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FIELD HEARING ON 2007 FARM BILL

AUGUST 11, 2006

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTRY, CONSERVATION AND
RURAL REVITALIZATION,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,
Moscow, ID

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9 a.m. at the Uni-
versity of Idaho, Hon. Mike Crapo, chairman of the subcommittee,
presiding.

Present: Senator Crapo.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CRAPO, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM IDAHO

Senator CRAPO. Before I get into my opening statement, let me
gavel this hearing open. This is a hearing, a formal hearing of the
Senate Subcommittee on Forestry, Conservation and Rural Revital-
ization relating to the Federal farm policy.

Idaho is very fortunate. Not every state is going to be able to
have a hearing. In fact, I believe most states are not going to be
able to have hearings, and we are fortunate to be able to be one
of the states that is going to be able to have a hearing in terms
of providing input to the next Farm Bill.

I want to thank all the witnesses for the time and effort that
they have put in to preparing their testimony and traveling here
to participate in today’s hearing.

As Congress prepares to write the next Farm Bill, there is really
nothing more important than getting input from farmers and
ranchers in rural communities and others who are most affected by
the Federal farm policy.

Hearings such as this, which is the eighth Senate Agricultural
Committee field hearing held across the nation, and the 11 field
hearings that are being held by the House Agriculture Committee
are essential in that process.

The world trade negotiations increased energy and other farm
input costs and the far different Federal budget situation than the
projected budget surplus that we had when the 2002 Farm Bill was
written add significant changes to crafting the next Farm Bill.

However, it remains clear that producers must have a proper
safety net, broader foreign market access and assistance with meet-
ing the increased demands of our natural resources.

Through strong leadership the Senate Agriculture Committee,
Chairman Saxby Chambliss, we are going to be working to write
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a Farm Bill that meets these challenges while enabling success for
U.S. agriculture.

The bottom line is that we need to ensure the Federal farm pol-
icy addresses the needs and complexes of agriculture, while con-
tinuing to enable farmers and ranchers to provide a safe and abun-
dant food supply. Also helping them strengthen our rural commu-
nities, our businesses and supporting the stewardship of our rural
communities.

This is not a small task. With more than 25,000 farmers and
ranchers in Idaho producing more than 140 commodities, Idaho has
an important voice to lend in writing the next Farm Bill.

Today we are going to hear from witnesses representing various
Idaho agriculture sectors, and we are also going to hear testimony
from conservation, rural development and nutrition groups and the
Nez Perce Tribe.

There is ample opportunity beyond today to provide input for the
next Farm Bill as well. The record for this hearing is going to re-
main open for five business days, and formal comments can be sub-
mitted during that time. Or anyone who’s interested can submit in-
formal views through the Senate Agriculture Committee website or
through my own website, or by simply contacting me or my staff.

I look forward to our discussion today and to valuable input that
we are going to receive from Idahoans as we craft this next bill.

Now, as we move forward with the witnesses, I want to remind
all of the witnesses that as you were invited, the letter told you to
prepare your testimony to last 5 minutes. Your written statements
and testimony will be included as a part of the record. But I ask
you to pay very close attention to the 5 minute limitation on your
oral presentation, because we want to get engaged in some give
and take on the questions and answers, and we do have a lot of
witnesses to testify.

And if you are like me, your 5 minutes is going to be done before
you are. I never seem to get everything I want said, said in the
time limits that I have when I'm giving a speech or make a presen-
tation.

So, what I would encourage you to do, Andree Duvarney is sit-
ting right over here, she has some little time cards to help you re-
member where your time is. Andree, what do your cards say?

Ms. DUVARNEY. And I have 2 minutes warning, a l-minute
warning, and then a time up.

Senator CRAPO. OK. And I encourage you as the time is up, to
please just kind of wrap up whatever thought you are on at that
point.

Understand that you will have an opportunity to make the rest
of your points or to present other information in a question and an-
swer period or to supplement the record, but we do want to have
you—we do want to try to keep everybody on time so that we can
get everybody through in terms of their testimony, and have an op-
portunity for dialog.

So, I would encourage you to do that. And if you go too far over,
I will likely rap the gavel here to remind you to wrap up so that
we can keep ourselves on pace. I hate to do that and I hate to run
such a tight ship, but we have learned that we have to do that, or
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we won’t get everybody’s testimony concluded and have the oppor-
tunity for some give and take and questions and answers.

Now, I also want to announce one other change. As you may
have noticed—if you picked up a schedule, we had originally sched-
uled three panels to take place. I note, though, that we have Ms.
Rebecca Miles here with us, who is the Chairman of the Nez Perce
Tribe, and I have asked Rebecca to speak first in the first panel.

