found in the USDA "permitted entity file" that EWG obtained
in May, 2006. Note that percentages, and not dollar amounts, are listed next to
farm businesses and individuals. USDA utilized the percentage ownership shares
in a version of this file to attribute benefits passed through one or more farm
businesses to individuals. The permitted entity data is a snapshot of farm
business ownership shares that may not be in effect today, but it is the most
recent, and the only publicly available, nationwide data on this subject available
from USDA.

the Section 1614 benefits attribution. If you go to the Analysis Links at the top
of the page and click on "Ownership Structure Info 2006", a new page will open
in the original EWG Farm Subsidy Database displaying the information we
received from USDA in May, 2006 in the department's "permitted entity file.”

While limitations still apply to some payments, making multiple owners
desirable, the necessity for creating these complex ownership structures has
been reduced by the advent of commodity certificate subsidies, which an
individual or a farm business can receive in unlimited amounts. But search top

will see many examples of operations five, ten or more owners and very
substantial pass-through subsidies to multiple beneficiaries.

sort farm businesses according to the number of beneficiaries to which USDA
attributes pass-through subsidy benefits. For example, some 4,178 farm
businesses have ten or more pass-through beneficiaries. Those firms collectively
received $400 million between 2003 and 2005.

Mean Adjusted Gross Income Data For ZIP codes of Entities and Recipients.
EWG obtained aggregate data from the Internal Revenue Serve on the adjusted
gross income (AGI) on tax returns filed by zipcode. We matched mean AGI in
each zipcode to the zipcode(s) of subsidized farm businesses and beneficiaries.

www.ewg.org is the website for both Environmental Working Group and EWG Action Fund

Copyright 2008, Environmental Working Group. All Rights Reserved.
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environmental working group’s

Farm Subsidy Datahase

EWG Farm Subsidy Database Update

175,203,164
April 14, 2008
NEW 2007 Direct Taxpayers sent $13.4 billion in farm subsidies to more than 1.4 million
R recipients in 2006, according to a new update of the Environmental Working
Pavment Su bSIdV Group's Farm Subsidy Database website.
Overview The new data bring the 12-year subsidy total tracked online by EWG to more
NEW Press Release than $177 billion. Over that period, 10 percent of the beneficiaries collected 75
percent of all subsidy payments.
) The EWG database update comes as a House-Senate conference committee
2008 Farm Subsidy Database Update struggles to meet an April 18 deadline for reauthorizing a new omnibus farm
2008 Summary bill.
2008 News Release By far the largest share of farm subsidies in 2006 was the $11.2 billion (84

percent) in various commodity payments designed to prop up farmers' incomes.
Payments for conservation practices on farms totaled just over $2 billion,
mostly under the Conservation Reserve Program that pays farmers to plant
grass or trees on fragile cropland under ten-year contracts. Another $160
million was disbursed in disaster aid. (Last year Congress passed legislation to
provide disaster aid retroactively for crop and livestock losses in earlier years,
including 2006).

EWG's Policy Analvsis Database

According to USDA, while it was a drop of more than $18 billion from 2005 net
farm income of $77.1 billion, in 2006 "farm operators earned farm income of

$59 billion, a level exceeded only by the 3 preceding years." Farm income shot
up to a projected $88.7 billion in 2007 and is projected to increase another 4.1

percent in 2008, when it is expected to reach $92.3 billion.

e Full Disclosure: Who

really benefits from
federal farm subsidies

collected $105 billion in farm subsidies over the past 12 years (59 percent of

¢ What's in the new Farm the U.S. total). The 45_congressional districts currently represented on the
Bill 2007 Database? House Agriculture Committee accounted for 74.6 billion in farm subsidies over
e New Farm Bill Web Site that period (42 percent of the national total).

Generates Media Storm

Top Beneficiaries in 2006

Congressional District Ranking Plantation-scale cotton and rice operations in the South dominated subsidy
payments_in 2006. Sixty-five entities collected more than one million dollars
each that year.

Related Content
USDA has not yet made available detailed information tracking all subsidy

program benefits to individuals for payment year 2006, as required by Section
Farms Receiving Government 1614 of the 2002 farm bill. As a consequence, In this update EWG is unable to
assign benefits that pass through cooperatives and certain other business
entities to individuals, as we did provided in the Policy Analysis Database
Speech: Farm Policy For The Rest of published in June, 2007. (Click here and here for more information comparing
the databases.)

Payments

Us

http://farm.ewg.org/farm/summary.php 10/8/2009
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Related News Coverage Direct Payment Subsidies, 2006

FSA Fact Sheets
Over a million recipients collected direct payment subsidies for crops in 2006.

Direct payment subsidies are provided to farmers regardless of commodity
prices or farm-income levels. Despite record prices for some crops and for net
income for subsidized crops, and projections of similar market and income
from EWG conditions over the next five years, Congress is poised spend another $26
billion on direct payment subsidies under the 2008 farm subsidy bill.

Sign up to receive email updates

Like other crop subsidies, direct payments are heavily concentrated in the
- hands of the very largest farm operations. A total of 151 recipients collect at
[ Sign Me Up } least $250,000 in direct payments in 2006.

Top States: Half of All Subsidies to Just Nine States

Texas emerges as the top beneficiary of farm subsidies over the last 12 years,
collecting over $16.2 billion. It is followed by Iowa ($15.9 billion}, Illinois ($13.2
billion), Nebaraska ($10.4 billion) and Minnesota ($10.2 billion). Five states
accounted for over one-third of all subsidy payments, and half of the subsidies
were absorbed by 9 states, all in the Midwest, South or Great Plains regions.

Top Congressional Districts: 22 Districts Collect Half the
Subsidy

farm bill subsidies.
Top Programs For Subsidies: Corn is King

Over the past twelve years, taxpayers have spent $56 billion on corn subsidies
paid to over 1.5 million recipients, making it the top crop for federal assistance.
Wheat subsidies ranked second, which paid $22 billion to more than 1.3 million
recipients, followed closely by cotton subsidies, which provided $21 billion to
over 247,00 recipients over the period.

The Conservation Reserve Program ranked fourth, paying over $20 billion to
768,180 recipients.

http://farm.ewg.org/farm/summary.php 10/8/2009
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2007 DIRECT PAYMEN

156,111,012

NEW 2007 Direct
Payment Subsidy
Overview

NEW Press Release

2008 Farm Subsidy Database Update

2008 News Release

EWG's Policy Analysis Database

e Full Disclosure: Who

really benefits from
federal farm subsidies

e What's in the new Farm
Bill 2007 Database?

e New Farm Bill Web Site
Generates Media Storm

Congressional District Ranking

Related Content

Farms Receiving Government
Payments
Speech: Farm Policy For The Rest of

Us

http://farm.ewg.org/farm/dp_release.php

Contact: Don Carr (202) 667-6982
don@ewg.org

As Congress Finalizes Farm Bill Deal
EWG Lists Recipients of
Controversial Direct Payment Subsidies for 2007

Washington, DC, April 29--By any measure, 2007 was a banner year for
farmers of grain, soybeans and cotton, as high prices for their crops earned
them record net income, even after they paid skyrocketing costs for fuel,
fertilizer and seed.

But under formulas set by Congress in the 2002 farm law, taxpayers topped off
the record farm earnings of 2007 with another $5 billion in "direct payment”
crop subsidies.

The names of the direct payment subsidy recipients and the amount
they received in 2007 were released online today by Environmental
Working Group (EWG).

As Americans begin receiving a few hundred dollars of their own money back
from Washington this week in one-time tax rebates, some of which they'li spend
to cover rising food costs, Congress is finalizing a plan to send far more
generous direct payment subsidies to some of the largest, most prosperous
farms in the nation every year over the next five years.

"Though net farm income reached a record level of $88.7 billion in 2007,
propelled by high market prices for major crops, Washington still sent out over
$5 billion of taxpayers' money in "direct payment" farm subsidies to over 1.4
million recipients," said Ken Cook, president of EWG. "Over 60 percent of the
subsidy was pocketed by just 10 percent of the recipients-the largest and
generally weaithiest subsidized farming operations in the country.”

Farm income exceeded $84,000 per household on average in 2007, compared
to a 2006 average for all U.S. households of $66,000.

"Congress is about to be grotesquely generous to big, subsidized farms that are
now enjoying unprecedented prosperity, including double-digit increases in
farmland prices," said Cook. "The list of farm subsidy beneficiaries we're
publishing today will make ciear the disturbing degree to which congressional
leaders are catering to the powerful farm subsidy lobby at the expense of
ordinary American taxpayers, while shortchanging other vital national needs,”
Cook said.

Environmental Working Group is a nonprofit research and advocacy organization
that uses the power of information to protect the envircnment and public
health. EWG's Farm Subsidy Database (http://farm.ewg.org/farm/) has been
searched over 102 million times since Nov. 2004.

7/3/2009



News Release - As Congress Finalizes Farm Bill Deal EWG Lists Recipients of Controversial Direct Pay... Page 1 of 2

egmxénmsenma. WORKING GROUP THE POWER OF INFORMATION

Published on Environmental Working Group (http://www.ewg.org)

News Release - As Congress Finalizes Farm Bill Deal EWG Lists
Recipients of Controversial Direct Payment Subsidies for 2007

Published April 29, 2008

Washington, DC, April 29--By any measure, 2007 was a banner year for farmers of grain, soybeans and
cotton, as high prices for their crops earned them record net income, even after they paid
skyrocketing costs for fuel, fertilizer and seed.

But under formulas set by Congress in the 2002 farm law, taxpayers topped off the record farm
earnings of 2007 with another $5 billion in "direct payment"” crop subsidies.

The names of the direct payment subsidy recipients and the amount they received in 2007 were
released online today by Environmental Working Group (EWG).

As Americans begin receiving a few hundred dollars of their own money back from Washington this
week in one-time tax rebates, some of which they'll spend to cover rising food costs, Congress is
finalizing a plan to send far more generous direct payment subsidies to some of the largest, most
prosperous farms in the nation every year over the next five years.

"Though net farm income reached a record level of $88.7 billion in 2007, propelled by high
market prices for major crops, Washington still sent out over $5 billion of taxpayers'’
money in "direct payment” farm subsidies to over 1.4 million recipients,” said Ken Cook,
president of EWG. "Over 60 percent of the subsidy was pocketed by just 10 percent of the
recipients-the largest and generally wealthiest subsidized farming operations in the
country.”

Farm income exceeded $84,000 per household on average in 2007, compared to a 2006 average for all
U.S. households of $66,000.

"Congress is about to be grotesquely generous to big, subsidized farms that are now
enjoying unprecedented prosperity, including double-digit increases in farmland prices,”
said Cook. "The list of farm subsidy beneficiaries we're publishing today will make clear
the disturbing degree to which congressional leaders are catering to the powerful farm
subsidy lobby at the expense of ordinary American taxpayers, while shortchanging other
vital national needs," Cook said.

Click to see Direct Payment 2007 Data. [1]

#HH
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Environmental Working Group is a nonprofit research and advocacy organization that uses the power
of information to protect the environment and public health. EWG's Farm Subsidy Database [2]
(http://farm.ewg.org/farm/ [3]) has been searched over 102 million times since Nov. 2004.

Source URL:
http://www.ewsg.org/node/26456

Links:

[1] http://farm.ewg.org/farm/dp_analysis.php
[2] http://farm.ewg.org/farm/

[3] http://farm.ewg.org/farm/
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Amidst Record 2007 Crop Prices and Farm Income
Washington Delivers $5 Billion In Subsidies

Ken Cook and Chris Campbell, EWG

By any measure, 2007 was a banner year for farmers of grain, soybeans and
cotton, as high prices for their crops earned them record net income, even after
they paid skyrocketing costs for fuel, fertilizer and seed.

But under formulas set by Congress in the 2002 farm law, taxpayers topped off
the record farm earnings of 2007 with another $5 billion in "direct payment”
crop subsidies.

The names of the direct payment subsidy recipients and the amount
they received in 2007 were released online today by Environmental
Working Group.

Even with crop prices and farm income projected to remain high for the
foreseeable future, Congress is on the verge of extending the controversial
direct payment subsidies for another five years at an estimated cost of more

than $26 billion.

EWG's online database lists the top 2007 direct payment subsidy recipients for
the nation as a whole, and for every state and county. The top states for direct
payments was Iowa ($501 million), followed by Iilinois ($454 million), Texas
($397 million), Nebraska ($333 million) and Kansas ($324 million).

Topping the list of direct payment subsidies are 5,125 recipients who
collected over $60,000 in 2007, an amount roughly equivalent to
average U.S. household income in 2006 ($66,000, the latest year
available)). The cost to taxpayers was $537 million.

A total of 1,234 recipients collected direct payment subsidies worth $120,000 or
more (costing taxpayers $226 million total), and 149 recipients got more than
$250,000 in direct payments ($51.5 million total cost).

The top 10 percent of direct payment subsidy recipients in 2007 coliected about
60 percent of the government money. While direct payments are limited to
$40,000 per person ($80,000 per married couple), large subsidized farming
operations with complex, interlocking business organizations and multiple
owners routinely enable individuals to collect up to $80,000 apiece each year in
direct payment subsidies under USDA rules governing subsidies for
partnerships, corporations, joint ventures and trust. If the House version of the
direct payment provision is adopted, the maximum payment will be increased
from $40,000 to $60,000 per person per year ($120,000 per married couple).

complex business of interlocking companies, trusts and individual
owners with its business office in Sunnyvale, California, a suburban
community in Silicon Valley south of San Francisco better known for
high-tech firms and venture capitalists. Sandridge, which USDA records

7/3/2009
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show operates in four counties, collected $1,064,134 in direct payment
subsidies in 2007 for seven different crops, but most of the subsidy was

FSA Fact Sheets for cotton.

Related News Coverage

Two other large California-based operations with multiple layers and owners
ranked 3 and 4 nationwide. A business designated "Dist 108 Farms" in USDA
records, located in Arbuckle, California, collected $730,720 in direct payments

Sign up for our email bulletin

2007, mostly for wheat and cotton.

[ WSigvn e T ]

Direct payment subsidies are provided without regard to the economic
need of the recipients or the financial condition of the farm economy.
Established in 1996, direct payments were originally meant to wean
farmers off traditional subsidies that are triggered during periods of
iow prices for corn, wheat, soybeans, cotton, rice and other crops.

In debate over the 2007/2008 farm bill, the farm subsidy lobby has insisted the
payments continue over the next five years, even if crop prices and net farm
income remain high.

www.ewdq.org is the website for both Environmental Working Group and EWG Action Fund

Copyright 2009, Environmental Working Group. All Rights Reserved.

Headguarters 1436 U St. N.W., Suite 100 | Washington, DC 20009 || Contact Us
California Office 1904 Franklin St. Suite 703 | Oakland, CA 94612 || Contact Us
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The Downfall of Direct Payments

by Sara Sciammacco, October 2011

Starting in the 1930s, U.S. farm programs focused on reducing crop surpluses and sending checks to
farmers when crop prices fell. That all changed in 1996. in a political parallel to today’s Tea Party-
influenced environment, the Republican-controlled Congress decided that year that it was time to
let the free market - not government - drive the farming economy. In renewing the farm bill that
year, lawmakers voted to end the traditional farm subsidy system in favor of five years of “market
transition” payments to farmers. But then a strange thing happened. The payments that were
supposed to decline annually never actually went away. Farm programs turned into a cash crop for
big agribusinesses, which co-opted federal policy and turned it into a perennial giveaway that
disproportionately benefits large landowners and wealthy farm operations. And that remains the
reality today.

The industrial agriculture lobby has been defending the controversial “direct payment” form of
taxpayer-funded subsidies ever since they were first authorized. These fixed, automatic checks go
out every year to the largest growers of commaoadity crops, such as corn and cotton, whether farmers
need them or not and despite the fact that farm household income has eclipsed average U.S.
household income. Farm income for the largest operations, in particular, has soared sky high.

As Environmental Working Group’s Craig Cox said te the New York Times, “How do you justify this
kind of money going to a sector of the economy that’s booming while other folks in the country are
suffering?”

The epitome of waste is spending taxpayer money when we don’t have to. Thanks to the current
drive to slash the ballooning federal deficit, Congress is finally on the verge of eliminating direct
payments. That would open the door for a farm policy that levels the playing field for all of
agriculture and creates a fiscally responsible safety net that actually helps keep working farm and
ranch operators on the land.

This timeline is a comprehensive look at how direct payments have hurt taxpayers, farmers and the
environment over the past 15 years. It also highlights the critical importance of budget and spending
transparency in federal policy, and farm policy in particular. Because data on who received direct
payments, and how much they received, was publically available, EWG's Farm Subsidy Database was

able to document how direct payments became an expensive handout to large-scale agribusinesses,

http://www.ewg.org/book/export/html/29213 5/2/2012
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absentee landowners, and profitable mega-farms. One reason to be skeptical of current proposals to
shift direct payments to “revenue insurance” schemes is that such a system would almost surely end
farm subsidy transparency.

1992-1995: “Following the Money”

Modern industrial agriculture is a resource-intensive and environmentally damaging enterprise. For
years, programs subsidizing large-scale commodity growers have been flush with federal cash, while
proven conservation programs that help protect water, soil and wildlife habitat from the ravages of
industrial agriculture have lacked adequate funding. With Congress beginning to work on the 1996
farm bill, EWG resolved to compete more effectively with the farm subsidy lobby if conservation
programs were to receive their fair share.

EWG also thought the public ought to know what was happening on Capitol Hill. its data team began
filing Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests with the U.S. Department of Agriculture and
finding out just who was cashing those farm subsidy checks. EWG built a searchable database from
the tens of millions of federal records and opened its Washington, D.C. office to journalists and
other news media professionals, who began reviewing the records and filing reports on the serious
inequities in farm spending that the data showed.

1995-1996: The Republican House

In 1994, when the Republican Party took more than 50 seats to take control of the House of
Representatives, farm income and crop prices were high. Sound familiar?

The GOP, led by House Speaker Newt Gingrich of Georgia, persuaded Congress that farmers would be
far better off without farm subsidies - and the government restrictions on what crops they could
grow that came with them. Moreover, like today, there was tremendous pressure to reduce the
federal deficit, and cutting the subsidies looked like a good way to do that. As a result, in 1996
lawmakers passed the so-called “Freedom to Farm” bill, which was supposed to phase out all
traditional subsidies and create “market transition” payments to ease into a subsidy-free farm
system. Lawmakers promised taxpayers that the payments would decline each year and end
completely after five years. But that never happened.

As EWG President Ken Cook pointed out at the time, the reality was that, “The 1996 farm bill would
not phase out subsidy programs and at least $4 billion or more would be available for every year
after it expired in 2002. In fact, it would make things worse by divorcing payments entirely from
market conditions, actual farming activity, and economic need.” He was right.

1998-1999: Doubling Up Market Loss Payments

In a marked contrast to today’s farm economy - one that most informed observers agree will be
robust for years to come - within two years of the signing of the 1996 farm bill the farm economy
had deteriorated and farm income and crop prices fell sharply. Farm lobbyists stormed Capitol Hill
and demanded that lawmakers boost what were supposed to be declining market transition
payments. In 1999-2001, Congress obliged and sent $21.4 billion to farmers as “market loss
payments,” which essentially doubled the market transition payments farmers had been receiving.
Congress defended the generous spending as emergency relief. in reality, a significant portion of the
aid went to a very small group of recipients who were already benefiting the most from taxpayer
dollars.

2001: Farm Subsidy Database Goes Online

Having generated an enormous amount of interest through its in-house computer system, EWG
decided to publish its Farm Subsidy Database online for the public to see. Within a month, it had
been searched 5 million times. As the New York Times reported, the database “not only caught the
attention of lawmakers, it also helped transform the farm bill into a question about equity and

http://www.ewg.org/book/export/html/29213 5/2/2012
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whether the country’s wealthiest farmers should be paid to grow commaodity crops while many
smaller family farms receive nothing and are going out of business.” It has been updated every year
with new data and has logged 320 million searches to date.

In 2001, Rep. Ron Kind, a Wisconsin Democrat, introduced legislation to direct more farm bill dollars
to conservation programs and rural development, putting the spotlight on the lavish direct payments
documented in the Farm Subsidy Database. Kind and other lawmakers used the subsidy data to
bolster their arguments as they argued their positions in floor debates and, in some cases, vented
their outrage. His bill lost despite garnering 200 votes, but a strong coalition representing a wide
range of interests - taxpayers, conservation and wildlife -began to form, and the calls for reform
grew louder.

2002: Congress Authorizes Even More Subsidies

Buoyed by a budget surplus, lawmakers returned to Washington and decided to bring back all the
traditional farm subsidies - and keep the market transition payments, too. They changed the name
from “market transition” to “direct” payments, but the checks continued to go out year after year
regardless of need. Taxpayers footed the bill even when farm prices and incomes were high, without
regard to other subsidies beneficiaries were receiving or whether they were actively engaged in
farming at all. Since 2002, direct payments have cost the federal government about $5 billion a year
on average, for a total to date of $41.4 billion. They are figured into land value estimates, drive up
land prices and rents and make it harder for small farmers to expand and new farmers to enter
farming.

Meanwhile, the more traditional counter-cyclical payments, which were also authorized in 2002,
compensate farmers for drops in market prices. These programs have created perverse incentives
that often reduce profitability and drive up taxpayer cost. Over the last decade, the government has
paid out $15 billion in counter-cyclical payments.

2003: Subsidies Are Not “Saving the Farm”

In 2003, the average American household made about $59,000 per year. Farm households made
$10,000 more, but almost all of the extra income came from off-farm sources - jobs in other sectors
of the economy. With farmer incomes above national averages, it seemed odd to many that the
government continued to dole out direct payments, and that wasn’t all. That year, Congress began
funneling billions of dollars in disaster aid to hundreds of thousands of farms on a regular basis. A
farm-by-farm review counted $11.3 billion in disaster payments from 1995-2003 - on top of direct
payments.

