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Gone With the Wind

By Jerry Kozak
NMPF President/CEO
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Whether we want to admit 
it or not, gone are the 
days when dairy farms, 

and other livestock operations, 
are going to escape the scrutiny of 
state and federal environmental 
regulators. That became appar-
ent in the 1990s, when the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency 
developed water quality regula-
tions that required concentrated 
animal feeding operations – which 
includes larger dairy farms – to 
have permits that specify how 
they are to manage the nutrients 
that their farms produce.
 Now, a few years later, water 
quality issues are, for the most 
part, on the back burner. The 
front-burner issue in many parts 
of the country is air quality, and 
whether and how to regulate dairy 
farm air emissions.
 We’ve known for quite some 
time that certain livestock op-
erations, including pork, poultry, 
and cattle, can emit a variety 
of chemicals and compounds 
that can affect air quality. Those 
substances include ammonia, 
hydrogen sulfide, and volatile 
organic compounds. Such chemi-
cals can contribute to the forma-
tion of smog. And, needless to say, 
these compounds are what people 
downwind of farms often notice 
the most about their neighbors, 

which can lead to a variety of pub-
lic relations issues.
 The air quality of dairy farms 
is also leading to increased atten-
tion by government regulators, 
who are coming up with new 
ways to track the environmental 
footprint of livestock producers. 
In addition to using the Clean Air 
Act, regulators are using two laws 
– known as CERCLA and EP-
CRA – that are designed to target 
traditional smokestack factory 
polluters. But they’re using these 
laws to go after animal feeding op-
erations, claiming that large-scale 
dairies should be regulated in 
ways similar to industrial facto-
ries.
 In light of these develop-
ments, NMPF created an Envi-
ronmental Task Force last year to 
help the dairy industry navigate 
the complex series of political, 
economic, and scientific issues 

involved in the regulation of air 
quality. One of the things our Task 
Force did was oversee the dairy 
industry’s involvement in what’s 
become known as the Air Qual-
ity Compliance Agreement. The 
Compliance Agreement, negoti-
ated between the EPA and dairy, 
pork and poultry sectors, gives 
producers protection from federal 
and state penalties related to the 
Clean Air Act, as well as CERCLA 
and EPCRA reporting require-
ments. Producers who volunteer 
to sign the agreement have to pay 
a small fee, and make themselves 
available to have their farms’ air 
emissions monitored.
 In fact, the most important 
result of the Compliance Agree-
ment will hopefully be better data 
on the actual air emissions that 
emanate from a “typical” dairy 
farm. Because there are so many 
different types of dairies, in dif-
ferent parts of the country, and 
they house their cows and dispose 
of their manure in many differ-
ent ways, it’s critical to get more 
precise information on the type of 
compounds that each style of farm 
produces.
 And the only way to get that 
data, at least for the foreseeable 
future, is through this Compliance 
Agreement. The small penalties 
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The Compliance 
Agreement, negotiated 
between the EPA and 
dairy, pork and poultry 
sectors, gives producers 
protection from federal 
and state penalties related 
to the Clean Air Act, as 
well as CERCLA and EPCRA 
reporting requirements.
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Adrian Local
Ken D. Brugger, Joe C. Brugger, 
Clayton, MI

Bad Axe Local
Robert A. Schipinski, Lori A. 
Schipinski, Filion, MI

Clifford-Mayville 
Local
Lynn Mohr, Mayville, MI

Welcome New MMPA Members

The MMPA Board of Directors 
recently accepted the follow-

ing new members:

Constantine Local
William B. Bontrager, Centreville, 
MI
Low Valley Farms, Ervin S. Mast, 
Middlebury, IN
David T. Miller, LaGrange, IN
Dennis M. Yoder, LaGrange, IN
Devon Yoder, Topeka, IN
Floyd L. Yoder, Middlebury, IN
Harvey J. Yoder, Ligonier, IN
Paul J. Yoder, Ligonier, IN
Steven A. Yoder, LaGrange, IN

 
Evart Local
Mark R. Buning, Falmouth, MI

Hillsdale-Litchfield 
Local
James Matthew, Jonesville, MI

Muskegon Local
Robert L. Deur Jr., Grant, MI
Diane W. Fisk, Kent City, MI
Harley E. Miller, Holton, MI

Saranac Local
Sheryl Stewart, Coral, MI

Upstate Local
Marty Dillon, Williamsburg, MI

that the EPA collects from partici-
pating farmers won’t cover the 
cost of doing the research. Instead, 
it will take $6 million to do de-
tailed scientific air quality evalu-
ations on up to a dozen different 
types of farms. NMPF’s Environ-
mental Task Force is preparing a 
list for EPA of what type of farms 
to study, and in how many differ-
ent locations. 
 More importantly, NMPF is 
also working to come up with the 
$6 million tab. That money isn’t 
just sitting around in someone’s 
pocket, and it’s not likely that 
Congress will appropriate $6 
million of the taxpayers’ money 
to study air pollution from cows. 
So, we are actively trying to find 
the best source of funds to do the 
research. 
 If that money isn’t found, then 
there are two possible outcomes. 
The first is that the EPA will de-

cide not to further pursue regu-
lation of dairies’ air emissions. 
That’s a very unlikely scenario. 
The other, much more likely out-
come, is that the EPA will evalu-
ate dairy farms using older data, 
and/or information from other 
types of livestock operations, such 
as hog farms. Needless to say, that 
scenario is highly unpalatable, and 
it’s one we want to avoid.
 Some dairy farmers may 
wonder why their farms should 
be regulated by air quality laws at 
all, since there are so many other 
sources of problematic air emis-
sions. That’s a valid question, but 
it misses the point. State and fed-
eral regulators are being pressured 
by environmental groups, along 
with citizens who don’t like large 
farms, to go after dairies and other 
livestock operations. The fact of 
the matter is, we’re not going to 
be able to escape such attention in 
the future, because the wind is no 
longer at our back.

Editors note: At press time, more 
than 2,000 animal feeding opera-
tions (AFOs) had signed agreements 
for EPA’s air compliance initiative. 
Sign-up ended August 12, 2005, but 
the agency will continued to process 
agreements postmarked with that 
date. Many of the companies that 
signed up have several farms that 
will come under the agreement. Ap-
plicants originate from more than 37 
states across the United States and 
include representation from the pork, 
egg layers, meat birds and dairy in-
dustries. After EPA makes an official 
determination as to whether all types 
of animals are adequately represented, 
the agency will request approval from 
EPA’s Environmental Appeals Board 
(EAB).
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