So what we will do is proceed with the panels as they have been
listed on the schedule, with the exception that we will have Re-
becca speak first and represent the interests of the Nez Perce
Tribe.

And, Rebecca, you are free to proceed.

STATEMENT OF REBECCA MILES, CHAIRMAN, NEZ PERCE
TRIBE, LAPWAI, IDAHO

Ms. MiLEs. Thank you, Senator Crapo. Good morning. Taac
Maywee. I appreciate the time to be moved ahead.

For the record, my name is Rebecca Miles, and I currently serve
as the Chairman of the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee, and
I would like to present the Tribe’s testimony in support of the reau-
thorization of the Farm Bill.

I would like to thank the Senator for this important opportunity
to work toward a unified vision for the Nez Perce Tribe and the
U.S. Forest Service.

In May of 2005 the Intertribal Timber Council, of which the Nez
Perce are a proud member of, assisted in strengthening and
crafting a way for tribes and the U.S. Forest Service to work to-
ward a government to government relationship that respected each
Tribe’s unique treaty with the United States.

The result was draft legislation developed by the ITC referred to
as the Tribal Forest Service Cooperative Relations Act. The draft
legislation authorizes the Forest Service assistance for tribal gov-
ernment, similar to the way the U.S. Forest Service provides assist-
ance to state government.

In addition to addressing this issue of parity among the tribes
and the state, I would also strongly urge the reauthorization spe-
cifically for tribal access to Forest Service lands for certain cultural
and traditional purposes.

There are seven sections that assist in achieving that endeavor,
and are as follows:

Section 101 would allow tribal governments to participate di-
rectly in the conservation easements provided in the Forest Legacy
Program.

Section 102 would authorize assistance to tribal governments for
tribal consultation and coordination with the Forest Service, con-
servation education and awareness activities, and technical assist-
ance for forest resource planning, management and conservation.

Section 202 would authorize reburial of tribal remains on Na-
tional Forest Service lands.

Section 203 would authorize Forest Service provision of forest
products from National Forest Service lands to tribes, subject to a
Forest Service-tribal agreement.
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Section 204 would authorize temporary closure of the National
Forest Service land for tribal traditional cultural and customary
purposes.

Section 205 would prohibit the Secretary of Agriculture from dis-
closing to the public any confidential information learned from an
Indian tribe or a member of an Indian tribe when the tribe or
member requests that confidentiality be preserved.

Section 206 provides severability and a savings language for the
trust responsibility, in existing agreements, and reserved for other
rights.

The Forest Legacy and tribal assistance programs in Section 101
and 102 are from the 2002 Farm Bill conference deliberations. Sec-
tion 102, tribal assistance programs, is in the same form developed
by the conferees and accepted by the Forest Service just before the
provisions were drafted from the Conference Bill when an unre-
lated difference of opinion caused all Senate-side forestry provi-
sions to be eliminated.

The assistance authorities are based on provisions for state gov-
ernments in the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act, which also
includes a Forest Legacy Program.

The Title II provisions dealing with protecting tribal traditional
and cultural activities on National Forest Service lands are based
on legislative suggestions developed and presented in the U.S. For-
est Service’s June 2003 Report of the National Tribal Relations
Program Implementation Team.

The ITC also played a major role in identifying the shortcoming
of the Forest Service in relation to these traditional and cultural
resources and activities essential to each Tribe’s way of life.

The ITC has been diligent in working with Congress but also the
National Association of State Forester’s organization to seek sup-
port under the State and Private Forestry Office. The NASF has
met with the ITC on several occasions, and it was the intent of the
ITC to clearly delineate the Tribes’ efforts from the states, by com-
municating early on that the ITC seeking the establishment of new
funding and a program to handle tribal affairs.

With this stated, it is important to recognize and inform you of
the ongoing dialog between the two groups that has fostered a
great working relationship between the two organizations, the ITC
and the NASF. Also personal friendships between each of the re-
spective Board members, and mutual understanding of the ongoing
forest health and Federal forest management issues have strength-
ened this relationship.

Our hope is that the Nez Perce will be afforded funding and
other resource opportunities under the reauthorized Farm Bill, in
a larger effort to truly assist fish, wildlife, and vegetative resources
management for our original 7.5 million acre Reservation that was
ceded to the United States, which the U.S. Forest Service and BLM
currently manage.