2005: Bush Administration Opens Door to Reform

The Bush administration took issue with the inequities in the system and took the lead on farm bill
reform. In 2005, it released a budsget proposal to limit subsidy payments to farmers to $250,000. it
was a very big deal at the time because the administration opened the door to reform on the most
contested issue in agriculture policy. But big agriculture lobbyists were far from giving up.

2006: The Washington Post’s Year-long Investigation

Washington Post reporters helped advanced the case for reform in a series called “Harvesting Cash,”
which included more than a dozen stories and several interactive maps.

On the campaign trail for the Democratic nomination for President, lowa’s then-Gov. Tom Vilsack
called for farm subsidy cuts and told the Post, “I didn’t get much of a reaction from farmers because
deep down most of them know the system needs to be changed.” The Post went on to report that,
“Vilsack joined a host of interest groups from across the political spectrum that are pressing for
changes in government assistance to agriculture.”

http://www.ewg.org/book/export/html/29213 5/2/2012
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2007: The Kind-Flake Amendment

Taking advantage of the momentum for reform, Reps. Kind and Jeff Flake (R-Ariz.) introduced a
bipartisan amendment in the House to end direct payments and overhaul other subsidies in order to
invest more farm bill money in conservation and nutrition programs. Unfortunately, the Kind-Flake
amendment failed and the House passed a new farm bill that maintained the status quo.

2008: Subsidy Lobby on the Defensive

In the run-up to the 2008 farm bill re-authorization, the subsidy lobby and farm organizations
pressed relentlessly for billions of dollars in additional taxpayer support in the form of still more
lavish direct payments. However, there was enough push back from lawmakers and reformers to
block an increase.

National and local media circles began highlighting the calls for reform by publishing 477 pro-reform
editorials that year. EWG’s interactive online map analysis noted, “Few issues have garnered as
much editorial page criticism of Congress, which by and large has acceded to the subsidy lobby’s
preferences for unlimited taxpayer support for the largest commercial farming operations in the
country. This occurs while most farmers and ranchers receive no support at all. Congress’
unwillingness to take on these special interests has only increased the clamor for change in the
nation’s newspapers.”

Despite the overwhelming support for change, Congress sent a farm bill to President Bush that didn’t
make a dent in direct payments. Instead, it brought on board two new subsidy programs, including
the Average Crop Revenue Election program that guaranteed farmers a set level of farm income.
Bush responded by vetoing the entire bill. Due to a clerical mistake, Congress had to re-pass the bill
and send it to the President again. He vetoed it again, but both vetoes were overridden. The subsidy
-laden bill became law.

2010: The Snowball Effect and the Elections

For most of 2009 and 2010, the country was digging out of an economic recession, and cost-cutting
ideas were at the top of the agenda. None other than Rep. Peterson, long a die-hard farm subsidy
defender, acknowledged the intensifying criticisms in a statement: “One of the issues that needs to
be looked at or addressed is, are these direct payments being capitalized into land values and rents?
And is that making it more difficult for young farmers to get started?”

Not long after, the lowa Farm Bureau announced it would support cutting off direct payments to
farmers if the money went towards crop insurance instead. The Delta Farm Press wrote, “The lowa
Farm Bureau action, which is not binding on any other state Farm Bureau, may be the first by
producers to call for an end to direct payments, which have become a favorite target of criticism by
non-farm groups.”

An analysis titled “Democrats’ Bitter Harvest,” showed rural Democrats who voted for the 2008 farm
bill and its lavish farm subsidies were not at all shielded from the Republican wave in the 2010
election. At least 15 Democratic members of the House Agriculture Committee lost their seats, while
Democrats who had voted against the bill were largely unscathed.

2011: The Super Committee

With the national debt on the rise, Congress charged a Super Committee of 12 House and Senate
members to propose legislation by late November to make $1.5 trillion in spending cuts. Agriculture
programs are on the table. Several farm groups have responded by coming up with their own
proposals to keep their piece of the pie. President Obama also unveiled a deficit reduction plan that
places direct payments in the crosshairs. Hours after the Obama administration’s plan went public,
Cook said in a statement, “We are encouraged to see the tide turning in favor of investments in
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agriculture that are smarter for farmers and the environment and fairer to taxpayers who have been
padding the bank accounts of profitable agribusiness operators for years.”

2012: The New Farm Bill

The time is ripe for change. Policy makers and the public know it. Farmers need a system they can
be proud of, one that rewards them for good stewardship of the land and promotes the protection of
our soil and water. Right now, the top 10 percent of recipients still receive 74 percent of all subsidy
money, while two-thirds of farmers get absolutely nothing. Reforming the system will not only ease
the nation’s financial situation, it will protect other farm bill priorities - such as nutrition and
conservation programs - from further cuts. Unless the Super Committee acts first, 2012 could shape
up to be the year that Congress enacts dramatic reform of the farm bill, the year that America’s
lawmakers finally say: Enough is enough.

Source URL:
http:/ /www.ewg.org/report/downfall-direct-paymenis
1
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News Release - EWG Investigation Finds Controversial 1996 Farm
Law Was Subsidy Boon for Largest Farms

Huge Plantations Got 83 Percent of Aid in Mississippi

Published April 1, 2000

Washington-Taxpayers may not realize it, but the billions they spend on subsidies to save family farms
may be hastening their demise.

A new computer investigation by the Environmental Working Group (EWG) concludes that "the flow of
farm subsidies has never been more biased in favor of large operations than it has been in recent years
under the controversial "Freedom to Farm" policies introduced in 1996," said EWG Senior Analyst Clark
Williams-Derry, who conducted the study. Williams-Derry analyzed records of 30 million federal farm
subsidy payments obtained under the Freedom of Information Act.

The EWG investigation is the first state-by-state examination of Freedom to Farm payments during the
program’s first three years, 1996 through 1998. The EWG analysis found:

« Taxpayers provided $22.9 billion in subsidies during the first three years of the "Freedom to Farm”
law, but just 10 percent of the recipients (144,000 participants) collected 61 percent of the
money.

 Nationwide, the top 10 percent of subsidy recipients averaged $32,000 in payments per year, 27
times more support than the $1,200 the typical participant received annually. Recipients in the
top 1 percent of subsidy payments collected $249,000 over the three years-about $83,000 per
year.

» Some states showed an especially high concentration of payments to the largest recipients. In
Mississippi, the state where the subsidy inequities were greatest, 10 percent of the participants
took in 83 percent of all payments to the state-an average of $217,000 per recipient over three
years. Mississippi’s top recipients took in 200 times more subsidy than the average farm in the
state.

The EWG study comes at a time of severe economic distress for many family farmers. A growing number
of farmers and many farm state leaders are calling for a moratorium to cool down the merger mania in
agriculture that is concentrating ownership and control at every level in the food and fiber system,
from farms to the companies that supply their inputs and buy their products.

Dubbed revolutionary by its proponents in 1996, the Freedom to Farm law dramatically boosted subsidy
payments in 1996 and 1997, even though farm prices were robust at the time. Taxpayers were promised
that payments would decline thereafter. But when prices weakened in 1998 and 1999 Congress changed
its mind and approved additional billions in aid. Last October, legislators doubled payments for all
farmers, regardless of how much they were receiving and whether or not they needed it.
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"Surely we can do better by taxpayers and farmers than to funnel so much money to so few farmers
without even bothering to find out if they need it," said Williams-Derry. "Family farmers face pressing
economic and environmental problems. We should be helping them, not subsidizing the big operations
waiting to buy them out.”

The EWG report recommends that farm subsidy recipients be required to document their financial need
before being eligible for farm subsidy payments, and that aid should be targeted to working farmers
and sharply reduced for large farms. The group wants increased assistance for conservation and
environmental improvements, including water treatment and sewage facilities for small towns and
funding to promote organic farming and less pesticide use. EWG also recommends a substantial increase
in funding for open space preservation, anti-sprawl measures, and other environmental needs in New
England, Florida and California.

The Environmental Working Group is a non-profit environmental research organization with offices in
Washington, D.C., Oakland, California and Seattle, Washington.

Source URL.:
http://www.ewg.org/node/ 19906
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Obstruction of Justice

USDA Undermines Historic Civil Rights Settlement with Black Farmers

Published July 19, 2004

A new investigation by Environmental Working Group (EWG) and the National Black Farmers' Association
(NBFA) finds that the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) willfully obstructed justice by
deliberately undermining the terms of a 1999 landmark civil rights settlement with African American
farmers. As a result, the vast majority of African American farmers have been denied compensation
that the court, in approving the settlement, described as "automatic.” For the 81,000 farmers denied
compensation, there is no future opportunity to obtain relief. Even though USDA has admitted to civil
rights abuses, it withheld some three quarters of the $2.3 billion that the settlement was worth.
Without intervention by the United States Congress, these farmers will never receive the compensation
they so clearly deserve. [Document: Pigford v. Veneman Opinion [0]]

Specifically we found that:
Without congressional action,

: . o . 81,000 black farmers
« Nearly nine out of ten denied restitution. USDA denied will never receive restitution

payment to 86 percent, or 81,000 out of 94,000, African for historlc USDA discrimination.
American farmers who came forward seeking restitution. £1.000

» 56,000 hours spent fighting farmers. USDA aggressively
fought claims by African American farmers, contracting with
United States Department of Justice lawyers who spent at
least 56,000 staff hours and $12 million contesting individual
farmer claims for compensation.

The 81,000 denials took two forms:

» Deadline barred 64,000 claims, despite lack of notice.
The settlement-funded arbitrator rejected 64,000 farmers
who came forward with claims during the late claims process
established by the court. The farmers' attorneys, whose representation was characterized by
the court as "bordering on legal malpractice,” were responsible for properly notifying the
farmers of the original deadline for application. The settlement-funded arbitrator rejected
these 64,000 farmers simply on the basis of their tardiness for the original deadline, even
though all 64,000 rejected claims were submitted within the court established late claims
period. An additional 7,800 farmers failed to file before the late claims deadline expired and
were also denied entry to the class.
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Top 10 States: Farmers seeking entry under court-mandated extension

State [Rejected|Granted|Total
Mississippi 18,983 286 | 19,269
Alabama 14,268 294 | 14,562
Tennessee 4,642 24 4,666
North Carolina| 2,448 | 1,012 | 3,460
Oklahoma 3,309 51 3,360
Georgia 3,228 81 3,309
Illinois 2,864 29 2,893
Louisiana 2,312 21 2,333
South Carolina | 1,826 70 1,896
California 1,495 30 1,525
National Total | 63,816 | 2,131 | 65,947

See data for all 50 states [0]

Note: Data in this table is based upon information received from the Office of the Monitor on
April 26, 2004.

« 9,000 denied "automatic” award. Of the 22,000 farmers granted access to the class, in
what the court referred to as "automatic" payment status, USDA denied payment to 40
percent, or 9,000 farmers. Entry to the class was not guaranteed, but depended on a farmer
proving that he/she applied for a USDA loan between 1981 and 1996, that USDA's response
was racially discriminatory, and that the individual filed a discrimination complaint arising
from USDA's treatment of the application. All of the 9,000 farmers denied payment by USDA
met these criteria, but received nothing.

Nearly 9,000 Black farmers were denied "Automatic” payments by USDA — Top 10
States

Receiving Denied
"Automatic” "Automatic”
Awards Awards
State Number Eligible Number Percent Number Percent
Alabama 4,511 3,096 69% 1,415 31%
Mississippi 4,373 2,643 60% 1,730 40%
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Georgia 2,960 1,757 59% 1,203 41%
North Carolina 1,989 910 46% 1,079 54%
Arkansas 1,986 1,293 65% 693 35%
South Carolina 1,274 793 62% 481 38%
Louisiana 991 478 48% 513 52%
Oklahoma 794 541 68% 253 32%
Tennessee 663 407 61% 256 39%
Florida 472 248 53% 224 48%
National Total* 22,181 13,411  61% 8,770  40%

* Note: Information in this table is based upon data received from the Office of the Monitor on
4/26/2004. The 7/12/2004 report from the Office of the Monitor states that the total number of awards
received is now 13,429.

See data for all 50 states [0]

"I've talked to more people that haven't even heard anything at all, and more people
that got denied, than | have talked to people who got the $50K and a partial debt write-
off. And now the USDA seems to be just sitting still.”

— Alan Diggs,

Southampton, VA farmer

In this historic civil rights case, known as Pigford v. Veneman, USDA promised to pay billions to African
American farmers who claimed that the USDA had systematically discriminated against them for
decades, denying them access to essential crop loans that were made readily available to "similarly
situated” white farmers in their communities. The settlement was largely based on USDA's own
admission of discrimination in its 1997 civil rights study, and the Reagan Administration elimination of
the USDA's Office of Civil Rights in 1983, effectively denying African American farmers any recourse for
claims of discrimination from 1983 through 1996, when the Office was reestablished. In part due to lack
of equal access to USDA loans, the number of farms operated by African Americans has declined
dramatically over the past 20 years, plummeting from 54,367 in 1982 to just 29,090 in 2002.

Recommendations
This willful obstruction of justice by the USDA demands immediate action on the part of the U.S.

Congress. Only the Congress can make whole the farmers who were denied restitution arbitrarily, after
the USDA had agreed, in settling the case, that their discrimination claims were valid.
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Jbstruction of Justice Page 4 o1 4

EWG and NBFA recommend that USDA and the U.S. Congress immediately take action to remedy these
inequities by taking the following measures:

(1) Congress should order USDA to provide full compensation to the nearly 9,000 farmers
who were denied relief after being accepted into the settlement class;

(2) Congress should order USDA to re-evaluate the merits of the nearly 64,000 farmers’
claims that were shut out due to lack of notice of the settlement. All African American
farmers who meet the preliminary requirements to qualify as a member of the Pigford class
should receive the $50,000 payment and debt relief provided by the settlement;

(3) Congress should direct the USDA to institute accountability measures to monitor and
enforce civil rights standards throughout the Agency, requiring that in the future the USDA
shall exert best efforts to ensure compliance with all applicable statutes and regulations
prohibiting discrimination; and

(4) Congress should ensure the full implementation of outreach and financial assistance
programs that support minority farmers.

Source URL:
http://www.ewg.org/reports/blackfarmers
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Disaster-Prone: For Many Farms Disaster Aid From Taxpayers Is A
Staple Crop

Congress Plots Conservation Cuts To Funnel Funds To "Disaster Dependent”

Published October 5, 2004

The plight of Florida's farmers in the aftermath of four successive hurricanes has been a focus of
media attention, and of calls from political leaders for an estimated $400 million or more in much
needed aid for the state's devastated citrus, vegetable and dairy operations. But farm groups are
pressing Congress, as they have every year for decades, for a disaster aid package that would
disburse taxpayer funds far beyond the hurricane zone—and add $3 billion to the cost of this year's
Homeland Security Department spending bill.

Dependency Pays: Farmers Who Were More Dependant on
Disaster Ald Received More Aid Per Year
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The Congress appears ready to comply. But rather than using emergency appropriations, lawmakers
propose to pay for agricultural disasters outside of Florida by raiding conservation programs to the
tune of $1.6 billion. Much of this money would go to disaster-prone farmers who receive disaster
payments one out of every three years, and in the case of tens of thousands of farmers, even more
often than that. What's worse, funding disaster payments with conservation dollars means taking
money from farmers who spend it to make on-farm improvements with significant long-term
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environmental and productivity benefits, and giving it, in too many cases, to disaster-prone farmers
who are overly dependent on regular, stop gap, disaster payments from the government.

Disaster Dependency Pays. A farm-by-farm review of $11.3 billion in federal disaster payments over
a nine-year period (1995 through 2003) finds that similar annual emergency measures approved by
Congress have funneled checks from taxpayers to hundreds of thousands of farms on a regular basis.
Indeed, it appears that tens of thousands of ‘disaster-prone’ crop and livestock operations, most of
them in the arid Great Plains, have become highly dependent on disaster payments. And the more
disaster-prone and dependent farmers and ranchers not only received the bulk of the taxpayer aid,
they have also averaged the highest disaster payments per year.

The disaster payments analyzed in this report came on top of a record stream of nearly $105 billion in
subsidy payments to farmers because production of corn, wheat, cotton, soybeans, rice and other
government-supported crops far exceeded domestic and export demand, depressing prices.

For most farms, disaster aid is an occasional, but vital form of government assistance, and one that
taxpayers might well consider a fair and important investment in the nation's family farmers and
ranchers. Computer records obtained from USDA under the Freedom of Information Act, and
maintained in EWG's Farm Subsidy Database, show that taxpayers provided farm disaster payments to
1,160,705 individuals, partnerships, corporations and other recipients over the nine years. About half
of the recipients (578,198 farm entities) collected aid just one year in the period studied. Moreover,
they accounted for only 14 percent of the total disaster money provided by taxpayers ($1.6 billion)
and received a modest $2,771 on average. Another 22 percent of recipients were provided aid two
years out of nine. They collected 16 percent of farm disaster assistance, about $1.85 billion,
averaging $3,663 apiece.

But as disaster aid dependency increases—measured by the number of years out of nine that a farmer
or rancher received taxpayer help—USDA data reveal a segment of farm operations chronically
dependent on disaster aid collecting the majority of federal assistance.

EWG's analysis found that over 28 percent of the recipients — 329,604 individuals, partnerships,
corporations or other entities--collected disaster aid from taxpayers at least one year out of three,
accounting for 70 percent of total farm disaster aid over the period—some $7.86 billion.

Chronically Dependent. Over 15 percent of the recipients (176,379 farm entities) collected disaster
aid at least four years out of nine (44 percent of the time). This group, which we consider chronically
dependent on disaster aid, took in just over half of the farm disaster payments provided over the
period, $5.7 billion.

About 30 percent of the taxpayer assistance ($3.36 billion) went to an even more dependent group of
76,287 recipients (7 percent of the total for the period) that collected disaster checks every other
year (five years out of 9, or 55.5 percent of the time).

At the extreme end of the disaster-dependency spectrum are about 26,000 truly disaster-prone
recipients who received disaster money at least 6 years out of nine; this 7 percent of all recipients
took in 13 percent of the disaster aid, about $935 million. Among that group are 8,384 who claimed
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disaster aid for 7 years out of nine, 1,686 who got disaster payments 8 years out of 9, and 27
recipients who got a disaster check from taxpayers every year for nine straight years.

EWG also found that the more often a subsidy recipient collected disaster aid, the higher their
average disaster payments tended to be. The fifty percent of farm operations that received disaster
aid just one year out of nine collected just $2,771. But those who got payments for three years
collected $4,677 per year, and the 100,092 disaster subsidy recipients who got payments four years
out of 9 averaged $5,836 annually. Chronically disaster-prone operations that collected aid checks
more than half the time routinely received payments averaging $8,000 or more per year.

Geographically Concentrated. Disaster payments are concentrated in states with persistent drought
conditions where crop failures are relatively common. One third of all disaster payments [0] over the
nine years analyzed went to farmers in 6 states: Texas, Oklahoma, North Dakota, Kansas, Missouri,
and South Dakota.

Payments to farmers chronically dependent on disaster payments are concentrated in even fewer
states. More than half the farmers who received disaster aid four or more of the nine years analyzed
— our definition of chronically dependent — are from just 5 states: Texas, Oklahoma, North and South
Dakota, and Georgia.

Half of the farmers chronically dependent on disaster payments are from five states.

Recipients Total 1995- Percent receiving disaster payments in 4 or
2003 more years out of 9

Texas 42,849 $1,475,831,380 | 24%

Oklahoma [17,129 $392,045,852 10%

porth 13,710 |$577,136,264 | 8%

oouth. 10,057 |$356,701,383 | 6%

Georgia 8,743 $308,923,770 5%

Kansas 7,740 $181,551,901 4%

Arkansas 7,370 $141,832,564 4%

Alabama 6,577 $149,782,813 4%

Montana 5,717 $264,549,850 3%

Nebraska 5,574 $152,430,086 3%

Total 175,745 |$5,652,493,833
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Source: EWG, compiled from USDA data.

Conclusions and Recommendations

EWG's analysis shows that as taxpayers are asked, year in and year out, to provide disaster aid to
farmers, they end up subsidizing many of the same farming operations and farming regions over and
over again. For these chronic and disaster-prone recipients, disaster aid from taxpayers has become a
routine business revenue.

For decades, Americans have made enormous investments to support family farmers, including a
nearly annual stream of disaster aid that has cost tens of billions of dollars. We don't have much to
show for it except a continuing demand from a narrow set of farm interests for an unending stream of
subsidies that are funneled to fewer and fewer farm operations each year.

The American taxpayer deserves an agricultural investment strategy from our leaders that will make
the farm economy more sustainable and rural America more prosperous, not one that spends scarce
tax dollars indefinitely to subsidize the government dependency and financial benefit of the few.

Commodity subsidies are highly concentrated, with two-thirds of the payments going to 10 percent of
the recipients, and the concentration is increasing. Farm disaster aid also is concentrated among a
segment of chronically dependent and 'disaster-prone’ recipients who routinely collect aid checks
from taxpayers every other year, or even more often.

Recommendation. Congress should not fund agricultural disaster payments with money already
dedicated for agricultural conservation programs. If these disasters are truly emergencies, they
should be paid for with an emergency appropriation as Congress has done routinely in the past.
Congress recognized the broad benefits of conservation programs to farmers across the country when
it made the commitment to fund these programs, and they should not go back on this commitment.

Further, Congress should not approve any farm disaster-funding package without directing USDA, and
independently, the GAO, to conduct an expedited, thoroughgoing assessment of patterns of
dependency among ‘disaster-prone' recipients and regions over the past decade. A similar assessment
of federal crop insurance has reduced, though not eliminated, well-documented abuses and subsidy
dependence in that program.

This review should analyze underlying reasons for disaster aid dependency, including the agronomic
suitability of climate and soils for the crops for which disaster aid is routinely claimed. USDA should
develop an assistance strategy for such farms and regions to help farmers shift to agricultural
enterprises that are sustainable--suited to the agronomic conditions in the region, without the need
for regular disaster aid.

