
Legislative Watch
Issues important to today’s dairy farmers

A dairy farmer and veterinarian 
from North Carolina told the 

House of  Representatives on May 8 
that “what’s good for cows is good 
for our business,” and urged Agri-
culture Committee members not 
to include specific animal welfare 
regulations in the upcoming 2007 
Farm Bill.  
	 Dr. Karen Jordan of  Siler 
City, North Carolina, who is vice 
chairperson of  the NMPF Animal 
Health committee, told the House 
panel that dairy farmers’ care 
of  their herds is not just a moral 
imperative, but also pays dividends, 
since healthy, comfortable cows 
perform more effectively. Jordan, 
who milks cows on a farm with her 
husband and also owns a veterinary 
practice, said that “dairy farmers 
recognize that proper animal care 
practices lead to production of  high 
quality milk.”  
 	 “Too often, people not familiar 
with, or those with an ideological 
bias against livestock production, 
assume that farmers can afford 
to be cavalier about the health of  
their herds,” Jordan said. “To the 

contrary, today we understand 
more than ever how interconnected 
animal well-being and economic 
well-being are, for farmers and their 
cows.”  
	 Jordan said that in 2002, 
NMPF published a comprehensive 
technical reference guide called 
Caring for Dairy Animals, which 
address all the key elements of  
dairy cattle care based on current 
scientific research. The guidelines, 
which also feature a checklist by 
which a farm can be audited, have 
been recognized by food marketing 
organizations that have often asked 
farms and ranches to adopt quantifi-
able animal care practices.  
	 Those guidelines have been 
widely disseminated within the 
dairy industry to farmers, veteri-
narians, animal nutritionists, dairy 
cooperative staff, and others who in-
teract regularly with farmers, Jordan 
said.  
	 She said that the dairy industry 
also supports new research into ani-
mal well-being. Jordan pointed out 
that numerous advances have been 
made in the past decade in cow 

comfort, such as improved climate 
control systems, animal housing, 
rubber flooring, and clean bed-
ding. Routine herd health programs 
are also part of  all dairy farmers’ 
management practices, and farmers 
routinely use the services of  veteri-
nary and nutrition experts to keep 
their herds healthy.  
	 Jordan asked the Agriculture 
Committee members to avoid being 
swayed by emotionally driven but 
factually-suspect pleas for specific 
animal welfare regulations in the 
next Farm Bill, stating that in most 
cases, such laws would be redun-
dant to current practices, or not 
based on scientific research.  
	 “Every day all dairy farmers, 
regardless of  the size of  their opera-
tion, invest a great deal of  time and 
resources to ensure their cows are 
provided the best health care, hous-
ing conditions, and proper nutri-
tion,” Jordan said.  
	 A full copy of  Dr. Jordan’s tes-
timony can be found in the Animal 
Health section of  www.nmpf.org.
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MMPA, in conjunction with 
the Michigan Farm Bureau 

(MFB), and several other animal 
agriculture organizations, support a 
four-bill package that would impose 
strong penalties on farms convicted 
of  breaking environmental laws and 
increase incentives for farms to not 
only meet but exceed environmental 
standards. The bills were introduced 
in the Senate on May 15.

	 “This legislative package 
achieves an important balance in 
Michigan’s agriculture industry of  
penalizing convicted polluters and 
rewarding proactive environmen-
tal stewards,” says MFB President 
Wayne H. Wood of  Senate Bills 
501-504 introduced by Sens. Gerald 
Van Woerkom (R-Norton Shores), 
Patricia Birkholz (R-Saugatuck) and 
Jim Barcia (D-Bay City).

	 Most recently, concentrated 
animal feeding operations (CAFOs) 
have been under intense environ-
mental scrutiny in the agriculture 
industry. Farms considered CAFOs 
include, for example, those with at 
least 700 mature dairy cows, 1,000 
head of  beef  cattle or approximately 
2,500 hogs.

	 Under this package, CAFOs 
that are convicted of  violating state 
water quality laws would be subject 
to increased regulatory oversight 
and would not be re-issued their 
existing operating permit nor issued 
a new permit to operate a CAFO 
at another site unless the following 
conditions were met: 

A convicted CAFO would be 
required to come into compli-
ance with the law and court 
orders; and

 The CAFO would be prohib-
ited from expanding for three 
years; and

 Would be restricted from ap-
plying manure to farm fields 
that are already high in phos-
phorus; and 

The CAFO would be subject to 

•

•

•

•

annual water quality monitor-
ing and soil sampling require-
ments. 

	

“This legislation addresses many 
of  the environmental community’s 
concerns over the regulatory 
oversight of  CAFOs and CAFO 
expansion, but does so in a way that 
targets convicted violators without 
casting a black cloud over the rest 
of  agriculture. This is an important 
balance,” Wood says. 	

	 The legislative package also 
contains provisions to support 
proactive environmental protection, 
including defining the Michigan Ag-
riculture Environmental Assurance 
Program (MAEAP) in state statute. 
MAEAP, which helps farmers iden-
tify and reduce and/or eliminate 
environmental risks on their farm, is 
a voluntary program for Michigan 
farmers. 

	 “The legislative package is 
important to the future growth of  
our state’s dairy and agriculture 
industry,” Ken Nobis, MMPA presi-
dent says. “One of  the stumbling 
blocks for our industry has been the 
constantly changing environmental 
regulations in Michigan. As regula-
tions continue to change and be-
come even stricter than federal law, 
it makes it difficult for Michigan’s 
dairy farmers to remain viable and 
competitive with other states. This 
legislative package addresses the 
issue by providing clear, consistent 
regulations.”

	 The agriculture groups in sup-
port of  the legislation contend that 

defining MAEAP in state statute 
would make the program more 
appealing to farmers and would be 
an incentive for more farmers to 
complete the program. This would 
benefit the state as a whole, accord-
ing to Wood, because completing 
MAEAP often requires a farmer to 
meet environmental standards that 
exceed those federally mandated 
– and MAEAP applies to farms of  
all sizes and all commodities. 

	 Another provision would 
require the Michigan Department 
of  Agriculture (MDA) and DEQ 
to develop a booklet identifying 
environmental laws applicable to 
agriculture. 

	 “This is a tool that’s long over-
due,” Wood says. “Farmers want to 
follow the law, but with constantly 
changing regulations, they feel as if  
they are always chasing a moving 
target. They say, ‘Tell us what to 
do, and we’ll do it.’ This provision 
would deliver on this seemingly 
simple request.” 

	 Wood also applauded the bill 
sponsors on directing state resources 
to the heart of  agricultural pollution 
prevention. Specifically, their legisla-
tion would: 

Require that environmental 
protection fines paid by animal 
feeding operations be deposited 
to the state’s Agriculture Pollu-
tion Prevention Fund.

Require the MDA and DEQ to 
promote and assist farmers with 
implementing manure treat-
ment technologies.

Provide funding priority for 
MAEAP-verified farms for ag-
ricultural pollution prevention 
projects.  

	 “These provisions demonstrate 
common sense and show the sena-
tors’ commitment to a healthy and 
productive agriculture industry and 
the protection of  Michigan’s envi-
ronment,” Wood says.
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“The legislative package 
is important to the future 
growth of our state’s dairy 
and agriculture industry,.”

 	         – Ken Nobis,
		     MMPA president
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