Much of the Nez Perce Tribe’s territory is managed by the Forest
Service, and as such, the Forest Service holds a trust responsibility
to ensure the protection, enhancement, mitigation, restoration and
of course utilization and access to these important resources.
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At this time, Senator Crapo, I'd like to thank you for your consid-
eration of my presentation to you today. We look forward to the
successful outcome of the Farm Bill reauthorization.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Miles can be found on page 104
in the appendix.]

Ms. MILES. I have with me Mr. Aaron Miles, who is also the nat-
ural resource manager for the Nez Perce Tribe, if you should have
any questions for us.

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much, Rebecca. I truly appre-
ciate the attitude and the opportunities that we have in working
closely with the Nez Perce Tribe under your leadership.

I can tell you that as I have been working on multiple issues
throughout the region here in the last few days, and frankly over
the last months, and the time period since you have become Chair-
man, it is a constant comment is made to me by many of the people
throughout the region, that they appreciate the good working rela-
tionship that we have with the tribe and the opportunity that we
have to develop collaborative opportunities to improve the cir-
cumstances.

So, I just first of all want to publicly thank you and the tribe for
your approach to being a good partner with all of us on these
issues.

In your testimony you indicated your support for tribal access to
forest lands. Could you please explain a little bit more the impor-
tance of this and what you have in mind there?

Ms. MILES. Sure. I can explain briefly, and then Mr. Miles can
continue.

Senator CRAPO. Certainly.

Ms. MILES. Access to those lands are vital to our tribal members
who go and practice our cultural rights to gather berries, roots,
hunting, those types of activities. Those are the types of activities
that are important that our tribal members bring to us when they
don’t have access to these areas that they may have had access to
previously.

Mr. Miles?

Mr. MiLES. Yes. Senator Crapo. Yeah, that is exactly right. There
are times when the tribe needs to work more collaboratively, and
I think the provisions in this hopefully that will be in addition to
the reauthorization of the Farm Bill will assist in us achieving that
with the Forest Service.

Their examples, specific examples, were their closures where the
tribes are not allowed to be in but they should be for cultural and
traditional purposes that are very—lead right into the religious
way of life, too.

Senator CRAPO. Well, thank you. And, again, I noted in your tes-
timony, Rebecca, that Sections 101 and 102 that were in the 2002
Farm Bill conference, and then were dropped during the con-
ference, those are Sections 101 and 102 of the Inter-Tribal Timber
Council’s agreement.

Is that what you are referring to?

Ms. MILES. Yes.

Mr. MILES. Yes.

Senator CRAPO. And those are still today not law, is that correct?
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Mr. MiLES. Yeah. That’s what we understand. We are hoping to
get those back in through this reauthorization.

Senator CRAPO. And I apologize that I am unfamiliar with the
circumstances that took place at that time. But the reason they
were dropped from the conference was because of the Senate side
forestry provisions that were omitted from the conference?

Mr. MILES. Yeah.

Senator CRAPO. Well, I will take this information back as we de-
velop the next Farm Bill and try to determine why those provisions
were dropped by encouraging you to work closely with me and
make sure I understand all of the background that you can provide
to me on that as we move forward.

Mr. MILES. Senator, also, one other comment, the Inter-Tribal
Timber Council has been fighting really hard also to change the
name to state tribal and private forestry, in addition. And we've
worked with NASF quite a few times. We've met with them several
times to address all of this.

And originally they were kind of against this whole notion of
tribes as governments getting involved with Forest Service man-
agement. And so we worked to dispel all of that, and I think they
are very supportive of even the name change that we had re-
quested, as well.

Senator CRAPO. Good. Well, as I indicated, I have had a lot of
conversations about management issues in which the tribe is in-
volved, and the Forest Service officials in the area are certainly I
think pleased with the relationship they have and looking forward
to developing an extended relationships between the two. So, I
would encourage that.

I have no further questions. I want to just thank you again for
presenting your testimony and for your working in partnerships
with us.

Ms. MILES. Thank you, Senator Crapo. Enjoy your time here in
Idaho.

Senator CrAPO. I will do that.

All right. At this time we will call up panel number 1, which is,
as I think for those of you who know you are on the panel, start
coming up please, panel number 1 is Mr. Tim Dillin, the Vice-Presi-
dent of Idaho Grain Producers of Idaho, from Porthill; Mr. Jim
Evans, the Chairman of the USA Dry Pea and Lentil Council from
Genesee, and the Idaho Dry Pea and Lentil Commission; and a
slight change from the schedule, we have Mr. John VanderWoude,
who is here representing the Idaho Dairymen’s Association, from
Twin Falls. No. Not Twin Falls.

Mr. VANDERWOUDE. I'm from Nampa.