Finally, the farm disaster aid review should also examine the need to require crop insurance within
disaster-prone regions and among disaster-prone farmers, with appropriate premiums.
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Disaster Aid Recipients and Payments, 1995-2003
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Recipients Total 1995-2003 Percent of all recipients
Texas 139,709 $2,057,026,773 11.9%
Kansas 77,917 $510,853,176 6.7%
Missouri 68,416 $288,092,315 5.8%
Oklahoma 63,181 $534,255,288 5.4%
Nebraska 58,438 $497,966,479 5.0%
Kentucky 56,079 $149,021,016 4.8%
lowa 42,732 $158,617,908 3.7%
Tennessee 42,504 $155,388,697 3.6%
North Dakota 42,169 $795,858,442 3.6%
Minnesota 39,741 $355,369,379 3.4%
South Dakota 39,214 $563,014,631 3.3%
Ilinois 36,470 $124,964,250 3.1%
Ohio 31,627 $162,808,247 2.7%
Arkansas 30,339 $274,789,553 2.6%
Alabama 27,813 $236,298,316 2.4%
North Carolina 26,642 $297,784,156 2.3%
Wisconsin 25,173 $119,450,021 2.2%
Georgia 24,995 $468,301,238 2.1%
Montana 23,376 $417,931,932 2.0%
Indiana 22,922 $110,423,104 2.0%
California 22,374 $502,112,987 1.9%
Mississippi 21,597 $243,956,342 1.8%
Colorado 21,325 $284,096,190 1.8%
Louisiana 20,242 $196,880,937 1.7%
Virginia 18,870 $108,127,407 1.6%
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Michigan 17,855 $191,332,436 1.5%
Pennsylvania 15,469 $108,478,279 1.3%
New York 13,112 $109,393,465 1.1%
Florida 11,882 $250,224,216 1.0%
New Mexico 10,756 $133,336,623 0.9%
Washington 10,378 $115,170,220 0.9%
ldaho 10,120 $114,677,721 0.9%
South Carolina 9,157 $149,356,738 0.8%
Oregon 7,868 $86,064,451 0.7%
Wyoming 6,763 $101,975,554 0.6%
West Virginia 6,754 $16,724,786 0.6%
Utah 6,297 $70,245,749 0.5%
Arizona 5,336 $63,125,597 0.5%
Maryland 3,599 $33,467,544 0.3%
Vermont 2,582 $21,242,041 0.2%
Maine 1,994 $20,704,557 0.2%
Massachusetts 1,456 $27,369,800 0.1%
New Jersey 1,452 $24,644,361 0.1%
Nevada 1,288 $20,975,196 0.1%
Delaware 689 $7,224,892 0.1%
Connecticut 658 $17,486,852 0.1%
New Hampshire 605 $4,519,491 0.1%
Hawaii 420 $5,436,317 < 0.01%
Alaska 186 $2,849,516 < 0.01%
Rhode Island 158 $1,817,376 < 0.01%
Total 1,160,705 $11,311,232,564

Source: EWG, compiled from USDA data.
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News Release - UK To Reveal Farm Subsidy Recipients

Disclosure Will Raise Pressure For Farm Policy Reforms in Europe and US

Published January 7, 2005

(Washington, DC, Jan. 7) — Days after its new Freedom of Information law took effect, and spurred by a
joint request from The Guardian newspaper of London and the Foreign Policy Centre (FPC) a London-
based think tank on global issues, and a landmark 2004 report by international aid charity Oxfam, the
United Kingdom will for the first time disclose the identity of recipients of some $6.4 billion in annual
farm subsidy payments.

That means the Queen of England and the rest of the royal family, along with other large and often
titled land owners in Great Britain, will join the ranks of unlikely "farmers” on this side of the Atlantic
whose receipt of farm subsidies has roiled the farm policy debate in recent years and built momentum
for reforms. In the US, farmers receiving subsidies range from basketball star Scottie Pippen, to the
John Hancock insurance company, to financial services magnate Charles Schwab.

The decision was announced on Wednesday by Lord Whitty, the UK's minister of agriculture, at an
agriculture conference in Oxford, England.

"The United States has disclosed information about subsidy recipients for many years, and the
information has increased pressure for reform of farm policy here,” said Ken Cook, president of the
Environmental Working Group (EWG). "We commend the UK for taking this step to make the public's
subsidies public knowledge, and expect that the disclosures will spur new thinking and reform
momentum in the UK. It will also pressure other European countries to disclose the beneficiaries of
their farm subsidies, lending further support to reform on both sides of the Atlantic — a key to
advancing conservation investments in water quality, wildlife habitat and farmland protection,” Cook
said.

Jack Thurston, Senior Research Associate at FPC, the London-based think tank that has coordinated the
UK campaign said: "We have been calling for public disclosure of farm subsidies for several years so this
is @ major breakthrough. | have also made a formal request to the European Agriculture Commissioner
that this kind of openness be extended across the European Union. With farm subsidy payments
accounting for nearly half of the entire EU budget, European citizens have a right to know where and
how their money is being spent. Openness and transparency will stimulate a constructive public debate
over the priorities, performance and future direction of agriculture, food and rural policies.”

Experts predict that most of the UK payments will be concentrated in the hands of a relative few very
large agribusinesses, as they are in the United States, where EWG analyses have found 10 percent of
the recipients collected 72 percent of the subsidies between 1995 and 2003. EWG maintains a massive,
online database of US farm subsidy payments that has drawn hundreds of millions of searches since it
was first published in late 2001 (http://www.ewg.org/farm/ [0]). The database is built from over 100
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million US Department of Agriculture computer records and lists virtually every agricultural subsidy
payment and who received it during the last nine years. The information on the EWG site was obtained
through the US Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

A pioneering 2004 study by Oxfam, Dumping on the World: How EU sugar policies hurt poor countries,
estimated farm subsidies for some large U.K. sugar producers and concluded that payments were highly
concentrated among major British agribusiness operations. The report found that the 27 largest sugar-
beet farms in the UK received an average of $387,000 annually. It is available here:

http://www.oxfam.org.uk/what_we_do/issues/trade/bpé1_sugar dumping.htm [1]

Another 2004 Oxfam report, "Cereal Injustice under the CAP in Britain", found that 2 percent of land
holdings in the UK account for more than 25 percent of agricultural subsidies. This report estimates
that Britain's richest man, the Duke of Westminster, receives $608,000 in cereal subsidies annually. It is
available at

http://www.oxfam.org.uk/what_we_do/issues/trade/bp55_subsidies.htm [2]

The UK decision to disclose farm subsidy recipients bears similarities to events that led to publication
of subsidy payees in the United States under pressure from a public interest group and journalists. The
Environmental Working Group began analyzing US farm subsidy recipients in the early 1990s, through a
series of highly detailed Freedom of Information Act requests that identified payees by nine-digit zip
code, but not by name. EWG's research, maintained in an in-house database that pre-dated general
public access to the World Wide Web, formed the basis for hundreds of news stories leading up to the
1996 Farm Bill.

In 1996, and citing EWG's requests, a federal judge ruled in favor of The Washington Post in a lawsuit
against the US Department of Agriculture that sought the names of cotton subsidy recipients (to read
the ruling, go to http://www.ewg.org/farm/data/foia.php [2]). The government did not appeal the
decision, and EWG used the precedent to obtain millions of names and payment data for farm subsidies,
which the group made available to journalists beginning in 2001. In September 2001, a pioneering
computer investigation by the Associated Press was published, reporting the results of its review of
farm subsidy payments. In November of that year, EWG made its farm subsidy database public. It
immediately generated tens of millions of searches and intense media coverage.

Over 18 million pages on the site have been searched just since Nov. 29, 2004, when EWG updated the
database.

###
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Taking from the Taxpayers: How Bush Gave Big California Farms a $17 Million
Bonus

Published February 10, 2005

OAKLAND, Calif. — The Bush Administration is paying some of the biggest and richest agribusinesses in
America $17 million for cutbacks in their taxpayer-subsidized water supply. But an Environmental
Working Group (EWG) investigation found that these same California agribusinesses — including the
world's biggest cotton producer and the largest farm in America — already get hundreds of millions of
tax dollars from other federal farm subsidy programs.

The Administration's decision to pay off corporate megafarms in the San Joaquin Valley, over the
objections of California officials from both parties and the government's own water-law experts, is
not just another story of a wasteful federal handout to big agribusinesses.

It sets a dangerous precedent for similar cases, including a $100 million claim by farmers in the
Klamath Basin on the California-Oregon border that will be heard next week. And it represents a
radical extension of a right-wing ideology that regards environmental protections as illegal incursions
on private property rights. The farmers claim the cutbacks were a government "taking” of their
property, but EWG's findings raise the question: Who is really doing the taking?

"It's hard to say which is more outrageous: the claim by these large and profitable agribusinesses that
they own the water — which under the state Constitution belongs to the people — or the Bush
Administration going along with the scam,” said Renee Sharp, an EWG senior analyst. "It amounts to
paying the farmers not to take more of our water, while they're already getting millions of our tax
dollars to support their businesses.”

EWG's report, Taking From the Taxpayers, available at www.ewg.org, details that from 1995 to 2003,
farmers sharing in the water settlement received about $250 million in direct payments from federal
crop subsidies and other programs. What's more, since 2001 the Kern County water agency serving
almost all of those agribusinesses made about $40 million in profit by selling subsidized water back to
California taxpayers at market rates.

The budget proposed this week by the Bush Administatration budget includes cuts in crop subsidies.
Farm interests have already begun fighting the proposal by claiming it threatens their livelihood. But
EWG's report shows that for many California agribusinesses who are reselling their subsidized water,
crop payments are only one way they are underwritten by the taxpayers.

"This $17 million payoff is being spun by the agriculture lobby and property-rights movement as just
compensation for struggling family farmers whose rights were trampled on," said EWG Vice President
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Bill Walker. "What is really is more corporate welfare for big agribusinesses who always have their
hands out and never seem to get enough.”

Source URL:
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EWG Analysis of Step2 Data for 2004

U.S. Taxpayers Spent $264 Million in 2004 On Cotton Export Subsidies Ruled lllegal
By WTO

Published June 4, 2005
Ken Cook and Chris Campbell [1]

June 9, 2005

U.S. taxpayers provided $264 million in 2004 to a handful of agribusiness firms through an obscure but
controversial cotton subsidy program at the center of a fierce global debate over agricultural
subsidies—a debate that has paralyzed international trade negotiations for the past three years. One
company alone, Allenberg Cotton of Cordova, Tennessee, received almost $35 million through the
program last year, and has collected more than $186 million since 1995.

The subsidy, known as the "Step 2" cotton program, was ruled illegal in March by the World Trade
Organization under a largely successful legal challenge to an array of U.S. cotton subsidies that was
brought by Brazil and supported by several African cotton-producing nations. Step 2 funnels taxpayer
funds to U.S.-based cotton millers and exporters so they can afford to buy domestically grown cotton
instead of cheaper foreign cotton. American cotton has been more expensive in recent years
primarily as the result of a related, multi-billion dollar subsidy system that boosts crop prices and
incomes for U.S. cotton producers.

Under the WTO's rules, Brazil's victory means the Step 2 should be terminated as early as next month.
But no one expects American action by the July 1 deadline because the payments Step 2 provides to
cotton millers and exporters are integral to the overall U.S. cotton subsidy system. Without "Step 2"
payments, program proponents argue, cotton millers would not be able to afford cotton for domestic
use and exporters would not be able to sell over-priced, subsidized American cotton overseas-a
serious problem for U.S. growers, who rely on exports for 40 percent or more of their market in most
years.

American officials have said that the U.S. will comply with the WTO decision on Step 2 and other
cotton subsidies. But no one has said how it will do so, or when.

Terminating Step 2 won't be easy. The 2004 payments brought the 10-year cost of the subsidy to more
than $2.4 billion. (Last year was the fourth most expensive for the program over that period.)

The 160 recipients of Step 2 subsidies in 2004 ranged from Allenberg Cotton Company, a Cordova,
Tennessee firm that collected $34.5 million, to Payola Yarns, Inc., of Statesville, NC, which received
$16.00 according to USDA records.
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Table 1. The Step 2 Cotton program has paid $264 million in 2004

Total Step-2
Rank Company City/State Cotton Payments
2004
1 Allenberg Cotton Co [0] Cordova, TN $ 34,574,377
2 Dunavant Enterprises Inc [0] Fresno, CA & Memphis, TN $ 23,885,836
3 Cargill Cotton, Div of Cargill [0] Cordova, TN $22,798,179
4 Ecom USA Inc [0] Dallas, TX $ 14,292,105
5 Parkdale America, LLC [0] Gastonia, NC & Charlotte, NC $ 13,728,266
6 Staple Cotton Coop Association [0] Greenwood, MS $12,022,173
7 Frontier Spinning Mills, Inc. [0] Sanford, NC $10,234,621
8 Calcot Ltd. [0] Bakersfield, CA $ 9,896,372
9 Paul Reinhart Inc [0] Richardson, TX $ 9,705,423
10  National Textiles LLC [0] Winston-salem, NC $9,375,518
Top 10 Recipients in 2004 $ 160,512,872
Total Step 2 payments, 2004 $ 263,922,737
Percent Top 10 Recipients receive of total, 2004 61%

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from USDA data.

See Full Table for 2004 [0]

Allenberg Cotton also tops the list of subsidy recipients for cumulative payments over the past ten
years, collecting more than $186 million from taxpayers over that period, followed by Dunavent
Enterprises ($167 million), Cargill Cotton ($155 million), Parkdale America, LLC (5135 million) and
Calcot Ltd (§113 million).

Table 2. The Step 2 Cotton program has paid $2.42 billion from 1995-2004
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Total Step-2
Rank Company City/State Cotton Payments
1995-2004
1 Allenberg Cotton Co [0] Cordova, TN $ 186,054,814
2 Dunavant Enterprises Inc [0] Fresno, CA & Memphis, TN $ 166,959,725
3 Cargill Cotton, Div of Cargill [0] Cordova, TN S 154,915,538
4 Parkdale America, LLC [0] Gastonia, NC & Charlotte, NC $ 135,421,863
5 Calcot Ltd. [0] Bakersfield, CA $ 113,591,332
6 Avondale Mills Inc [0] Sylacauga, AL $ 92,228,281
7 National Textiles LLC [0] Winston-salem, NC $ 90,259,530
8 Ecom USA Inc [0] Dallas, TX $ 73,394,029
9 Union Underwear Company LLC [0] Bowling Green, KY $ 72,933,449
10  Paul Reinhart Inc [0] Richardson, TX $ 70,985,393
Top 10 Recipients in 1995-2004 $ 1,156,743,953
Total Step 2 payments, 1995-2004 $2,423,864,261
Percent Top 10 Recipients receive of total, 1995-2004 48 %

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from USDA data.

See Full Table for 1995-2004 [0]

The vast majority of the payments go to a handful of such large recipients. For 2004, just ten of the
160 participating companies collected 61 percent of the $264 million, or about $161 million (Table 1).
A total of 325 companies have participated since 1995, and the top ten among them collected 48
percent of the $2.4 billion in Step 2 subsidies paid over that period. Each of those companies
received more than $70 million from taxpayers over ten years. Over 94 percent of the subsidies under
the program in the past decade have been paid since 1998-some $2.3 billion (Table 2).

Brazil alleged that the Step 2 program was illegal under WTO rules because it allowed U.S. cotton
producers to maintain, and even expand, their share of the world cotton market at the expense of
Brazil and other cotton exporters. Brazil argued that Step 2 payments, combined with other
subsidies, triggered an expansion of U.S. cotton acreage, exports and export share at a time when
market signals alone would have signaled a contraction. International cotton prices had fallen below
the U.S. cost of production, and the U.S. had become the world's high-cost producer.

The WTO agreed, and ruled that the Step 2 program was outright illegal under the organization's
rules.

[7] Respectively, President and Vice President for Information Technology, Environmental Working
Group. This analysis was made possible by a grant from the Global Development Program of The
William and Flora Hewlett Foundation.
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Cotton and Accountability

With First Compliance Deadline In WTO Cotton Decision Looming Brazil Explores A
Novel Trade Retaliation: Suspension of Intellectual Property Rights for U.S. Products

Published June 8, 2005

A U.S. Decision Not To Comply Could
Put Other American Industries At Risk

Ken Cook [1] & Chris Campbell
Environmental Working Group

Washington, June 9—It is the big ‘what if' question occupying Brazilian policy experts and legislators in
the wake of their country's stunning victory over the United States at the World Trade Organization
(WTO) in March.

What if the U.S. does not comply with the WTQ's broad rulings and fails to reform its multi-billion dollar
cotton subsidy programs to Brazil's satisfaction? What retaliatory trade measures could Brazil possibly
adopt that would force an economic giant like the United States to change a politically entrenched
farm subsidy system?

The beginnings of an answer may be unveiled in Brasilia today, at a congressional hearing convened to
examine a novel trade retaliation strategy: At issue is how Brazil might compel cotton subsidy reforms
here by suspending the intellectual property rights protection American companies now enjoy in Brazil
for a wide array of knowledge-based products, from pharmaceuticals, computers, software, and
biotechnology, to books, musical recordings and films.

In other words, no reform by the U.S. in response to the WTO cotton decision might mean no patent or
copyright protection in Brazil for targeted American drugs, computers, biotech crops, or the latest
music CDs and DVD movies.

If the David-and-Goliath audacity of the proposal calls to mind the boldness of Brazil's long-shot WTO
challenges both to America's cotton subsidies and to the European Union's sugar support system
(another case Brazil recently won), it is hardly a coincidence. Both initiatives are the brainchild of Dr.
Pedro de Camargo Neto, a former Brazilian trade negotiator and government official who wants to
make sure his country has 'Plan B' prepared in case the United States stalls or evades the serious cotton
subsidy reforms Brazil seeks.

The two initiatives also find unexpected, if limited advantage for developing countries in features of
the global trading system that critics of the WTO tended to dismiss as irrelevant, or as benefiting only
developed nations.
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The majority of WTO litigation to date has pitted one rich country's lawyer's against another’s, with the
U.S. in the lead for filing trade challenges. Brazil's cotton and sugar victories, however, showed that
smaller countries have the possibility of redressing serious trade disputes with much larger countries
through WTO litigation when WTO negotiations alone fail.

Similarly, Brazil's intellectual property rights retaliation strategy owes it potential leverage to WTO
rules that developed countries insisted on and developing countries adamantly resisted. Enshrined in
the Trade Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) agreement, those rules sanction the
use of "cross retaliation” to discipline countries that violate international intellectual property rights by
allowing the offended country to impose punitively high tariffs on goods the offending countries seek to
import.

But in reluctantly agreeing to that form of cross-retaliation, developing countries won the right to
reverse it. In principle, they can punish trade violations involving goods—like cotton—with sanctions
aimed at suspending the intellectual property rights of an offending nation within the borders of the
country that seeks relief.

Dr. Camargo, representing the Council of Sociedade Rural Brasileira, along with Dr. Maristela Basso, a
legal scholar with Brazil's International Trade and Development Rights Institute (IDCID), will describe
the ‘architecture’ of an intellectual property rights retaliation strategy at a June 9 hearing of the
agricultural committee of the Brazilian Congress. Included in their testimony will be suggestions for
amending Brazil's Industrial Property Law to allow suspension of intellectual property rights protection
when a country fails to comply with a WTO ruling in Brazil's favor.

"The intellectual property rights strategy has the potential to level the playing field when economies
that are comparatively small seek leverage to compel compliance by much larger economies with WTO
decisions,” Dr. Camargo said. "We are examining an option in preparation for potential retaliation, or
cross-retaliation, against the United States, if it is needed, to ensure an outcome satisfactory to Brazil
in the WTO cotton subsidy case.”

Dr. Camargo added, "We want the U.S. to understand that we will pursue this option so that Brazil and
other nations have the chance to compete on equal terms. It is the United States that speaks out
strongly for fair trade, and it should be the United States that follows the fair trade rules.”

In a paper prepared for the congressional hearing, Dr. Basso of the IDCID evaluated Brazil's potential
use of conventional trade retaliation approaches, which typically subject imported goods from the
offending country with punishing tariff increases. (An EWG translation summarizing Dr. Basso's paper
can be found here.)

But the IDCID analysis concluded that straight retaliation against U.S. commodities might do Brazil more
harm than good. It would likely raise the cost of imported goods in an economy that is recovering and
embracing trade.

Under a cross-retaliation strategy, U.S. companies would face suspension of intellectual property rights
in Brazil, instead of higher tariffs on goods exported to Brazil.

"Instead of transferring to society the onus of litigation by way of over-taxing imported products from
the target retaliation county,” Dr. Basso wrote, "society will benefit, for example in greater access to
medicine, culture, entertainment and information.”
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For the strategy to work, Camargo and Basso explain, Brazil must first modify its domestic laws to allow
trade-related suspension of intellectual property rights. Then it would have to receive WTO
authorization of any specific cross-retaliation proposal under the Trade Related Aspects of Intellectual
Property Rights (TRIPS) agreement. That could be a tall order. Some precedents suggest that the WTO
may require Brazil to exhaust retaliation options via tariff increases against imported U.S. goods before
the organization approves any cross-retaliation against intellectual property rights.

Publicly, trade and agriculture officials in both countries diplomatically insist that it will not come to
retaliation. Brazil and the United States will negotiate satisfactory changes in due course, they say,
obviating the need for Brazil to propose any retaliatory measures for WTO approval, much less
implement them.

But after decades of talk, the failure of the United States to make progress on subsidy reforms is
precisely what provoked Brazil into pursuing its grievances through WTO litigation in the first place.
The strategy paid off in the historic ruling, finalized in March. The WTO determined that multi-billion
dollar U.S. cotton export subsidies are outright illegal. An array of direct domestic U.S. cotton subsidies
to farmers will also require significant reform, because the WTO concluded they constitute ‘serious
prejudice’ against the economic interests of the cotton industry in Brazil, and other cotton producing
nations in Africa and elsewhere. Both sets of violations set the stage for trade retaliation by Brazil if
negotiation fails.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, the president’s trade representative, and the U.S. cotton industry
are actively examining compliance options, first for the two export subsidy programs that the WTO
decreed illegal. Under the organization's rules, those programs must be eliminated by July 1. One is the
massive U.S. export credit program that is partially subsidized and supports the foreign sale of many
U.S. commodities in addition to cotton. The second, the "Step 2" export subsidy (see EWG analysis), is
unique to cotton. It provides taxpayer funds--$2.4 billion over the past decade--to U.S.-based cotton
millers and exporters so they can afford to buy American cotton made expensive by another set of multi
-billion dollar subsidies paid to farmers.

