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July 5, 2012 
 
The Honorable Frank D. Lucas 
Chairman 
Committee on Agriculture 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1301 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

 
 
 
The Honorable Collin C. Peterson 
Ranking Member 
Committee on Agriculture 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2211 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515  

 1 
Dear Chairman Lucas and Ranking Member Peterson: 2 
  3 
On behalf of the Southwest Council of Agribusiness (SWCA), representing 17 farm 4 
organizations, 32 lenders, and 71 main street businesses in Texas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, 5 
Colorado, and Kansas, I write to strongly endorse the bipartisan farm bill that you have 6 
developed.  7 
  8 
The legislation proposes unprecedented budget reductions, consolidations, and reforms that will 9 
reduce the deficit and save taxpayers more than $35 billion.  The House farm bill is fiscally 10 
responsible.  11 
  12 
The legislation would achieve $15 billion in savings from the commodity title while still 13 
ensuring that U.S. farm policy effectively helps American producers compete on a lopsided 14 
global playing field distorted by high foreign subsidies and tariffs.  The bill would achieve $6 15 
billion in savings from the conservation title while still assisting producers in meeting mounting 16 
regulatory requirements and in promoting water, air, soil, wetland, and wildlife habitat 17 
conservation.  And the bill would save $15 billion by eliminating fraud, waste, and abuse and by 18 
closing loopholes in the nutrition title while maintaining help for those who need it.  In achieving 19 
deficit reduction and reform, we believe the House farm bill strikes the better balance. 20 
  21 
Under the commodity title, four current policies are repealed and replaced with a policy offering 22 
two options for producers to choose from.  Because they work to meet the risk management 23 
needs of all producers, crops, and regions, the two options offered to producers show respect for 24 
the diversity of the private sector and strive to achieve the fundamental purpose of a commodity 25 
title which is to address prolonged periods of low prices, the one risk that crop insurance is not 26 
designed to cover.  Importantly, because the legislation works to minimize any interaction with 27 
or duplication of Federal Crop Insurance, the commodity title does not undermine crop 28 
insurance, honoring the request of producers.  The revenue-based option allows producers to 29 
cover a portion of their crop insurance deductibles, but these producers may do so without losing 30 
all meaningful protection against multiple year price declines.  The price-based option allows 31 
producers to focus their coverage solely on protecting against these deeper, multiple year price 32 
declines, but they may also purchase supplemental crop insurance to close at least some portion 33 



of their deductibles.  While we believe that the price-based option with the opportunity to 34 
purchase additional insurance is fully capable of meeting the risk management needs of all 35 
producers, and we continue to have serious concerns that revenue-based options may not be up to 36 
the task of handling a full-blown crisis, we appreciate that the Committee aimed to honor the 37 
request of all producers.  While we oppose arbitrary means testing and pay limits, we believe the 38 
reduced AGI level and the pay limits contained in the House farm bill should be workable and 39 
we certainly appreciate the bill not reopening actively engaged rules that allow farm families to 40 
share risk.  In short, we believe the commodity title is equitable, market-oriented, respectful of 41 
crop insurance, and fulfills its primary purpose of offering at least a basic level of price 42 
protection.  43 
  44 
While now contained in the crop insurance title, the cotton provisions are also extremely 45 
important to the Southwest Council.  Although the truly dramatic reforms taken in both 2005 and 46 
2008 in order to address the Brazil cotton case have already been forgotten, the landmark shift in 47 
U.S. cotton policy contemplated in the 2012 farm bill is undeniable.  The U.S. cotton industry 48 
has proposed to cede all benefits under the commodity title, save the loan on cotton the rate for 49 
which is authorized to be reduced from its already low level if and when market conditions 50 
warrant.  Cotton producers will instead receive an area-wide crop insurance policy, similar to the 51 
GRIP policies generally available to all producers today, with a few improvements, including the 52 
benefit of greater premium assistance and a modicum of price protection.  But, it should be 53 
emphasized that this is still area-wide coverage, not coverage on an individual farm, and the 54 
price protection afforded is only effective within the narrow revenue band applicable under the 55 
policy.  This means that cotton producers will be exposed to significant price risk outside the 56 
revenue band and to production risks in cases were individual farm losses are not correlated to 57 
county losses.  We recognize that but for the Brazil case, neither the U.S. cotton industry nor the 58 
U.S. Congress might have gone down this road.  We also recognize that but for the House farm 59 
bill, cotton producers would have no price protection at all.  If this does not ultimately satisfy 60 
Brazil and the WTO, then we are convinced that nothing will and Congress will need to decide 61 
whether to stand with American farmers or with foreign countries that are increasing their cotton 62 
production and subsidies even as they demand endless concessions from the United States.  In 63 
the face of this difficult dynamic, the House Agriculture Committee has shown its steadfast 64 
support and leadership on behalf of America’s cotton farmers in assembling this 65 
legislation.                                     66 
  67 
The Council also wishes to express our full support of the House farm bill’s sugar title.  No cost 68 
U.S. sugar policy is obviously good for taxpayers.  But, the high quality and low retail and 69 
wholesale costs of U.S. sugar are also good for consumers.  Based on decades of debate over this 70 
issue, it is our experience that those seeking to repeal or change U.S. sugar policy are solely 71 
interested in increasing profits, not passing along any savings to consumers, which never 72 
happens when sugar prices decline.  Beyond the merits of policy, we would simply note that 73 
sugar beet and sugar cane producers have faithfully stood by other producers when we have been 74 
under attack so we are very proud to stand by sugar producers.      75 
  76 
The Council further wishes to convey our support of the dairy title of the House farm bill.  By 77 
repealing the byzantine labyrinth of current dairy policies, and instead providing a market-78 
oriented margin coverage, the dairy title of the House farm bill better serve dairy producers, 79 