Senator CRAPO. From Nampa. That is what I was going to say.
And then Mr. Keith Esplin, who is the Executive Director of the
Potato Growers of Idaho from Blackfoot.

We welcome all of you here with us. And, again, I remind you
to watch out for Andree. She will be monitoring you closely. But
we look forward to your testimony. And we will go in the order I
introduced you.

Mr. Dillin, you may proceed.
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STATEMENT OF TIM DILLIN, VICE-PRESIDENT, IDAHO GRAIN
PRODUCERS OF IDAHO, PORTHILL, IDAHO

Mr. DiLLIN. Thank you, Senator. On behalf of the Idaho Grain
Producers Association, I'm pleased to be here and I am pleased to
have been invited.

My name is Tim Dillin. I raise wheat, barley, and canola in
Boundary County, Idaho. Just a stone’s throw away from the Cana-
dian border.

I currently serve all wheat and barley growers of Idaho as Vice-
President of the Idaho Grain Producers Association.

On behalf of the IGPA, National Association of Wheat Growers,
National Barley Growers Association, I would like to thank you
personally for your help in requesting the FAPRI analysis for both
the wheat and barley industries. The analysis is and will help us
draft a better Farm Bill proposal.

Let me start by saying that the Idaho Grain Producers Associa-
tion believes that we should write a new Farm Bill in 2007. A new
Farm Bill and the support it provides to agriculture is far more im-
portant to Idaho growers immediately than waiting for a possible
restart or eventual conclusions to the WTO talks.

We must never negotiate away our ability to sustain America’s
agricultural producers.

Now for commodity programs. The 2002 Farm Bill has many
strong points. The wheat and barley growers that I represent here
today believe that the next Farm Bill should build on these
strengths. But, while wheat and barley growers generally support
current policy, much of the safety net provided by the 2002 Farm
Bill has not been effective for wheat farmers.

Since 2002, wheat growers have received little or no benefit from
two key components of the current bill; the counter cyclical pro-
gram and loan deficiency payment program, for two main reasons.
The loan program and LDP program have not worked well for
wheat growers. The target price on the counter cyclical program for
wheat was set considerably lower than market conditions indicated.

In the final hours of negotiations of the 2002 Farm Bill, the tar-
get price for wheat was reduced when other crops were not. That
reduction reduces the safety net for wheat growers.

For Idaho’s wheat growers, IGPA recommends that Congress in-
crease the direct payment rate for wheat growers and improve the
price and safety net by increasing the target price for wheat.

Idaho’s barley growers also need more from the next Farm Bill.
Over the next 20 years—Over the past 20 years U.S. barley acre-
age has declined by 73 percent and production has declined by 65
percent. 2005 harvested acres of 3.3 million acres were the lowest
since USDA began collecting statistics in 1890.

IGPA and the National Barley Growers Association believe that
the U.S. barley has lost significant competitiveness in its tradi-
tional Northern Tier growing region due, in large part, to distor-
tions in the Federal farm programs. And there’s a chart in my writ-
ten statements.

For Idaho’s barley growers, IGPA recommends that the 2007
Farm Bill focus on equity for barley growers by ensuring that di-
rect payments, loan rates and target prices provide a reliable safety
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net and preventative planning distortions that jeopardize the com-
petitiveness of barley production.

Idaho wheat and barley growers also understand that other crop-
ping groups want to be included in the 2007 Farm Bill. IGPA does
not oppose this request but we will remain steadfast in our position
that adding new crops will require additional money to be author-
ized or appropriated for the 2007 Farm Bill. Distributing what we
have now among more crops is unacceptable.

On conservation. Idaho wheat and barley growers are some of
the best environmental stewards in the world. IGPA believes that
conservation programs must continue to be an important compo-
nent of all Farm Bills.

Conservation programs, however, must continue to be designed
to encourage conservation and not become the distribution system
for the farm safety net. Conservation compliance regulations, CPR,
CSP and EQIP, and all other conservation programs, have im-
proved our environment. They have been successful because they
provide cost sharing and incentives to put conservation on the
ground.

Idaho wheat and barley growers support continued funding for
the conservation programs that are currently in the 2002 Farm
Bill. IGPA recommends that each program be funded at a level
that will allow the program to succeed and accomplishing its pur-

ose.

IGPA will oppose any attempt to shift money from commodity
title to the conservation title.

We would also recommend to your subcommittee that the admin-
istration of all conservation programs be provided by the Farm
Service Agency and that the 2007 Farm Bill authorize and ade-
quately fund NRCS to provide technical service for conservation
programs.

We believe that the focus of conservation programs must be to
continue providing incentive to agriculture to adapt conservation
practices and never be authorized to distribute commodities for
payments.