American officials have said the U.S. intends to comply fully with the WTO's cotton ruling, starting with
the export subsidies. But no one in government has indicated how they will do so, or when.

So with no action at all expected in time for the first compliance deadline, for action on the illegal
export subsidies, that looms just three weeks from now, some Brazilians are working on Plan B.

[1] President, Environmental Working Group. This analysis was supported by a grant from the Global
Development Program of the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation.
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U.S. Taxpayers Spent $264 Million in 2004 On Cotton Export
Subsidies Ruled lllegal By WTO

Published June 8, 2005

Ken Cook and Chris Campbell [1]
June 9, 2005

U.S. taxpayers provided $264 million in 2004 to a handful of agribusiness firms through an obscure but
controversial cotton subsidy program at the center of a fierce global debate over agricultural
subsidies—a debate that has paralyzed international trade negotiations for the past three years. One
company alone, Allenberg Cotton of Cordova, Tennessee, received almost $35 million through the
program last year, and has collected more than $186 million since 1995.

The subsidy, known as the "Step 2" cotton program, was ruled illegal in March by the World Trade
Organization under a largely successful legal challenge to an array of U.S. cotton subsidies that was
brought by Brazil and supported by several African cotton-producing nations. Step 2 funnels taxpayer
funds to U.S.-based cotton millers and exporters so they can afford to buy domestically grown cotton
instead of cheaper foreign cotton. American cotton has been more expensive in recent years primarily
as the result of a related, multi-billion dollar subsidy system that boosts crop prices and incomes for
U.S. cotton producers.

Under the WTO's rules, Brazil's victory means the Step 2 should be terminated as early as next month.
But no one expects American action by the July 1 deadline because the payments Step 2 provides to
cotton millers and exporters are integral to the overall U.S. cotton subsidy system. Without "Step 2"
payments, program proponents argue, cotton millers would not be able to afford cotton for domestic
use and exporters would not be able to sell over-priced, subsidized American cotton overseas-a serious
problem for U.S. growers, who rely on exports for 40 percent or more of their market in most years.

American officials have said that the U.S. will comply with the WTO decision on Step 2 and other cotton
subsidies. But no one has said how it will do so, or when.

Terminating Step 2 won't be easy. The 2004 payments brought the 10-year cost of the subsidy to more
than $2.4 billion. (Last year was the fourth most expensive for the program over that period.)

The 160 recipients of Step 2 subsidies in 2004 ranged from Allenberg Cotton Company, a Cordova,
Tennessee firm that collected $34.5 million, to Payola Yarns, Inc., of Statesville, NC, which received
$16.00 according to USDA records.

Table 1. The Step 2 Cotton program has paid $264 million in 2004
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Total Step-2

Rank Company City/State Cotton Payments
2004
1 Allenberg Cotton Co [0] Cordova, TN $ 34,574,377
2 Dunavant Enterprises Inc [0] Fresno, CA & Memphis, TN S 23,885,836
3 Cargill Cotton, Div of Cargill [0] Cordova, TN $ 22,798,179
4 Ecom USA Inc [0] Dallas, TX $ 14,292,105
5 Parkdale America, LLC [0] Gastonia, NC & Charlotte, NC $ 13,728,266
6 Staple Cotton Coop Association [0] Greenwood, MS $12,022,173
7 Frontier Spinning Mills, Inc. [0] Sanford, NC $ 10,234,621
8 Calcot Ltd. [0] Bakersfield, CA $ 9,896,372
9 Paul Reinhart Inc [0] Richardson, TX $9,705,423
10  National Textiles LLC [0] Winston-salem, NC $9,375,518

Top 10 Recipients in 2004
Total Step 2 payments, 2004

Percent Top 10 Recipients receive of total, 2004

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from USDA data.

See Full Table for 2004 [0]

$ 160,512,872
$ 263,922,737
61 %

Page 2 of 3

Allenberg Cotton also tops the list of subsidy recipients for cumulative payments over the past ten

years, collecting more than $186 million from taxpayers over that period, followed by Dunavent

Enterprises ($167 million), Cargill Cotton ($155 million), Parkdale America, LLC ($135 million) and

Calcot Ltd ($113 million).

Table 2. The Step 2 Cotton program has paid $2.42 billion from 1995-2004

Rank Company City/State

1 Allenberg Cotton Co [0] Cordova, TN

2 Dunavant Enterprises Inc [0] Fresno, CA & Memphis, TN

3 Cargill Cotton, Div of Cargill [0] Cordova, TN

4 Parkdale America, LLC [0] Gastonia, NC & Charlotte, NC
5 Calcot Ltd. [0] Bakersfield, CA

6 Avondale Mills Inc [0] Sylacauga, AL

1ttp://www.ewg.org/node/8790/print

Total Step-2
Cotton Payments

1995-2004

$ 186,054,814

S 166,959,725

$ 154,915,538

$ 135,421,863

$ 113,591,332
$ 92,228,281
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7 National Textiles LLC [0] Winston-salem, NC $ 90,259,530
Ecom USA Inc [0] Dallas, TX $ 73,394,029
9 Union Underwear Company LLC [0] Bowling Green, KY $ 72,933,449
10  Paul Reinhart Inc [0] Richardson, TX § 70,985,393
Top 10 Recipients in 1995-2004 $1,156,743,953
Total Step 2 payments, 1995-2004 $2,423,864,261
Percent Top 10 Recipients receive of total, 1995-2004 48 %

Source: Environmental Working Group. Compiled from USDA data.

See Full Table for 1995-2004 [0]

The vast majority of the payments go to a handful of such large recipients. For 2004, just ten of the 160
participating companies collected 61 percent of the $264 million, or about $161 million (Table 1). A
total of 325 companies have participated since 1995, and the top ten among them collected 48 percent
of the $2.4 billion in Step 2 subsidies paid over that period. Each of those companies received more
than $70 million from taxpayers over ten years. Over 94 percent of the subsidies under the program in
the past decade have been paid since 1998-some $2.3 billion (Table 2).

Brazil alleged that the Step 2 program was illegal under WTO rules because it allowed U.S. cotton
producers to maintain, and even expand, their share of the world cotton market at the expense of
Brazil and other cotton exporters. Brazil argued that Step 2 payments, combined with other subsidies,
triggered an expansion of U.S. cotton acreage, exports and export share at a time when market signals
alone would have signaled a contraction. International cotton prices had fallen below the U.S. cost of
production, and the U.S. had become the world's high-cost producer.

The WTO agreed, and ruled that the Step 2 program was outright illegal under the organization’s rules.

[ 1] Respectively, President and Vice President for Information Technology, Environmental Working
Group. This analysis was made possible by a grant from the Global Development Program of The William
and Flora Hewlett Foundation.
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News Release - New Legislation to Right the Wrongs of USDA
Racial Discrimination

Statement of Ken Cook, EWG President

Published February 7, 2007

EWG and the National Black Farmers Association are pleased with the introduction of the Pigford
Claims Remedy Act today. Introduced by Representatives Scott (D-VA) and Chabot (R-OH) and
Senators Grassley (R-1A) and Obama (D-IL), the act will help thousands of African American farmers
who were denied entry in the Pigford v. Glickman settlement. The settlement followed the filing of a
class action lawsuit by minority farmers and claimed that the USDA had discriminated against African
American farmers because of their race when applying for farm loans or other forms of assistance.

"We look forward to continuing our work with NBFA and working with the Congress to see that justice
is finally served," said Ken Cook, president of EWG. In 2003's "Obstruction of Justice [1]" report, EWG
found that nearly nine out of ten African American farmers were denied compensation for the

discrimination they experienced in accessing crop loans available to similarly situated white farmers.

RELATED LINKS:

e EWG report "Obstruction of Justice" [2]
« National Black Farmers Association (NBFA) [3]

#ith

EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of
information to protect human health and the environment. The Group's farm subsidy database is
searchable online at http://www.ewg.org/farm/ [4].
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http://www.ewg.org/node/21033
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[1] http://new.ewg.org/reports/blackfarmers
[2] http://new.ewg.org/reports/blackfarmers
[3] http://www.blackfarmers.org/
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News Release - USDA Report: Corn Plantings May be Highest Since
World War Il

Statement of Ken Cook, President, Environmental Working Group

Published March 29, 2007
EWG has been a consistent supporter of sustainable biofuels production, including ethanol.

But this morning's stunning USDA announcement that American farmers intend to plant over 90 million
acres of corn this spring—more acreage than has been planted to the crop since World War ll—should be
a wake up call to policy makers.

Dramatic expansion of corn production for the ethanol industry has profound environmental
implications that are being almost entirely ignored in Washington. It's one thing to have an ethanol
boom in the Corn Belt. An ethanol blow-out is another thing altogether.

» Corn receives heavier applications of nitrogen fertilizer than any other major crop. Adding ten
million additional acres of corn will result in a substantial increase in water pollution from
nitrogen fertilizer run-off throughout the Corn Belt, the main contributor to the the "dead zone"
that encompasses 5,000 to 8,000 square miles in the Gulf of Mexico every spring. Cities like Des
Moines are also already spending large sums to remove excessive nitrate from their tap water.

« Energy independence is about more than trading foreign oil for domestic ethanol. America is
already a net importer of nitrogen fertilizer. Heavier use of nitrogen fertilizer on corn will mean
heavier reliance on foreign suppliers.

e More corn also means more pesticides, weed killers in particular, probably in excess of 15 million
more pounds applied this spring. That will include millions more pounds of Atrazine, a chemical
that contaminates drinking water sources for nearly every major city in the Midwest. Again, water
utilities will bear the cost of cleaning up this water.

« The expansion of corn acreage will also increase demands on groundwater used for irrigation,
particularly if we have below-average moisture later in the growing season.

« We are also concerned that farmers in some areas will be expanding corn production at the
expense of wildlife habitat. On Monday, EWG will write Secretary of Agriculture Mike Johanns to
urge him not to allow ‘early out’ to holders of long-term Conservation Reserve Program contracts
without repayment of rental and cost-sharing funds that have been provided in good faith by
taxpayers in expectation of long term benefits to wildlife and the environment.

 Cellulosic ethanol theoretically is promising in some respects from an environmental standpoint.
But it remains the biofuel equivalent of 'vapor ware' in the computer industry. We have seen
plenty of expensive research proposals, but no firm, practical plan that will bring about a
sustainable transition from corn-starch to cellulosic ethanol.

atttp://www.ewg.org/node/21031/print 12/20/2009



News Release - USDA Report: Corn Plantings May be Highest Since World War 11 Page 2 of 2

Up until now, ethanol policy has been little more than a political bidding war. Policy makers are
outdoing one another to propose the biggest, fastest expansion of subsidies, and the most aggressive
federal mandate to produce more ethanol and put more of it in our gas guzzling automobile fleet.

It's past time for policy makers to pay serious attention to the profound environmental side effects of
the ethanol boom.

#i#

EWG is a not-for-profit research organization that uses the power of information to protect human
health and the environment. EWG's work on agriculture can be viewed at
http://www.ewg.org/issues/siteindex/issues.php?issueid=102 [1]
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News Release - EWG President Ken Cook Testifies Before
Congressional Committee

Urges House Agriculture Subcommittee to Dramatically Increase Conservation
Programs

Published April 19, 2007

WASHINGTON, April 19 — Environmental Working Group President Ken Cook testified today before the
US House of Representatives Agricultural Subcommittee on Conservation, Credit, Energy, and
Research. Using previously unpublished data compiled in response to the congressional mandate in
Section 1614 of the 2002 farm bill, Mr. Cook illustrated the need for a dramatic increase in federal
agricultural conservation programs.

"The potential for the 2007 Farm Bill to significantly address conservation issues cannot be
understated,” said Mr. Cook. "We need to nearly double the amount of funds directed towards
conservation. In addition, it is critical that we see greater environmental benefits from the programs
and ensure that subsidy recipients comply with conservation requirements.”

RELATED LINKS:

« Ken Cook testimony [PDF] [0]
o Testimony for the House Subcommittee [1]

#ith

EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of
information to protect human health and the environment. The Group'’s farm subsidy database is
searchable online at http://www.ewg.org/farm/ [2].

Source URL:
http://www.ewsg.org/node/21030

Links:
[1] http://www.house.gov/apps/list/press/agriculture_dem/pr_041907_CCERconservation.html
[2] http://www.ewg.org/farm/
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News Release - Naming (1.5 Million) Names
Published June 12, 2007

New Web Site Names (1.5 million) Names Of Farm Subsidy Claimants

Disclosure of Unpublished USDA Data Bolsters Reformers As
Congress Begins Debate On Next Farm Law

Washington, June 12 — For decades, American taxpayers have provided tens of billions of dollars in
federal farm subsidies to some of the largest and wealthiest farm businesses in the nation. But
thousands of people who benefited from the subsidy flow were shielded from public view behind
layers of partnerships, joint ventures, limited liability corporations, cooperatives, and other business
structures that obscured their personal subsidy claims.

Not anymore.

A new Web site, developed by the Environmental Working Group (EWG) from millions of previously
unpublished USDA subsidy records and released today, provides nearly full disclosure of federal farm
subsidy beneficiaries for the first time. The disclosures include individuals, sometimes numbering in
the dozens, whose subsidy benefits pass through one or more plantation-scale farm businesses that
produce vast quantities of subsidized cotton, rice and other crops. Many of those businesses receive
millions in USDA crop subsidies each year, and according to the new USDA data, pass six-figure
benefits through to many people. In many cases, these individuals have not previously had subsidy
benefits attributed to them by name.

"While two-thirds of U.S. farmers receive no farm subsidy payments, American taxpayers have been
writing farm subsidy checks to wealthy absentee land owners, state prison systems, universities,
public corporations, and very large, well-heeled farm business operations without the government so
much as asking the beneficiaries if they need our money,” said Ken Cook, president of the
Environmental Working Group. "Even if you live smack in the middle of a big city, type in a ZIP code
and you'll find farm subsidy recipients. Surely we can come up with a smarter investment portfolio
for agriculture and rural America than the list of 1.5 million subsidy beneficiaries we are publishing
today,” Cook said. "America's farm subsidy system is broken. It's time for change.”

The new data shows that farm program benefits are highly concentrated in the hands of a small
minority of subsidized individuals and operations, with the top 1% of beneficiaries claiming 17
percent of the crop subsidy benefits between 2003 and 2005. Their average benefit was $377,484 per
person for the 3 program years or over $125,000 apiece annually. As a point of reference, the
average adjusted gross income within the ZIP codes of those same top recipients was $45,853 in 2004
(the latest year for with IRS provides data from tax returns by ZIP code).

"The Environmental Working Group’s database clearly shows current inequities and why Congress
must broadly reform the farm bill,” said Rev. David Beckmann, president of Bread for the World. "On
June 12, hundreds of Bread for the World members — religious people from across the United States
— will visit congressional offices to share this same message with their elected representatives. We

http://www.ewg.org/node/21277/print 5/2/2012
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want a farm bill that allocates resources fairly. The farm bill needs to support a broad range of U.S.
farmers without harming farmers in developing countries, enable our country's low-income people to
buy nutritious food, and strengthen rural communities.”

"This data clearly exposes the hypocrisy of our commodity programs, showing how large amounts of
taxpayer dollars are given out to a few, while others — here and abroad — are struggling,” said
Raymond C. Offenheiser, president of Oxfam America. "The numbers on cotton are particularly
astounding, highlighting the unfairness faced by American and African farmers alike. But with
transparency comes accountability, and it's time for our legislators to fix this broken system.”

"This is the one thing that has corporate agribusiness shaking in their boots. Now, with the click of a
mouse, taxpayers can see behind the farm subsidy curtain. This database shows that Ma and Pa
farmer are getting peanuts from today's subsidy system. While corporate agriculture is living high on
the hog,” said Ryan Alexander, President of Taxpayers for Common Sense.

"Most farmers are turned away when they offer to share the cost of clean water and wildlife habitat
because of our misplaced spending priorities. The next farm bill should reward, nor reject, farmers
when they take steps to help the environment. Rewarding stewardship would help many more
farmers and regions get a fair share of farm spending,” said Scott Faber, Director of Environmental
Defense’s Healthy Food, Healthy Farms Campaign.

The entry point for the new Farm Policy Analysis is www.mulchblog.com [1]. This site will go 'live’ at
12:00 PM EST on June 12th.

In addition, the Farm Poticy Analysis Database incorporates several methods of interpreting the new
data:

» Detailed analysis of payment traffic between entities and individuals called 'Pass-Throughs.’

= Mean Adjusted Gross Income (AGl) data for zip codes of entities and recipients. The EWG
obtained aggregate data from the Internal Revenue Service and matched mean AGl in each zip
code to the zip code(s) of subsidized farm businesses and beneficiaries.

« The Farm Policy Analysis Database is the first in a series of 2007 farm policy reports to be
released by EWG this summer, as Congress struggles to reauthorize the next federal "farm bill.”
Forthcoming analyses from EWG will examine farm subsidy payments to black farmers; the
beneficiaries of billions of dollars of controversial "commaodity certificate” farm subsidies; and
the near-total neglect in past farm bills of the needs of tens of thousands of fruit and vegetable
growers in California and Florida, and farmers and ranchers who have sought USDA conservation
assistance but been turned away for lack of funds.

Related Resources:

« Farm Bill 2007 Database [2]
« Full Bisclosure: Who really benefits from federal farm subsidies [3]

Source URL:
http://www.ews.org/release/naming-15-million-names

Links:

[1] http://www.mulchblog.com

[2] http://www.mulchblog.com

[31 http:/ /www.mulchblog.com/2007/06/full_disclosure_who_really_ben.php
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News Release - Widening Farm Subsidy Gap Is Leaving Black
Farmers Further Behind

House Agriculture Committee’s Farm Bill Will Lock In Inequity

Published July 25, 2007

Download a PDF of Short Crop report [0]

Washington, DC, July 25 - Black farmers receive between one-third to one-sixth of the benefits under
major federal crop subsidy programs that other farmers receive, and the “subsidy gap” has widened
over the past decade. The gap will become more inequitable if a bill reported by the House
Agriculture Committee passes the House later this week, researchers said.

The farm subsidy gap is documented in a study to be released in a telephone news conference at 2
p.m. ET today (July 25) by the National Black Farmers Association (NBFA) and the Environmental
Working Group. Their report is based on USDA subsidy payment records for individual farm subsidy
recipients and farm businesses that previously have not been available to outside researchers. The
two organizations collaborated on a 2003 analysis, Obstruction of Justice [0], that reignited the
debate over the injustices tens of thousands of black farmers have experienced in the settlement of
the Pigford vs. USDA case involving discrimination in government farm lending.

Analysis of payments to individual farmers and farm businesses shows that a subsidy gap between
black farmers and all others has expanded dramatically in the past decade from $2,225 per
recipient in 1995 to nearly $10,000 per recipient in 2005. The analysis compares black recipients
with all other recipients, including individual subsidy recipients who are predominantly white, and
farm businesses, which are predominantly white-owned.

More detailed data that allows comparisons between individual subsidy beneficiaries for 2003 and
2005 shows that fewer than 8,000 blacks collected crop subsidies each year over that period. The
total amount was just over $23 million per year. In every single category of aid, and for every crop,
black beneficiaries received a fraction of the aid that other beneficiaries received.

« Black beneficiaries of federal farm subsidy programs averaged $7,363 each in subsidy
payments between 2003 and 2005 according to the latest USDA data, an average of $2,454
per beneficiary per year. This is one-third the amount received on average by all other
beneficiaries--$22,506 over the 3 program years, or about $7,502 per beneficiary per year.

o All but a few black farm program beneficiaries fall in the bottom rung of farm subsidy
payments nationally. Eighty (80) percent of black beneficiaries during the years 2003-2005
(7,680 individuals) shared less than $6 million, which amounted to less than $260 per
person per year. By comparison, the bottom 80 percent of all other beneficiaries collected
six times that amount, an average of $1,628 per year.

http://www.ewg.org/node/22172/print 12/20/2009
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Direct Payments. These payments are rigidly formulaic and are determined by past production—
acreage and per acre yield histories registered with local USDA offices for the specific crops that
are eligible. Any factor that served to reduce either acreage or yields for a farmer during that
historical base period would serve to lower direct payments. Those factors would include any
unfair, inequitable or discriminatory treatment black farmers may have experienced in applying
for the programs or program benefits.

Direct payments to black beneficiaries averaged $3,206 on average between 2003 and 2005, just
over $1,000 per year. Direct payments to all other beneficiaries were over three times higher--
$10,346 over the period.

Most of the subsidies that will be paid under the House Agriculture Committee’s proposed farm bill
would be direct payments. As a result, the black-white inequity will be locked in for five more years.

Review of agriculture census data indicates that disparities in subsidy assistance between black and
white farm operators cannot be fully explained by the fact that blacks operate smaller farms or
tend to grow ‘non-program’ crops. More important is the question of the degree to which
discrimination against black farmers by local USDA offices has been a long-term factor in limiting
the ability of black farmers to expand their operations or discouraging them from growing
subsidized program crops.

#ith

The EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of
information to protect human health and the environment. The group’s farm subsidy database can
be found at www.mulchblog.com [1].

Source URL:
http://www.ewg.org/node/22172

Links:
[1] http://www.mulchblog.com
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House Farm Bill: A Missed Opportunity for Leadership and Real
Reform

Statement of Ken Cook, President, Environmental Working Group

Published July 26, 2007

Washington, July 27 — House Agriculture Chairman Collin Peterson, Ranking Member Bob Goodlatte,
members of their committee, and their staffs, are to be commended for working long and hard to
produce the Farm Bill passed by the House of Representatives today. Much good will come from many
of the bill’s provisions, if enacted into law, that increase funding and improve policy to protect the
environment, provide assistance to hungry people at home and abroad, expand outreach to socially
disadvantaged and minority farmers, and expand research on organic farming methods and the next
generation of sustainable biofuel production. Moreover, Chairman Peterson made good on his promise
to listen to all sides during the committee’s deliberations, even when he strongly disagreed, as did
the other members of the committee.