processors, and consumers while working to enhance the U.S. dairy industry’s access to export 80 
markets which present the single greatest opportunity for market growth. 81 
  82 
In regard to Federal Crop Insurance, as previously stated, we strongly commend the House farm 83 
bill for, first, doing no harm to what has become for many producers the cornerstone of U.S. 84 
farm policy.  The House farm bill clearly recognizes the more than $12 billion in cuts already 85 
made to crop insurance and the contributions that this vital risk management tool has made to 86 
deficit reduction.  It also bears repeating that, while we are convinced that a solely price-based 87 
commodity title coupled with a supplemental coverage option under crop insurance is fully 88 
capable of addressing the risk management needs of all producers without the inherent 89 
downsides associated with a revenue-based option in the commodity title, it is evident that you 90 
worked very hard to minimize any interaction between the revenue-based option and crop 91 
insurance and that is extremely important.  The Committee also rightly rejected the extremely 92 
bad ideas of tying AGI rules and pay limits to crop insurance and adding duplicative regulations 93 
on farmers by linking crop insurance to conservation compliance.  The AGI and payment limit 94 
amendments offered in the Senate especially illustrate the alarming disconnect between 95 
Washington’s concept of America’s family farms and American family farms as they actually 96 
exist today.  97 
  98 
Beyond safeguarding crop insurance from harm, the House bill’s crop insurance title does a lot 99 
of good, mitigating to an extent the impacts of the cuts to the commodity title.  One very 100 
significant thing the House bill does not do is to so weaken the commodity title so as to shift all 101 
or at least too much burden and expectation onto crop insurance which crop insurance was never 102 
designed or intended to carry.  Beyond this, there are a number of significant improvements to 103 
crop insurance, including the supplemental coverage option first proposed by Congressman 104 
Randy Neugebauer (R-TX) in 2008 and now a central feature of the crop insurance title; the 105 
extension of enterprise unit coverage; enhancements to actual production history (APH); insuring 106 
by practice; and meaningful outreach to address the risk management needs of underserved crops 107 
and producers, including peanut and rice producers as well as our beginning farmers.  We also 108 
appreciate the House bill’s efforts to undo some of the damage caused by the last Standard 109 
Reinsurance Agreement (SRA) and prevent further damage under future agreements, as well as 110 
efforts to cut out the kind of government red tape that can prevent agencies from sharing 111 
information with one another and correcting errors which can ultimately cost producers effective 112 
coverage in the event of a loss. 113 
  114 
We also wish to commend the Committee with respect to the other titles of the farm bill.  The 115 
conservation title reflects the strong consensus of many that a consolidated and streamlined 116 
approach can be as effective as the current title has proven to be.  We place great confidence in 117 
this judgment and would only urge that, as this process moves forward, you consider any 118 
additional steps that might be taken to ensure that the acute water situation in the Ogallala 119 
Aquifer region is best handled.  We appreciate the strong trade, rural development, and research 120 
titles of the House farm bill as well, particularly given the sharply reduced resources available, 121 
and we especially wish to thank you for ensuring that there remains adequate credit available to 122 
producers under the credit title. 123 
  124 



Finally, thank you for excluding provisions that would have harmed livestock producers in the 125 
United States and for including a number of regulatory reforms, such as H.R. 872 to repeal 126 
duplicative pesticide permitting requirements that are already covered by FIFRA.       127 
  128 
Again, on behalf of the Southwest Council of Agribusiness, we thank you for developing a good 129 
farm bill for American agriculture and taxpayers.                                                 130 
  131 
Sincerely, 132 
  133 
Dee Vaughan 134 
President 135 
  136 
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