And just one final note. I talked to Steve Johnson yesterday, and
it’s about energy. And we would continue to support alternative en-
ergies, and also anything that we could do to alleviate our current
energy situation, especially with the upcoming planting season.

And on that note, Senator, I would like to thank you for holding
hearings in Idaho and we will continue to do anything we can to
help you in writing the next Farm Bill.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dillin can be found on page 70
in the appendix.]

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much, Mr. Dillin.

Mr. Evans.

STATEMENT OF JIM EVANS, CHAIRMAN, USA DRY PEA AND
LENTIL COUNCIL, IDAHO DRY PEA AND LENTIL COMMIS-
SION, GENESEE, IDAHO

Mr. EVANS. My name is Jim Evans. I am a farmer of dry peas,
lentils, chickpeas, wheat and barley near Genesee, Idaho. I am the
Chairman of the USA Dry Pea and Lentil Council, a national orga-
nization representing producers, processors, and exporters of dry
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peas, lentils and chickpeas across the northern tier of the United
States. I also serve as the Chairman of the Idaho Pea and Lentil
Commission, an organization representing Idaho pulse producers
for over 40 years. And usually every Tuesday I take out the trash.

Idaho farmers would like to thank you for serving on the Senate
Ag Committee as we approach the 2007 Farm Bill. Since you are
Chairman of the Ag Subcommittee on Forestry, Conservation and
Rural Revitalization, I would like to begin my comments with the
conservation title of the Farm Bill.

The Council believes that our farm policy should reward pro-
ducers for managing soil based on a long-term environmental sus-
tainability on working lands.

First topic. CRP. Conservation Reserve Program has had many
environmental benefits, but the way it has been managed has been
devastating to rural communities. It puts fertilizer companies out
of business. It puts implement companies out of business. It takes
out rural jobs. Most of the landlords move to Arizona or California.
It doesn’t really bring money back to Idaho.

In the next Farm Bill, CPR should be limited to only the most
fragile lands and whole farm bids should be difficult to obtain.

CSP. In order to achieve environmental and conservation goals
of this great country, we need to fully fund the Conservation Pro-
gram. I personally can’t qualify for CSP, even though I am in the
Clearwater drainage, because I have another farm that’s bigger
that’s in the Snake River drainage. So I don’t qualify.

Sign up for the current CSP program is time consuming, com-
plicated, and it often fails to recognize accepted conservation prac-
tices in a local area. The program should reward producers for
achieving conservation goals based on systems that are economi-
cally sustainable and result in significantly improved soil, air and
water quality.

The CSP should be modified to reward producers for addressing
conservation goals in their local watersheds and should encourage
farmers to diversify their crop portfolios.

Research. To compete successfully in a global economy we need
to increase our investment in agricultural research. The USDA Ag-
riculture Research Service and our land-grant Universities have
faced decreasing budgets for years. We support increasing agri-
culture research budgets in the next Farm Bill.

Energy. We fully support programs in the next Farm Bill to en-
hance the development of biodiesel fuels. But we also believe that
crops like lagumes which do not take energy and actually put en-
ergy back into the soil should be rewarded for that benefit. We
should be able to get a payment of some kind for that renewable
energy source.

The Marketing Loan Program, the LDP program. I can’t say
enough how much this has helped our industry along. It gives us
a safety net. I could go to my banker and get a loan now and I have
a little bit of cushion there to know what’s going on.

We support the counter cyclical, direct and counter cyclical pay-
ment. Pulse crops are the only crop who do not get a payment. We
would like to be included in that program because we are excluded
from Cuba and a lot of different countries that are right 90 miles
off our shore.
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Planting flexibility. Specifically, the 1996 Farm Bill, we were al-
lowed to plant on all our acres. Chickpeas especially are a vege-
table crop, and we cannot plant those crops on program acres. We
would like to be able to do that.

WTO. We support the WTO if it is on an equal playing field. We
have other barriers that we need to address with the WTO pro-
gram. We have a file sanitary issue with India and China. Every
time they want to put on a trade barrier, they put on some kind
of sanitary rules and regulations, and they kick us off. Cuba is one
country that we want to get into. A year ago we shipped 50,000
million—50,000 metric tons of peas into Cuba. With the adminis-
tration’s new red tape and guidelines, we’re down to about less
than 7,000 metric tons. It is a 200,000 metric ton market, and Can-
ada gets it all.

In conclusion, I would like to say good farm policy should encour-
age farmers to take advantage of market opportunities and reward
them for crop diversity and management practices that help the en-
vironment.