However, on balance, this House farm bill will be remembered as a missed opportunity for reform of
federal farm policies that are broken at their core. It also represents a failure of House leadership to
serve the broader needs of the nation, instead of taking their cues at every turn from the farm
subsidy lobby. This bill will not bear the scrutiny of passing time. We’re talking about mid-August, at
the latest.

The commodity provisions will perpetuate, and in some cases worsen, the deepest, most offensive,
and indeed scandalous flaws of the farm subsidy system. It’s hardly surprising that a committee
whose 46 districts absorb 42 percent of the nation’s crop subsidy money would write a bill to
perpetuate the inequity. What is surprising is that House leadership stamped ‘reform’ on the status
quo subsidies that emerged.

The vast majority of America’s farmers and ranchers will still not receive a fair share of farm bill
assistance, which will be funneled to a narrow group of large producers of just five perennially
subsidized crops. In the name of saving family farms, taxpayers will actually be bankrolling their
demise, both here in America and in some of the poorest nations in the world.

The payment limitation policies in the bill make mockery of reform, and as a consequence, the
largest, wealthiest subsidized operations in the country will continue to collect an unlimited and
growing share of taxpayer money. A millionaire with an enormous farm, half a brain and a cut-rate
accountant will easily avoid the ‘hard cap’ subsidy cut-off of $1 million in earnings; the loophole-
riddled ‘gimme cap’ will be no barrier to subsidies for high-earners in the $500,000 to $1 million
range.
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As IRS data and CBO’s score make clear, hardly anyone in those stratospherically high tax brackets
will see their crop subsidy flow impeded by the bill’s ‘reforms,” which extend the regressive policies
of unlimited subsidies to anyone able to siphon them up.

At a time of high prices and robust earnings for producers of corn, soybeans and other crops,
taxpayers will continue to obligated to make wasteful, automatic payments to the tune of $26 billion
over the next five years. The biggest beneficiaries of the windfall will now receive an even larger
share, thanks to a provision that actually boosts their automatic direct payments, and theirs alone,
by 50 percent. In other words, under the bill’s payment limitation provisions that House Speaker
Nancy Pelosi hailed as a “first step towards reform”, a husband and wife in the top ranks of
subsidized farmers will automatically collect up to $200,000 more from taxpayers over the next five
years.

Fair, commonsense reforms could have preserved an effective safety net for current subsidy
recipients while redirecting billions of dollars to long-neglected needs: conservation programs,
hunger assistance, healthier school lunches, rural development, disadvantaged and minority
farmers...the list goes on.

Above all, this week’s House action on the farm bill reaffirms the need for reform interests outside
the subsidy fraternity to stiffen their resolve, organize, and make their voices heard in the next
phase of this debate. Much of what is good in this bill came about because of the effective pressure
generated by the very “outsiders” the Agriculture Committee inveterately carps about.

That reform pressure was applied most skillfully and powerfully by the real heroes of this farm bill
cycle in the House: Representatives Ron Kind (D-WI) and Jeff Flake (R-AZ). They stood up to the
agriculture committee, and even to their own leadership, with a “Fairness Amendment” that was
sufficiently threatening to the subsidy lobby to leverage increased funding for conservation,
nutrition, organic agriculture, specialty crops, minority farmers and many other priorities. Had their
amendment prevailed, the House would have provided America with a fairer set of policies for all of
our farmers and ranchers, consumers, taxpayers, the environment, and the less fortunate here and
abroad.

Most of the members who voted against the amendment actually voted against the interests of their
own constituents.

Mr. Kind and Mr. Flake fell short on their full reform agenda to cap grotesquely large payments, and
phase down the most wasteful ones, only in the face of the usual threat from the subsidy lobby to
“take down the Farm Bill” and savage programs for the poor, black farmers, the environment and so
forth. Nothing less than the full power of the commodity lobby and the House leadership was able to
defeat the Kind-Flake Fairness Amendment.

They should be proud of the fight they put up on America’s behalf. Like so many others in the broad
coalition their efforts helped to forge, EWG is proud to have fought by their side.

Hitit

EWG is a nonprofit environmental research organization that uses the power of information to protect
the environment and public health. EWG publishes the online Farm Subsidy Database available at
http://www.mulchblog.com/ [1].
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News Release - A Disaster Waiting To Happen...Forever

Published October 1, 2007

Washington, D.C., Oct.2—A bid to establish a dedicated trust fund to compensate farmers and
ranchers who suffer weather damage to crops and livestock would direct most of the funds to a
handful of states where agricultural disaster “emergencies” are in fact routine, virtually annual
occurrences, primarily because of low rainfall.

These same states are among the biggest recipients of crop subsidies, conservation aid, and federally
subsidized crop insurance claims, according to a new analysis of disaster aid payments released today
from the Environmental Working Group.

This week the Senate Finance Committee reportedly will consider a permanent trust fund that would
set aside $5 billion that could be paid in disaster aid to farmers and ranchers without resort to ad hoc
legislation.

EWG examined the history of disaster aid payments to the 20 states currently represented on the
Senate Finance Committee and found that over the past 21 years, those states have collected some
$9 billion in ad hoc disaster payments, roughly one-third of the $26 billion total paid nationwide.
However, just four states on the committee collected 55 percent of that $9 billion (North Dakota,
Kansas, lowa and Montana). Future disaster aid is expected to follow the same pattern.

“Our analysis raises the question of whether it is fair to designate such a large portion of revenues to
a single purpose that mostly benefits just a few states on the committee,” said EWG president Ken
Cook. “Other states represented on Senate Finance have higher priority agriculture-related needs for
such funds, including conservation, rural development, or specialty crop agriculture,” Cook added.

“These other priorities have never been funded through ad hoc assistance and are, in fact,
perennially short-changed by federal farm and appropriations policy decisions. Indeed, in recent
years, conservation and other programs have had their funds cut in order to pay for disaster aid,”
Cook stated.

The concentrated, predictable, repetitive nature of agricultural disaster aid among a few states with
perennially poor growing conditions also raises the question of whether the time has come for states
to assume a primary role in providing agricultural disaster assistance within their borders, the EWG
analysis found.

The full report is at http://www.ewg.org/reports/disasterwaiting [1].

#H#
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The EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of
information to protect human health and the environment. Visit http://www.mulchblog.com [2] to
learn more about the EWG’s farm subsidy analysis.
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News Release - Media Advisory
Published October 31, 2007

Senator Lugar and EWG to Hold Joint Press Conference To Release New EWG
Database

Analysis Will Forecast Direct Payment Subsidies By Farm Business & Beneficiary Through 2012

Members of the media are invited to join Indiana Senator Richard Lugar and EWG president Ken Cook on
Thursday, November 1st for a press conference announcing the launch of the EWG report on Direct
Payments: Subsidies on Autopilot. The report and accompanying database will show:

« While many subsidized farmers are projected to receive record crop prices and earn record farm
incomes over the next five years, the subsidy lobby is still demanding $26 billion in automatic
payments from taxpayers over that period in the 2007 farm bill.

» Just seven states will collect half of the direct payment subisidies. The 19 states represented by
the Senate Agriculture Committee will receive 61 percent of direct payments.

e The report lists farm businesses and beneficiaries likely to collect direct payment subsidies over
the next five years, and projects the amount they could receive if the current program is

extended through 2012.
« Nationally, EWG projects that 263 farm businesses will collect one million dollars or more in
direct payment subsidies over the next five years if Congress extends the program unchanged.

What: Press Conference for release of EWG Report - Subsidies on Autopilot.

When: Thursday, November 1st, 2007 11:15 AM EST

Who: Senator Richard Lugar of Indiana and Ken Cook, president of the Environmental Working Group
Where: Senate SC-6

Report Distribution: Subsidies on Autopilot and the information in this advisory is embargoed to the
public until 11:00 AM EST Thursday, November 1st, 2007. Embargoed pre-access to the report can be
obtained by contacting the EWG public affairs office using the contact information at the top of the
advisory.

#HH

The EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of
information to protect human health and the environment. Visit www.mulchblog.com [1] to learn more
about the EWG’s farm subsidy analysis.
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News Release - Senate Set to Debate the Farm Bill, EWG Presses
for Reforms

Published December 10, 2007

WASHINGTON, December 10, 2007 - After weeks of haggling, the Senate is set to deliberate on the
2007 Farm Bill. The Environmental Working Group, along with a diverse coalition of groups, is
advocating for reform of wasteful government spending in farm programs.

“A number of Farm Bill amendments will give senators the chance to vote for the status quo of
continued, wasteful taxpayer handouts to the biggest and wealthiest farming operations in the
country, or to support sensible, forward-looking reforms. A series of amendments would protect the
environment, support the family farmer and rural economies, help feed the neediest among us, and
provide taxpayer relief,” said Ken Cook, president of the Environmental Working Group.

Cook identified the following reforms as crucial to a forward-thinking Farm Bill:

« End unlimited subsidies to mega-farms. The Dorgan-Grassley amendment would place a firm
subsidy cap of $250,000 per farm to stop unlimited payments to plantation-scale farm
businesses that use money from taxpayers to get even bigger and squeeze out their smaller
neighbors.

+ Ask the wealthy to farm on their own dime. The Klobuchar-Durbin-Brown amendment would
improve the agriculture committee’s indefensibly weak means test to make sure the wealthiest
people in the country don’t tap into programs meant to help small family farms.

« Trim the fat from insurance company subsidies. The Brown-Sununu-McCaskill Reduction of
Excess Subsidies to Crop Underwriters (RESCU) amendment ends the gouging taxpayers have
endured from big crop insurance companies and invests the money in national priorities.

« Reduce “direct payment” subsidies to farmers already doing well. Most crop farmers will earn
record incomes this year and are projected to do so over the course of the farm bill, largely as a
consequence of the ethanol boom that Congress is about to overheat further with a new fuel
mandate in the energy bill. Taxpayers are not obliged to provide automatic “direct payment”
subsidies when the recipients are flourishing in the marketplace, especially when other
important Farm Bill programs are under-funded.

« Provide taxpayer support to all farmers when they need it. The Lugar-Lautenburg Farm, Ranch,
Equity, Stewardship, and Health (FRESH) amendment would change the face of subsidies as we
know it. The FRESH amendment provides all, not just commodity crop, farmers with modest
taxpayer support when they demonstrate need. Savings from FRESH would reduce the deficit,
help farmers solve environmental problems, and provide more for critical nutrition programs.

###
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EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of information
to protect human health and the environment. The group’s farm subsidy database can be found at
mulchblog.com [1].
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Statement: Washington Post "Backward in the Senate”

Published December 19, 2007

Charles Lane uncorked this beaut [1] last week, after the Dorgan-Grassley and Klobuchar amendments
went down. It's a fitting contribution to the legacy of the late Peter Milius, who roared on the Post’s
editorial page about the inequities and inanities of farm bills for many years.

A measure to limit bloated farm subsidies is approved by a 13-vote margin. But it won't
become law.

AN AMENDMENT to the 2007 farm bill that would have limited federal payments to well-to-
do farmers failed in the Senate yesterday. The vote was 56-43 -- in favor of the measure.
How can a bill backed by a substantial bipartisan majority not pass? Welcome to the
wonderful world of agriculture politics.

The legislation, sponsored by Sens. Byron L. Dorgan (D-N.D.) and Charles E. Grassley (R-
lowa), would have capped government supports at $250,000 per year per farm. To be
sure, that figure is more than five times the median household income in the United
States. But, given that a lucky 570 farms received $250,000 or more in 2005, and that two-
thirds of crop supports benefit just 10 percent of farms, this would have been progress.

Sen. Blanche Lincoln (D-Ark.) did not see it that way. She dug in her heels against the
amendment. According to her, it was unfair to producers of "capital-intensive" crops such
as rice and cotton. It supposedly would have made U.S. agriculture less competitive in the
global marketplace, potentially making us as dependent on foreign crops as we are on
foreign oil -- at a time when "news reports continue to highlight cases of dangerous
imported food." Left unsaid in Ms. Lincoln's statement was that 26 farms in her home state
received $250,000 or more in 2005, according to government statistics compiled by the
Environmental Working Group. The recipients include farms run by the Arkansas
Department of Corrections, which produces cotton and other crops using convict tabor.
Federal subsidies to a state plantation worked by prisoners who don't get paid: now that's
enterprising...

...Now Ms. Lincoln has something to crow about on her next trip to the cotton and rice
fields of Arkansas. But for a Democratic Party ostensibly committed to fiscal discipline,
majority rule and economic equality, this episode is a major embarrassment.

Source URL:
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http://www.ewg.org/node/25811/print 12/20/2009



Editorial Map Analysis Page 1 of 2

emvmammsm'mu wakxmﬁ GROUP | THE POWER OF INFORMATION

Published on Environmental Working Group (http://www.ewg.org)

Editorial Map Analysis

Published February 11, 2008

The 2007/2008 Farm Bill debate brought unprecedented attention to—and criticism of—America’s
wasteful, outdated system of farm subsidies.

[0]

Unfortunately, the bills passed by both the House of Representatives and the
Senate last year, which now await Conference Committee action that has
been stalled by a presidential veto threat, do almost nothing to stem the
billions of dollars of taxpayer funded handouts to wealthy individuals and
profitable plantation-scale farm operations. These subsidy abuses
paradoxically occur in the face of a worsening overall US economy, and an “overheated” farm
economy posting record high farm income and record high prices for many crops.

In addition, the recently passed stimulus legislation will send a few hundred dollars to most
Americans to help them cope with the strains of a weakening economy. Those same Americans will be
shocked to learn that Congress is about to lavish tens of thousands of dollars per year on large-scale
farming operations that are earning record incomes, largely due to the ethanol boom.

EWG has developed an interactive map [0] of the more than 400 pro-reform Farm Bill editorials
published in the past year from across America. Few issues have garnered as much editorial page
criticism of Congress. A body which by and large has acceded to the subsidy lobby’s preferences for
unlimited taxpayer support for the largest commercial farming operations in the country. This occurs
while most farmers and ranchers receive no support at all. Congress’ unwillingness to take on these
special interests has only increased the clamor for change in the nation’s newspapers.

Two main themes emerge from these editorials:

« Something must be done to stop the taxpayer-funded giveaways to wealthy individuals and
operations that do not need support. Especially when so many other crucial programs such as
nutrition and conservation are lacking critical funding.

« lronically, the Bush Administration comes across as far more progressive and reform minded
than the Democratic leadership of the House and Senate when it comes to matters of equity and
fairness in subsidy payments. “Change” may be the buzzword of this presidential campaign
cycle, but when it comes to the farm bill, Congress is hewing to the flawed, failed policies of
the past

The editorial map also deflates recent claims that criticism of status quo subsidies amount to little
more than uninformed complaining by out of touch elites far removed, geographically and
intellectually, from the realities of “production agriculture.” Senate Agriculture Committee member
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Kent Conrad (D-ND) told the Bismarck Tribune “We're also fighting against an East Coast media that
simply doesn't understand farming and is encouraging opposition to the farm bill.” Back in August,
House Agriculture Committee Chairman Colin Peterson (D-MN) informed Delta Farm Press that “those
of us in farm country don’t know about the big city and we aren’t about to tell them what to do. But
these big-city editorial writers and others don’t have a clue about agriculture and they should keep
out of our business. We’d all be better off.”

As the map makes clear, some of the strongest criticism of agri-business as usual farm subsidies has
arisen from the heart of farm country itself, in California, the Midwest, the Mountain West and the
South. Nor is it only editorial boards that think an overhaul of agriculture policy is past due. A recent
poll commissioned by Oxfam America [1] in several states including lowa, Colorado, and Minnesota
shows that 60 percent of voters believe the Farm Bill needs reform.

It is clear that while most Americans and their local newspapers feel change is needed in federal
farm policy, the subsidy lobby and their friends in Congress are mired in the special interest politics
of the past.

Source URL:
http://www.ewsg.org/node/26001

Links:
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More Civil Rights Trouble at USDA: GAO Investigators Kicked Out
of Offices

Published March 4, 2008

WASHINGTON, March 3 - Last week, U.S. Department of Agriculture officials ordered auditors from
the Government Accountability Office out of their offices, and ordered USDA employees not to speak
with them. GAO was investigating allegations that USDA deliberately gave false information to
auditors looking into the Department’s alleged mishandling of civil rights complaints.

Environmental Working Group and the National Black Farmers Association, which have been working
to win justice for black farmers who were discriminated against for farm loans, issued the following
statement:

“We are deeply concerned about the continuing evidence of problems on the part of the USDA in
meeting its civil rights obligations under federal law. We urge the Secretary of Agriculture to resolve
this issue as soon as possible,” said Ken Cook, EWG president.

“This is a clear case of arrogance by the USDA and Sec. Schafer. The office of civil rights at USDA
continues to delay justice by shredding complaints and threatening employees. By not resolving black
farmer cases in the office of civil rights, it is business as usual at USDA,” said Dr. John Boyd, NBFA
president.

“Secretary Schafer and USDA need to realize that the complaints represent black farmer’s lives. The
agency’s denial of our civil rights leaves black farmers slaves to the system,” Boyd concluded.
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The EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of
information to protect human health and the environment. The group’s farm subsidy database can be
found at www.mulchblog.com [1]

Source URL:
http:/ /www.ewg,org/node/26089

Links:
[1] http://www.mulchblog.com

http://www.ewg.org/node/26089/print 12/20/2009



Letter Supporting Farm Bill Proposed $4.951 Billion Conservation Increase Page 1 of 3

@wgammm WORKING GROUP THE POWER OF INFORMATION

Published on Environmental Working Group (http://www.ewg.org)

Letter Supporting Farm Bill Proposed $4.951 Billion Conservation
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March 21, 2008

The Honorable Harry M. Reid The Honorable Nancy Pelosi
Majority Leader Speaker

The Honorable Mitch McConnell The Honorable John Boehner
Minority Leader Minority Leader

The Honorable Tom Harkin The Honorable Collin Peterson
Chairman Chairman

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry Committee on Agriculture

The Honorable Saxby Chambliss The Honorable Bob Goodlatte
Ranking Member Ranking Member

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry Committee on Agriculture

The Honorable Max Baucus The Honorable Charles Rangel
Chairman Chairman

Committee on Finance Committee on Ways and Means
The Honorable Chuck Grassley The Honorable Jim McCrery
Ranking Member Ranking Member

Committee on Finance Committee on Ways and Means
United States Senate United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Leader Reid, Madame Speaker, Chairmen and Ranking Members:

The undersigned organizations respectfully and urgently request your strong support of the March 18,
2008, Farm Bill “Framework’s” $4.951 billion increase in new funds above baseline for the Bill’s
voluntary, incentives-based conservation programs. While substantially more is truly needed to
address the country’s conservation needs, this level of investment is essential. Any less risks
irreparable damage to our agricultural lands and other natural resources.
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The ethanol boom, propelled in large measure by energy bill mandates Congress enacted in 2005 and
dramatically expanded last year, is one of many factors putting enormous pressure on America’s land,
water and wildlife resources. As a consequence, it is our expert judgment that a generation of
conservation accomplishments could be severely diminished and, in some areas, may be erased
altogether. The consequences for water quality, wildlife, wetlands, soil erosion control, flood
prevention and management, and other vital natural systems and functions, could be profound,
underscoring the need for substantial new funding of conservation programs.

Much of the conservation legacy now in jeopardy was made possible by American taxpayers, who
invested billions of dollars through Farm Bill conservation programs that our organizations worked
with Congress to invent, propose, and, over decades of effort, persuade Congress to enact and fund.
We are enormously proud that Farm Bill conservation programs have forged literally thousands of
partnerships nationwide between conservation and agriculture interests.

To a large degree, these programs are the only available tools to cope with the conservation
pressures our organizations are observing around the country. In fact, the programs are so popular
with farmers and ranchers that thousands of applicants are turned away every year for lack of funds.
Over the 5 year term of the 2002 Farm Bill, $13.5 billion in requests from more than 487,000 farmers
and ranchers went unfunded. A major reason for this funding gap is that Congress routinely cuts
funding for the conservation programs. For the current fiscal year, Congress eliminated nearly $1
billion in mandatory conservation funding and, since passage of the 2002 Farm Bill, net cuts to
mandatory conservation programs have totaled almost $4.5 billion.

Thus we urge your support of the Framework’s conservation funding level. A minimum increase of $5
billion in new funds over baseline spending for conservation is needed to replace funding that has
been slashed in recent years, and to cope with the conservation crisis that is looming in farm country.
Any funds “saved” as a result of changes to conservation programs must be retained and reinvested in
the Conservation Title.

According to the Congressional Budget Office, crop subsidy payments will decline by billions due to
high prices over the course of the next farm bill. Net farm income, at a record level this year, is
projected to remain robust. The farm economy’s unprecedented prosperity makes this an ideal time
for tens of thousands of farmers to invest in overdue conservation measures through federal programs
that share the costs.

We look forward to working with you to ensure that the Framework’s conservation level is the
minimum included in the final Farm Bill. We welcome the opportunity to discuss this urgent matter
with you further during this pivotal period in the Farm Bill debate.

Respectfully,

American Rivers

American Society of Agronomy

Center for Native Ecosystems
Chesapeake Bay Commission

Coevolution Institute

Crop Science Society of America
Defenders of Wildlife

Environmental and Energy Study Institute
Environmental Defense Fund
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Environmental Working Group
Izaak Walton League of America
Land Trust Alliance

The Minnesota Project

National Audubon Society

National Wildlife Federation
Natural Resources Defense Council
Soil Science Society of America
Soil and Water Conservation Society
Sustainable Agriculture Coalition
Union of Concerned Scientists
Water Environment Federation
World Wildlife Fund
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SF Chron: Dems juggle needs in $286 billion farm bill

San Francisco Chronicle, Carolyn Lochhead
Published April 4, 2008

Democratic lawmakers are struggling to finance billions of dollars in automatic payments to grain and
soybean farmers during a record commodity boom - and add another multibillion-dollar "permanent
disaster” program for Great Plains farmers plowing highly erodible land - while at the same time
providing promised money for nutrition, conservation and California fruit and vegetable growers in a
$286 billion farm bill.

