








Rhetoric vs. Reality
Administration Claims Not Supported by Facts

Administration Claim:  The Farm Bill Conference Report does not address 
Administration demands

Facts:
● The Conference Report addresses these Administration Demands:

▬ New Spending is limited to $10 billion, and is offset with spending 
cuts.

▬ The non-farm income AGI is reduced to Administration’s 
requested level of $500,000.

▬ For the first time ever, an AGI hard cap of $750,000 in farm income 
is established for direct payment eligibility.

▬ Reforms marketing loan beneficial interest to avoid abuse.
▬ Includes a revenue counter-cyclical program.
▬ Provides requested flexibility in key areas:

○ Planting flexibility pilot program that allows fruits and 
vegetables to be planted on base acres.

○ Food aid flexibility to allow local purchase.
▬ Removes miscellaneous provisions opposed by the White 

House including OCS lease fees, limitations on privatizing food 
stamps, and Cuba trade provisions.

● The Farm Bill Conference Report also includes additional important 
reforms not asked for by the Administration:
▬ Cut in direct payments, which are hard to justify during times of 

high prices.
▬ Schedule F tax reform that places a limit on using farming losses 

to offset non-farm income.  
○ This tax reform measure complements the payment limits 

and will stop the practice of creating paper farming losses 
to shelter non-farm income.

▬ Decrease the corn ethanol production tax credit by 6 cents to 
reduce the incentive to shift corn production from feed to fuel.

▬ Eliminates payments to so-called “cowboy starter kits,” or 
cropland subdivided for housing developments.  In addition, 
payments on tracts of 10 acres or less of commodity crop base 
will be suspended.

▬ Reforms disaster assistance so it is budgeted and paid for, 
avoiding the inefficient and ineffective payment schemes 
commonly associated with ad hoc disaster programs.  Further, 
only producers who have a loss on their entire farm will collect 
assistance.  Requires crop insurance to qualify.



Rhetoric vs. Reality
Administration Claims Not Supported by Facts

Administration Claim: “A provision to make it easier for some 
people to qualify for food stamps ‘makes no sense’ because 
there are already people who are eligible for food stamps who 
have not enrolled.”

Facts:

● The Farm Bill’s provisions to increase eligibility are based 
on the Administration’s Farm Bill proposals.  

● The Administration’s Farm Bill proposal expands eligibility 
in three ways.  

▬ It expanded eligibility among the working poor and 
elderly by excluding retirement savings accounts from 
resources when determining eligibility for the program.

▬ It expanded eligibility by excluding education savings 
accounts from resources when determining eligibility 
for the program.

▬ And it expanded eligibility among military families by 
excluding combat pay when determining eligibility.

● The Administration’s own proposal said that these changes 
were needed specifically to address the lack of 
participation among the working poor and elderly and to 
help the families of our brave soldiers serving in combat 
zones.

● It is the height of hypocrisy for the Administration to now 
criticize the Farm Bill because it contains the changes the 
Administration asked for. 



Rhetoric vs. Reality
Administration Claims Not Supported by Facts

Administration Claim: It is not necessary to increase food stamp 
benefits because food stamp recipients on Oct. 1 “already would get 
a food stamp increase for food price inflation.”

Facts:

● It is simply misleading to suggest that food stamp recipients 
are protected against inflation.  

● As a result of benefit cuts enacted in 1996, a typical working 
parent with two children in 2008 receives about $37 less in food 
stamps each month than she would have without the 1996 cuts.  
Under current law, this cut grows larger each year because of 
inflation.  The Farm Bill would stop this benefit erosion.

● Additionally, the minimum monthly benefit has not been 
increased since 1979.  As a result of the freeze and food cost 
inflation, families receiving the minimum benefit can only buy 
1/3 as much food in 2008 as they could purchase in 1979.  Our 
farm bill stops this benefit erosion by increasing the minimum 
benefit from $10 to $14 a month and indexing the minimum to 
inflation.  

● Moreover, many of these proposals are based on the 
President’s own recommendations.  For example, the 
President’s Farm Bill increased benefits by eliminating the 
child care deduction cap.  Our Farm Bill follows this 
recommendation.

● Finally, the President’s own farm bill proposal in 2002 
increased the standard deduction.  We made a slight 
adjustment in 2002, and this Farm Bill now finishes doing what 
the President proposed then.