Every country protects their agricultural base in some form or
fashion. The recently failed WTO negotiations proved that most
countries are unwilling to leave their farmers unprotected.

If U.S. farmers are to compete against subsidized competition,
high tariffs and phyto-sanitary barriers, we must maintain a
strong farm program and protect our agricultural producers and
their precious natural resource base.

And I want to thank you for coming to Idaho, and I will answer
any questions that you have at this time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Evans can be found on page 78
in the appendix.]

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much, Mr. Evans.

Mr. VanderWoude.

STATEMENT OF JOHN VANDERWOUDE, BOARD MEMBER,
UNITED DAIRYMEN OF IDAHO, NAMPA, IDAHO

Mr. VANDERWOUDE. Senator Crapo, my name is dJohn
VanderWoude. I am a dairy producer out of Nampa, and a United
Dairymen of Idaho board member, and presently a Republican can-
didate for the Idaho House of Representatives, District 21-A.

I'm hoping as a politician now I am allotted a little more time
because I know politicians never stick to their time. Also I have a
problem that this speech was written, so I haven’t practiced it, and
so I’'m proceed on.

The Idaho Dairymen’s Association was formed as a dairy pro-
ducer advocacy group in 1944 as a dairy producer Board of Direc-
tors that are elected by their peers.

All dairy producers in Idaho are members of IDA and pay a 0.1
cent per hundred weight assessment to cover the cost of the organi-
zation.

A little bit about myself. 'm a son of an immigrant, so if you
want to do work on the immigration bill, we can debate that.

My parents immigrated to California after World War II, with
four children. They decided to have six more after that. And fortu-
nately I was one of those. I dairied in California for a while, milk-
ing cows for my dad.
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In 1976 I bought my own cows and started dairying down there.
Seeing the change in land values in California in 1980, I moved to
Idaho, started milking cows in Idaho for 6 years.

And then went on one of the government’s favorite programs, the
buyout program to quit milking cows. That idled the dairy for 5
years. At that time I bought a milk testing lab. I ran that with my
son for a while. And then I sent my son off to college, and unfortu-
nately I sent him off to Iowa to go to college. He roomed with some
dairymen’s sons and come back and decided he wanted to milk
cows again. So, we bought some cows and I'm back in the dairy
business. The education didn’t do him any good.

Some people asked, “Why did you sent your kids to Iowa?” I said,
“So they’d come back.” And they all did. As you can see, my oldest
son works in the milk testing lab with me, and my daughter has
moved to Boise with her husband.

The upcoming Farm Bill debate should be utilized as a time to
review the determined long-term effectiveness of the agricultural
programs.

Since the 1930’s the government has attempted to assist agricul-
tural producers by replacing the signals of the market that would
impact price by keeping supply and demand in check with govern-
ment signals. If the intent of the government’s support program is
to provide an adequate return on time and investment, then the
outcome shows that the programs have failed.

In 1981 the Class III price, which is the basis for all milk pricing
and presently the high water mark for pricing in Idaho, averaged
12.57. In 2002 it averaged 9.74. And in 2004, it averaged 15.39.

Of the 48 months representing 2000 to 2003, 40 percent of the
time the monthly Class III price was below the 9.90 support price
with November of 2000 dipping all the way down to 8.57.

This extreme volatility in pricing that is lower than the prices
producers received over 30 years ago is a direct result of failed gov-
ernment programs that do not allow the market system to work.

The same results can be seen in the corn market. The average
price per bushel in 1981 was 2.92. Today that same bushel sells for
2.40. I can also give you a personal example—I am down to 2 min-
utes. I am not even done with the first page.

Senator CRAPO. We're going to hold you to your 5 minutes, but
we will get into this in the question and answer.

Mr. VANDERWOUDE. A personal example of that, I have a brother
that dairies in California, and the government pays him $65,000
not to grow rice. He grows corn and alfalfa just like I do for his
dairy. That’s what he wants to grow.

Why is the government paying him $65,000 to not grow rice?
That’s part of the failed policy of the program.

Another example of that is the Milk Income Loss Contract. I be-
lieve that it interferes with the free market system by sending false
market signals. It also interferes with other government dairy price
support programs. This discriminates against producers and their
operations based on size.

In 2004 the United States Department of Agriculture economic
effect of U.S. dairy policy and alternate approaches to the milk
pricing report to Congress stated that there is basically an incom-
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patibility between the MILC and preexisting dairy subsidy pro-
gram.

The milk price supporting program, which dates to the depres-
sion era, Agricultural Adjustment Act, should also be reviewed to
determine if it is fulfilling its purpose as intended or inhibiting the
market system to function.