Lawmakers face an April 18 deadline to pass a new five-year farm bill when a temporary extension of
the current law expires. But what began last year as a plan by House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-San
Francisco, to preserve crop subsidies by adding money for everyone else is cracking under the weight
of a White House veto threat, rising food inflation, increasing pressure on fragile farmland and a
slowing economy that make crop subsidies harder to justify each day.

The stalemate has dragged on for months and caused fits for Pelosi, who pushed through the House
version of the bill last summer hoping the crop subsidies would help newly elected Democrats from
Republican-leaning farm states. Most farm bills pass with little notice outside farm country and the
industry press.

Instead she has faced an onslaught of criticism from reform groups, including a Bay Area-based
healthy food movement, that contend the Depression-era subsidies promote industrial farming and
encourage the use of the grain-based sweeteners, fats and carbohydrates that permeate junk food.

Her problems have only increased since summer as the commodity boom has accelerated, fueled by
ethanol subsidies and growing demand from India and China. Corn prices have nearly tripled in two
years, and wheat prices are so high that U.S. bakers called for an export embargo.

Pressure on fragile cropland

The price surge has put pressure on fragile cropland and intensified the split between lawmakers who
want more conservation funding and those who insist high prices won't last forever, and that wheat
farmers in the Dakotas and Montana need federal money for frequent crop failures.

Pelosi is deeply involved in the closed-door negotiations to meld the bills that passed the House and
Senate last year and raise the extra $10 billion needed to pay for them. Yet despite all manner of
budget gimmicks, lawmakers have not found a way to appease all the interest groups without raising
taxes and drawing a veto threat from President Bush.

These frictions erupted Thursday when Senate Agriculture Committee Chairman Tom Harkin, D-lowa,
a strong conservation and nutrition advocate, blasted efforts to trim conservation to pay for the new
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disaster program at a time when record grain prices are pulling millions of acres of marginal farmland
back into production, threatening wildlife and water and soil quality.

"We know what's happening to the soil," Harkin said. "We know what's happening to the Gulf of
Mexico,"” where fertilizer runoff from the Mississippi River has created a "dead zone" the size of New
Jersey. Food and fuel prices are rising, he said, while soil is being tilled "like a strip mine."
Earnings well above average

The subsides go to a handful of crops, mainly corn, wheat, rice, soybeans and cotton. Record price
increases for most of these crops have rippled through the grocery industry, pushing food inflation
above 4 percent a year. The average farmer is now earning almost $90,000 a year, double the 2006
median U.S. household income of $45,000. Full-time commercial farmers will earn more than
$229,000 this year, the Agriculture Department projects.

That contrast will grow even sharper Tuesday, when the Environmental Working Group, an advocacy
group that tracks individual recipients of farm subsidies, publishes the latest figures for 2006.

While Congress will send married couples a maximum $1,200 in economic stimulus checks in a few
weeks, under the five-year House farm bill, "we'd be sending out checks for 100 times that amount
each year to farm couples at the top of the subsidy heap,” Environmental Working Group President
Ken Cook said. "And those would be the first of five payments for a total of $600,000. That's three
median-priced homes. How do they justify that?"

Concentrated crop subsidies

Most farmers do not receive crop subsidies, including California fruit and vegetable growers. Long left
out of farm bills, they scored a breakthrough this year by getting roughly $2 billion for research and
marketing assistance and are lobbying to protect it.

Crop subsidies are increasingly concentrated among the biggest producers, and many economists
believe they speed the consolidation of farming by giving the largest farms added financial leverage
to buy out their neighbors.

Rep. Ron Kind, a Wisconsin Democrat who represents a farming district but wants reforms, thinks his
party is "misreading the politics” of the farm bill, saying farmers are asking him why they are still
getting subsidy checks.

He also said the healthy food movement is affecting lawmakers, noting that when he carried "The
Omnivore's Dilemma” by UC Berkeley writer Michael Pollan onto the House floor one day, several of
his colleagues said they had already read it.

"This could be the great Conservation Bill of the 21st century,” Kind said, calling the bill "the largest
investment in private lands that comes through this place.”
‘Politically insane'

House Ways and Means Chairman Charles Rangel, D-N.Y., a supporter of food stamps, has already
reluctantly agreed to trim food stamp increases and is looking for ways to raise more revenue, but
appears to be grating against the demands of the subsidy lobby.

"Our farm bill is not the most popular legislation,” Rangel told reporters Tuesday, noting "soaring food
prices.”
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Farm-state lawmakers, for their part, refuse to pare $5 billion in automatic payouts that go out each
year to farmers who have historically planted subsidized crops - regardless of price or whether the
crops are still grown.

Two lawmakers, Sens. Kent Conrad, D-N.D., and Max Baucus, D-Mont., have rejected as "dead on
arrival” efforts to remove the permanent disaster program.

Kind said the outcome "depends on who blinks" - the White House or Democratic leaders.

E-mail Carolyn Lochhead at clochhead®@sfchronicle.com [1].
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News Release - In Recession, Big Bucks for Big Farms

Published April 14, 2008

WASHINGTON, April 14, 2008. Over the next few weeks, some American couples will get $1,200 of
their own money back from Washington. This is the maximum, one-time tax rebate Congress provided
last February in their desperate attempt to revive our faltering economy that has since been declared
in recession.

By contrast, in a few months some other American couples, who operate some of the largest, most
profitable farms in the country or merely own huge swaths of farmland, could be receiving 100 times
that amount from the government--$120,000. That’s what could happen if the House version of the
2008 farm bill becomes law later this week.

What’s more, $120,000 will just be the first of five guaranteed annual crop subsidy payments that
will bring them $600,000 through 2012.

The disparity owes much to the decades-old momentum behind farm subsidies which delivered $13.4
billion to farmers in 2006, according to the latest update of the Environmental Working Group’s Farm
Subsidy Database website [1] (site [2] and analysis [3]).

Now including 2006 USDA data, the new website shows that from 1995 to 2006 or the past 12 years,
taxpayers have sent over $177 billion in subsidies to farmers. Taxpayers will continue to send billions
more, even as the farm economy posts record prices for many crops, and record incomes for most
farmers.

To put this crop subsidy largesse in perspective, at median home prices reported by the National
Association of Realtors [4] for the last quarter of 2007, $600,000 would buy eight or more homes in
places like Youngstown, OH, Saginaw, Ml and Decatur, IL.

Under the House bill, a couple receiving the new maximum direct payment ($120,000 per couple per
year or $600,000 for 5 years) will receive taxpayer dollars equivalent to five or more median-priced
houses--one per year--in 26 metropolitan areas.

Under the House bill, a couple receiving the new maximum direct payment ($120,000 per couple per
year or $600,000 for 5 years) will receive taxpayer dollars equivalent to five or more median-priced
houses--one per year--in 26 metropolitan areas.

Without the increase in the subsidy limit from the House bill and merely an extension of the current
maximum payment of $80,000 per couple per year over five years ($400,000 total), you could still buy
3 or more median-priced homes in 44 metro areas.

“You can’t have a policy discussion in Washington without asking, how will it play in Peoria?” said Ken
Cook, president of the Environmental Working Group
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"That will depend on how people living there feel about big farmers all around them, raking in record
incomes and still getting enough in subsidies to buy three median-priced Peoria homes with the
existing direct payment limit over five years,” Cook added.

"If the House bill becomes law, big farmers would be able to buy 5 median-priced Peoria homes since
it, gives couples an extra $40,000 each, every year for the next five. We can imagine how the
American public may respond to the stunning unfairness of such a policy,” said Cook.

Other findings:

« Top 2006 Recipients [5] - Riceland Foods, a rice cooperative, received $7.7 million in 2006.

« Corn is King [6] - Over the past twelve years, taxpayers have spent $56 billion on corn subsidies
paid to over 1.5 million recipients, making it the top crop for federal assistance.

« Concentration of Payments - 50% of all subsidies go to just 9 states [7] while 22 of the nation’s
435 congressional districts [8] collect over half of all subsidy payments.

« Senate [9] and House [10] Agriculture Committees -The 19 states currently represented on the
Senate Agriculture Committee take home 59 percent of all subsidies paid over the last 12 years
while the 45 congressional districts currently represented on the House Agriculture Committee
accounted for 42 percent of the national subsidy total.

Full URL for 2006 farm subsidy data: http://farm.ewsg.org/farm/ [11]

#itht

Environmental Working Group is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses
the power of information to protect human health and the environment. The group’s farm subsidy
database can be found at http://farm.ewg.org/farm [12].
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News Release - Congress Continues Scrutiny of Discriminatory
USDA Practices

Published May 15, 2008

WASHINGTON, DC - Today a subcommittee for Congress’s Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform convened a hearing on “Management of Civil Rights at the United States Department of
Agriculture”. The subcommittee’s intent is to address the myriad concerns about discriminatory
practices within USDA and whether recent efforts to improve management of USDA’s civil rights
programs have been effective.

“When USDA employees lobby against Pigford remedy legislation, and the USDA turns away GAO
investigators auditing the handling of discrimination complaints, it demonstrates that all is not well
within the USDA’s civil rights program, “ said Dr, John Boyd, president of the National Black Farmers
Association. Boyd testified before the subcommittee as the lead witness on panel 1.

“Our farm subsidy database conclusively shows that not only have black farmers been left out of
federal farm program payments, but that their white counterparts, often operating large profitable
farms, receive millions in subsidies. There clearly is discrimination and inequity in the payments,“
said Ken Cook, president of the Environmental Working Group.

The NBFA and EWG have collaborated to help bring justice to the plight of black farmers. EWG has
released two black farmer specific reports, 2007’s Short Crop [1], and 2004’s Obstruction of Justice

[2].

Boyd and Cook emphasized two recent events as evidence that discriminatory practices still exist at
USDA.

« In February of 2008, GAO auditors were ordered by the USDA to leave their premises and USDA
employees were instructed not to cooperate with the GAO auditors. The auditors were
conducting an ongoing audit on the USDA office of Civil Rights and its handling of discrimination
complaints. According to news reports, the auditors were investigating allegations that the
department had previously provided false information for the audit.

« An email sent by an official with the USDA’s Fredericksburg service center in August of 2007 to
40 fellow employees of USDA’s Farm Service Agency urged the employees to work against a
Pigford provision in the House of Representatives version of the Farm Bill.

EWG’s Short Crop Report [3]
EWG’s Obstruction of Justice Report [4]
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The EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of
information to protect human health and the environment. The group’s farm subsidy database can be
found at www.mulchblog.com [5]
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News Release - Millionaire Farmers Still Receiving Subsides
Despite Attempts at Reform

President-Elect Obama Cites GAO Report as Example of Wasteful Spending

Published November 25, 2008

WASHINGTON, November 25, 2008 - In times of tight budgets and empty federal coffers, millionaires,
large profitable farm operations and wealthy absentee landlords are still receiving federal farm
subsidies, despite repeated attempts at reform by fiscal watchdogs, hunger advocates and
environmental groups.

A Government Accountability Office (GAQ) report released yesterday [1] details how 2,702 wealthy
individuals who should have been ineligible for farm subsidies pocketed $49 million dollars in US
Department of Agriculture payments from 2003 to 2006. The law bars people who make more than
$2.5 million a year and who receive less than 75 percent of their income from farm activities from
receiving farm subsidies.

According to the GAO, wealthy subsidy recipients were scattered among 49 states, and nine lived in
Saudi Arabia, Hong Kong and the United Kingdom. The report said that USDA officials explained they
lacked funds and legal authority to examine individual tax returns to verify whether people applying
for farm subsides were actually eligible. USDA does not even routinely sample its beneficiaries for
income eligibility, GAO said.

At a press conference today, President-elect Obama citied the GAO report as an example of poor
government management. "If it's true,” Obama said of the GAO study, "it's a prime example of waste."

“This is exactly the kind of bureaucratic malfeasance that turns hope into cynicism when it comes to
believing that government can do the right thing,” Environmental Working Group President Ken Cook
said. “These rules were very clear. The ‘means test’ for subsidies was ludicrously generous. Yet USDA
allowed these abuses to occur.”

“With our economy in peril, we continue to borrow money from China and other countries and hand
hundreds of thousands of dollars over to rich landowners who don’t need or even qualify for help,”
Cook said.

“Democrats in Congress sold the current farm bill to the public on the promise of reform,” Cook said.
“Congress’ own investigative office, however, has conclusively demonstrated that the system is
broken. When will the American public get an agriculture system that rewards good stewardship and
practices, instead of continually heaping tax dollars on those who simply do not need it? ” Cook
asked.
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EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of information
to protect human health and the environment. EWG’s farm subsidy database and related reports and
analysis can be found at www.mulchblog.com [2]
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News Release - EWG Lauds Obama Pick for USDA’s No. 2 Job

Published February 24, 2009

Statement of Ken Cook
President, Environmental Working Group
Feburary 24, 2009

"President Obama and Agriculture Secretary Vilsack have done the public a great service by
nominating Kathleen Merrigan for deputy secretary of agriculture.

"It is a strong signal that under the Obama administration, USDA will not be doing agribusiness as
usual.

“In a policy realm dominated by the endless clamor of the subsidy lobby, Kathleen has distinguished
herself by hearing and responding to the concerns of those who too often have been ignored by
agriculture’s officialdom: small farmers, advocates for sustainable agriculture, the organic food
community, conservationists, and the economically disadvantaged.

"Kathleen has had a distinguished career in agriculture policy, not least of which was her prodigious
work for Senator Patrick Leahy to create a national standard for organic food as part of the 1990 farm
bill and over the objections of much of the agriculture establishment. She is diligent, creative,
forward looking, and deeply committed to public service.

"EWG wishes Kathleen all the best in this new role and looks forward to working with her at USDA."
H#it

EWG is a nonprofit research and advocacy organization that uses the power of information to protect
the environment and public health.
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News Release - For Senator Conrad, Millionaire Subsidy
Recipients Trump the Environment

Obama Budget Predicated on Global Warming Protections Undermined by
Agribusiness As Usual

Published March 25, 2009

WASHINGTON, March 25 - Senate Budget committee chairman Kent Conrad (D-ND) announced
yesterday he would reject President Obama’s plan to cut billions in crop subsidy payments that flow
mostly to large profitable farm operations and wealthy landowners.

Instead, according to a March 24 report by Charles Abbott of Reuters news service, Conrad said he
would slash several other programs, among them, two conservation programs that are critical to
winning the fight against global warming.

The conservation programs on Conrad’s chopping block help farmers reduce their own greenhouse gas
emissions and also engage in practices that take carbon out of the air and store it in the soil.
Moreover, these programs help farmers protect their land and the environment from the more
frequent floods, droughts, and severe weather blamed on global warming.

“Farmers must be on the front lines in the fight against global warming,” said Craig Cox,
Environmental Working Group Midwest Vice-President. “There is a lot at stake in this fight, not only
for U.S. agriculture but also for the rest of us who benefit from smart agriculture practices.”

Congress had already cut the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) by 20 percent this
year, and 3 million more acres have recently been removed from the Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP).

“Senator Conrad is proposing to take us in exactly the wrong direction by refusing to reform the
abuses that funnel billions in taxpayer dollars to large profitable farm operations and wealthy
landowners while cutting programs that fight global warming,” said Cox.

Conservation programs are chronically under-funded and deserve more federal support, not less.

« Congress has repeatedly appropriated far less for EQIP than they promised to provide in the
2002 and 2008 farm bills; $692 million less than promised in the 2002 bill and already $270
million less than promised in the 2008 bill.

« The latest data available from the U.S. Agriculture department (USDA) shows that North Dakota
received nearly $5 billion in commodity crop subsidies between 1995 and 2006 [1].

« Reform of farm subsidy programs enjoys widespread support across America. During the last
farm bill debate there were over 450 editorials [2] calling for farm subsidy reform. A poll
commissioned by Oxfam America [3] found that that more than six in 10 voters in those districts

http://www.ewg.org/mode/27738/print 12/20/2009



News Release - For Senator Conrad, Millionaire Subsidy Recipients Trump the Environment Page 2 0f 2

polled supported farm subsidy reform and a commodity payment system that would provide
more benefits to small family farmers who need the help most.

« According to the USDA Economic Research Service (ERS), average farm household income has
exceeded average U.S .household income [4] every year since 1996 - 27.5 percent higher in
2007 alone.

#AH

Craig Cox, EWG Midwest Vice President, manages EWG's office in Ames, IA. Prior to EWG, Mr. Cox
served as Executive Director of the Soil and Water Conservation Society and was Acting USDA Deputy
Under-Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment, and Special Assistant to the Chief of USDA’s
Natural Resources Conservation Service.

EWG is a nonprofit research organization based in Washington, DC that uses the power of information
to protect human health and the environment. The group’s farm subsidy database can be found at
www.mulchblog.com [5]
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News Release - Despite Claims of Reform, Subsidy Band Marches
On

Non-farmers, Urbanites Still Receiving Farm Subsidies

Published June 23, 2011

WASHINGTON - As the Senate Agriculture Committee [1] meets today to discuss accountability and
spending on farm programs, new data washes away the gloss of reform used by the subsidy lobby and
its champions in Congress to pass the 2008 farm bill. The new data clearly proves that little has
changed in America’s misguided and broken farm subsidy programs.

The Environmental Working Group [2] released today the latest update of its widely referenced farm
subsidy database after months of reviewing millions of new government records. The 2011 database
tracks $222.8 billion in subsidies paid from 1995 to 2010. Initially published online in 2004, the EWG
Farm Subsidy Database [3] has logged 300 million searches and been widely recognized for upending
outdated perceptions about who benefits from these programs.

Introduced after the Great Depression as the savior of struggling small family farms, the subsidy
programs have been co-opted to support plantation-scale production of corn, soybeans, rice, cotton
and wheat. The new data reaffirm that you still don’t have to be a farmer to collect federal farm
subsidies despite “reforms” cited by subsidy backers that were supposed to prevent absentee land
owners and investors from receiving payments intended for struggling family farmers. The so-called
“actively engaged” rule adopted in the 2008 bill was designed to ensure that federal payments go
only to those who are truly working the land.

Despite this rule, subsidies still line the pockets of absentee land owners and investors living in every
major American city. In 2010, 7,767 residents of just five Texas cities - Lubbock, Amarillo, Austin,
San Angelo and Corpus Christi - collected $61,748,945 in taxpayer-funded subsidies. Residents of
Lubbock booked $24,839,154 in payments, putting it at the top of cities with 100,000+ populations
that are home to farm subsidy recipients.

The phenomenon of urban residents receiving federal farm payments remains widespread and coast-
to-coast. In Spokane, Wash., 1,224 residents cashed $10,580,181 in farm subsidy checks. In New York
City, 290 farm subsidy recipients pulled in a total of $800,887, while 203 residents of Miami got
$2,472,071. In San Francisco, 179 residents split $1,094,172, while 1,235 residents of Memphis got
$4,009,874 and 1,146 people in Denver received $3,394,550. In Arizona, 1,205 residents of Phoenix,
Mesa and Scottsdale divvied up $8,173,269 in payments.

See detailed maps of farm subsidy recipients in ten cities. [3]

Go here for the full list of 2010 farm subsidy-receiving cities with populations over 100,000 [4]

“We are sending handouts to Wall Street investors and absentee landlords instead of working toward
creating a safety net for working farm and ranch families,” said EWG Senior Vice-President Craig
Cox. “It’s simply unjustifiable.” Cox manages EWG’s agriculture programs from the organization’s
Ames, lowa, office.

The new data reaffirm that the largest farm operations still receive the vast majority of payments.
From 1995-2010, just 10 percent of subsidized farms —- the largest and wealthiest operations -
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collected 76 percent of all commodity payments, with an average total payment over 16 years of
$447 873 per recipient - hardly a safety net for small farmers. Despite the “reforms” that supporters
of the subsidy system claimed were incorporated into the 2008 farm bill, the top 10 percent of
recipients still harvested 63 percent of commodity subsidies in 2010.

Three of the largest longtime recipients of commodity crop subsidies continued to do well in 2010.
California’s SJR Farms raked in $565,798, Louisiana’s Balmoral Farming Partnership banked $929,956
and Arizona’s Gila River Farms received $781,901.

The USDA projects farm income to rise by 22 percent in the next year, following a decade that
produced the five highest years ever for farm income. Household income on farms has exceeded the
average household income for all Americans - and by an even greater margin, of all rural households
- every year since 1996.

Subsidized agriculture’s appetite for taxpayer money is unabated, with fresh demands this year for
farm disaster aid. Members of Congress of both parties from states and districts with commodity crop
interests, backed by the powerful Ag lobby, continue to stave off real reform. The Congressional
agriculture committees have twice rebuffed President Obama’s efforts to trim payments to wealthy
farmers, and former President George W. Bush’s veto of the farm bill was overridden.

EWG’s farm subsidy database also details how federal spending on the taxpayer-funded crop
insurance program rivals other farm subsidies. In 2010, taxpayers spent $4.7 billion supporting crop
insurance.

See 2010 Crop Insurance payments in the United States [5]

Crop insurance supporters will argue that the program has been subjected to cuts, but those cuts
affected the profits of insurance agents and in no way impacted risk management for farmers. At a
time of robust farm income and a chorus of calls to cut government spending, these are prime
examples of wasteful spending.

Last week, the House Agriculture Committee took a needed first step toward reforming the deeply
flawed agribusiness subsidy programs by voting to suspend payments to the Brazil Cotton Institute
next year - hush money intended to keep Brazil from retaliating over the United States’ illegal
domestic cotton subsidies.

For EWG, the task of bringing full transparency to farm payments remains challenging, though not
impossible, due to other changes in the 2008 farm bill. Despite the Obama Administration’s promises
to be more transparent, some recipients of farm subsidy payments can now cloak their identities
behind corporate entities and paper farms.

Read more on EWG’s Ag Mag blog about how the Obama Administration’s USDA is less transparent
than Bush’s, 6]

As the updated Farm Subsidy Database goes public, journalists, professors, leading farm policy
experts and members of Congress offered a number of testimonials to the impact it has had on US
food and farm policy:

“The EWG database has shed light on just how outdated and unfair our agriculture subsidies really
are. The database has hugely impacted this long-running debate and been a critical tool in revealing
how taxpayer dollars are spent.”

Congressman Ron Kind (D-Wis.)
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"I don’t know anywhere else to get information about who gets farm subsidies. EWG is performing a
huge public service. The database makes it obvious that the farmers who need the subsidies the least
are getting the most money, sometimes when they aren’t farming at all. This is an absurd system
that needs to change, and here’s where to find the data to prove it.”

Marion Nestle, food and nutrition professor at New York University

“We need a farm safety net that is as modern and entrepreneurial as our farmers, but our current
system helps too few farmers and communities at too much cost to the taxpayers. Nothing captures
this contradiction as clearly at the EWG farm subsidy database.”

Scott Faber, senior vice-president, Grocery Manufacturers Association

"With its indispensable farm subsidy database, EWG is playing a critical role in the debate over
reforming agricultural policies.”

Michael Pollan, author and journalist

"This EWG farm data base has informed and advanced the debate within rural America about farm
programs subsidizing mega farms to drive family size farms out of business. It is empowering rural
people to become more informed advocates for federal policy that strengthens family farms and
creates a future in rural America.”

Chuck Hassebrook, executive director, Center for Rural Affairs

"I can think of fewer initiatives that have had as big an impact on the American farm subsidy debate
as EWG's database. By shedding light on just who gets these subsidies, how much they get, and
where they reside, the EWG has exposed U.S. farm programs for what they are: expensive, outdated,
distorting, regressive ways for politicians to shovel money to their powerful special interest friends.
When American agriculture is finally free of the shackles of government intervention, it will in large
part be thanks to the folks at the Environmental Working Group.”

Sallie James - trade policy analyst, Cato Institute

Hi
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Ken Cook

The lead writer of Mulch, Ken Cook is president and co-founder of the
Environmental Working Group (EWG), a public interest research and
advocacy organization that uses the power of information to protect
human health and the environment. The author of dozens of articles,
opinion pieces and reports on environmental, public health and
agricultural topics, including Mulch, a blog about food and agriculture
policy, Cook is regularly listed as one of Washington's Top Lobbyists by The Hill (the
Capitol Hill newspaper). Cook is a frequent source of environmental perspective and
commentary in national print and broadcast media. He has made frequent appearances
on The News Hour with Jim Lehrer, CBS's 60 Minutes, National Public Radio, and the
evening newscasts of ABC, NBC, CBS and CNN among other programs. In the 10 years
since its founding in 1993, EWG has earned renown for its innovative, headline-making
computer investigations of environmental problems and polluters’ anti-environmental
lobbying. The organization's research and analysis have made it a major force in
national policy debates over toxic chemicals, pesticides, air and water pollution, and
the ecological impacts of modern agriculture,

Cook and EWG have been the subject of numerous newspaper profiles, including the
The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, Chronicle of Philanthropy, Chicago Tribune and The
Des Moines Register. Cook is known for his decades of research and advocacy to reform
agriculture policy to advance conservation and environmental protection. At the onset
of debate over the 1995 Farm Bill, a front-page story in The Des Moines Register named
Cook as one of the five most influential players in agricultural policy, alongside then-
Senator Bob Dole, Leon Panetta (then the head of the Office of Management and
Budget), then USDA Secretary Mike Espy, and former Farm Bureau head Dean Kleckner.
A front-page profile in The Omaha World Herald in 1996 said, "[Cook’s] fingerprints can
be found on nearly two decades of U.S. farm law." In 2000, Progressive Farmer named
Cook one of agriculture’s most influential leaders in the 20th Century, alongside
advocates like Rachel Carson and Aldo Leopold.

EWG is perhaps best known in agriculture policy circles for its Farm Subsidy Database,
which lists all the nation's farm subsidy recipients and their share of the $165 billion
taxpayers have spent on the programs since 1995. The New York Times (24 Feb 02)
credited EWG's web site with helping “transform the [2002] farm bill into a question
about equity and whether the country's wealthiest farmers should be paid to grow
commodity crops while many smaller family farms receive nothing and are going out of
business.” A National Journal profile (26 Jan 02) described EWG as a "lean, mean,
muckraking machine” and "a small group with a big punch” that conducts research "with
sometimes policy-rattling results.” Cook earned B.A. (history), B.S.(agriculture), and
M.S. (soil science) degrees from the University of Missouri-Columbia. He is a board
member of Earthday Network and the Amazon Conservation Team. He is married to Deb
Callahan and lives in Washington, D.C.
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i ABOUT KEN ) i ) .
« Farm Bill: White House MIA In Veto Push | << Back to.main.page | White House,

USDA Now Whipping "No”

Ken Coak is president On Farm Bill

of Environmental "But Wheres Blunt? ‘ I ;

public interest . ‘ ¢ -

research and advocacy Farm Bill Blocks Court-Ordered Release Of ¢

organization known for e ; "

its Farm Subsidy Subsidy Program Data Under FOIA ‘
Database. The author of dozens of #
articles, opinion pieces and reports on A provision secretly tucked into the Farm Bill Conference Report (Sec. 1619,
ag”?”““ral’tpl“tb“? heaég‘ a;d] “Information Gathering”) nullifies a recent, major federal appeals court decision .
environmentat topics, QOK'S . .
fingerprints can be found on nearly two under the Freedom of Information Act that ordered USDA to make public large
decades of U.5. farm law” (Omaha World amounts of data crucial to monitoring the economic and environmental impacts of 8
Herald). Read more about the authors. multi-billion-dollar farm subsidy and conservation programs.

&

FARM BILL & DATABASE
INFORMATION @

Farm Subsidies: Top 20 Individual
Beneficiaries 2003-2005

Your Farm Subsidy Dollars At Work

Site Slow? Here's Why

Full Disclosure: Who really
henefits from federal farm .
subsidies

National Summary 1

I STAY CONMECTED F
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Get our monthly eNewsletter, farm A

policy updates, & the latest farm news.
[Privacy policy] F
enter email here zip here <

| signmeup |

T L
| search HE DaTABASE Hnited Sates Conrl of Appeals J
PO TR OF COLUME CIROCTTE ¢
Search by city )
Drevded Felwun £

Pick a state

| See Beneficiaries |

Search by zip code

|  See Beneficiaries |

Search by beneficiaries’s name

o
1

{last) 3
(first)
|  Search Beneficiaries |
S
Search by business name [

| Search Businesses |

dwgge, and Teren sl

Halipe
Sammyrn, €

I FARM BILL 2007 ANALYSE

Tapiions for fhe Cont fed by Llscnr Jaler GiiParg
Commodity Crop Payment
Distribution

Farm Businesses by Number of
Pass-Through Beneficiaries

Beneficiaries Recelving Pass:
Through Subsidies From Multiple Language to undo the effects of the FOIA decision was not part of the bills passed by

Farm Businesses either the House or the Senate. It was inserted without public hearings or debate

) i ) during the Conference Committee process.
Crop Subsidies by Congressional

District UPDATE: Pelosi's "New Direction” vowed to "Protect the public’s right to know,
strengthening the Freedom of Information Act.” (Look under Restore Accountability

Concentration of Crop Subsidies To Washington.)

Data Used in This Website (USBA In February, the U.S. Court of Appeals, DC Circuit, overturning a district court ruling
backgrounders) under the Federal Freedom of Information Act, ordered the release of USDA data
files in which "the public has a particular and significant interest” because "USDA
uses this information in the administration of its subsidy and benefit programs and
there is a special need for public scrutiny of agency action that distributes extensive
amounts of public funds in the form of subsidies and other financial benefits.” (Multi
Enter your Email Ag Media, LLC v. Department of Agriculture)

EWG's Farm Subsidy Database

MULCH VIA EMAIL

Regarding one set of information, the court found that USDA’s so-called Compliance File

http://www.mulchblog.com/2008/05/farm_bill_blocks_court-ordered.php 8/27/2008
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|  Subscribe me! “contains crop data that agricultural producers report to FSA [Farm Service Agency] to
Preview | Powered by FeedBlitz establish eligibility for the government’s subsidy and benefit programs. . .USDA withheld
information on irrigation practices, farm acreage, and the number and width of rows of

tobacco and cotton.”

The other set of data ordered for release was a geographic information system (GIS)
database that helps USDA's subsidy and compliance arm, the Farm Service Agency,
"verify farm features and thereby monitor compliance with regulations governing farm
benefits. . .USDA released much of the GIS database. . .but withheld information on
farm, tract and boundary identification, calculated acreage, and characteristics of
the land such as whether it is erodible, barren, or has water or perennial snow
cover.,”

As the court stated:

“In sum, given USDA's rather tepid showing that release of the files
would allow the public to draw inferences about some farmers’
financial circumstances, the interest in data that would allow the
public to more easily monitor USDA's administration of its subsidy
and benefit programs, and FOIA's presumption in favor of disclosure,
we conclude that the public interest in disclosure of the Compliance
File and GIS database outweighs the personal privacy interest.
Accordingly, release of these files would not ‘constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy'. . .

.. .We reverse the district court's grant of summary judgment with
respect to the Compliance File and the GIS database and remand the
case to the district court for further proceedings consistent with this
opinion.”

The government did not appeal the ruling and the files were released, we presume, to
Wulti Ag Media, a subscription-based commercial publishing and marketing company that
:aters to firms doing business primarily with livestock farmers.

The key provision of Section 1619(b)}{(2} reads as follows:

2) PROHIBITION.—Except as provided in paragraphs (3)

and (4), the Secretary, any officer or employee of the Department
of Agriculture, or any contractor or cooperator of the Department,
shall not disclose—

(A} information provided by an agricultural producer

or owner of agricultural land concerning the agricultural
operation, farming or conservation practices, or the land
itself, in order to participate in programs of the Department;
or [the Compliance File]

(B} geospatial information otherwise maintained by the
Secretary about agricultural land or operations for which
information described in subparagraph (A} is provided.[the GIS
database file]

http://www.mulchblog.com/2008/05/farm_bill_blocks_court-ordered.php &/27/2008
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-omplete Sec. 1619 in the jump.

Jownload the Appeals Court Decision.

‘rom the Farm Bill Conference Report.

SEC. 1619. INFORMATION GATHERING. (a) GEOSPATIAL SYSTEMS.~The
Secretary shall ensure that all the geospatial data of the agencies of
the Departrment of Agriculture are portable and standardized. (b)
LIMITATION ON DISCLOSURES.— (1) DEFINITION OF AGRICULTURAL
OPERATION.—In this subsection, the term ‘‘agricultural operation’’
includes the production and marketing of agricultural commodities
and livestock. (2) PROHIBITION, —Except as provided in paragraphs (3)
and {4), the Secretary, any officer or employee of the Department of
Agriculture, or any contractor or cooperator of the Department, shall
not disclose— (A} information provided by an agricultural producer or
owner of agricultural land concerning the agricultural operation,
farming or conservation practices, or the land itself, in order to
participate in programs of the Department; or (B) geospatial
information otherwise maintained by the Secretary about agricultural
land or operations for which information described in subparagraph
(A} is provided. (3) AUTHORIZED DISCLOSURES.— (A) LIMITED RELEASE
OF INFORMATION.—If the Secretary determines that the information
described in paragraph (2) will not be subsequently disclosed except
in accordance with paragraph (4), the Secretary may release or
disclose the information to a person or Federal, State, local, or tribal
agency working in cooperation with the Secretary in any Department
program— (i) when providing technical or financial assistance with
respect to the agricultural operation, agricultural land, or farming or
conservation practices; or (ii) when responding to a disease or pest
threat to agricultural operations, if the Secretary determines that a
threat to agricultural operations exists and the disclosure of
information to a person or cooperating government entity is necessary
to assist the Secretary in responding to the disease or pest threat as
authorized by law. (4) EXCEPTIONS.—Nothing in this subsection
affects— (A) the disclosure of payment information (including payment
information and the names and addresses of recipients of payments)
under any Department program that is otherwise authorized by law;
(B} the disclosure of information described in paragraph (2) if the
information has been transformed into a statistical or aggregate form
without naming any— (i) individual owner, operator, or producer; or
(i) specific data gathering site; or (C) the disclosure of information
described in paragraph (2) pursuant to the consent of the agricultural
producer or owner of agricultural land. (5) CONDITION OF OTHER
PROGRAMS.—The participation of the agricultural producer or owner
of agricultural land in, or receipt of any benefit under, any program
administered by the Secretary may not be conditioned on the consent
of the agricultural producer or owner of agricultural land under
paragraph (4)(C). (6} WAIVER OF PRIVILEGE OR PROTECTION.—~The

http://www.mulchblog.com/2008/05/farm_bill_blocks_court-ordered.php 8/27/2008
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disclosure of information under paragraph (2) shall not constitute a
waiver of any applicable privilege or protection under Federal law,
including trade secret protection.

Posted by Cook on May 13, 2008 1:48 PM | Permalind

' COMMENTS

So | understand this, are you saying that they tried to pass the Farm Bill with the
provision that the data would be kept private, but it was overturned and the
information is, required by law to be released to the public under the FOIA?

Want to make sure | understand...
This is an AWESOME sitel Thanks for all of your hard work!

I will be writing an article on this... Been watching C-Span and can't believe what
they're trying to get away with! )

REPLY: No, Concerned Citizen, it's just the opposite, unfortunately.

The federal court of appeals (DC Circuit) ordered the data to be released back in
February and the government did not appeal that ruling. Farm bill conferees then “air-
dropped" a provision that was not in either the House or Senate versions into the
conference bill that nullifies that court decision by prohibiting those data from being
released.

So the public will not be able to get access to the information once the farm bill
becomes law.--COOK

Posted by Concerned Citizen | May 21, 2008.6:08 PM

l POST A COMMENT

(If you haven't left a comment here before, you may need to be approved by the
site owner before your comment will appear. Until then, it won't appear on the
entry. Thanks for waiting. )

Name:

URL:

__| Remember personal info?

Comments:

http://www.mulchblog.com/2008/05/farm_bill_blocks_court-ordered.php 8/27/2008
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I ABOUT KEN v
« Farm Bill Blocks Court-Ordered Release Of

Subsidy Program Data Under FOIA | << Back to main page | Farm Bill; Vote Nay »

Ken Cook is president

 of Envronmensal White House, USDA Now Whipping "No" E
public interest On Farm Bill B
research and advocacy " \ . "
organization known for | But Where's Blunt?
its Farm Subsidy )
Patabase. The author of dozens of Republican sources tell me the White House is now pushing the GOP conference to vote
articles, opinion pieces and reports on . . . , R .
against the farm bill tomorrow to signal Bush's veto will be sustained. @

agricultural, public health and

environmental topics, "[Cook’s] L . . .
fingerprints can be found on nearly two Now that it is finally engaged, the White House is picking up support among fiscal

decades of U.5. farm law” (Omaha World conservatives and bolstering opposition to the bill from House Minority Leader Boehner @
Herald). Read he authors, . N
erald). Bead more about the authors and Chief Deputy Whip Eric Cantor,

. ) -
= e 3 A
% i?gi;;}é%gﬁgﬁhg%% But fiscal conservatives aligned with the White House are concluding that it's now
‘ House Minority Whip Roy Blunt of Missouri who is missing in action.
Farm Subsidies: Top 20 individual As today's White House statement and administration sources make clear, Bush strongly ¢
8
Beneficiaries 2003-2005 prefers a new bill, not a straight extension of current law, but is firmly insisting on
more subsidy reform. A veto is seen as opening a final, post-veto round of negotiation,
Your Farm Subsidy Dollars At Work on a new bill, not a simple extension that is seen as DOA in the House.
S
Site Slow? Here's Why Top administration sources tell me that If the veto is sustained, the Bush team will not E -
challenge the food assistance or conservation provisions in any ensuing negotiations.
Full DTSClOSU"E Who really Their focus is on Title | reform and commodity-related costs like the new $3.8 billion 1
bene{fifzs from federal farm permanent disaster aid program. 3
subsidies
That opens the door to the subsidy lobby's worst nightmare: isolation of their plush !
National Summary Title | and disaster aid provisions as the obstacle to a new farm bill should Bush and F
l STAY CONNECTED Pelosi find farm bill common ground. F
Posted by Cook 2008 6:25 PM L Permalink A

http://www.mulchblog.com/2008/05/white_house_usda_now_whipping.php 8/27/2008
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fingerprints can be found on nearly two
decades of U.S. farm law” (Omaha World
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« White House, USDA Now Whipping "No"
On Farm Bill

Passage »

Farm Bill: Vote Nay

Because enough nay votes today will give President Bush the margin he needs to sustain
a veto and pursue one last effort to press for reform of the scandalously broken crop
subsidy system and curb abuses by the mega-farms that dominate it.

The only thing more shameful than the income "caps” in the Conference Bill is their
embrace by Democrats as "reform.”

What Bush's veto, in turn, will not mean, is a simple extension of the 2002 bill and it
won't mean we exhume the 1949 law. Neither one is a viable option for the
administration or congress. They need a new bill, and a post-veto version will be better.

And a veto also won't mean the loss of the nutrition and conservation funding and
reforms everyone's so excited about--everyone but us. We think on both areas--and on
organic, fruit and vegetable programs, dealing with hunger abroad--this farm bill
doesn't even measure up to being called pathetic, and we'll be writing about that a lot
in the days to come.

So again, we urge a nay vote today.

1
UPDATE: The House approved the farm bill with an apparently veto-proof margin, P
318-106. |
Postad by Cook on May 14, 2008 9:24 AM | Permalink F
F

l COMMENTS
A
8/27/2008
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l ABOUT KEN . _ ,
« Farm Bill: Vote Nay | << Back to.main.page | Farm Bill: Doh! Does Anvone See

Title 1117 »
Ken Coock is president
f Envir i 4 3 I 34 o e : -
Working Crone . Farm Bill: EWG Statement On House Passage E
. public interest . @
research and advocacy EWG President Ken Cook
organization known for Statement On House Passage of 2008 Farm Bill .
its Farm Subsidy
Database. The author of dozens of 14 May 2008
articles, opinion pieces and reports on s . . R " : i
agricultural, public health and Anyone who might have wondered if this Congress would bring a "new direction” to farm "
environmental topics, "[Cook’s] policy had their final answer in today's vote in the House of Representatives.
fingerprints can be found on nearly two
decades of U.5. farm law” (Omaha World Democrats are supposed to stand on principles of fairness and equity, not sell them. ¢

Herald). Read more about_the authors,

And today they sold them on the cheap.

?g?g;ii%%?ﬁx&ﬁ@g If the House had displayed even a modicum of political courage and taken on the \
subsidy lobby, this farm bill could have gone far beyond the miserly spending increases
it provides for nutrition assistance to the poor at home and abroad, conservation, .
Farm Subsidies: Top 20 Individual farmers markets, organic food, minority farmers and other important priorities that 4

Beneficiaries 2003-2005%

have long been neglected or under-funded. And there would have been money left over

Your Farm Subsidy Dollars At Work to give taxpayers a break.

. Apparently the Democratic caucus thought they were log rolling when the subsidy lobby E H
Site Slow? Here's Why .
tossed them some twigs.
Full B?ECEOSWE* Who really In a period when crop prices and farm incomes are soaring to record levels, the 1
bﬁ;?g.tg from federal farm continuation of bloated subsidies to the largest, most prosperous farms in the country 3
SUDSIAIES can only be seen as & breathtaking cop-out on the part of congressional leaders. 1
National Summary Environmental Working Group will be highlighting the good and the bad in this F
legislation in the days ahead, but we already know how the balance will tip relative to F

the opportunity for reform in this farm bill cycle: on balance the special interests won,

http://www.mulchblog.com/2008/05/farm_bill_ewg_statement_on_hou.php 8/27/2008
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Get our monthly eNewsletter, farm and the public interest lost. 4
policy updates, & the latest farm news.

[Privacy. policy] Posted by Cook on May 14, 2008 6:37 PM | Permalink $

enter email here zip here L

|_signmeup | B comments ,

l SEARCH THE DATABASE Question. How will the payment limt of $40,000 be applied when a farmer opp for the e

‘ Average Crop Revenue Election (ACRE) program? £
Search by cit . . .

y ety Ex. Direct payment due agrobuiness farmer $40,000 uses the ACRE program he will get f

only 528,000 30% of 540,000 but if a agrobuiness farmer is due $60,000 will he get |

Pick a state ) $40,000 direct payment limt or will get $20,000 the direct payment less the 30% of )
[ See Beneficiaries | the $60,000. If the agrobuiness get the full $40,000 then it is loop hole for the big *
. farmer to get 520,000 above the payment cap $40,000 for husband and wife. ¢
Search by zip code )
Pasted by Anonyimous | May 16, 2008 8:17 AM ’
|  See Beneficiaries | ! <
Hi there. | just found your blog and 1 think it is very interesting. I write on similar
Search by beneficiaries's name topics, but usually from a US farmer’s point of view. | agree that not all farmers :
{last) should be receiving subsidies, but they are important when catastrophic events
(first} happen or countries go to war. | think the 2008 farm bill has done a good job of )
[ Search Beneficiaries l reducing the amount of farmers that qualify for subsidies. It is not a compete ?
solution, but it is a step in the right direction.
Search by business name
Alex Tiller ;
[ Search Businesses j htip://blog.alextiller.com

Posted by Alex Tiller | May 19, 2008 5:32 PM

I FARM BILL 2007 ANALYSIS

I POST A COMMENT
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Distribution (If you haven't left a comment here before, you may need to be approved by the
site owner before your comment will appear. Until then, it won't appear on the
Farm Businesses by Number of entry. Thanks for waiting.)

Pass-Through Beneficiaries

Name:

Beneficiaries Recelving Pass-
Through Subsidies From Multiple
Farm Businesses

Email Address:

Crop Subsidies by Congressional URL:
District '

Concentration of Crop Subsidies

| Remember personal info?