Under that program, the government steps in and buys dairy
products when the price falls below a certain level. If that support
price is set low enough, it provides some income security to farmers
while allowing the market to slowly clear and production to fall to
the point where prices can rise again.

It is our belief that that program no longer serves its stated pur-
pose and allows the price of milk to stay low for an extended period
of time, longer than if the market system were allowed to function
without government interference.

As 1 stated above, many times since 2000, the Class III price
dropped below the support price. When this occurs, the pay price
for Idaho producers, both when we are in the Federal marketing
order, or now that we are no longer in the Federal marketing
order, drops below support.

Another sample I can give you, a personal example, I have no
time left, a personal example is that I received a letter from my
processor this past week saying that the government make allow-
ance for cheese was 25 cents higher because of their cost of pro-
ducing cheese, and so now my price was 25 cents lower. Where is
the make allowance for the dairy producer that allows him to
make.

Last, I would like to comment on what we would like to see in
the Farm Bill.

Another suggestion we would like to see considered in the Farm
Bill would be the addition of the Cooperative Dairy Research Cen-
ter in Magic Valley. It would be a huge help to the industry to miti-
gate its effect on the environment and be a productive way to bring
together schools, government agencies and others to work together
toward helping dairymen in Idaho be great stewards of the state
land and resources.

We already have huge interest and cooperation between the
Idaho Dairymen’s Association, the University of Idaho College of
Agricultural Sciences, the College of Southern Idaho, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Department of Energy through Idaho Na-
tional Lab, and the USDA Agricultural Research Service, and we
are hoping it won’t be long before funds can be allocated and fur-
ther plans can be made toward making this dream a reality.

Thank you for your time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. VanderWoude can be found on
page 130 in the appendix.]

Senator CRAPO. Thank you, Mr. VanderWoude.

Mr. Esplin.

STATEMENT OF KEITH ESPLIN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
POTATO GROWERS OF IDAHO, BLACKFOOT, IDAHO

Mr. EspPLIN. I appreciate the opportunity to be here today. I
might tell Mr. Dillin that the reason I am here is because all of
the potatoes growers are home harvesting their wheat.
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I am Executive Director of the Potato Growers of Idaho, and
prior to taking this job in 2001, I was a full-time potato grower,
and my family continues to do that. I also have a brother that’s a
dairyman.

Before I begin my specific comments on Farm Bill titles, I feel
compelled to raise an issue, that if not resolved soon, will affect
specialty crops more than all the titles of the Farm Bill combined.
I refer to the rapidly developing shortage of immigrant farm work-
ers. It is imperative that comprehensive immigration reform that
includes the ag jobs provision for agriculture be passed as quickly
as possible.

We applaud the vision of the Senate in passing this comprehen-
sive reform and request that everything possible be done to main-
tain the important provisions for agriculture in the House-Senate
conference committee.

Current efforts to tighten the border are contributing to an al-
ready critical shortage of farm workers. Many of our resident farm
workers are being enticed with much higher paying jobs in the Wy-
oming gas and coal fields.

One of Idaho’s premier potato seed farmers told me that he
couldn’t get enough workers to sort seed potatoes last spring at any
price. And we are hearing of shortages on the harvest workers com-
ing up already. They are quite severe.

Other specialty crops have even higher labor needs than pota-
toes. Irreparable harm will be done to the suppliers of our nation’s
fruits and vegetables if a workable guest worker program is not en-
acted soon.

Now to the Farm Bill. Potato growers currently do not receive
and do not want to receive direct payments of any kind from the
next Farm Bill.

We do believe, however, that there are many things that Con-
gress can do to improve the competitiveness of our industry by in-
vesting in infrastructure, expand the use of the conservation pro-
grams for specialty crop producers, improve our export possibilities,
provide protection from invasive pests, expand research, and help
to increase the consumption of fruits and vegetables as targeted
USDA'’s nutritional guidelines.

Farm programs shouldn’t put any sector of the ag economy at a
disadvantage. Perhaps the greatest priority in the 2007 Farm Bill
is to maintain the prohibition of planting fruits and vegetables on
the land where growers receive direct payments derived from hav-
ing a base in a program crop.

Because of the urgency in addressing the matters I am dis-
cussing here today, the Potato Growers of Idaho believe that a new
Farm Bill should be adopted as scheduled, rather than extend the
current Farm Bill as has been suggested.

We support the broad principles of the specialty crop coalition of
which the National Potato Council has helped co-chair.

We believe that it is in the best interests of America to support
a strong specialty crop industry.