Data Used in This Website (USDA Comments:
backgrounders)

EWG's Farm Subsidy Database
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30 million children, 90,000 farmers

USDA Secretary Vilsack has been making the case for the administration’s position on
reforming farm subsidy payments. It comes down to payments to wealthy farm
operations.or increasing funding for child nutrition..

U.S. lawmakers will need to choose between supporting rich farmers
or feeding more hungry children amid a slumping economy and a
surging deficit, U.S. Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack said on
Monday.

It is important to note that this same argument was made by Senator Lugar (R-Ind)
during the tast farm bill debate Below is a partial transcript from an episode of Dan

AS THATCHER WORKED THE ROOM, SENATOR LUGAR A REPUBLICAN
FROM INDIANA ATTEMPTED TO CUT BACK THE DIRECT PAYMENTS AND
USE THE MONEY TO FUND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS INSTEAD. " THIS
SELECTIVE SUBSIDY PROGRAM WHICH GOES ONLY TO CERTAIN
FARMERS WHO GROW CERTAIN CROPS WAS NEVER MEANT TO BE
PERMANENT AND | WILL SAY IT'S A LIKELY PLACE FOR AN OFFSET.”
HERE'S HOW HIS COLLEAGUES RESPONDED. MR. COLEMAN NO. MR.
COLEMAN NO. MR. GRAPO? MR. GRAPO NO. MR. THUNE, MR. THUNE
NO. MR. BACCUS, MR. BACCUS NO. THE FINAL VOTE 17-4.

Go_here for the full transcript.

Posted by Don Cary at 2:28 PM | Permalink | Comments {1} | TrackBacks (0)
Filed under Direct

FEBRUARY 25, 2009

President Obama: "We will end direct payments to large
agribusinesses that don't need them.”

Chuck Abbott from Reuters writing about President Obama’s speech last night as it
pertains to farm programs.

President Barack Obama, in his first speech to Congress, called on

K
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Tuesday for an end to "direct payments to large agribusinesses that I F
Get our monthly eNewsletter, farm don't need them,"” an apparent attack on subsidies costing $5.2 billion
policy updates, & the latest farm news. a year &

[Privacy policy]

enter email here 7ip here
“ign e op P The proposal echoed a leading point from his presidential campaign,
g L
= although the idea was not certain of success. President George W. N
I BLOGROLL Bush, for example, fruitlessly backed a $250,000 annual cap on .
payments per farmer.
L ]
The Westerner While running for president, Obama said in campaign documents that
Blog for Rural America farm subsidies should go to farmers who need them and "not %

millionaire farmers who rely on American taxpayers to protect their 4
multimitlion dollar profits.”

In remarks prepared for Congress, Obama said the White House has
identified 52 trillion in wasteful and ineffective spending, including
unneeded direct payments to large farms.

US Food Policy
“In this budget, we will ... end direct payments to large '

agribusinesses that don't need them," he said. He did not say how

Sustainablog

. . S
Chews Wise much money would be saved by the step or how it would be
Ethicurean structured.
Rudd Sound Bites Two farm-group spokesmen said the president apparently meant a I !
{ Heart Farms farm subsidy known as direct payments that was created in 2002 and
Gristmill is made regardless of crop prices or farm profits.
Whiskey Burn But they noted "direct payments” also is a term meaning all types of

federal support made in cash.

WG has released an analysis of "Direct Payments” that you can find here.

Posted by Don Carr at 10:24 AM | Permalink | Comments (6) | TrackBacks ((
Filed under agribusiness, direct payments, farm subsid

FEBRUARY 24, 2009

EWG President on USDA Deputy Secretary

Statement of Ken Cook
President, Environmental Working Group

"President Obama and Agriculture Secretary Vilsack have done the public a great service
by nominating Kathleen Merrigan for deputy secretary of agriculture.

"It 15 a strong signhal that under the Obama administration, USDA will not be doing
agribusiness as usual.

"In a policy realm dominated by the endless clamor of the subsidy lobby, Kathleen has
distinguished herself by hearing and responding to the concerns of those who too often
have been ignored by agriculture's officialdom: small farmers, advocates for sustainable
agriculture, the organic food community, conservationists, and the economically

http://www.mulchblog.com/ 3/9/2009
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disadvantaged.

"Kathleen has had a distinguished career in agriculture policy, not least of which was
her prodigious work for Senator Patrick Leahy to create a national standard for organic
food as part of the 1990 farm bill and over the objections of much of the agriculture

establishment. She is diligent, creative, forward looking, and deeply committed to
public service.

"EWG wishes Kathleen all the best in this new role and looks forward to working with
her at USDA."

Posted by Don Carr at 2:19 PM | Permalink | Comments (0) | TrackBacks (0)

FEBRUARY 13, 2009

The Daily Show with Jon Stewart on Corn Ethanol

If you are unable to watch the embedded video, go here.

The Daily Show With Jon Stewart M-Th 1ip/10c
Daniel Sperling

RE i Funny Political News
important Things With Demnetri Mariin  Joke of the Day

Posted by Don Carr at 12:33 PM | Permalink | Comments (0) | TrackBacks {(0)

Is the U.S. Ready For Sane Ethanol Policy?

That's the sub headline for Tom Philpott's recent article on Grist, Don't Suffer Biofuels

Gladly. Tom covered the recent release of a comprehensive biofuels platform developed
by a coalition of environmental groups, including EWG.

Whether or not you agree with their analysis, it's hard to see how
any sane person could object to their policy proposals, which I've

http://www.mulchblog.com/ 3/9/2009
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Once Again, Obama’s USDA Less Transparent than Bush’s

0 Like - 62 Tweet <15 17

The ballooning national debt and Tea Party pressure has
members of Congress running in the halls with their budget-
cutting scissors in hand. The Senate Agriculture Committee
is no exception. This Thursday morning, the senators
convened a hearing billed as focusing on:

... measuring the performance of every agriculture
program, fighting fraud, eliminating duplication and
waste, and cutting red tape for farmers.

It’s convenient for the committee that the Environmental
Working Group released on the same day the latest update of its farm subsidy database, which has
been searched 250 million times since it debuted 1n 2004.

We hope they’ll notice that despite lawmakers’ boasts of enacting major reforms in the 2008 farm
bill, the new data clearly show that wealthy absentee land owners and mega farms awash in record
income are once again the main beneficiaries of federal farm programs — while struggling family
farmers go begging.

And once again, the database shows that many farm subsidy recipients get those fat government
checks at addresses in New York City, Miami, Chicago and Los Angeles — not exactly farm country,
and a far cry from the programs’ original intent.

Compounding the bad news, under President Obama the US Department of Agriculture has again
sharply limited the data that EWG receives under the Freedom of Information Act in order to
assemble the database and identify the real winners of farm subsidy largesse. It’s those data that has
allowed EWG to follow the money and exposed the gross inequities in federal spending that enable
the big agricultural operations to come away with the most generous haul of taxpayer dollars.

In 2007, the USDA under former President Bush released previously unavailable records that allowed
EWG’s database to uncover nearly 500,000 farm subsidy recipients whose identities had previously
been shielded by byzantine mazes of co-ops and corporate shell games. The database revealed, for
example, that Florida real estate developer Maurice Wilder, reportedly worth $500 million, was
pulling in almost $1 million a year in farm subsidies for corn farms he owns in several states.

In 2010 and now 2011, however, the USDA has refused to release the data that provided this
revelatory accounting of just who receives the billions paid out under the maze of federal farm
programs.

In preparing for Thursday’s hearing, the Senate Agriculture Committee said that it would be focusing
on the accountability and effectiveness of farm programs:

Yesterday the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Office of the Inspector General (USDA
OIG) issued a report detailing its fraud prevention efforts in programs under its
jurisdiction, including food assistance programs. USDA OIG’s report shows that in the

http://www.ewg.org/agmag/2011/06/once-again-obamas-usda-less-transparent-than-bush/ 5/2/2012
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last six months it has conducted successful investigations and audits that led to 516
arrests, 249 convictions, $47.8 million in recoveries and restitutions, 114 program
improvement recommendations, and $11.1 million in financial recommendations across
all initiatives under USDA purview, including 80 convictions and $7.9 million in
monetary results in food assistance programs.

The Agriculture Committee’s hearing on accountability will examine all areas in the
committee’s jurisdiction, including food assistance programs.

Targeting fraud and abuse in any government program is smart policy, and good politics. Federal
money is increasingly scarce, and it should go to those that need it — such as poor women and children
who depend on federal food and nutrition programs to get enough to eat. But the farm bill’s
awkwardly assembled family of sibling programs — including nutrition assistance, farm subsidies and
agricultural support — makes for intense rivalries, especially in tough economic times. The subsidy
lobby that jealously guards the lavish payments to commodity crop growers finds it easy to stand by
quietly while nutrition programs suffer sharp cuts while working feverishly to keep the spotlight off
of the largesse of farm subsidy payments.

The outcome of these battles is easy to predict. The Senate Ag Committee members are unlikely to
benefit personally or politically from federal nutrition programs for the poor. But as the EWG Farm
Subsidy Database made clear, the committee’s members largely represent states with robust farm
subsidy hauls, commodity crop payments to the states represented by the Senate Agriculture
committee totaled $3.38 billion 2010. House Agriculture Committee Member Districts pulled in $1.99
billion in commodity crop subsidies in 2010.

Speaking of the House side, Agriculture Committee Chairman Frank Lucas (R-Okla.) is also beating
the accountability drum.

We will examine how we are spending money, where the money is going, and whether
the goals of each program are being met. We will look for duplication within issue areas
to determine program overlap. We will scrutinize waste, fraud and abuse, and look for
ways to build on the success USDA has already achieved.

We have an obligation to taxpayers to ensure our resources are being spent wisely.

But like beauty, what constitutes wise spending is in the eye of the beholder, and the makeup of the
House Agriculture Committee’s membership, with its base firmly in states that are home to
commodity crop growers, leaves little doubt where its priorities lie.

If the committee takes its cue from the House GOP leadership’s budget bill, which took aim at a wide
variety of nutrition assistance efforts, programs like Know Your Farmer Know Your Food will be in
peril.

The bill forces USDA to report to Congress every time officials travel to promote the
department’s “Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food” program, which supports locally
grown food, and discourages the department from giving research grants to support local
food systems. Large agribusiness has been critical of the department’s focus on these
smaller food producers.

http://www.ewg.org/agmag/2011/06/once-again-obamas-usda-less-transparent-than-bush/ 5/2/2012



Once Again, Obama’s USDA Less Transparent than Bush’s | Environmental Working Gr... Page 3 of 3

And for those concerned with soil erosion, water quality and the effectiveness of conservation
programs authorized through the farm bill, there is a severe lack of transparency there, too.

All sides trumpet their insistence on accountability and “wise” spending, but somehow those priorities
never seems to include transparency or equity. It’s long past time for America’s food and farm
programs benefit all citizens, not just a handful of wealthy agribusiness churning out the raw material
for an unhealthy food system. If Congress can’t manage to take a hard-nosed look at the skewed
spending priorities of these programs, as well as the administration’s reluctance to identify the biggest
winners of the government’s largesse, then taxpayers and eaters need to demand it.

Comments are closed.
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EWG Farm Bill Platform

Posted by Sara Sciammacco in 2012 Farm Bill on April 16, 2012 | 3 responses
0 Like - 5 | Tweet <9 7

This year’s effort to renew America’s food and farm policy
through the farm bill creates an opportunity for Congress to
do more to support family farmers, protect the environment,
encourage healthy diets and ensure better access to healthy
food — all while supporting working families. Environmental
Working Group believes that Congress should enact farm
and food policy legislation that: provides producers with an
effective safety net at a lower cost to taxpayers; creates new
markets for farm products; invests in conservation and nutrition programs that benefit all farmers and
consumers; promotes increased consumption of fruits and vegetables; delivers greater transparency
and accountability; and meets the nation’s deficit reduction goals.

Support Family Farmers

Congress should support family farmers by ending subsidies that flow to the largest farm businesses
regardless of need.

In particular, Congress should:

* End direct payments — Congress should end direct farm payments, which are provided
regardless of need.

» Replace insurance subsidies with free yield insurance — Congress should replace costly
insurance subsidies for commodity “program crops” such as corn, wheat, soybeans, cotton and
rice with yield insurance policies designed to help farmers recover from “deep” losses caused
by bad weather.

+ Maintain the conservation compact — Congress should ensure that farmers implement
practices that protect wetlands, grasslands and soil health in exchange for a taxpayer-financed
safety net, including farm insurance.

+ Support beginning and socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers — Congress should
reform farm subsidy programs to level the playing field for all farmers and invest in programs
that help beginning and socially disadvantaged farmers by easing access to conservation, crop
insurance, credit, loan and grant programs.

« Expand local and regional markets — Congress should invest in loan and grant programs that
help create local and regional markets for farm products.

Support Stewardship

Congress should invest in research and provide incentives for farmers and ranchers to protect and
restore water quality and wildlife habitat.

http://www.ewg.org/agmag/2012/04/ewg-farm-bill-platform/ 5/2/2012
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In particular, Congress should:

Reject cuts to conservation — Congress should reject cuts to voluntary conservation programs
and instead provide $30 billion over the next five years to share with farmers the cost of a clean
environment.

Promote collaborative partnerships — Congress should deliver 25 percent of conservation
funding in grants selected for their potential for environmental benefit and awarded to groups of
farmers and local partners working together.

Reform easement and incentive programs — Congress should reform conservation programs
to achieve administrative efficiencies, better target incentive and easement funds and provide
loans for infrastructure projects.

Support organic food — Congress should invest in grant and loan programs that help farmers
switch to organic food production.

Support research — Support and modify research, education and extension programs to better
focus on organic and sustainable crop and livestock production and healthy food.

Support Healthy Diets

Fewer than 5 percent of American adults eat USDA-recommended amounts of fruits and vegetables,
and more than one-third are obese, increasing the nation’s health care costs by $127 billion a year.

To support healthy diets, Congress should:

Support Feeding Assistance Programs — Congress should protect and strengthen SNAP and
other nutrition assistance programs.

Support Nutrition Education — Congress should support efforts to help Americans eat
healthier diets through nutrition education.

Promote Fruit and Vegetable Consumption — Congress should strengthen the Fresh Fruit and
Vegetable program and reform specialty crop programs so as to increase consumption of local
fruits and vegetables.

Increase Access to Healthy Food — Congress should provide grants for incentive programs
that encourage SNAP recipients to buy and consume more fruits and vegetables, including at
farmers markets and other food retailers.

Support Better School Food — Congress should allow schools to use more school lunch and
breakfast funds to purchase local fruits and vegetables.

Maintain funding for research — Congress should underwrite sound research on nutrition,
hunger and food security, and obesity prevention.

http://www.ewg.org/agmag/2012/04/ewg-farm-bill-platform/ 5/2/2012
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Policy Plate: It is not a “reform” bill

Posted by Sara Sciammacco in 2012 Farm Bill on April 27, 2012 | no responses

0 Like Tweet (2 2

Senate Agriculture Committee leaders are calling the 2012
farm bill proposal the Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs
Act of 2012.

A farm bill that cuts programs for the hungry and the
environment to help finance a new entitlement program and
unlimited insurance subsidies for the largest and most
profitable farm operations doesn’t deserve to be called any
kind of “reform.”

A real reform bill would have ended direct payments, rejected new farm entitlements and made
important reforms to crop insurance subsidies that are slated to cost $90 billion over the next 10 years.

Lawmakers will have a chance to make it a true safety net when it goes to the Senate floor, which
according to Sen. Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.), chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee, could be
in a few weeks.

Table Scraps:

DTN’s Chris Clayton has more from Rep. Frank Lucas (R-Okla.), chair of the House Committee on
Agriculture, about the commodity title of the Senate farm bill draft.

Politico’s David Rogers reports on the regional battle line that’s being drawn between Southern
growers and Midwest farmers in the 2012 farm bill debate.

Fox 13 News in Tampa has a broadcast piece on the broken farm system, calling attention to the dead
farmers and city slickers who have benefited from federal subsidy programs.

Tweet of the Day: Marion Nestle @marionnestle GAO weighs in on farm bill issues. A good intro
to the whole thing. http://1.usa.gov/JG7XUg

Go here to sign up:

http://action.ewg.org/c/3745/p/salsa/web/common/public/signup?signup page KEY=5933

Tips? Email us at policyplate@ewg.org

Like

Add New Comment Login
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Subsidy Buffet for Agribiz, Table Scraps for Good Food

Posted by Kari Hamerschlag in 2012 Farm Bill, Food, Subsidies on May 1, 2012 | one response
9 Like <262 Tweet <103 24

The farm bill draft released by the Senate Agriculture
Committee last week (April 20) falls far short of providing
farm and food policies Americans want. In a national poll
last year, 78 percent said making nutritious and healthy
foods more affordable and accessible should be a top
priority in the farm bill. They’re going to be sorely
disappointed. If it passes, this agribusiness-as-usual proposal
will largely perpetuate our broken food and agriculture
system, leaving in its wake a long legacy of poor health and
degraded soil, water and habitat, especially in the industrial
agriculture heartland.

Without the efforts of Sen. Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.), the chair of the committee, the bill would
have been even worse, but as it is, the proposal will continue to give away tens of billions of taxpayer
dollars in subsidies to the nation’s largest, most profitable and environmentally damaging farm
businesses. To pay for this giveaway, the Agriculture committee’s proposal would slash programs for
conservation, nutrition, rural development and beginning and socially disadvantaged farmers.

That’s exactly what Americans in the poll said they don 't want.
An All-You-Can-Eat-Buffet for the Subsidy Lobby

The committee could simply have ended the widely discredited direct payment program and
redirected the money to healthy food or conservation programs that benefit the public and save money
in the long run. Instead, legislators created an expensive new entitlement program (called “shallow
loss”) that guarantees nearly 90 percent of the income of farm businesses already enjoying record
profits. It also leaves untouched a bloated $9-billion-a-year crop insurance program that pays about 60
percent of farmers’ crop insurance premiums, no matter how large the farm, and sends billions to crop
insurance companies and their agents.

Most of the benefits of these proposed programs would flow to the big five commodity crops (corn,
soy, cotton, rice and wheat) that provide feed for livestock, raw material for processed food and corn
ethanol fuel for our cars. Not only would these proposals be highly inequitable and wasteful, but the
new revenue guarantees, combined with unlimited insurance subsidies and high crop prices, will
create powerful new incentives for growers to plow up fragile wetlands and grasslands and erase
many of farming’s recent environmental gains.

Table Scraps for Good Food

With most of the savings from ending direct payments being poured into even more wasteful
programs, there is little left for anything else. When it comes to promoting better food, the bill would
provide a few additional important scraps. There’s $20 million a year for promoting local food; $10
million for Community Food Projects; and $20 million for the Hunger-free Communities Program to
create incentives for SNAP (food stamp) recipients to buy healthy food at farmers’ markets. But the
committee also cut $4 million from organic research funding (to $16 million a year) and cut funding
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to support Beginning Farmers in half, to $10 million. Never mind that we have a serious shortage of
young farmers and the average age of all farmers is hovering around 57.

The fruit, nuts and vegetable sector is generally happy with their scraps, which add up to an extra $75
million a year, mostly for marketing and research. Yet few of the no-cost policy changes outlined in
the Local Farms, Food and Jobs Act [introduced recently by Rep. Chellie Pingree (D-Maine) and Sen.
Sherrod Brown (D-Ohio)], which would help build local food systems and expand access to healthy
and sustainable foods, made it into the bill

Modest Trims to Lavish Subsidies Could Easily Pay For Good Food.

With the full Senate expected to consider the bill later this year, the only real hope for redirecting the
ill-considered spending cuts to healthy food programs will be to persuade other senators that there are
smarter policy options if they are willing to pry the needed resources out of the hands of wealthy
farm operators.

According to a recent Government Accountability Office report, simply capping crop insurance
premium subsidies at $40,000 per farm could yield as much as $10 billion in savings over 10 years.
This would be nearly enough to spare conservation and anti-hunger programs from the proposed cuts
while affecting just 4 percent of the subsidy recipients, who currently collect more than 30
percent of the total!

According to the same report, reducing the average crop insurance premium subsidy by 10 percent
might save another $10 billion over 10 years. This would be more than enough to significantly pay
down the deficit and cover the modest $200 million annual cost of the Local Farms, Food and Jobs
bill and the Beginning Farmer and Rancher bill.

A portion of that subsidy savings could also be used to not just restore but actually double funding for
organic agriculture, reinstate funding for the socially disadvantaged farmer program cut by the
committee and double the number of low-income schools participating in the Fruit and Vegetable
Snack program.

None of these modest cuts to the crop insurance subsidies would harm the integrity of that program or
leave farmers with inadequate coverage.

Watch for the Budget Deficit Smokescreen

In spite of the committee bill’s major flaws, outrage from good food advocates has been muted thus
far, in part because expectations were exceptionally low.

The overriding message from Congress, meekly accepted by too many, is that the current budget-
cutting climate makes it impossible to expect new money for nutrition, conservation, local, organic
and healthy food, no matter how valuable (and oversubscribed) these programs are. All we can hope
for, they say, is to hold onto current funding or minimize cuts.

But the nation’s difficult fiscal situation shouldn’t get all the blame. The main culprit is the farm
lobby’s stranglehold on the majority of Senate and House Agriculture Committee members and the
unwillingness of those who would prefer a reform-oriented farm bill to seriously challenge Congress
to do better.

Disregard the Coming Spin
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As the farm bill moves to the Senate floor, there will be lots of spin-doctors proclaiming that this is
the best that can be expected in the current fiscal climate. But if the goal is really to save money and
invest wisely, it makes no sense to give away unlimited crop insurance premium subsidies to wealthy
farm operators at the expense of feeding hungry people, protecting our water and investing in healthy
food.

It will not be easy to break the farm lobby’s long-standing grip on Congress. But it is certainly not
going to happen if we stay silent. It’s time to pick up the phone and let your representative and
senators know that you want a fair farm bill that invests in a healthier food system for you and your
family.
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Why are we spending our resources on the already bloated petro chemical corporations, and

taking it away from our poor and vulnerable citizens? This is not the behavior of a just society.
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