Agricultural areas where specialty crops are grown support a
much larger economy. Additionally, many specialty crops also sup-
port a large value-added processing industry.
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Some of the specific Farm Bill titles, I have some comments on.
The conservation programs—EQIP. As a member of Idaho’s State
NRCS technical committee, I have worked hard to make conserva-
tion programs more available to specialty crop producers.

We have achieved some success, with NRCS beginning to fund
some innovative IPM programs through the Environmental Quality
Improvement Program, EQIP. But much more can be done.

We believe that a mandatory allotment of EQIP funds for spe-
cialty crop producers, similar to what currently exists for livestock,
should be adopted. Environmental benefits are reduced pesticide
applications can be achieved by helping growers adopt new prac-
tices, including IPM and organic production.

Also under conservation, the Conservation Security Program en-
visioned by writers of the last Farm Bill truly included some inno-
vative concepts. However, the program was not designed to work
for specialty crop producers.

Some potato growers have been able to adapt practices that al-
lowed them to participate in CSP, but it would be very difficult for
most. Producers of other specialty crops that require more soil cul-
tivation, such as sugar beets, dry edible beans, and onions, will
most likely find it impossible to qualify for CSP.

The biggest problem with CSP, however, is the slow and com-
pletely unfair way in which it is being implemented. It is abso-
lutely unfair and improper that one grower may be receiving pay-
ments of 40,000 a year, while a competing producer, in a different
watershed, has not even had an opportunity to sign up; and at the
current rate, may never get that chance.

The CSP program either needs to be revised and adequately
funded or canceled. And if it is canceled, we recommend that EQIP
funds should—or if it is funded, then EQIP funds should be used
to help growers qualify for CSP, or if it is canceled, then perhaps
that money could go into EQIP.

Under risk management. Multi-peril crop insurance continues to
be unaffordable for many potato growers and specialty crop pro-
ducers. The current program does not adequately protect seed po-
tato producers.

We suggest a pilot project that would redirect subsidies used for
crop insurance into a disaster saving account program that would
help producers buildup a savings account to use in times of crop
disaster.

We would also like a pilot program to develop a workable seed
potato insurance product. We offer our assistance in developing
these kinds of programs, which would also reduce the need for ad
hoc disaster assistance.

We also have serious concerns about the pilot adjusted gross rev-
enue program. We believe that despite efforts to make the program
work, it is still too subject to fraud and is still marketing dis-
torting. It also doesn’t work for producers that are consolidating
and expanding their operations.

Also the AGR Lite program will not work for most potato and
specialty crop producers due to the gross revenue limit.

Just real fast. We also support the energy—anything we can do
to produce our own energy and we believe that could have a great
impact on us. We believe that transportation needs are great. We
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need help in those areas. We would also like to see research ex-
panded, including a significant research into organic production
and conversation to organic systems.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Esplin can be found on page 74
in the appendix.]

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much, Mr. Esplin.

And I want to thank each member of the panel for being concise
and watching the clock there. I told you you’d run out of time be-
fore you would run out of things to say. But please be aware, I
have personally read your testimony, and not only have I, but our
staff has, and the Senate committee staff will also review it very
carefully. So, the points that you may not have been able to get to
in terms of what you were able to say in your oral testimony are
not lost. And we will have an opportunity to get into them a little
bit more here in the suggestion.

There is a tremendous amount of wise input in the testimony
that you have provided. I won’t myself in this discussion here be
able to get into everything that we would like to. So please don’t
hesitate, and I'm speaking not only to you, but to everyone here,
please don’t hesitate to contact me or my office and discuss the con-
cetﬁls that you have as we move forward in developing the Farm
Bill.

Mr. Dillin, the question that I had for you is, how would you
prioritize in terms of the importance, in your opinion, the various
farm programs that we generally have in the commodity title, and
really what I am asking is, can you, if you can, rank the relative
importance of the direct payment program versus the Marketing
Loan Program and the counter cyclical payment program.

Mr. DiLLIN. Senator, I would say for wheat, about the only thing
we’ve really gotten out of it for wheat are the direct payments. Like
I say, we really haven’t been able to capitalize on the counter cycli-
cal or the LDP’s, because of the loan rate.

Barley, we have gotten a counter cyclical payment. We received
another one this year. And that’s good news and bad, I guess, be-
cause that means the price of barley was low enough to trigger the
counter cyclical payment, which isn’t necessarily a good thing.

I know that NOG has gotten their Farm Bill proposal pretty
much wrapped up, and I think barley, I think theyve got the
FABRI study back, or will be getting it back, so they will be coming
up with their Farm Bill proposal for that.

